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Preface

I wrote this book, as the preamble will describe, as a straightfor-
ward defense of Sir Cyril Burt. This, throughout, has been its chief
objective, and remains so.

During the course of writing it, however, 1 came with ever-
increasing certainty to the conclusion that, under the entire Burt
affair—initially giving rise to it, and thereafter fueling its long-
continued intensity—there lay two particular issues that were much
deeper and went far beyond the matter of the alleged fraudulence
of Burt himself. These I will touch on shortly.

Now that the book has been for some time completed, however,
I have also come to believe, on reflection, that the scandal carries a
significance far wider even than its connection with these two
issues. In a way neither intended nor expected, the very particular-
ity of this examination of the Cyril Burt scandal makes it, I think, a
case study within the context of a much larger story—a story
peculiarly, and perhaps increasingly, relevant to the intellectual and
moral condition of our time—and it is with this that it seems best
to begin.

The story I have in mind, which is far from having yet been fully
told, is one about the intrusion of the mass media into science
(indeed into every field of serious intellectual discourse—philo-
sophical, religious, artistic, and so on); the power of the new media
within the context of modern mass communications; and—perhaps
above all—the success of this invasion, amounting to no less than a
usurpation and replacement of intellectual authority in matters of
truth and justice alike. It is a story about the ways in which,

xvii
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motivated by ideological aims and linked personal allegiances and
animosities, the calculated employment of the many avenues and
techniques of the media can achieve totally convincing character
assassinations; can establish intellectual positions about issues of
the greatest importance (and of the greatest relevance to practical
public policies) in so decisive a manner that they become unassail-
ably entrenched in public opinion—so ineradicable, so completely
taken for granted, that the issues at stake are no longer thought to
merit any further consideration whatsoever. It seems hardly too
much to say that it is now the media, and no longer scientific study
and philosophical discourse, that formulate and establish the un-
critically accepted ‘‘paradigms’” of the period.

Every element of testimony I will consider in cross-examination
will exemplify one way, reveal one avenue, through which today—
just because of the nature of the masscommunications open to us,
and the uses to which these are put —intellectual issues are mis-
judged. The continual repetition of banner headlines (and the
frequently simplistic substance of the stories they cover); the
equally superficial and slanted productions of radio documentaries
(always of necessity limited in terms of time and selective treat-
ment); and, perhaps especially, the impressive use of apparently
factual television dramatizations—all these successfully establish
intellectual positions, judgments, and points of view, that are far
from being grounded in truth and show little concern for the
reputations of individuals or the niceties of justice. Aggressively
publicized, widely broadcast, endlessly repeated before a mass
audience of millions of individuals—the vast majority of whom
cannot possibly have the requisite knowledge, time, opportunity,
or even inclination to scrutinize the evidence further—careless
errors, distortions, deliberate misrepresentations, simplistic inter-
pretations, and direct falsehoods are able to masquerade freely and
come to be accepted as the truth. It is quite clear that this publicly
exposed arena of strictly contemporaneous, highly pressured, com-
petitive disputation among parties (whether individuals or groups)
who have powerful interests at stake, is not the fitting place for
careful, detailed investigation, for the prolonged scrutiny and con-
sideration of the evidence on all sides of a question, and for a
deliberate suspension of judgment until informed conclusions can
be drawn. Yet this is the most influential arena in which, in our
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time, ‘‘truths’ are presented, conveyed, and established in the
minds of the public.

All this would be sufficiently serious if it was merely a playground
of egotistical journalists and producers ambitiously making the
most of their stories—something of which we are all well aware. It
becomes infinitely more serious, however, when scientists them-
selves are seen to collaborate with these middle-men of the media,
lending apparent authority, and therefore credibility, to the posi-
tions being advocated; and more serious still when they themselves
(supporting these positions) neglect to check them against the facts
and the evidence on which they supposedly rest, even adding
dubious testimony of their own; neglecting, in short, the most
elementary tenets of the methods and procedures of science that it
is their vocational commitment to uphold. But even this dire state
of affairs is worsened to a condition almost beyond redemption
when it becomes evident that some of the most eminent scholars in
the world fall victim to the same continued repetitions in the media
(of unfounded allegations, character assassinations, and the like),
and go so far as to repeat them themselves, so reinforcing their
influence and strength; accepting the prevailing fashion, it seems,
just as uncritically as the most untutored members of the public,
who simply swallow the day-to-day banner headlines as taken-for-
granted truth. Does it not prove that none of us, no matter how
scruptilous and careful we may consider ourselves, can be confident
of being and remaining entirely free from susceptibility to the
media’s insidious and persuasive power?

All of this amounts to the fact not that human evil, whether in
the battle for truth or in any other area, has increased (that would
be hard to achieve!) but that, given the nature of modern mass
communications, the calculated pursuit of ideological ends, the
related pursuit of personal vendettas, and prolonged campaigns of
vilification, now enjoy far more scope than was ever the case in
times past. In the last analysis, this is a matter of the most serious
concern for the maintenance of intellectual standards, no doubt in
all fields of human activity but particularly in those of truth and
justice.

This point, briefly outlined by way of introduction, is no more—
literally—than a prefatory note on this matter, but as the full story
of the Cyril Burt case unfolds, I believe that its relevance to this
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larger theme will become progressively clear. It may serve, I think,
as a stark reminder of the dangers we face, and count as one small
but telling contribution to the history of the human sciences during
this second half of the twentieth century.

I turn now to the two issues that underlay the Burt scandal from
first to last; that have kept it alive from long after Burt’s own death
to the present time; and that, indeed, remain the source of passion-
ate intellectual and political controversies even today, still engen-
dering powerful opposing commitments.

It could always be expected, of course, that the revelation, after
his death, of serious fraud on the part of any scientist of worldwide
reputation—who had, during his lifetime, come to be accepted as a
leading authority in his field—would attract serious public atten-
tion. But why, before there had been any considered scientific
investigation of the matter, was Burt’s alleged misdemeanor
launched in so immediate and sensational a manner in the popular
press? Why was it at once simultaneously announced and de-
nounced as ‘‘the most sensational charge of scientific fraud this
century’’ and, the very next day, likened in seriousness to the fraud
of the Piltdown skull in palacontology? Why was it so avidly taken
up by other newspapers and journals as to be made into a worldwide
scandal overnight? We will arrive at detailed and specific answers
to these questions, but there is no doubt that the immediately
aggressive and sensationalist nature of the attack had its roots in
two controversies that had, for a long time, given rise to powerful
feelings of antagonism between those who stood on one side or the
other as opponents.

The first of these was the ‘‘heredity versus environment’’ contro-
versy. The Hereditarians had long insisted that the evidence of
such scientific investigation as had been carried out demonstrated
that (among other qualities) the mental abilities of individuals—
their level of general intelligence and their possession of marked
particular aptitudes—were chiefly established by heredity; though
they readily agreed that environmental factors could be highly
significant in either encouraging and favoring the fulfilment of these
abilities, or standing as serious obstacles in the way of their devel-
opment. The Hereditarians held, therefore, that there was a natural
basis for the distribution of the diversity of kinds and levels of
ability, and of the inequalities in such abilities, throughout the
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population of society—affected though this would obviously be by
the differing environmental situations of families and individuals—
and that this had to be accepted as a fact that education should take
into account in formulating its policies and making its provisions.

Opposed to these were the Environmentalists, who insisted that
all the evidence so far advanced in support of this viewpoint was
unreliable—as were the methods of testing employed—and who
argued that mental abilities were environmentally determined. The
great range of the inequalities in general intelligence and the posses-
sion of special aptitudes as measured (and supposedly demon-
strated) by mental tests was no more than a reflection of the great
range of diversity and inequality in the environmental conditions
within which families and individuals were placed in society—with
the possession and enjoyment of great privileges of wealth, status,
and opportunity at the top end of the scale and the total lack of
them at the other. Educational selection on this basis could there-
fore be no other than a self-perpetuating social selection. Further-
more, it was argued that even the mental tests on which the
““‘demonstration’’ of the distribution of abilities rested were them-
selves reflections of this environmental hierarchy of privileges and
opportunities: so constructed (in their linguistic usage, for exam-
ple), and so weighted, as inevitably to produce the results that they
did, which suggested that the hierarchy had a natural (‘‘genetic’’)
basis rather than being something economically, socially, and polit-
ically created and therefore open to change, reform, and improve-
ment.

All we need to say here is that all the social surveys Burt
undertook, and all the later and more specific studies that stemmed
from them, led him firmly to adopt the Hereditarian position.
Throughout his working life, he continually held and defended this
point of view.

It is immediately evident, however, that it was well nigh impossi-
ble that this Hereditarian versus Environmentalist dispute could be
a purely scientific controversy. Inescapably, it held a political
dimension—one in relation to which ideological persuasions were
almost bound to arise—and a little more must be said.

The Hereditarian position had long been the basis of the eugenics
movement, and some of the more extreme pronouncements of this
movement or of some of its members—stemming from a concern
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for maintaining and if possible improving the quality of the ‘‘genetic
stock’ of society—had argued for the desirability of ‘‘selective
breeding’’: of restricting and even preventing the breeding of some
unfortunately endowed individuals. Within the context of this ar-
gument, too, the members of some races or social classes were
regarded as being superior or inferior to those of others. Under-
standably, such a position and all those of its implications that
smacked of arbitrary authoritarianism (who, for example, was to
decide who was “‘inferior’” and who ‘‘superior’’; who was fit to
reproduce their kind and who was not?) provoked much opposition.
Taking something of a seven-league stride of argument, this oppo-
sition was greatly reinforced by the actuality of the horrors of the
distinctions drawn between those considered fit and unfit to survive
(including racial as well as other criteria) in the extermination
policies later uncovered in Nazi Germany.

These extremes, both theoretical and actual, extended the hered-
ity versus environment controversy into the second controversy,
which was inextricably (whether justifiably or not) connected with
it: the “‘left versus right’’ controversy in politics. The Hereditarian
position came to be considered essentially conservative (at the
worst extreme, fascist), essentially on the right in its implications
for the formulation of social policies. Some of the inequalities of
individuals, and the range of them manifested in society, were
established by heredity, and no political changes could eliminate
them. The ongoing actuality of some range of diversity and inequal-
ity of abilities was therefore recognized and accepted as a fact,
together with the equally factual implication that educational poli-
cies should take them into account and provide for them. The
Hereditarian position was therefore not only conservative but also
essentially inegalitarian, and reactionary in insisting that there were
limits to what progressive reforms could achieve; indeed, in going
beyond this and claiming that great harm could come from pressing
forward with political changes while biological, psychological, and
social facts were ignored. Furthermore, it came to carry the stigma
of the worst extremes of the eugenics movement and the Nazi
atrocities. It came to be thought of as the theorectical and ideolog-
ical basis of the extreme right in politics.

By contrast, the Environmentalist position, as the basis of the
left in politics, was essentially egalitarian and progressive. If une-
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qual abilities were the result of unequal environmental advantages
and disadvantages, these inequalities could be progressively elimi-
nated by political, economic, and social reforms that changed these
unequal environments. The left therefore stood for radical reform,
the radical transformation of society, and by this means the
achievement of real, actual equality and therefore real equality of
educational opportunity. The right—essentially guarded—remained
always resistant to what was claimed, and what could actually be
achieved, by such progressive policies; which meant that its out-
come could be none other than the protection and conservation of
the status quo.

Clearly, this is not the place to enter into either of these two
controversies or to take sides in them; indeed, this introductory
mention of them may well be regarded by professional psycholo-
gists and social scientists as being all too elementary. Even so, it is
essential for our understanding of the Burt case that they should be
borne in mind, and, well known though they may be considered to
be, there are some aspects of them that deserve the very strongest
emphasis.

The first of these is that far from being ‘‘fringe’’ controversies,
they had lain at the very heart of scientific disputation and party
political antagonisms from the beginning of our own century (being
rooted, indeed, in the earlier scientific upheavals of the nineteenth
century and the political upheavals that immediately followed Vic-
torian times). Second, carrying this long history of passionate
disagreements with them, they not only continued up to the time of
the Burt affair but even cumulatively increased in intensity after the
experienced extremes of the Second World War; and in the imme-
diate postwar years, as reformist educational policies—in one direc-
tion, then in another—were actually initiated, encountered unex-
pected outcomes and problems and were from all sides militantly
criticized, and as academic studies and intellectuals (as individuals)
ranged themselves more emphatically (in a more engaged way—
sometimes in close conjunction with politicians and political par-
ties) on one side or other of the controversy.

The fierceness of these disagreements, and the extent to which
they affected what was discussed and not discussed, what was
published and what was not published, in the entire field of the life
sciences and education, cannot be underestimated. Later (in the
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“Burt’s Detractors’” section of Chapter 14) we will see that a large
group of the most eminent scholars in the world within the field of
behavioral genetics thought it necessary to make public advertise-
ment of the fact that articles and books on the Hereditarian side of
the question could no longer gain serious consideration by editors
and publishers. This, it may be noted, was less than twenty years
ago. A third point, however, is that it is clear that these controver-
sies remain just as active, with just the same degree of virulence
and intensity—though sometimes hidden rather than overt—today.
Even as I write (February 1990), the reviews of the recent book by
Robert Joynson on The Burt Affair can be plainly seen to be as
strongly slanted from precisely the same opposing ideological view-
points as were the contemporary press arguments at the time of the
Burt affair itself. Similarly, a London BBC producer, approaching
me in a telephone conversation about the possibility of another
television treatment of the affair, said rather complainingly: ‘‘But,
you know, there is a widespread and considerable resistance in and
outside the corporation to giving any sympathetic presentation of
the hereditarian viewpoint.”” When I asked him why, his answer
was: ““Well, it flies in the face of all that we believe about equality.
Or at least that, at any rate, is how it is seen.”

An additional point that I state in the simplest fashion now, but
that is of vast importance, is that at the present time—just as much
as has been the case throughout the long life of these disputations—
the arguments relating to these two controversies, as pursued by
leading scientists and politicians alike, are characterized by the
most stark, unclarified, and unresolved illogicalities. It is not only
that issues of political ideology have been inextricably mixed up
with issues of scientific investigation and evidence, but also that
issues that are matters of fact—whether of science or politics
alike—have been inextricably mixed up, and more often than not
completely confused, with matters of ethics or moral philosophy.

It is a most common assumption, for example, that a Hereditar-
ian, accepting the existence of inherited inequalities of ability,
cannot but be opposed to equality as a principle of social justice,
and also to political reforms aimed at improving the circumstances
and educational opportunities of those who are suffering severe
environmental disadvantages. It is a most common assumption,
similarly, that an Environmentalist cannot be other than opposed
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to any form of selection in education; is bound to be—in public
policy and personal (parental) practice—a strict egalitarian; and is
bound to believe that equality of opportunity in education means
an exact uniformity of educational treatment for all. It is a most
common assumption, too, that equality as a principle of social
justice in education can only rest on (essentially requires) the
recognition of the factual equality of abilities among children (other
than those inequalities that have resulted from varying environmen-
tal circumstances); and therefore, again, that it also means equality
of treatment.

Now, all of these assumptions, and many others that could be

listed and that commonly occur in educational arguments, are !

plainly false. Yet they are the very stuff of educational theory,
debate, and contentious political practice at the highest level. In
Britain, for example, the entire tangled history of educational
reform—from the 1944 Education Act, through the almost universal
imposition of the ‘‘comprehensive principle’” in secondary schools,
and the subsequent efforts (through the reforms of successive
ministers of education, parallelled by an enormous expansion of
private education) to change and disengage from this—has rested
upon the militant play, one way and another, of false assumptions
of this kind. Now these issues of scientific fact, ethics, and political
policy do permit of clarification. Yet year after turbulent year, in
education itself, in political conflict, and in intellectual discourse,
the continued and obdurate mix-up of science and ideology pre-
vents such clarification from taking place.

It is enough to say for our purposes, therefore, that as well
known as these two controversies may be, they have been, and
have always remained, intensely active (a confused mixture of
scientific and ideological claims and courses of political action),
and were specifically so during the postwar years (indeed, from the
early 1940s onward) when Burt’s later studies were beginning to be
published; studies that, increasingly during the 1950s and 1960s,
were to provoke such animated criticism.

Throughout his life, and increasingly so towards the end of it,
Cyril Burt was not only one of the most eminent adherents and
exponents of the Hereditarian position, but also one of the most
forthright defenders of it—always ready to enter into public debate
and to exchange argument in articles with his opponents. To be
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able to demonstrate after his death that his life’s work had no basis
whatever, that indeed his very data and methods had been fabri-
cated and fraudulent, could therefore be expected, from the point
of view of committed Environmentalists, to be a telling blow against
the Hereditarian position itself. To destroy the credibility of Burt
would be, in large measure, to belittle and destroy the credibility of
the position for which he stood.

In all that follows, readers will judge for themselves whether this
was a motivation underlying the attack that clearly aimed at bring-
ing Burt’s reputation and work into disrepute; and indeed, whether
it was sufficient to explain the virulence of it. All we need note here
is that the Cyril Burt scandal arose within the context of these two
areas of continuing and deeply felt disputation.

I come now to my treatment in this book itself, a treatment that
has been affected by, and has deliberately tried to take into ac-
count, these contextual issues, and about which—just because of
the mixture of scientific, ideological, ethical, and personal dimen-
sions involved—I wish to be totally honest and clear.

First, on my defense of Burt. As will be seen, this began with my
strong impression—resting on some matters about which 1 had at
least some definite knowledge—that a great injustice had been
done. Subsequently, during the long course of examining all the
evidence advanced by Burt’s detractors, as well as all that in Burt’s
own work, and especially in that which lay behind his many
footnotes (which the detractors had ignored), I came with increas-
ing conviction to the conclusion that this was indeed the case. 1
became thoroughly convinced that Burt was innocent of the charges
of fraud made against him. In all that follows, then, it has to be
borne clearly in mind that in acting as ‘‘counsel for the defense,’’ 1
really do believe in the innocence of my client!

Bearing in mind, however, the need for objectivity and truth in
this, and the all-pervasive sway of ideological bias, I have meticu-
lously given the most detailed documentation on which every point
rests—all of which is therefore open to test. Also—and this is
where honesty even more necessarily comes in—I not only came
to believe in Burt’s innocence, but also to be increasingly incensed
at the stance, purported evidence, and some of the consciously
shared tactics of Burt’s opponents, all of which amounted (in my
view), as time went on, to a deliberate and sustained process of
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vilification. Increasingly, in my judgment, the questionable cloud
of intellectual impropriety came to hover much more heavily and
ominously over Burt’s detractors than over Burt himself. In defend-
ing Burt, I found, in short, that I felt increasingly opposed to, and
had to attack, those who had denounced him. This partiality in
argument too, then, has to be borne in mind.

To demonstrate an objective and impartial appraisal of the evi-
dence, I have deliberately set out my questions and arguments in
the legalistic form of a trial: entering (as though in a courtroom)
into a cross-examination of each of Burt’s ‘‘witnesses for the
prosecution,”’ examining each item of their evidence in turn, but
during the course of this, making the grounds of my opposition (as
well as my feelings) clear, and ending each section with a number
of forthright questions that are transparently open to, and invite,
public answer. That is to say, the conclusions I have drawn are
completely open to confirmation or rebuttal. And finally—with
truth in this whole matter in mind—though defending Burt against
the charges brought against him, it has not at all been my wish or
intention to present him as a man without fault. Indeed, my knowl-
edge falls far short of being able to enter such a sphere of personal
judgment. Having, however, had experience of the intensity, ex-
tremities, and sheer evil of some academic politics, my assumption
is that no man at Burt’s level of seniority in university affairs is
likely to be completely without fault. With this in mind, wherever
the record of Burt’s conduct seems to indicate something question-
able, or perhaps foolish, I have deliberately been at pains to be
quite clear about it.

A second matter of presentation has caused difficulty. It will be
understood that, in considering all sides of each allegation, 1 have
deliberately wanted (indeed, have felt it necessary) to present all
the relevant evidence. Burt’s articles typically contain many foot-
notes referring to earlier studies, the findings of which he assumes
or takes for granted as the basis for his current arguments. Very
frequently, his detractors, in making their charges, have failed to
take these into account. It is vitally important, then, that this
evidence should be presented. Much of it, however, is very detailed,
and to present all of it within the text itself, as the argument
proceeds, would in all probability make the text too loaded with
technicalities and militate against its readability. I have therefore
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placed such large or complicated items of evidence in appropriate
appendices. These are (1) on the mental tests Burt and his col-
leagues employed, (2) on Dr. Banks’ statistical criticisms of Hearn-
shaw, and (3) on some additional qualitative information on Burt’s
final sample of fifty-three pairs of twins—a letter from Burt that I
believe had never yet been noted and considered. I beg the reader
to study these appendices in close relation to the argument, and not
(because they are appendices) to ignore them. A great deal, in fact,
depends upon them.

A third point has to be made, for which I can do nothing more
than apologize. In presenting such a range of tables and diagrams,
it could well be thought desirable that they should be brought into
some degree of uniformity of design. I have given much thought to
this, but have to say that I have failed, and do not think it feasible.
I have wanted to give the evidence in its original form, for obvious
reasons (this is how it appeared in the long cumulative course of
Burt’s work), and I cannot see how some diagrams can be usefully
redesigned to be brought into relation with others. At the same
time, Burt’s own tables of correlations in his twin studies are clear
and readily comparable as they stand. On this point therefore, I
must simply beg the reader’s indulgence, hoping that he or she will
share the preference for originality over any attempt at standardi-
zation.

With these introductory points in mind—some of them broad,
some very specific—I turn now to the real task in hand: conducting
and considering the case for the defense.
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Introduction

My purpose in this book is very simple: to try to right what I
believe to have been a great wrong; to demonstrate beyond reason-
able doubt—indeed, in many respects, beyond any doubt what-
ever—that a great injustice has been done to the name, reputation,
and character of Sir Cyril Burt, to the entire body of his work, and
in particular, to his views on mental ability and educational oppor-
tunity. The many criticisms following the accusations of scientific
fraud made against him toward the end of 1976 quickly grew into a
campaign of strangely virulent vilification that has been sustained
from that day to this. The most unwarranted distortions and misre-
presentations of his studies and views have been put forward, and
aggressively and widely popularised. My concern, therefore, is
simply to see justice done; to present a case for the defense; and it
is this, as already indicated, which has led me to adopt a rather
legalistic form of argument.

This chief purpose, however, entails others, each important
within its own area of social and educational considerations. These,
too, I must set out as preliminary matters, but before that some-
thing of a personal statement must be made. This controversy has
been nothing if not personally abusive. The attack on Burt has
clearly stemmed from ideological and personal feelings of the most
powerful kind—some understandable, some obscure. For the sake
of frankness and clarity, then, let me set out, as part of this
preamble, my own approach to the matter—the way in which I

3
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became concerned about it and the reasons that led me to scrutinize
the testimony of Burt’s detractors.

Approach

Although during the course of this inquiry 1 have come increas-
ingly to support Burt, to have an increasingly high regard for his
aims, judgments, and achievements, my defense is in no way rooted
in personal attachment, any early and special devotion to his work,
or any political persuasion. I did not know him, nor was I in any
way associated with him.

My defense stemmed only from an initial, and then a growing
sense that an injustice had been done. Before the explosion of the
1976 scandal (in the Sunday Times), my awareness of Burt and his
work was limited. I knew some of his books. I thought, and still
think, The Backward Child one of the most excellent, humane, and
practically useful investigations of the century. On the basis of this
alone, I certainly regarded him as one of the great contributors to
psychology, the social sciences, and education—one of those (fol-
lowing investigators such as Booth and Rowntree) who had most
effectively exposed the extent of the ravages of poverty, squalor,
and deprivation in Victorian times that had been inherited by post-
Victorian society. As a junior teacher in the University of London,
I also knew that Burt was held in the highest regard by people who
had a long acquaintance with him as a person and an intimate
knowledge of his work (Professor Mace of Birkbeck College and
Professor Ginsberg of the London School of Economics, for exam-
ple) and who I myself held in the highest regard. 1 accepted their
judgment, and, within the work of the university at that time, never
had any reason to doubt it.

The sudden charges of fraud (in 1976) at once, therefore, strained
my credulity, and even at the outset aroused my suspicion. Some
of the testimony against him gave me a feeling of disquiet, of
discomfort, as though something more than a dispute about the
truth was afoot. Alan and Ann Clarke, for example—already going
far beyond the charges of fraud proper (which were concentrated
on the study of identical twins)—accused Burt of writing articles in
their names, and, after they had agreed on alteration of proofs with
him, changing them in such a way as to be critical of Hans Eysenck.
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But what sort of scholars were these, I wondered, who would even
allow someone else to write articles in their names? Also, Burt’s
detractors seemed, in general, unduly intense; to be protesting too
much; to be bringing to their arguments a certain inexplicable
animus; but it was not a field in which I was knowledgeable, and 1
simply watched with growing distaste the subsequent skirmishes in
the correspondence columns (chiefly of the Times). With every
additional article in the ‘‘weeklies,”” however, with every new
sensationalist headline, with every new radio discussion—a series
of features that continued year after year—my suspicions deep-
ened, until the 1984 BBC film, The Intelligence Man, proved the
last straw. So flagrantly one-sided a character assassination was
this, containing, even in terms of my own limited knowledge, what
I knew to be such gross distortions of Burt’s work, such defamatory
and libelous statements, that I felt bound to inquire in thoroughgo-
ing detail into the grounds on which these allegations had been
made. On what actual evidence did they rest?

The more I have examined this, the more the entire situation
has astonished me. The more, too, have I found it hard to under-
stand the long silence and lack of objections from academic psy-
chologists in Britain, Burt’s own country, and indeed throughout
the world. Have they not seen these distortions? If not, why not?
And if so, why have they not spoken? The clear upshot for me, at
any rate, is that I have now become quite sure that there is a matter
of injustice to rectify and of truth to be established. Assembling the
demonstrable evidence, presenting demonstrable arguments, my
aim is no more than to reopen the case so that justice and truth—
rather than a quiescent acceptance of a fashionably reiterated
denunciation—can be arrived at.

There remains, however, the issue of ideology—already to a
degree touched upon.

On this, little that is worthwhile can be said, since the claim to
have no ideology at all is itself seen as an ideological stance by
those who think in this manner. My position, in any event, is
strangely mixed, but a few points can be made.

I should make it clear, first, that I do agree with Burt’s emphasis
on selection in education, and with his belief that much that has
gone wrong with British education since the 1944 Act—and which
remains wrong with it now—is the outcome of mistaken concep-
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tions and practices in relation to this matter. Burt held that there
should be as accurate an appraisal as possible of the level of general
intelligence and the special aptitudes of each child, and that all
children should then be provided with those different kinds and
levels of education, and educational opportunities, which were
most appropriate to their individual natures and needs. I am com-
pletely in agreement with this, but held these views on ethical
grounds before embarking on the examination of the Burt affair,
and had already set them out in some detail.!

Second, I do not regard myself as being either ‘‘right’’ or ‘‘left”’
wing in this controversy. These terms, indeed, seem to me to have
become increasingly nonsensical in educational arguments. Even
so, when one takes a personal stand in a dispute carrying public
notoriety, suspicions are aroused. Following my early articles that
sought to re-open the Burt controversy,? several people eminent
within the field of education quizzed me as to whether a movement
of the **“New Right”’ was afoot, suspecting that I might be acting as
its front man. This most emphatically was not, and is not, so, and
it is worthwhile to make it quite clear (though in more detail later)
that Burt himself was decidedly not right wing either. His entire
emphasis was on the extension of educational opportunity to chil-
dren from disadvantaged social backgrounds, and he was not, for
example, on the basis of any principle, opposed to the ‘‘comprehen-
sive”’ school.

Third, because of the stance of Burt’s detractors, what I called a
‘“‘strangely mixed’’ position must be stated. I actually and actively
sympathize with the ideological stance lying at the root of some of
the attacks on Burt, and that indeed gives rise to the virulence of
their motivation. Professor Kamin, for example, detests many
political policies of a racially discriminatory kind that have
stemmed from some IQ testing coupled with the belief that intelli-
gence is largely determined by heredity. He detests political pro-
posals and policies rooted in the most extreme views of the eugen-
ics movement: the conception and practice of ‘‘selective breeding’’
that found their worst embodiment in the extermination policies of
the Nazis. Similarly, he detests the wholesale judgment of social
classes as being superior or inferior to each other on the grounds of
differences in their average measured IQ. I share these detestations.
However, I am equally certain that, possibly because of the strength
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of his feelings, he has completely misconceived and misrepresented
Burt’s position on these matters, and has—whether consciously
and deliberately, or unconsciously and carelessly in the ‘‘selective
perception’’ of his sheer ideological zeal—distorted both Burt’s
studies and his views. In what follows, 1 will demonstrate that
Kamin’s characterization of Burt is unfounded and false, but will
also have to go further than this and claim that—not only in Kamin,
but also in Gillie and others who followed him—a deliberate distor-
tion of Burt’s position has been promulgated in order to discounte-
nance this in the eyes of public and political opinion, and so
advance, in its place, an Environmentalist point of view. Not
argument towards truth, but calculated and slanted rhetoric, has
characterized the campaign. Deliberate defamation has followed
upon initial criticism.

These points, mixed though they may seem, encompass my
approach to this issue, although other dimensions and nuances will
doubtless emerge in what is to come. I believe that a man has been
undeservedly maligned, and want to see the truth made clear and
justice done.

I turn, now, to preliminary explanations of the form my defense
will take.

Jury

In the first place, deliberately and directly, I address this book to
you, the individual reader, as to a member of a universal jury—
“‘universal’’ in that throughout the world it has become a deeply
entrenched assumption that a fully considered judgment has been
arrived at in this case, after expert scrutiny, and that the verdict is
“guilty.”” This, most decidedly, is not so. The judgment and the
verdict are for all of you to make. Deliberately, too, I do not say an
‘‘academic’’ jury. The denunciation of Burt has been shouted aloud
in glaring headlines in all forms of the media. The assumed guilty
verdict has gone far beyond academic walls. Furthermore, as we
have intimated, the standards of judgment of some academics on
other academics is by no means to be relied on. Going beyond such
academic boundaries, too, 1 can suppose you to be committed to
thoroughness, exactitude, and integrity in establishing testable and
reliable knowledge in your own field of work (whether theoretical
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or practical) and that you share the same standards of truth-seeking
in the pursuit of justice. It is not at all my objective to ‘*whitewash”’
Burt, whatever the evidence; to deal only in exchanges of rhetoric;
to counter clever and belligerent argument with belligerent argu-
ment that tries to appear more clever. Though certainly arguing as
clearly and strongly as I can, my aim is to set out the relevant
evidence systematically and impartially so that you may be in a
position to form your own considered judgment. My request is only
that you approach the entire matter with a fresh, open, and unprej-
udiced mind, and defer your judgment, considering your verdict
only at the end of the argument, when the case for the defense has
been put and all the evidence is before you. This initial request is
all the more important because of the nature of the prosecution.

Prosecution

So far, no fair trial has been conducted. Only the case for the
prosecution has been vociferously presented, and this has followed
a strange course of development. Though it cannot be said to have
been planned from the beginning, it stemmed initially from, and
was subsequently orchestrated by, only a handful of contributors.
The allegations have been many. Their influence has been world-
wide. But the individuals who have pressed them with such sus-
tained vigour have been surprisingly few—so much so as to raise
the suspicion I have already voiced of some shared underlying
grounds of malevolence; some ideological, political, or personal
roots of malice. I will ask, as the evidence is revealed, whether
these things do not seem to be so.

Though not planned, the few responsible for the prosecution
have become more closely related as their attack has proceeded,
and the nature of this attack has been quite distinctive. Beginning
in academic circles proper in the criticisms of Kamin, it was brought
into full public gaze by the journalism of Oliver Gillie, and since
that time has been conducted through channels of the widest degree
of publicity: the weekly newspapers, radio documentaries and
discussions, and television drama. It has been loud, sensationalist,
insistent, prolonged; Gillie in particular having been apparently
drawn in to support every new occasion of defamation. All this will
be fully documented. So far, however, their testimony has never
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been subjected to systematic cross-examination; their evidence has
never been exposed to critical scrutiny; the only counterarguments
having been those of letters to the press or occasional articles, and
even these spasmodic protests have fallen off. For many, therefore,
the case has long seemed settled.

It has become a commonplace assumption—accepted without
question—that Burt faked his data, was a “‘fraud,”” a ‘‘con man,”
a “‘psychopath.’” It can be found taken for granted in the pages of
variable but influential writers such as Medawar, Vaizey, and Ger-
maine Greer, just as in the minds and mouths of many students
who have never (perhaps because of the controversy) had any
acquaintance with his work. And the whole of Burt’s work, all his
methods of working—going quite beyond the initial, specific
charges themselves—have been thrown into disrepute. He stands
portrayed as a man of warped character throughout his life, having
moved ‘‘from early plagiarism to later outright fraud.’’ The case for
the prosecution has culminated in an entire character assassination.
All this, however, waited for Burt’s death. Had it been published
during Burt’s lifetime, it would have been seen to be plainly
libelous. The dead, however, are not legally dangerous, as they are
not available for cross-examination or even able to answer back. It
is time, therefore, that a systematic investigative defense should be
conducted, and this is what 1 now propose: looking with genuinely
critical eyes at the evidence cited in the charge of fraud itself.
Turning the demands for justice on those who, with such readiness,
intensity, zeal, and persistence, have publicly declared their con-
demnations, how will their own testimony now appear before the
same bar of justice?

This nature of the prosecution so far also makes necessary a
clear statement of a few other specific points of a preliminary
nature. Without such preliminary indications, these might not re-
main evident with sufficient clarity once the thick of the argument
is entered into. Some signposts to paths through the thickets need
to be erected.

Cross-Examination

One central and essential feature of a trial is the careful cross-
examination of witnesses. In this way the opposing advocates bring
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forward all the arguments bearing on the case and all the evidence
supporting them, so that every fact and deduction for arriving at a
fair judgment is critically appraised and brought openly and fully
before the court. Because of the nature of the prosecution in the
Burt case so far, the first task, here, is clearly a critical cross-
examination of these witnesses—from the side of the defense—and
a critical exposition and examination of their evidence. This must
therefore form the first and longest section of my argument, and
there are certain points I want to make.

First, since the charges brought against Burt have been so
defamatory, and since many of the items of evidence on which they
are based will be shown to be highly questionable, sometimes
disreputable, and with every appearance of being deliberate distor-
tions, the questions to which they give rise call for clear public
answers. Since the individuals concerned cannot appear in the
witness box, I shall do the next best thing and end each section of
cross-examination with a summary list of clear questions to which
public answers are now required. Answers may then be given by
these individuals in their own subsequent publications, and the case
can then be completely judged in the most thorough and satisfac-
tory way.

A second point is extremely important. It will be demonstrated
that many of the claims of the prosecution and many of the items
of supposed evidence on which these claims rest have been more
disgraceful than anything of which Burt has been charged. Much of
the evidence is careless in the extreme, highly selective, put for-
ward in a deliberately distorted form, and then endlessly repeated
in a completely irresponsible, uncritical, and vituperative manner—
and all with a strangely intense animus—by scholars, journalists,
and producers alike. The point of significance here is this: Quite
independent of the validity or otherwise of the charges of fraud
made against him, a great injustice has been inflicted on Burt by
the prosecution in its wide-ranging, intense, and long-sustained
process of vilification. Putting this differently: Even if the specific
charges of fraud against Burt were to be proved true, the range and
nature of the denigration perpetrated by the prosecution, the ways
in which its evidence has been presented and the characterization
of this evidence, can all be shown to have entailed great injustice.
This point may well be difficult to appreciate here, at the outset,
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but will be fully realized and amply demonstrated as the cross-
examination proceeds. My point is—to belabor this for a moment—
that my first section of cross-examination will in itself, and on the
grounds there revealed, demonstrate that a great injustice has been
done, whatever the truth or falsity of the allegations of fraud. The
evidence indicts the denigrators of Burt themselves with intellectual
misconduct of the gravest kind—for which they themselves must
answer. Burt’s accusers stand accused.

Fraud? True or False?

To disclose the malodorous nature of the prosecution, however,
is clearly not enough. The crucial question of Burt’s ‘‘fraud”
remains, and must be examined equally scrupulously and impar-
tially. How does this charge stand? It will be found here, unfortu-
nate though this is from the point of view of every side of the
argument, that some aspects of the matter lie unavoidably, given
the present state of the evidence, in the realm of the unprovable.
Quantities of documents that would have been of crucial impor-
tance have been both lost and destroyed (not by Burt, but since his
death). Conjectures about these, and about work done on them,
must remain conjectures. Even so, much can be said about the
nature and consistency of Burt’s arguments in the long sequence of
his publications, the cumulative nature of his data, the tests he used
and the evidence accumulated, on which these arguments rested,
which will be shown to be convincing. At the same time, side by
side with this, many of the objections raised against his work by his
critics will be shown to be unreliable, false, and unconvincing.

The chief critic of Burt is undoubtedly Leon Kamin, and though
I will radically criticize his evidence, one can at least pay this
tribute to him: He did read, analyze, and criticize Burt’s work far
more thoroughly than most. The other critics, by comparison, are
smallfry—even Professor Hearnshaw, Burt’s ‘‘official biographer.”’
But the conclusion that has to be reached here is highly significant.
What is certain is that the charge of fraud has, most decidedly, not
been proved. The evidence for the defense against this charge is
very substantial and, I will argue, convincing, even though some
aspects cannot be conclusively proved. Impartial judgments of
probability may be arrived at on a balance of the considerations
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advanced, and the verdict will then lie with you—the members of
the jury.

Rehabilitation?

One other point has to be borne centrally in mind throughout this
consideration of the Burt case. The charges of fraud against Burt
were initially focused on one strand, or aspect, of his work only:
the study of identical twins reared apart, with reference to the
theory that intelligence was largely determined by heredity, and
Burt’s claim to have increased the number of such twins from 21 in
1955, to 42 in 1958, to 53 in 1966. Even if fraud on this one specific
matter could be proved, a much wider body of work would remain
entirely unaffected. Burt’s earlier surveys stand in their own right,
and are not in any way dependent on the studies of twins; indeed,
the study of twins only gradually, but consistently, emerged from
them. It is important, therefore, by way of preliminary preparation
and consideration, to remind ourselves of the nature of Burt’s work
as a whole, and of his emphases within it for improving the lot of
individuals and extending their educational opportunities within the
deplorable social conditions of his time—from the end of the
Victorian era up to, and during a substantial period after, the
Second World War; to what amounts, in fact, to almost three-
quarters of our own century.

From first to last, Burt’s central interest lay in the reliable
identification of individual differences, the implications and conse-
quences of these for individuals and society alike, and the oppor-
tunities society should provide for their development. Not race, not
class, not any other abstract conceptual category, but individual
persons and their destinies were the focus of his concern. And
“from first to last’’ was a long time: from a first 80-page article in
19093 (already emphasizing a “*general factor’’ of intelligence estab-
lished largely by heredity, and a number of *‘special aptitudes’’) to
his last book, completed just before his death in 1971, on The Gifted
Child. In all this work, certain features were clearly marked.

First, it was essentially pragmatic. Beginning as an assistant
lecturer,* he was appointed very early in his career as an *‘official”’
psychologist,’ his work taking shape when authorities were con-
fronted with the need to identify the kinds and causes of backward-
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ness, and to discover the distribution of backward children in the
areas for which they were responsible, so that they could estimate
the sufficiency of their educational provisions. Burt was essentially,
therefore, an applied psychologist, employed explicitly in an inves-
tigative and advisory capacity, and this he remained through the
greater part of his career. Second, as a consequence, Burt’s data
were always cumulative—derived from surveys undertaken for
administrative bodies or committees; continually growing in an
additive way: from early studies in Liverpool and Birmingham to
more thorough studies for the London County Council. His data
were not the systematic outcome of one study meticulously de-
signed in advance, carried out by himself alone or an appointed
research team, and as his facts were collected and brought together,
so his statistics had to be continually reworked, adjusted, and
rescaled,® to make them comparable.

Third, and also in consequence, this wide-ranging work of sur-
veys and testing was possible only with the help of a vast number
of different assistants—local government officials, headteachers,
teachers, social workers, Care Committee workers—all of whom
were ready and pleased to be involved, and some categories of
whom were never officially recorded and have long since ceased to
exist. Fourth, it was only within the context of this cumulative
work that a study of twins emerged. There never was a planned
study of twins, identical or otherwise. It was simply discovered in
early surveys that a certain number of identical twins had been
identified who had been brought up separately. Gradually, as later
surveys were carried out, other cases were added and statistically
incorporated into what had been established before. Knowledge of
such cases may also have stemmed from personal contacts with
(and reports to) both Burt and his helpers, just as some may have
been added to the statistics when the records of earlier tests had
been worked through to Burt’s satisfaction. Certainly, Burt was
always advertising for such information.” But the study of twins
was never either the central core of Burt's work nor an indepen-
dently planned study; it arose only within the context of the much
wider investigations. Burt’s data were therefore always drawn from
complex sources and for practical purposes. Even so, the tests and
methods employed were always clearly set out, just as the many
helpers were always fully acknowledged.
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Fifth, in this effort towards accurate methods for identifying
individual differences, Burt’s essential concern was for the provi-
sion of appropriate opportunities. Well aware that social advantages
and disadvantages often obscured and gave a distorted picture of
levels of ability, he was tireless in the pursuit of equality of
opportunity—his methods of mental testing being so devised as to
discover the actual ability and aptitudes of individual children
whatever the family and social conditions from which they came.
Working-class children brought up within abominable home and
neighborhood conditions, by parents ignorant through no fault of
their own, neither displayed nor had the opportunity of developing
their true levels of ability in the elementary schools of differing
neighbourhoods, and therefore rarely secured places in secondary
and higher education. The tests then employed to judge fitness for
secondary education were only ‘‘attainment tests,”” which did little
more than reflect the advantages or disadvantages of background.
Burt introduced tests of mental ability to probe beyond these
disadvantages, to discover the child’s true ability being masked by
them, and he deliberately employed nonverbal kinds of tests having
discovered (in tests of canal boat children, for example) that even
the language required in normal tests was itself a distorting obsta-
cle. Burt began with studies in backwardness because it was here,
in particular, that knowledge was sought, that the very criteria of

backwardness were difficult to clarify, the features difficult to !

discern, the influences of social origin and background difficult to
estimate. Much backwardness had direct physical causes, and it is
often forgotten that a considerable part of Burt’s work was devoted
to uncovering, diagnosing, and making authorities aware of the
sheer physiological facts (and conditions of poor health) that under-
lay the educational retardation of many children.® Much, however,
was due also to the massive social disadvantages of poverty,
deplorable home conditions, ignorance, and abysmal levels of cul-
tural and linguistic deprivation, all of which Burt emphasized,
analyzed, and weighed in careful detail. All these kinds, conditions,
and distributions of backwardness had to be uncovered and then
appropriately treated—provided with special schools, special
classes, differential treatment—just as those found to have high
levels of mental ability had, whatever their social backgrounds, to
be given the opportunity of secondary and higher education.
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But sixth, by equality of opportunity, Burt decidedly did not
mean equality of treatment. This, he thought, would be absurd.
Given distinctive levels and kinds of abilities among individuals,
there should be an appropriate diversity of opportunities to maxi-
mize their fulfilment. In view of the allegations made against him,
these concerns of Burt need to be meticulously substantiated. In
his 1943 article on ‘“Ability and Income’’—looking ahead to post-
war reconstruction, and later so much criticized—Burt pointed out
the existing inequalities in no uncertain manner.®

In London (to take one of the most striking illustrations) a survey of
junior county scholarship awards during the years preceding the last
war showed that in certain electoral divisions (N St Pancras, N Hack-
ney, Lewisham, Dulwich, and Hampstead) the average number of
scholarships annually awarded was about six or seven per 1,000 pupils
in attendance:; in others (S St Pancras, Finsbury, Bethnal Green, S
Islington, W Southwark, N Lambeth) it was less than one per 1,000. A
study of entrants to the universities reveals a still more startling anom-
aly. Taking figures for all England and Wales, it appears that, out of a
total age-group, comprising something like 700,000 persons, about
660,000 belong to the elementary school or non-fee-paying class, and
only 40,000 to the fee-paying class; yet of the former less than 5,000
annually enter the universities, and out of the latter more than 6,000;
that is, only 0.7 per cent in the one case, and nearly 15.0 per cent in the
other. This means that, if a child’s parents can afford fees for his early
education, his chances of going to a university are more than twenty
times as great as they would be if such fees could not be afforded.

As psychologist to the L.C.C., one of my first tasks was to inquire
into the causes for these persistent discrepancies.

His detailed study concluded that the inequality of incomes in
society seemed ‘‘to be largely, though not entirely, an indirect
effect of the wide inequality in innate intelligence’’; not supporting
the view that ‘‘the apparent inequality in intelligence of children
and adults is in the main an indirect consequence of inequality in
economic conditions’’; not supporting, in short, an Environmental-
ist explanation of the determination and distribution of intelligence.
But this was no argument for leaving things as they were. His final
conclusions were plain and forceful.!

(1) Nevertheless, mental output and achievement, as distinguished from
sheer innate capacity, are undoubtedly influenced by differences in
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social and economic conditions. In particular, the financial disadvan-
tages under which the poorer families labour annually prevent three or
four thousand children of superior intelligence from securing the higher
education that their intelligence deserves.

(2) The most striking instances of this are to be found at the final
stage of education. With the available data a simple calculation shows
that about 40 per cent of those whose innate abilities are of university
standard are failing to reach the university; and presumably an equal
number from the fee-paying classes receive a university education to
which their innate abilities alone would scarcely entitle them.

There was no denial of the inequalities of opportunity here, no
approval of them, no suggestion of resting content with them. On
the contrary, Burt’s concern was to extend opportunity for the
disadvantaged, to eliminate such unwarranted inequalities.

But a seventh emphasis in Burt’s work is almost always over-
looked. He was not deterministic in his analysis. The genetic
endowment of a child might set limits to what was possible (some-
times severely restricted, sometimes not so). The social context of
family, neighborhood, community, and economic conditions might
well enshroud a child from its earliest years with unchosen features
of a deeply influential kind. But none of these determined what an
individual person might become. Also important was the character
of a person in facing and dealing with the facts his personal and
social heritage presented. Depending upon the cultivation and
government of his own nature and conduct, resting on principles,
guided by ideals, aims, and values (as of self-discipline, application
in work, endeavor, perseverance), sustained by continuing motives,
an individual could make much or little of the nature and situation
he had inherited. Morality was of central importance in education,
as in life. All these elements were clearly stated time and time again
throughout Burt’s work—not only in his many books and profes-
sional articles, but also, and quite distinctively, in his regular
column written for the News Letter of the Association of Educa-
tional Psychologists (of which he was patron) throughout the first
seven years of its existence, which were also the last seven years of
his life.!

This brief note is, of course, an extremely condensed characteri-
zation only of an enormously complex body of work that occupied
a period of some 60 years, but the features emphasized are impor-
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tant because the image of Burt presented by his opponents has
been of almost the exactly opposite character. Insisting on his
consistent finding that mental ability was largely inherited, and not
determined chiefly by environmental conditions, he was attacked
as the archenemy of equality of opportunity; as one who paid little
attention to social conditions and took little account of their effects;
as one of the chief architects of the threefold structure of segregated
schools with selection on the basis of examination and the IQ test
at 11+ ; as the great champion of ‘‘right wing elitism.”” These
characterizations too, as we shall see, were even smeared with
charges of racism stemming from the most extreme pronounce-
ments of eugenics. All these issues will be examined, but is it not
beyond doubt, even at the outset, that the subjects to which Burt
devoted himself remain of the greatest importance in society and
education today? Yet all have been thrown into disrepute. If the
charges of fraud are shown to be false, if the allegations of his
detractors are shown to be sheer calumnies resting on no founda-
tion, then the case for the rehabilitation of both Burt and his work
will be incontestable.

Relevance?

This is especially true because of the relevance of Burt’s ideas to
the condition of crisis in which British education now finds itself. It
is hardly too much to say that the present widespread disaffection
evident within British education at all levels has stemmed from an
ignoring of the plain matters of fact to which Burt pointed, a
complete misunderstanding of the concepts of equality and equality
of opportunity that underlay and ran through all the arguments that
left-wing critics had with him, and a reliance on the politically
simplistic reorganization of schools that followed. One minister of
education after another now steps into the misguided footprints of
the one who preceded, and proceeds by instituting new ‘‘reforms’’
to compound the manifold mistakes. It is arguable that only a return
to the basic truths of Burt’s position can provide a satisfactory
remedy for our condition. All this, however, remains to be argued
more fully when the case for the defense is completed.

With all these provisos, our initial cross-examination can now
begin.
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Much mathematical criticism has been levelled at Burt’s adjustments
of his tests and statistics. When he spoke of ‘‘adjustments’’, he seems,
usually, to have meant one of three things: (1) retesting and adjusting
tests when they seemed greatly out of keeping with the teacher’s
experience of a child and estimation of his or her ability (his concern
was always for fairness to the individual child), (2) adjusting test
scores to try to take into account obvious environmental advantages
and disadvantages, and (3) rescaling findings in terms of a normal
distribution to render them comparable. Dorfman (Science, September
1978) may well have failed to take this into account in believing that
Burt’s figures were ‘‘too normally distributed,”” and Stigler (October
1978) has in turn criticized Dorfman for this.

In the News Letter of the Association of Educational Psychologists,
no. 3, Easter 1965, for example, Burt wrote: ‘‘During the past 50 years
my colleagues and 1 have kept a careful watch for cases of this kind—
‘identical’ twins reared apart from infancy. At first we could discover
only a handful. But as soon as our results were published, more cases
kept coming in, and we have now located as many as 53 pairs. We
should still be grateful for additional names and addresses.”’

At least six out of the sixteen chapters in The Backward Child,
together with some appendices, are concerned with these alone.
British Journal of Educational Psychology 13:83; 1943.

Ibid. p. 98. In the same place, Burt also ‘“‘readily endorsed’ the
pronouncement of Marshall, the economist: ‘‘No extravagance is more
prejudicial to the growth of national wealth than the wasteful negli-
gence which allows genius that happens to be born of lowly parentage
to expend itself in lowly work; and there is no change that would
conduce so much to a rapid increase in that wealth as an improvement
in our schools and scholarships such as would enable the clever son of
a poor man to rise gradually till he has the best education the age can
give.”’

Issue no. 1, September 1964. Burt died in 1971.









Introduction

We now turn to the testimony of those who made the allegations
against Burt. From the beginning, the accusers seemed to be waging
a war, conducting a vendetta, rather than pursuing an argument,
but it was the BBC’s television dramatization, broadcast early in
1984, that provided the final and convincing evidence that this was
so; that something was seriously and massively wrong. The entire
attack seems now—seven years or so after the initial charges were
made—to have become not only an organized campaign but also
one that was most emphatically slanted. The Intelligence Man must
rank as one of the most vicious and patently one-sided character
assassinations ever seen on the television screen: a character assas-
sination of the worst kind, of a dead man who could not answer
back: one of the worst blemishes on the record of the BBC. It was
so one-sided, took for granted in so unqualified a way the truth of
the charges of fraud, presented so unrelieved and blackened a
picture of Burt’s character, as to be totally and disquietingly out of
keeping with the BBC’s professed concern for balance, fairness,
and impartiality. It cried out for justice; for some indication, at the
very least, that there was another side to the story. Had it been
made about a living person, it would have been plainly seen to be
defamatory and libelous. As such, without the most careful qualifi-
cation, it would not have been shown. It was about the dead,
however, so that this consideration did not apply. Therefore it was
shown. This was surely—on the part of all those who wrote and
produced it, and approved its transmission—a disgrace.

Lord Denning, one of the most eminent British judges, has voiced

21



22 Science, Ideology, and the Media

his distaste at the libel of the dead, but has also pointed out the
apparent impossibility of dealing with it within the law. The dead
are not available for cross-examination. This is a matter, therefore,
where justice must seek ways outside the law. Those who traduce
the name and reputation of a man, who throw his whole character
and the entire body of his work into disrepute, should nonetheless,
in some way, be publicly required to justify their testimony and
defend the soundness and veracity of the evidence on which it
rests. I propose, therefore, to begin by examining this film. It is a
kind of compendium of items of evidence from many of the contrib-
utors we shall have to consider later. Working backwards from it
(that is, to the evidence that had been presented before it appeared),
we will then be able to look at the further testimony of each
contributor in turn.



The BBC: The Intelligence Man

The Billing

Having long suspected the substance and manner of the charges
made against Burt by Gillie, Kamin, and the Clarkes from 1976
onwards, and having, subsequently, been even more deeply skepti-
cal about the apparent impartiality of Leslie Hearnshaw’s ‘‘official
biography’’ that appeared in 1979, I was at once disturbed by the
billing of the film. Without raising any question whatever, it took
completely for granted the view that these charges of fraud were
true; that the matter was settled; that proof had been decisively
established. The subtitle boldly described the film as ‘*A Story of
Scientific Fraud.”” The introductory blurb in the Radio Times
(January 7-13, 1984) plainly stated that ‘‘after his (Burt’s) death in
1971 much of his work was shown to be fraudulent.”” Burt was ‘‘a
character . . . who betrayed himself.”” Why, asked Stephen Davis,
the author, did Burt ‘“‘pervert his career in such a bizarre way?”’
*“Was Burt born a villain?”’

Such assertions and assumptions—exposed to so much many-
sided argument, if only in letters to the press and book reviews,
from 1976 onwards—had most certainly not been settled. Why were
they so stated, then, in such a settled and conclusive way to a wide
viewing audience whose members, clearly, could not possibly be
aware of the details of the controversy or possess the knowledge
on which to assess it? Why, too, in this billing of so serious a
matter as a factual drama-documentary exploration of a man’s
entire character, was this introduction by the author accompanied

23
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by almost as long a piece by Oliver Gillie, the journalist chiefly
responsible for initiating the charges of fraud? This too stated, as
settled matters of fact, that five years after Burt’s death ‘‘his
reputation was in ruins; that he had ‘‘not only created an immense
body of fradulent scientific findings but invented a whole team of
non-existent characters to bolster his credibility’’; that ‘‘as recently
as 1969 he was still inventing data’’; that ‘*his work was used in
America to support the theory that black Americans were innately
inferior to whites’’; and that, when Kamin had ‘‘put Burt’s work
through the scientific mincing machine . . . there was little left.””
Given the known degree of disagreement, every one of these
statements seemed inexcusable in its exaggeration and total lack of
qualification. Every single one had been challenged, critically con-
sidered, and (for some) satisfactorily rebutted, yet here they were
all presented to a general audience as settled matters of fact. This
kind of introduction led to similar repetitive billings elsewhere in
the press.

Hovrizon: The Intelligence Man. A drama-documentary by Stephen
Davis about the scientific fraud perpetrated by Sir Cyril Burt. . . . A
story that begins in 1970 and works back, studying the development of
Burt’s character from when he was at the height of his powers and
influence in the University College of the 1930s, when he was secretive
and preoccupied with his theory of inherited intelligence. (Program
description, Radio Times, Monday, 9 January 1984)

Reviewers were led to exactly the same matter-of-fact judgments.
The film, wrote Dennis Hackett in the Times (January 10, 1984),
was

an ingenious documentary . . . on Sir Cyril Burt, whose psychological
prejudices about inherited intelligence, and the relationship between it
and income, dominated British educational thought for so long and
pleased those who were disposed to believe it anyway. Five years after
his death in 1971, his research was shown to be fictitious, a gigantic
fraud.

In such ways are judgments about a man’s character, work, and
ideas now disseminated and entrenched. The film itself, however,
was even worse than these preliminary forebodings.
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Misrepresentations

Throughout, “‘clips’’ from interviews with authoritative psychol-
ogists (intermingled with dramatized scenes exemplifying the sup-
posed deviousness, dishonesty, overbearing dogmatism, and ego-
centricity of Burt’s nature) were linked together and presented in
such a way as solidly to confirm Burt’s guilt and the one-sided
picture of his character. But one thing puzzled me. I knew that,
among those taking part, two had been close friends, supporters,
and (to some extent) co-workers of Burt. These were Professor
Arthur Jensen of Berkeley, California, and Professor Raymond
Cattell, now retired in Hawaii. Although both would no doubt have
criticisms of Burt (Jensen, especially, had already published some
criticisms), I could not believe that they would testify against him
in so total a way as the short *‘clips’ from their interviews sug-
gested. Knowing the ways of film editing, I wrote to both of them
telling them frankly of my doubts and expressing my bewilderment.
Professor Cattell replied as follows:

The answer to your question about how far we were appraised of what
the presentation would turn out to be is that we were distinctly misled.
I had expected a documentary and | gave an hour of my time to a BBC
team which came out here to Hawaii to get my reactions, as one who
knew Burt well in the past. In my presentation I dwelt not only on the
twins reared apart but also on other scientific and political aspects of
the question. For example, I pointed out that the consensus of scientific
work in the area fell exactly at Burt’s figures and that the removal of
Burt’s data would not affect the scientific issue at all. I also pointed out
that I thought the British educational system had retreated from a very
fine renovation that it had been given by Burt’s eleven plus system,
which was as near a just meritocracy as one could get. Finally I dwelt
at some length on the psychological causes of resistance to heredity as
a principle in the general population, a resistance which has come to
extreme forms in the left wing politically. . . . It is quite clear that these
people—Gillie, Kamin, and others—thought that by a thorough char-
acter-assassination of Burt they could disprove the importance of
heredity in intelligence. This they have conspicuously failed to do. . . .

The team that came to Hawaii consisted of three intellectuals and
assorted mechanics, and I sometimes think that since they took an
hour’s recording from me and apparently gave only one minute of it in
the final appearance that they came primarily to get in a visit to Hawaii!
We had a friendly and amicable interaction, but I sensed that I was



26

In

Science, Ideology, and the Media

dealing with the products of the 1960 revolt of students. One of them
did tell me that he proposed to present it not as a documentary but as a
drama in which 1 gathered that Burt was likely to play the part of the
popular image of ‘‘the mad professor.”” Now I have not seen the product
myself, but my brother in Devonshire and others who have written to
me fully concur with your opinion of a very biased presentation. 1 have
written twice, once a year ago and once a month ago,' to ask if they
will send me a cassette of the presentation or at least of the account
they took from me which I think might have some use as a lecture on
the subject. 1 get evasions in terms of the technical difficulties in putting
an English version upon an American machine.

a later letter, referring to ‘‘that absurd BBC film’’, he wrote:

Both Jensen and 1 became aware they had a pre-arranged concept that
took no notice of all that we gave them.

Professor Jensen, not going as far as Professor Cattell, in not

being sure to what extent he was ‘‘actually misinformed,”” wrote
nonetheless:

The BBC people who came to Berkeley to interview me did describe
the general format of the program, i.e., as a dramatization of episodes
in Burt’s career, interspersed with excerpts from interviews with people
who had some connection with Burt, or who had figured in the contro-
versy over the authenticity of Burt’s twin data. They also told me that
that they were taking a nonjudgmental stance regarding Burt’s ideas
and contributions, and the script writer (I forgot his name) emphasized
that he was fascinated by the complexity? of Burt’s personality. 1 was
led to believe they were attempting to present a rounded, balanced
picture of Burt’s great career in psychology. I was of course dismayed
when 1 saw the final product, and dismayed by such a monolithically
simple? portrayal of Burt; rarely have 1 seen such an overly simplified
one-dimensional character on any TV drama. Burt came across . . . as
uniformly cold and sinister. The real Burt was a wonderfully engaging
person, rather than the stiff, cold and calculating prig we saw on the
BBC show. This kind of thing, however, is typical of the popular media.
I have long since learned that the popular media (in all its forms) regard
the uninspired fictions of its own creation as more interesting than the
actual truth.

What conclusion can be drawn from this testimony other than

that at least two of the authorities taking part had been in various
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ways and to varying degrees misled as to the nature of the program
to which they were contributing, and that the clips from their
interviews had been selected in order to seem to confirm the one-
sided picture of Burt? But the testimony of Cattell and Jensen was
by no means all.

Indefensible Judgments

The film was scattered with extreme and damning judgments
from other authorities. Two examples will suffice—one from Profes-
sor Eysenck, one from Professor Kamin—and in both cases we will
examine their testimony in more detail later.

For a long time Professor Hans Eysenck, while admitting mis-
takes on the part of Burt, had staunchly defended him against the
charges of fraud. Finally, he was won over by the apparent balance
and impartiality of Hearnshaw’s *‘official biography.’’ His conver-
sion, however, seems to have been not only complete but extreme.
This was his judgment of Burt in the film.

He really is to me a mystery wrapped up in an enigma. Outwardly he
was always polite, gentlemanly, kindly, helpful and so on, but the
evidence indicates very conclusively that he was very vengeful, hostile,
aggressive, and extremely devious. . . . Psychopaths unfortunately are
usually able to conceal their motivation and their wrong-doing ex-
tremely well. They are the typical con-men, and in a sense, of course,
Burt was a con-man.

As a matter of received fact, the evidence being ‘‘very conclusive,”’
Burt was here labelled both a ‘‘psychopath’’ and a ‘‘con-man.”
Are these statements defamatory and libelous, or are they not? Did
the writer or the producer question this? The film raised no question
and offered no criteria as to what evidence justified the diagnosis of
psychopath. Could, and would, such things have been publicly said
about Burt had he been alive—or indeed, about any living person?

The testimony of Professor Leon Kamin (of Princeton) was, if
anything, even more reprehensible because it is demonstrably false.
The following was his account of Burt’s 1943 paper on ‘‘Ability and
Income.’’3

The argument that Burt made there was really quite simple and quite
astonishing I think—if you listen to it carefully. He says *‘Look—there
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are vast inequities of income in our society, and some people think that
unjust, but it is not unjust at all because there are vast inequities in
innate ability in society as well; so since we know that ability is innate,
then it follows that the distribution of income where some people get a
great deal and many people get very little corresponds closely to the
distribution of innate ability.””

He then presents the correlations—these, to say the least, sketchily
documented (there are no sources given, there are no details given, he
simply says our statistics have shown that the correlation in IQ between
cousins is .22, whatever number he used), these radically undocu-
mented numerical . . . in retrospect I will call them numerical fictions
... are presented to bolster the argument that ‘‘indeed here I have data
that show that results on IQ tests are genetically determined. So since
ability as measured by IQ tests is genetically determined, then the
differences in income in our kind of society are perfectly good, beauti-
ful, and true.”

No one, having tried their best to make sense of this statement,
could possibly recognize from it the article to which it refers. Who
could suppose from this caricature that in this article the sources of
the statistics to which reference is made are given in precise detail
from the very first page onwards; that questions of the ‘“‘output’” of
individuals, as well as the distribution of intelligence, are very
deliberately and specifically gone into in relation to large inequali-
ties (not inequities) of income; and that the entire motive in writing
it had stemmed from a concern about the inequalities of opportunity
in education in society (the figures on the very first page demon-
strating these inequalities in many London districts, and between
fee-payers and non-fee-payers)? The conclusion at which the article
arrived was the one that we have already noted:

The financial disadvantages under which the poorer families labour
annually prevent three or four thousand children of supertor intelligence
from securing the higher education that their intelligence deserves.

The most striking instances of this are to be found at the final stage of
education. With the available data a simple calculation shows that about
40% of those whose innate abilities are of university standard are failing
to reach the university; and presumably an equal number from the fee-
paying classes receive a university education to which their innate
abilities alone would scarcely entitle them.
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Kamin’s account of this article was deplorably superficial and
misleading. But there was an even more abominable example. ‘1
was tremendously interested,”” Kamin said,

in some of his earlier notebooks—obviously lecture notes from his
undergraduate days at Oxford in 1902 and 1903. Talking about the
problem of the very poor and the perpetuation of poverty, for example,
Burt has written out in his hand **Of the Problem of the Very Poor: they
must be segregated; prevented from producing their own kind.’” This is
the kind of atmosphere obviously to which he was exposed.

Elsewhere,* Kamin has repeated the same quotation, comment-
ing:

With beliefs of that sort it was not surprising that Burt could interpret
the fact that slum children did poorly on Binet’s test as a sign of their
genetic inferiority.

In one place, Burt’s notes are described as his “‘lecture notes’
indicating ‘‘the atmosphere to which he was exposed,” in another
as his own beliefs. But what in fact were they? They were notes
that Burt had taken of an essay by A. C. Pigou, the welfare
economist, on ‘‘Some Aspects of the Problem of Charity’” (forming
a section of a book published in 19015). Had either Kamin or
Stephen Davis taken the trouble to read this section, they would
have discovered that its entire sympathy was with the very poor
who, in the wreckage of society, had suffered so much of depriva-
tion and degradation that their own plight, for their own generation,
within their own time, seemed incapable of solution. Its entire
emphasis was upon the humanitarian task of finding the most
effective way of overcoming these problems of poverty. They would
have seen, furthermore, that the book of which this essay was a
part began very forthrightly with the sentence ‘“The Victorian era
has definitely closed,” and that its many sections (on ‘‘Realities at
Home,”” ““The Housing Problem,” ‘‘“The Children of the Town,”
““The Distribution of Industry,” “‘Temperance Reform,”” “‘The
Church and the People,”” ‘*Past and Future,”” and so forth) were all
discussions of ways in which the appalling conditions of society
that remained could be improved. The very idea that Burt or Pigou,
were reactionary in these many respects, advocating extreme eu-
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genicist policies of ‘‘selective breeding,” is either an outrageous
distortion or rests on the most careless of errors. The significant
point here, however, is the fact that Kamin’s gross misrepresenta-
tions were neither questioned nor checked by the author, the
producer of the film, or (let it be noted) by Professor Hearnshaw,
who it seems was their chief consultant. ‘‘Professor Kamin,”’
Stephen Davis has written in defensive correspondence, ‘‘has writ-
ten very cogently on the subject.”’ Were these examples of such
cogency? Did Stephen Davis agree with them—and approve them?
Such judgments—presented as plain matters of fact, and in a
slighting superior, derogatory manner—were an outrageous traduc-
ing of Burt’s character and the nature and objectives of his work.
Seeking in his surveys to establish the truth about the harshness of
social and economic conditions, concerned about the considerable
inequalities of opportunity they entailed and desiring to redress
them, Burt was made to appear exactly the reverse. And no
question was raised.

A Disallowing and Rejection of All Qualifications

All such issues could have been properly dealt with as elements
in the ongoing Burt controversy had both sides been given, had
appropriate qualifications been introduced; but there were none.
What is more seriously damaging, however, is that some were
proposed—and rejected. Again, a few examples will suffice.

None of Burt’s supporters appeared in the film, a fact in itself
significant. But why, when they expressed the wish that qualifica-
tions should be made, were their wishes ignored and their views
excluded? Dr. Charlotte Banks, in addition to correspondence,
spent some two hours with Martin Freeth, the producer, explaining
her wish that—minimally—some sentence should be inserted at the
start of the program to let the public know that there was another
side to the Burt story. But her request was refused and her views
discounted. Why? Chiefly, it seems, because Leslie Hearnshaw,
Burt’s ‘‘official biographer,”’ who had somehow gained the impreg-
nable reputation of being ‘‘impartial and magnanimous,’’ had writ-
ten to Freeth saying that Charlotte Banks was very loyal to Burt
but biased in his favor and not to be relied on. Such magnanimity!
The supporters of Burt were biased and unreliable. His traducers
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were not. Such impartiality! Following a limited correspondence
after the showing of the film, Martin Freeth wrote in the Radio
Times that ‘‘Burt’s impartial and magnanimous biographer, Leslie
Hearnshaw, described The Intelligence Man as an interesting and
enjoyable film which was ‘‘reasonably fair to Burt’.”” There was an
oracle, it seems, who had spoken.

Why, too, when Robert Reid—who had worked very closely with
Burt during the last seven years of Burt’s life as editor of the
Journal of the Association of Educational Psycholigists—also sug-
gested to Martin Freeth that some qualification was called for, did
Freeth ignore his objection, claiming that such qualification would
spoil a good story? Reid met Freeth on at least three occasions,
letting him see articles and letters from Burt; and, having looked at
them, Freeth told him that he ‘“wouldn’t like the play . . . you're
not going to like it,”” the gist of his point being that they were basing
it upon Hearnshaw’s opinion. Reid’s comment: ‘1 was surprised
and hurt that my account of Burt’s character was completely
ignored and he was given a character I would never have recog-
nised.”” But there is a perhaps even more telling piece of evidence
of this kind.

Ann Clarke (now Professor at Hull University) was one of Burt’s
sternest and most severe critics from the beginning of the contro-
versy—to my mind unjustly so—but she refused to take part in this
film. Why? Because the assurance of a fair treatment of the subject,
which she had requested, was refused. In correspondence (in the
Sunday Telegraph), Stephen Davis said of one of my own early
articles: ‘‘It is both mischievous and inaccurate’ to try to ‘‘insert
into his tale’’ the suggestion that Dr. Ann Clarke ‘‘refused to take
part unless given certain assurances of fairness which were not
forthcoming.’”’ But Ann Clarke’s own words in personal correspon-
dence were precisely this: ‘‘1 was invited to take part, but in the
absence of certain assurances about fairness, declined to do so.”’¢
Furthermore, she subsequently expressed appreciation of the fact
that, while criticising her on many grounds, I said that this was
much to her credit.

To what conclusion does such testimony lead other than that the
portrait of Burt presented in this film was not only one-sided but
also deliberately so?

Stephen Davis said, in the same correspondence, that his drama-
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documentary rested on research that ‘‘took many months, involved
thousands of miles of travelling, interviews with a great many of
Burt’s former associates and colleagues, and the sifting of every
relevant paper, archive, and journal.”” He certainly travelled thou-
sands of miles—to visit Raymond Cattell in Hawaii and Arthur
Jensen in California. What are his answers to their stories of
misrepresentation and grave dissatisfaction over the ways in which
their contributions were used? He ‘‘sifted every relevant paper,
archive, and journal.”” What, then, are his answers to the mislead-
ing caricatures and distortions of the archive material and the paper
presented by Kamin? What are his and Martin Freeth’s explana-
tions, too, of the fact that qualifications from supporters of Burt
were not allowed, and that assurances of fairness even to a critic of
Burt could not be given? Martin Freeth quotes the ‘‘impartial and
magnanimous’’ Leslie Hearnshaw (a kind of god looking on from
the wings) as his final authority. But among the papers so thor-
oughly sifted out, had neither he nor Stephen Davis noticed that
Hearnshaw’s own impartiality was by no means universally ac-
cepted? Lee Cronbach of Stanford, for example, in a widely known
review,’ had said ‘‘Hearnshaw, once convinced, wrote a prosecu-
tion brief.”” Indeed he did; one raising questions we will itemize
and that he too must answer. One wonders whether, for example,
as consultant, he had himself questioned and approved Kamin’s
interpretations in the program he thought ‘‘reasonably fair to
Burt’’? But a final important area of criticism lies in the many
dramatized scenes. '

Dramatized Incidents and Scenes: Evidence?

Interspersed with the interview-type pronouncements were over
35 dramatized scenes all of which (with perhaps one or two excep-
tions) were such as to exemplify and buttress the charges made
against Burt. They portrayed him as having an egotistical, dog-
matic, hectoring manner in the lecture-theatre, and with a crass
intolerance of questioning by students, insensitively humiliating
one such student before others. They claimed, showing pictures of
long queues waiting in vain in the corridor outside his study, that
he had little interest in his students—all of which runs totally
counter to the actual testimony of his students and colleagues,
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which overwhelmingly emphasises his great kindliness, helpful-
ness, and concern for their own work and personal problems. They
showed him ‘‘guessing’’ the IQs of adults; claiming the ability to
assess the 1Qs of the parents of children he was testing without at
all subjecting them to tests; rigging an investigation to arrive at the
“‘evidence’’ desired; secretively hiding from his secretary the fact
that he had invented an assistant who did not really exist. They
dwelt, throughout, on the supposed flaws in his work and character,
on the deceit and subterfuge he allegedly practised.

Since this program was not fictional, however, but a supposedly
factual presentation of Burt’s character in relation to the “‘story of
scientific fraud,’’ the simple question is: On what concrete evidence
did these dramatic reconstructions and sequences of dialogue rest?
This question could be asked of every one of the dramatized
incidents, but for the sake of brevity just a few are ennumerated.

1. Burt and his secretary, emerging from their door to go for a
walk, bump into a butcher’s boy on his bicycle. After his
departure, Burt estimates his IQ as being 90, but says that ‘‘we
must not look down on butchers,” even though ‘‘intelligence is
correlated with occupational status.”” Questioned by his secre-
tary as to how he can possibly estimate a person’s IQ on just
meeting them, Burt simply says *‘Practice!”’

2. Some colleagues are drinking coffee in a common room. One
colleague from another department, who turns out to be a Jew,
is being irately castigated for ‘‘scoffing at eugenics, scoffing at
Galton, scoffing at psychology’ and for being ignorant of the
fact that “‘the breeding stock is of prime importance’ and the
danger that ‘‘the lower classes will outbreed the superior stock.”’
Burt is called into the conversation to ‘‘tell him about data
(having *‘tested thousands of slum children’”). It is said that “‘in
Germany they’ve got some good ideas’’, and the Jew, claiming
that he is a *‘positivist’ and that ‘‘even your concept of intelli-
gence is metaphysical,”” leaves. The conversation continues:
“*He’s touchy about Germany because he’s a Jew.”” ““I'm well
aware he’s a Jew. He also seems to be a communist. . . . Perhaps
you ought to tell him about twin studies. . . .”” ““There’s no
doubt about the genetic basis of intelligence. All you need are
the figures . . . the data, I mean.”

3. Burt’s father, a doctor, takes ‘*Loddy’’ (Burt as a boy) on a visit
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to Francis Galton. “*Loddy’’ (Lodovic) is already a scholarly
prig. ‘‘Are you good at your school work, Loddy?"” “‘Oh yes,
sir, very good!”” The conversation dwells on the continuity of
high ability from fathers to sons among judges, and, at a much
lower level, the existence of a ‘‘large number of defectives and
ne’er-do-wells. . . . The sheer size of slum families makes me
concerned. . . . Society must take steps in the matter.”” Later,
there is a fantasy-type repetition of this scene. ‘‘You can sit on
my throne,”” says Galton to Loddy. ‘I have an IQ of 200,
father,”” says Loddy, and then voices float vaguely about the
scene in a dreamlike way. ‘*“Was he a slum boy?’" ‘‘He was never
a slum boy.”” *‘I was nearly a slum boy, father.”

4. Jack Flugel, a colleague, is called in hush-hush fashion into
Burt’s room. Against Flugel’s wish (he clearly thinks the whole
matter improper), Burt presses him to act as a second *‘indepen-
dent investigator’ in a study of occupation, social class, and
intelligence, because ‘‘you and I are likely to agree. . . . We
need two independent testers who have a high level of agreement
... and two looks better than one!”

5. Miss Archer hands Burt a letter addressed to Margaret Howard,
c/o Professor Cyril Burt, 4, Aldous Grove, Aberystwyth, asking
““Where would you like me to send it?”’ Guiltily, Burt takes it.
“‘Leave it with me.”” As Miss Archer leaves the room, he
surreptitiously slips the letter under his blotter.

On what concrete evidence can these reconstructions and con-
versations possibly rest? On what evidence, according to the author
and producer, do they rest?

The question is all the more pressing because at least one such
scene has been said by the person who described it to have been
falsified. Miss Archer (Burt’s last secretary) initially told a Colum-
bia Broadcasting interviewer of a dinner scene when Burt and his
wife argued about a gynecological operation that (she claimed)
employed a new technique. Burt disagreed and, referring to a
medical book, was proved right. Lady Burt then made a kind of
mock-despairing gesture with her hand towards the floor and pulled
a “‘lips-turned-down-at-the-corners’’ face, indicating ‘‘Oh dear,
downed again!’’ But no anger was involved and there was no violent
altercation. In the film, the scene ended in a violent row, Lady Burt
leaving the table in outrage without finishing her meal, Burt being
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depicted as an insensitive, overbearing, uncaring bigot. Why was
Miss Archer’s account taken over and distorted in what can only
have been a deliberate way?

Doubt—grounded in evidence—having been thrown on the valid-
ity of one of these scenes, answers are required on the rest. There
are over 30 such scenes—but answers should be easy to provide on
the few examples specified.

Did You See?

It also seems worthwhile to point out that, as though to add insult
to injury, a Did You See? panel discussed the film closely after its
showing. No question whatever was raised about the truth or
otherwise of the allegations. The ‘“‘story of scientific fraud’® was
again taken completely for granted as having been conclusively
settled—even by Professor Tessa Blackstone who presumably must
at least have known that there were other sides to the argument.
Some time afterward, when I had begun to inquire into the whole
of the Burt case, Professor John Cohen wrote: ‘

I thought that Ludovic Kennedy’s opening remarks in his Did You See?
programme, after the drama, were absolutely monstrous libels, espe-
cially as he knew nothing at all about Burt. 1 phoned his secretary in
advance to warn him to tread carefully and to brief him. but he took no
notice at all. I was really shocked, and his panel, equally ignorant, were
just as bad.

Also, having explicitly refused Charlotte Banks’ request for the
insertion of a qualifying sentence at the start of the film, Martin
Freeth promised: ‘I shall inform the producers of Did You See? of
your views on the evidence for fraud.”” Whether or no this promise
was kept cannot be known, but there was certainly no evidence of
it in the discussion. Only Robert Robinson (for which he deserves
much credit) seemed disquieted at the very end of the discussion
and made a brief comment to the effect that Burt had been por-
trayed wholly as a ‘“‘baddy.’” But the discussion was rounded off
quickly with some statement that Burt, in any event, was not likely
to be remembered for having made any contribution of great or
lasting worth to psychology—and that was the end of the matter.
The panel had corroborated the film.
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I repeat: In such a way does the media now judge a man and his
life’s work. In such a way is popular opinion formed.

Conclusion

I come back, finally, and in general terms, to Stephen Davis and
Martin Freeth as writer and producer of this film. It is arguable that
Stephen Davis as a dramatist (not, as far as 1 am aware, a qualified
psychologist) genuinely believed that the picture he was creating
and projecting—in imaginative drama as well as by authoritative
statements in documentary fashion—was the received, established,
consensus; that the matter was in fact settled. If, however, he had
actually “‘sifted every relevant paper, archive, and journal’’ and
considered these responsibly, it is difficult to believe this, as letters,
documents, and articles existed in plenty showing beyond doubt
that alternative views were held. Furthermore, we have seen that
some contributors and consultants clearly wished to make qualifi-
cations, wished to have assurances of fairness, all of which were
denied. It is arguable, similarly, that Martin Freeth’s single-mind-
edness was simply that of a zealous television producer who—
realizing the weakening effect of qualifications—wanted to achieve
and sustain the strength of a good story. The evidence as it stands,
however (from Cattell, Jensen, Banks, Reid, and Ann Clarke, at
least), points overwhelmingly to the conclusion that misleading
misrepresentations took place and that the indication of alternative
views, the making of qualifications, the assurance of fair treatment
of the subject, were denied: in short, that the one-sidedness of the
presentation was deliberate.

I return to what seems the most crucial consideration.

This program was a factual program about the reputation of a
man, his character, his life, his work. It was (as it seems to me)
defamatory and libelous on many counts, both in the testimony of
some of those interviewed and in the plain implications of the
dramatized scenes. It stood as a damning character assassination
of a man—called a ‘‘psychopath,’ a ‘‘con man’’—actually guilty of
a fraud actually committed. Had this man been alive, would the
BBC have transmitted this film without the fullest consideration of
the possible grounds of libel? I cannot believe it. The man, however,
was dead. Libel did not count.
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I leave the matter here, for you—as members of the jury—to

consider, but let us now set out a clear list of questions to which

public answers are required.
Questions Requiring Public Answers

Of Stephen Davis (author), Martin Freeth (producer), and the

editor of the Radio Times, it must be asked:

. Why was the billing of the film, as ‘‘a story of scientific fraud,”
such as to claim without any question or qualification, that fraud
had in fact been committed—that Cyril Burt was, without any
doubt, guilty? And why was Oliver Gillie, in addition to Stephen
Davis, called upon, in the Radio Times introduction, to reiterate
his charges—again without qualification?

. Why were Professors Cattell and Jensen, in various ways and to
varying degrees, misled about the nature of the film?

. Why were Leon Kamin’s plain misrepresentations allowed and
passed for transmission without check, correction, or qualifica-
tion?
. Why was Dr. Banks’ request for the introduction of even the
most minimal qualification in the program (simply to indicate
that there was another side to the story) refused? Why was the
description of Burt’s character by one of his supporters who
knew him well—Robert Reid—ignored? Why were assurances
of “‘fair treatment’’ of the subject so fully refused to Ann Clark
that, even though a forceful critic of Burt, she refused to take
part?

. On what firm evidence did the five dramatized scenes specified
rest? Could the items of evidence, in each case, be supplied?

. Did the producer inform the Did You See team of Dr. Banks’
view and wish, as he had promised?

Of Professor Eysenck, it must be asked:

. After he had so long defended Burt against his detractors; on
the grounds of what evidence did he become convinced that
Burt was ‘‘very vengeful, hostile, aggressive, and extremely
devious?”’

. On the grounds of what evidence, and on what criteria of
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diagnosis, did he also conclude that Burt was a ‘‘psychopath’’
and a *‘con man’’?

Of Professor Kamin, it must be asked:

1. How does he explain his complete misrepresentation of Burt’s
1943 paper on *‘Ability and Income”’?

2. How too does he explain his complete, and repeated, misrepre-
sentation and misinterpretation of Burt’s early diary notes in
such a way as to smear him with the most extreme views of the
eugenics movement, when these notes were clearly listed under
the title of a book or essay by Pigou? Why did he never think fit
to check the source of this title, and the nature of the book from
which it came?

(It may be noted that these questions refer to only two of Kamin’s
accusations in the film. There are others, but these will be intro-
duced later.)

Of Ludovic Kennedy and the “‘Did You See?”’ team, it must be
asked:

1. Why—as the evidence at present seems to suggest—was Profes-
sor Cohen’s telephone message that there was another side to
the Burt story completely ignored?

2. Was the promised message (about Dr. Banks’ views) from Martin
Freeth received? If so, why was this also ignored?

Of Professor Leslie Hearnshaw, as Burt’s ‘‘official biographer,”’
and especially in view of his judgment after the showing of the film
and some criticisms of it, that it was ‘‘reasonably fair to Burt,”’ it
must be asked:

1. Why—as he was presumably aware of Burt’s 1943 paper and its
conclusions, and of Burt’s early diary notes—did he not point
out to the producer Kamin’s gross misrepresentations of both?

2. Why did he influence the producer against taking Dr. Banks’
views into account, especially when her request for a qualifying
sentence was so minimal?

3. Knowing well (from his perusal and consideration of all the
documents) that there was another side to the Burt story,
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strongly maintained by many of his colleagues and supporters,
why did he too not request that this should, at the very least, be
indicated?

4. Also, did he not question the nature and degree of reliability of
the evidence on which the dramatized scenes were based? If
not, why not?

These are quite straightforward questions that stem clearly from
the nature and contents of this film, and to which answers would be
required in face-to-face cross-examination in an open court. We
should now, then, be able to expect equally clear public answers.

Notes

1. This was written on September 4, 1984.

2. These italics are Jensen’s own, and these excerpts from their letters are
published with the permission of both Professor Cattell and Professor
Jensen.

3. British Journal of Educational Psychology 13.

4. Intelligence: The Battle for the Mind. London and Sydney: Pan Books,
1981, p. 95.

5. The Heart of the Empire. London: Fisher Unwin.

6. Her additional comment was ‘‘The Burt programme was hopeless, and
I have not heard a single approval of it.”’

7. Science, 206; 1979.






Professor Leon Kamin

Among the ‘‘authorities’’ interviewed in The Intelligence Man,
there is no doubt that the only critic to be taken seriously is
Professor Leon Kamin (we have seen that Professors Cattell and
Jensen were not critics in the same way). Indeed, it is almost true
to say, in the controversy in general, that Kamin is the only critic
to be taken seriously, the others doing little more than follow
repetitively behind him (though noisily in the case of Gillie). Be-
cause of this, a few preliminary points—of a mixed nature—must
be made.

As we have seen, one can sympathize to a considerable extent
with the roots of Kamin’s ideological stance, his hot indignation,
and his attack on policies of a discriminatory kind resting on
simplistic caricatures of race and class. One can also admire the
rigor with which he has criticized the many studies (original and
secondary) claiming to have established that intelligence is largely
determined by heredity. The Science and Politics of 1Q, attacking
these positions, does so while undertaking a thoroughly docu-
mented critical analysis of them, including a critique of their con-
ceptual and statistical methods and of their mathematical models.
This is detailed work that compels respect and calls for serious
recognition and consideratioan. Certainly, it cannot and should not
be easily cast aside or rhetorically dismissed. But here at the onset
must come the elements of mixed response, for this ideological
frankness and intellectual stringency is accompanied by several
highly questionable characteristics.

First, the ideological zeal frequently issues in a strident, denun-
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ciatory, derisive tone of voice and posture bordering sometimes on
the fanatical. Of all the participants in The Intelligence Man, Kamin
was the most deliberately defamatory in his pronouncements and
his manner of making them. His absurd and misleading caricature
of Burt’s 1943 paper, for example, was presented in a derisory
manner, each misrepresentation heaped cumulatively upon the last,
and culminating in what can only be called a final spit at ‘‘numerical
fictions.”” No accumulation of denunciations was so sufficient for
him that he could resist the compulsive addition of just one more.
‘I take an even more skeptical view . . . I think it’s reasonable to
suppose that he never laid eyes on a pair of separated twins in his
entire lifetime.”’

Second, a close examination of his documentation in his books
and articles, detailed though it is, shows that it is nonetheless highly
selective-—so much so as to be seriously misleading, and always
such as to denigrate Burt’s position and support and advance his
own. The scholarship, in short, is more apparent than real. All too
often it is slanted rhetoric appearing in scholarly clothes. And here
arises a great difficulty of judgment. Sometimes it seems feasible
and understandable to suppose that Kamin’s ideological zeal—and
the sheer intensity and haste of proving and carrying forward his
case—leads to a hasty selective perception, a hasty misreading of
facts, and hasty mistakes (as, for example, in his eugenics interpre-
tation of Burt’s early notes). Sometimes, however (and we will cite
clear examples), for a critic who is so sharpsighted to be at the
same time so blind to other plainly existing aspects of what he sees,
forces one to the judgment that his selectivity is a matter of
deliberate special pleading, indeed sometimes of falsification. Ka-
min is a man out to kill an enemy he detests (I do not mean only
Burt, but all those maintaining the Hereditarian position) and the
way in which he wields his scholarly weapons has, therefore, to be
watched with care. And this skepticism of judgment is reinforced
by yet other considerations.

On the one hand, he gives a fair imitation of a gramophone
record. His publications, lectures, and broadcast statements are
many—but the same caricature-like utterances are repeated in
much the same form in all. A rhetorical (psychologically well-
known) process of ‘‘stamping in’’ is afoot. The ideological and
intellectual needle seems to have got stuck in one of its few grooves.
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The gramophone syndrome also revealed itself in the fact that—
quite apart from publications—Kamin, it seems, did something of
a ‘‘whistle-stop tour’’ of American universities, spreading his gos-
pel in almost evangelical manner. He can fairly be regarded, in
America at least, as the John Wesley of the Environmentalists, and
it is both interesting and important to notice that—our own present
judgments aside—his reputation in the United States among those
who are still serious students of intelligence is that of a man who
“*has carefully selected facts in the service of an ideology . . . in
the service of a social cause.’’! It may be this rhetorical skill
appearing in scholarly clothes and issuing in simplistic and end-
lessly repeated ideological extremes—with commitment, zeal, and
energy—that has succeeded in calling into line behind him those
sharing the same persuasions. But the upshot is that Professor
Kamin, to be admired in some respects, has also to be approached
with the utmost care; indeed, held at arm’s length and kept under
the closest scrutiny.

One last point. In his detailed survey, Kamin has voiced many
and many-sided criticisms of the methods employed by those who
have sought to measure intelligence. It is not to our purpose to
consider these criticisms here. Our own sole concern in this cross-
examination is with Kamin’s testimony relating to the charges of
fraud against Burt. It is, of course, well nigh impossible to separate
an examination of the testimony as such from a consideration of
how the charges of fraud actually stand, and in questioning and
criticizing Kamin’s arguments and evidence, I will deliberately
introduce substantive illustrative material (items of evidence) that
will be of direct use and importance when, later, these charges
come to be fully considered. Even so, there is a very clear differ-
ence of emphasis here. Later we will look specifically at the
question of fraud itself, and will then have to bear in mind what is
here revealed about the nature of Kamin'’s testimony. Here we are
concerned with the character, truth, and validity of the testimony
itself, and the nature of the evidence on which Kamin himself has
rested his case.

General Charges

First, Kamin condemns Burt’s work in the most sweeping and
general way. It was characterised, he says, by the most “‘elemen-
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tary flaws,”” In his section in Intelligence: The Battle for the Mind
on ‘‘The Cyril Burt affair,”’? he says:

With hindsight, it seems almost incredible that Burt’s data could ever
have been taken seriously. To begin with, Burt never provided even the
most elementary information about how, where or when his purported
data had been collected. When a scientist reports results, it is essential
that he provides a clear and reasonably detailed account of the proce-
dures he employed in obtaining the results. This was never done by
Burt. Incredibly, in most of his papers there is not even any information
about which IQ test was supposedly used to obtain the reported
correlation.

Anyone having any acquaintance going beyond the most superfi-
cial with the enormous range of Burt’s work will find it not only
almost but totally incredible that such a statement could be made
by a serious scholar, or taken seriously by anyone else. From early
papers in 1909 onward, Burt had examined the newly proposed
methods of mental testing in the clearest way, had adjusted them
for use in England, had actively used them—and printed them as
used—in specific surveys (for example, in that for the Wood Re-
port), had clearly delineated the scale and nature of specific inves-
tigations (for example, that in Birmingham in 1921, and of voca-
tional guidance in 1926) and set out in considerable detail the
methods employed, tests used, range of subjects to which the tests
had been applied, and other data that had also been drawn upon
(for example, the tests of recruits to the United States Army during
the First World War and of exservice candidates for the English
civil service). Furthermore, all this work was of a cumulative
nature and remarkably consistent in the way in which the data,
tests, and methods of each were presupposed and carried over
(with specific references) into the nest.

By way of immediate illustration, let us consider Burt’s Investi-
gation upon Backward Children in Birmingham, published in 1921.
I select this deliberately because we will later have to consider
charges against it by Ann and Alan Clarke, and it is also relevant to
some of Gillie’s criticisms. Burt’s part in this investigation took
place during a visit of four weeks in June 1920, but the children to
be tested had already been independently studied by Dr. B. R.
Lloyd (who had to some extent prepared the ground for Burt), who
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also continued his own studies during July and September, finally
submitting his report together with that of Burt. Here, our sole
concern is to note that on the very first page of this report (after
one paragraph briefly stating the investigation’s ‘‘general conclu-
sion’’) Burt set out, very precisely, the plan and the methods he
had adopted. His exact statement was this (italics added):

Methods of Investigation. 1 append a brief account of the data upon
which this conclusion is based, and of the methods of calculation
employed.

Two double investigations, either one comprising both an extensive and
an intensive survey, were carried out, first, through the mediation of
the head teachers, and secondly by myself. There were thus four
surveys in all, each following a somewhat different plan.

(1) A preliminary return was first asked for by the chief Education
Officer from all head teachers. The head teachers reported from all
departments 4,509 backward cases. Of these, however, nearly fifteen
hundred were only eight years of age or less. This leaves but 3,045 in
senior departments, or barely 3.9 per cent. It is a matter of common
experience that (for various reasons, most of which are sufficiently
obvious) such returns tend, as a rule, to underestimate very considera-
bly the amount of backwardness obtaining in the individual schools,
and further to depend upon a conception of backwardness which
fluctuates very widely from teacher to teacher. In the present instance,
however, the preliminary return has not been without some interest; by
its aid | have been able to compare my own conclusions with teachers’
first impressions, and to check my own calculations for the differing
incidence of backwardness in schools of various types and various
districts.

(2) Preparatory to my own visits a second return was obtained for me
from the head teachers in sixteen selected schools. Upon a specially
printed schedule the teacher was desired to enter the names (i) of all
children whose age was above the normal or average age of their class
by one or more years; and (i) of all children (not included in the
foregoing) whose attainments were below the normal or average attain-
ments of their class by the equivalent of one or more years’ progress;
and further, against the name of each child so enumerated to append
details as to his actual age, his approximate attainments (in terms of
standards), his attendance at school, and the nature and apparent
causes of his retardation.

(3) Six of these departments I myself then visited; and, by means chiefly
of psychological and educational tests, made an intensive study of every
child whose name appeared upon the schedules.
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(4) In addition I made a rougher survey of seven other departments.
Here the object was not to examine every backward child, but to check
the general level of the teachers’ standards, and the wider applicability
of my own methods and conclusions.

Procedure in the Intensive Psychological Survey. To test the standardi-
sation of my tests (based in the first instance upon a previous investiga-
tion in London) I also tested small samples of normal children in the
ordinary schools and of defective children in a special mentally defec-
tive school and the residential colony of Monyhull.

During the four weeks covered by my visit to Birmingham I personally
tested 562 children. This was at an average rate of rather over ten
minutes to every child. The time actually spent, however, varied enor-
mously, according to the nature of the individual case and according to
the amount of discussion involved with the teachers and occasionally
with the parents.

The general procedure was that each child should be examined first by
an assistant by means of standardised educational tests (chiefly tests of
reading and mental arithmetic), and then by myself by means of psycho-
logical tests (chiefly the Binet-Simon tests of intelligence revised for
English children). Other tests and other methods of psychological
observation and analysis were employed as occasion arose.

This is hardly a lack of ‘“‘even the most elementary information

about how, where or when his purported data had been collected.”
Furthermore, this investigation clearly involved the collaborative
work of many others, among whom were the chief education
officer, head teachers, and other teachers throughout the whole
area, and Burt, as always, was precise and generous in his acknow-
ledgments:

My work was greatly facilitated by the help given throughout the
investigation by Miss Horrocks (from the clerical staff of the Education
Office), and from time to time by Miss Ritchie, Miss Griffiths, and Mr.
Andrews (members of the Education Department of the University). 1
should like here to express my gratitude both to them personally, and
to Professor Valentine for thus arranging for special assistance. To the
information given by teachers, both in the written schedules and in
discussions upon individual cases, and to the records of the medical
inspection carried out in advance so carefully by Dr. Lloyd, 1 found
myself deeply indebted when forming my conclusions as to the causes
and nature of the backwardness displayed.

Were all these people deluded about Burt’s data, his methods of

sampling, collecting, and studying the children he said he was
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studying, the several tests he said he was employing, and which
they themselves helped to administer? Is there the slightest evi-
dence of lack of openness or care in the setting out, carrying out,
and reporting of the investigation? It can be said, without any
question, that the same meticulous statement of detail character-
ized every one of Burt’s surveys.

Kamin’s global denunciation of Burt’s work has therefore not the
slightest foundation. It is not only plain nonsense, it is also false
and misleading nonsense, which will be clearly demonstrated in the
additional specific examples to follow. But even on this large-scale
level of denigration, the gramophone record syndrome was in
evidence. In The Science and Politics of 1Q, we also find this broad
statement:

The papers of Professor Burt, it must be reported, are often remarkably
lacking in precise descriptions of the procedures and methods that he
employed in his IQ testing.

Such a statement could only be made either by someone so careless
as not to have followed from survey to survey, from paper to paper,
the descriptions of the procedures and methods Burt gave, or by
someone who wished deliberately to promulgate a false picture of
Burt’s work. But this must be precisely evidenced in other specific
instances.

The 1943 Paper ‘‘Ability and Income”’

We have already noted the misleading caricature of this paper
given by Kamin in the BBC’s film, but a far more distorted account
(nonetheless repeated) is given in his written publications. In Intel-
ligence: The Battle for the Mind, Kamin says (italics added):

The first large collection of 1Q correlations among relatives was re-
ported by Burt in 1943. The paper contains virtually no information
about methods or procedure. The alleged correlations are merely pre-
sented, without supporting details. The only reference to procedure is
the following: “‘Some of the inquiries have been published in LCC
[London County Council] reports or elsewhere; but the majority remain
buried in typed memoranda or degree theses.”” When scientists refer to
primary sources and to documentation, they do not usually cite ‘‘else-
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where’’ as the place where something has been published. They do not
tend, when talking about genuine work, to emphasise that the work is
“‘buried’’ and inaccessible. The reader should not be surprised to learn
that none of the London County Council reports, typed memoranda or
degree theses vaguely referred to by Burt in the cited sentence has ever
come to light.

In The Science and Politics of IQ, the gramophone record re-
ports:

The first major summary of his kinship studies, a 1943 paper, presents
a large number of 1.Q. correlations, but virtually nothing is said of when
or to whom tests were administered, or of what tests were employed.
The reader is told, ‘Some of the inquiries have been published in LCC
reports or elsewhere; but the majority remain buried in typed memo-
randa or degree theses.’

- Let us take these claims point by point. First, the statement that
this paper ‘‘contains virtually no information about methods or
procedure. The alleged correlations are merely presented, without
supporting detail.”” What is to be said about this charge?

The truth of the matter is that this paper was primarily concerned
with the inequalities of educational opportunity in Britain. The
central questions it addressed were ‘“What proportion of the non-
fee-paying population are really capable of profiting by higher
education?’’ and ‘“What proportion of these actually fail to obtain
it?”’ (Later, it also discussed the question of the output of individ-
uals in relation to the distribution of income.)

Its very first statement (already quoted in the Preamble), was
such as to point clearly to the inequalities that existed, and the task
with which Burt was faced, and it is worthwhile to reiterate the fact
that Burt’s primary concern, from first to last, was to extend
opportunities to those who, meriting them, were denied them
because of social, economic, and cultural disadvantage. Here,
however, let us simply note the immediate footnote that Burt gave
to make clear the source of these figures:

The data are tabulated in full in the L.C.C.’s annual report on London
Statistics, Vol. XXIV (1913-14), p. 424. Later figures will be found in
The Backward Child (1937), Table 1V.
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Then, immediately following this, commenting on the data on
which his article was based, Burt claimed that ‘‘there can be little
question that the intelligence of children, and still more of adults,
differs according to the occupational class to which they belong.
Average 1Qs are shown in Table 1.”’ This table is reproduced here
as Table 3.1.

He at once followed this table with another footnote indicating
its sources:

These figures were obtained during surveys carried out for the London
County Council and the National Institute of Industrial Psychology.
The classification follows that which I adopted in our joint Study of
Vocational Guidance (H. M. Stationery Office, 1926, p. 16).

If these references are checked, the following facts can be discov-
ered. In the 1926 vocational guidance study (table 3.2), the same
classification is in fact given.

Detailed information is given on all the elements of the table—
the occupational detail of each ‘‘vocational category,”” how the IQ
levels of children and adults alike were arrived at, and the percent-
age of each in each category. But before giving the evidence of
these, let us deal with the second of Kamin’s charges above—that
“‘the only reference to procedure’ is that ‘‘some of the inquiries

TABLE 3.1.
Intelligence of Parents and Children Classified According to Occupations

Average 1.0Q.
Occupational Category
Children Adults
Class I Higher professional:
administrative 120.3 153.2
Class IT Lower professional :
technical, executive 114.6 132.4
Class III Highly skilled:
clerical 109.7 117.1
Class IV Skilled 104.5 108.6
Class V Semi-skilled 98.2 97.5
Class VI Unskilled 92.0 86.8
Class VII Casual RO .1 R1.6
Class VIII Institutional 67.2 SRS
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TABLE 3.2.
Distribution of Intelligence Among Children and Adults

(1) (2) Q) () (5
3EY 3T
Level of Educational Yoo S5 =
intelligence | category or school. |2 & g | Vocational category. w3z
(in mental go 8 ER
5 3: oo ©
ratio). z—?} ‘g A a
1. Over 150 | Scholarships (Uni- | 0-2 | Highest professional | 0-1
versity honours) and administrative
work.
2. 130-150 | Scholarships (second-| 2 Lower professional | 3
ary) and technical work
3. 115-130 | Central or higher | 10 Clerical and highly | 12
elementary skilled work

4. 100-115 |} Ordinary elementary | 38 Skilled work. Minor | 26
commercial posi-
tions

5. 85-100 | Ordinary elementary | 38 Semi - skilled work. | 33
Poorest commer-
cial positions

6. 70-85 Dull and backward | 10 Unskilled lIabour and | 19
classes coarse manual
work

7. 50-70 Special schools for | 1-5 | Casual labour 58 |l 7
the mentally de-

fective
8. Under 50 | Occupation centres | 0-2 | Institutional cases | 0-2
for the ineducable (imbeciles and

idiots)

have been published in LCC reports or elsewhere; but the majority
remain buried in typed memoranda or degree theses.™

In the context of Kamin’s criticism, this charge seems to refer to
the “‘correlations among relatives’” and *‘the presentation of corre-
lations without supporting details.”’ In fact, however, this itself is
totally misleading. We are demonstrating in full measure, in all the
evidence that we cite, that this comment of Burt’s was very far
from being ‘‘the only reference to procedure,”” but it has to be
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emphasized here that—compounding and reinforcing his gross mis-
representation—Kamin has drawn it from a totally different section
of the article. At one point, Burt notes the many and varied grounds
on which it has come to be believed that ‘‘differences in intelligence
are innate’’ (a ‘‘vast mass of converging evidence, general infer-
ences, and observations’’ going beyond the standard tests com-
monly employed), and says:

Perhaps, therefore, it will be helpful to summarize quite briefly what
appear to be the most convincing lines of argument, and (since some
writers have doubted whether it is fair to apply American conclusions
to English children) to illustrate those arguments, so far as space allows,
from material collected in British schools during inquiries carried out
by myself, my colleagues, or my research students.

He then provides a summary account of seven chief arguments,
and it is with reference to these summaries that his footnote is
made:

Some of the inquiries have been published in L.C.C. reports, or
elsewhere: but the majority remain buried in typed memoranda or
degree theses. I should like to repeat my acknowledgments to the many
workers who assisted me.

For accuracy’s sake, and since so much has been said about
“‘missing ladies and assistants’’ supposedly invented by Burt to
support his case, it is worthwhile to note that I did in fact look into
one such specific reference in this article. On the study of the
number of entrants to secondary and higher education to be ex-
pected from the various social classes, Burt made this acknowl-
edgement:

In addition to acknowledging my indebtedness to teachers and others
who assisted in the earlier surveys, I am particularly grateful to Miss
Joan Mawer for compiling much of the data on which the following
conclusions are based, and for thus bringing my earlier computations
up-to-date. A fuller account of sources and calculations, with detailed
tables, will be found in her degree essay on The Relative Influence of
Mental Ability and Economic Class on Entrance to the Universities
(filed at the Psychological Laboratory, University College).
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Fortunately, with the help of the University of London library,? I
was able to trace Miss Joan Mawer. She is now Mrs. Joan Clarke.
In reply to my letter, she wrote ‘‘Certainly I wrote an essay in 1942
whilst working for my B.A. degree under Professor Burt. I do not
recollect its exact title but the title you quote is an accurate
description of what it was about.”’

This, then, was unquestionably a highly selective and quite
misleading quotation on Kamin’s part, whether deliberately so or
not. But let us now go back to the data underlying the 1926 tables.
Burt and his co-author, Winifred Spielman (vouched for, let us
note, as a researcher and contributor to the Industrial Fatigue
Board for which the study in vocational guidance was undertaken)
made their data, procedures, and kinds of tests employed, perfectly
clear. They also, with perfect honesty, made clear their limitations.

As to the children in the study, the main inquiry rested on a
selection of 100 (of whom more in a moment), and the range of
measured intelligence of these children was the outcome of detailed
tests. In addition, however, the figures given in the first column of
table 3.2 were ‘‘a classification of London school children’’:

Based on the figures given in the L.C.C. Report on the Distribution and
Relations of Educational Abilities (Report No. 1868, P. S. King & Son,
1917), pp. 18 et seq., cf. also Mental and Scholastic Tests, pp. 147 et

seq.

Kamin thought it quite ‘‘reasonable to suppose that IQ scores of
children were easily available to him,”” but, he continued skepti-
cally, ‘““‘where and how did Burt obtain 1Q scores for adults?”’

The 1926 study makes the answer to this question perfectly clear.
On the one hand, Burt and Spielman drew on studies already
undertaken:

Among adults the range of intelligence varies quite as widely as among
children. This has been demonstrated by recent examinations carried
out with group-tests—for example, in this country by the Civil Service
tests for ex-Service candidates, and in America by the psychological
tests applied during the war to recruits for the Army. When persons so
tested are classified according to their several occupations, it is found
that there is a broad correspondence between intelligence on the one
hand and vocational requirements on the other. The correspondence is
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shown by the classification of vocations indicated in the fourth column
of Table I1I [Table 3.2].

The percentage of men following trades or professions belonging
to each group or class, shown in column 5, were ‘“‘computed
primarily from the figures given in the Census returns for London,”’
but here the limitations were very frankly pointed out.

The figures finally arrived at are to be taken as nothing more than the
roughest approximation. Unfortunately the divisions and sub-divisions
adopted in the Census render it at times extremely difficult to reclassify
the numbers on any psychological basis; sometimes a single figure in
the Census lists has had to be split among two or more vocational
categories; and the only guide has been the opinion of some expert,
familiar with the conditions of the trade concerned, who could state
what was the usual distribution of employees so described.

Approximate as they are, we feel that these figures are still worth
recording. A rough numerical guide is better than no guide at all, or the
use of a mere unformulated impression; and the publication of a
tentative table may at least stimulate other investigators to a more exact
analysis of the particular problems raised.

At the same time, the ‘‘occupations and professions’ included in
each vocational category were very clearly specified; it is most
important to note this in detail because of the grounds for the
correlations between intelligence and economic status that Kamin
also criticized, and also so that this can be compared later with the
categories of occupational status and social class used by the
sociologists of education. The occupational list is given in Table
3.3.

In addition to drawing on existing studies for this classification of
IQs and occupational gradings of adults, however, Burt and his
colleagues did try to estimate the IQs of the parents of the children
studied, and here we must turn—for exactitude—to three other
charges made by Kamin that are quite distinct.

First, he comments with complete skepticism on the efforts to
estimate the IQs of the parents of the children studied. In Intelli-
gence: The Battle for the Mind, Kamin wrote:

There is, in fact, a telltale footnote in one of the earlier papers. With
respect to a reported correlation between parent and child, Burt wrote
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TABLE 3.3.
Classification of Vocations According to degree of Intelligence Required

Class I.— Higher professional and admnistrative work (mental ratio,
over 130) :

Lawyer, physician, teacher (university and secondary), author,
editor, scientist, artist, civil service clerk (Class I), managing director,
company secretary, broker, chartered accountant, architect, analytical
chemist, professional engincer.

Class I 1.—Lower professional, technical, and execulive work (mental ratio,
130-150) :

Teacher (elementary), civil service (second division), accountant,
secretary, executive clerk, dentist, veterinary surgcon, reporter, social
worker, factory superintendent, surveyor, merchant, auctioneer, buyer,
commercial traveller, technical engineer, designer.

Class III1.—Clerical and highly skilled work (mental ratio, 115-130) :
Shorthand-typist, book-keeper, bank or office clerk, wholesale sales-
man, musician, specialist teacher {gymnasium, music, domestic science),
small merchant, insurance agent, electrician, telegraphist, druggist,
hospital nurse, compositor, engraver, lithographer, draughtsman,
photographer, tool-maker, pattern maker, moulder, machine inspector,
showroom assistant, foreman.

Class I V.—Skilled work (mental ratio, 100-115) :

Tailor, dressmaker, milliner, upholsterer, engine, tram and bus driver,
policeman, telephone operator, printer, mechanic, turner, fitter, miller,
finisher, hand-rivetter, cabinet maker, carpenter, plumber, blacksmith,
mason, farmer, shop assistant, cashier, hair-dresser, routine typist.

Class V.—Semi-skilled vepetition work (mental ratio, 85-100) :

Fairly mechanical repetition work requiring low degrees of skill,
poorer commercial positions: barber, welder, tin and coppersmith,
driller, polisher, miner, furnace man, carter, bricklayer, painter,
carpenter, baker, cook, shoemaker, textile worker, laundry worker,
packer (delicate goods), postman, coachman, waiter or waitress, page
boy, domestic servant (better class).

Class V I.— Unskilled repetition work (mental ratio, 70-85) :

Unskilled labour, coarse manual work : automatic machine worker,
labourer, loader, navvy, fisherman, farm hand, groom, slater, chimney
sweep, packer, labeller, bottler, porter, messenger, deliverer, lift boy
and lift girl, domestic servant (poorer class), factory workers generally.

Class V I I.—Casual labour (mental ratio, 50-70) :

Simplest routine work, and occasional employment on purely

mechanical tasks under supervision.

Class V I II.— Institutional (mental ratio, under 50):
Unemployable (imbeciles and idiots).
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in that footnote in 1955: ‘‘For the assessments of the parents we relied
chiefly on personal interviews; but in doubtful or borderline cases an
open or a camouflaged test was employed.”” That is, in assigning
intelligence scores to adults, Burt did not even claim to have adminis-
tered an objective, standardised 1Q test. There was no description by
Burt of which “‘open’” IQ test might sometimes have been employed.
The idea of Professor Burt administering an occasional ‘‘camouflaged’”
IQ test to grandparents and uncles while interviewing them might have
merit as comic opera—but as science it is absurd. This work, however,
was cited as ‘‘the most satisfactory attempt’’ to estimate the heritability
of IQ. That surely tells us something about the scientific calibre of work
in this area, or about the critical standards of authorities in this area, or
about both.

The estimates of the IQs of parents, because they did not rest on
‘‘objective, standardized tests,’’ came, later, to be totally dismissed
as ‘‘guesses’’.

Second, Kamin was equally radical in dismissing all credibility
about the actual nature and consistency of any tests employed. In
The Science and Politics of 1Q, he went into great critical detail
about the complexity of claims made in Burt’s several papers about
the tests employed in the study of children, going so far as to make
claims such as these: ‘‘There is no way of knowing what tests were
in fact administered to the twins.’” ““There is no way of knowing
what test(s) he (Burt) used, how well they were standardized, or
how test scores might have been combined. We do not know what
was correlated with what in order to produce the co-efficient of
.77.”> This referred to the initial (1943) study, and in critically
reviewing the kinds of tests specified by Burt—for example, the
“‘group test of intelligence . . . evidently used over a 45 year
period”’—Kamin claimed ‘‘We cannot, however, locate the test.”’

And third, coming back to our opening criticism, Kamin claimed
that no grounds were presented by Burt for the correlations he
claimed (between intelligence and economic status, between Kin-
ship relations, and so forth). ‘*The alleged correlations are merely
presented without supporting detail.’” *“The first major summary of
his kinship studies (the 1943 paper) presents a large number of 1Q
correlations, but virtually nothing is said of when or to whom tests
were administered, or of what tests were employed.”

Again, let us consider each of these charges point by point.

First, though it is true that the parents of the children studied
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were not subjected to standardized tests, it is totally false to claim
that the estimates arrived at were no more than ‘‘guesses,’’ or that
the methods and procedures of arriving at them were not clearly
specified. They were, in fact, very clearly set out, and furthermore
their limitations were equally clearly and very frankly admitted.
Again, Kamin’s quotation from Burt’s own 1955 paper is mislead-
ingly limited and selective. Burt’s statement was, in fact, of very
modest proportions, and frank in its confession of limited range,
reliability, and significance. He simply stated what he had found it
possible to do. Commenting on his collection of ‘‘assessments for
a 1000 pairs of sibs, as representing, as far as possible, a random
selection of the London school population,” he adds (my italics):

At the same time | have endeavoured, though with poorer success, to
secure assessments for at least one parent. Since these proved obtain-
able for only 954 cases, the analysis has to be limited to this smaller
number.

Then follows his qualifying footnote:

For the assessments of the parents we relied chiefly on personal
interviews; but in doubtful and borderline cases an open or a camou-
flaged test was employed.

Kamin’s selective quotation is, at best, an extreme and mislead-
ing, at worst a scurrilous, denunciation of what was an honest claim
of what had been possible. But it was even more disreputable in an
additional way. Burt’s references to the 1926 vocational guidance
survey did in fact contain a detailed account of these interviews,
and interestingly enough it was not Burt himself who first outlined
and applied these methods, but one of his co-workers, Lettice
Ramsey. Furthermore, in her account, Miss Ramsey also gave a
detailed description of her additional analysis of the home condi-
tions of the children studied, which, supplementing the list of
occupations and scale of vocational categories, made clearer the
levels of economic status with which the children’s IQs were
correlated. In her chapter on home conditions, she described the
data she collected on special visits to the homes of the 100 children
tested. The details obtained for the ‘‘general description of the
homes’’ were as follows:
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1. Home conditions. Names, ages and occupations of all members of
the family. Number, size, and condition of rooms occupied. Rent and
total family income. Special conditions such as death or desertion of
parents or the presence of foster-parents.

2. Family history. Health, intelligence and character of the various
members of family.

3. Personal history, including a record of the health past and present of
the child himself, schools attended, and changes of dwelling place.

4. Qut-of-school behaviour, including parent’s report upon child with
particular reference to his intelligence, temperament, interests, special
abilities, hobbies and amusements.

S. Intended occupation.

Again, the limitations of what proved possible were very pre-
cisely made clear:

1t proved impossible to gain full particulars for every one of the hundred
cases selected for special study. No satisfactory data were available for
the prosperity of the home in the case of four children, nor for the
intelligence of the mother in the case of twenty-one.

Even so, the parents in general proved very responsive, coopera-
tive, and generous in providing information.

In nearly every case it was possible to obtain fairly full information on
all the above points; and in no case did the parents seem to resent the
inquiry. Many were pleased at having so much interest taken in their
children; and thought the scheme for vocational guidance ‘‘an excellent
idea.”

On the basis of this information, the homes were classified in
terms of their degree of ‘‘general prosperity’” into (1) superior,
(2) good, (3) moderate, and (4) poor,® and these, with knowledge
of the occupations of the parents, were closely related to the
vocational categories of Table 3.3, adding further dimensions to the
economic description of these levels.

We come now to the assessment of the intelligence of parents,
the correlation of the intelligence of both parents and children with
the material and economic conditions of the home, and a compari-
son between the intelligence of parents and children. Again, the
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methods and procedures were set out in the most precise way, with
their limitations clearly stated.

The estimated intelligence of parents proved in fact to have been
that of mothers. It was based upon personal interview, but care-
fully, and graded again in relation to the scales of table 3.3. Miss
Ramsey described the procedures in this way:

An attempt was made to grade the intelligence of the mother—the
parent most often interviewed. Only a rough estimate could be made
during an interview lasting from 20 to 40 minutes; and of course this
estimate was entirely a personal one based upon the judgment of one
investigator only. Notes were made immediately on leaving the house,
and the mother described as (1) Very Intelligent (A +); (2) Intelligent
(A) (3)Moderately Intelligent (B); or (4) Unintelligent (C).

This classification may be taken as roughly corresponding to the classi-
fication given above in Table IV [table 3.3]. A corresponds to Class IV
(average mental ratio, 107); B to Class V (average mental ratio, 92); and
C to Class VI (average mental ratio, 79). The few cases falling into
Classes I, II, and III, are grouped together as A+ (average mental
ratio, 124).

This, let it be noted, was an attempt; the personal interview was
a sustained and careful one; and notes and classifications were
deliberately made ‘‘immediately on leaving the home.”” We shall
come back to the interviews in a moment, but it is important to see
at this point that it was made perfectly clear that the intelligence of
the 100 children was measured by the Binet tests.

The three comparisons described are given in Tables 3.4 through
3.6. The correlation and analysis in table 3.4 should be clearly
noted here, as th .uust be compared in a moment with Burt’s
own statement in the :™43 paper.

If the homes are arrange< in order of prosperity and the mothers
in order of intelligence, the correlation between the two proves to
be .31 (probable error, = .07).

The correlation between the intelligence of the children and the
prosperity of the home is .43 (probable error, = .06).

The correlation for table 3.6 was .51, and the additional comment
was that these findings were ‘‘consistent with those obtained by
previous investigators, which tend to indicate that a child’s intelli-
gence is correlated somewhat more closely with the intelligence of
his parents than with the material prosperity of his home.”
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Class of Home

Number of

Number of Mothers in each Class
showing the Grade of

Mothers Intelligence specified
‘ A+, A, B. G
Superior 13 3 4 3 3
Good 27 3 16 8 0
Moderate 25 1 8 12 4
Poor 14 0 2 9 3

If the homes are arranged in order of prosperity and the
mothers in order of intelligence,

the correlation between the

two proves to be .31* (probable error, + .07).

TABLE 3.5

Intelligence of Child Compared with Prosperity of Home

Class of Home Number of Average Mental Ratio
Children (Binet Tests)

Superior 14 109.5

Good 34 98.8

Moderate 32 91.5

Poor 16 89.3

The correlation between the intelligence of the children and
the prosperity of the home is .43 (probable error, + .06).

Intelligence of Mothers Compared with Intelligence of their Children

TABLE 3.6

Intelligence of

Number of

Average Mental

Mothers Children* Ratio
A+ 7 110.6
A 30 104.0
B 32 93.9
© 10 85.1

'In no case was there more than one child tested from each home.
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Again it must be noted that the most careful provisos were
continually emphasized in this study. The kind of comment made
on the correlation between the intelligence of children and their
home conditions, for example—‘‘The group is too small, and the
classification too rough, to permit of much importance being at-
tached to this figure’’—was much repeated, but again, even so, its
close agreement with other known findings, such as those of the
Medical Research Council (‘‘Isserlis and Wood—1923: The Corre-
lation between Home Conditions and the Intelligence of School
Children—M.R.C. Spec. Rep. Ser., No. 74, pp. 17-18"), were also
diligently noted.

The presence and precise nature of these statements of methods,
procedures, tests employed, and qualified findings, already provide
us with suffucient grounds for a plain judgment on Kamin's
charges, but a little more still has to be said about the personal
interviews on which he heaps such total scorn and condemnation.
For a satisfactory estimation of these interviews it is also necessary
to note fully the nature of the tests that were being employed—even
of the group test, which Kamin said could not be located—for these
tests and the assessments of the intelligence of adults on the basis
of the interviews are directly relevant to the correlations that Burt
stated.

These oral tests and nonverbal tests (including performance tests
and a nonlanguage group test) were fully described by Winifred
Spielman and Frances Gaw in the Study in Vocational Guidance
(1926), and, at much the same time, a number of ‘‘mental and
educational tests’’ were being standardized by Burt himself for
what later became the Wood Report (1929). Although it is important
that these should be considered at this stage, they are too detailed
to be sensibly incorporated in the text here. They are therefore
given in full detail in Appendix 1.

With these tests in mind, let us consider further the estimation of
the intelligence of adults on the basis of the personal interview
coupled with (where there was doubt) ‘‘camouflaged tests.”’ Kamin
outrightly condemned and dismissed these methods and measure-
ments as ‘‘guesses.’’ Bearing in mind, however, that those under-
taking these interviews were well acquainted with the nonverbal as
well as the Binet-Simon and performance tests as outlined (in
Appendix 1); that they were very experienced in administering such
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tests; that they graded the levels of intelligence into four bands as
outlined by Miss Ramsey (each corresponding to a range of the
Binet-Simon scale); that, if in any doubt about their assessment on
the basis of their interview, they also asked questions embodying a
‘‘camouflaged test’’; that they gave interviews for each individual
of between 20 and 40 minutes; and that their notes were deliberately
made immediately after the interview—could the results of such
interviews, in any sense whatever, be held to be mere guesses?
Would not such estimates be likely to have a considerable degree
of reliability? In any event, was it not the best that proved possible?
And was it not quite frankly stated that this was so—that these
estimations had, in fact, these degrees of both reliability and
limitation? I leave the reader to consider this—and to consider, too,
whether there was any suggestion of fraudulence here.

After all these details, however, we can be quite decisive about a
third point. Kamin claimed, as we have seen, that Burt ‘‘merely
presented’’ the ‘‘alleged correlations’ in the 1943 paper ‘‘without
supporting detail.’” Let us now look at these correlations.

The first was the correlation between *‘children’s intelligence and
economic status,”” which, said Burt, was ‘‘found to be approxi-
mately .32.”’ Kamin’s comment on this was as follows:

The 1943 paper, among many other findings, reported a correlation of
0.32 ‘between children’s intelligence and economic status.” There was
no clear indication of how intelligence had been measured, but the data
had been ‘obtained during surveys carried out for the London County
Council and the National Institute of Industrial Psychology.’

The following statement, however, drawn from the 1943 paper in
the very place where the correlation is reported makes it plain how
superficial and false this comment is. This, together with its follow-
ing comment (the italics are mine), makes quite clear the continuity
from the vocational guidance report and its methods; particularly
from those of Miss Ramsey. ‘‘in the L.C.C. elementary schools,”
Burt said, ‘‘the children from ‘superior homes’ were about 10 IQ
above average, and those from ‘poorer homes’ about 10 1Q below.”’
But in his footnote, he also referred to the close agreement (to the
figure of .32) reported in other studies, and (on the figures for
“‘superior’’ and ‘‘poorer’” homes) to his own Mental and Scholastic



62 Science, Ideology, and the Media

Tests (1921), in which he had commented on the significance of
family size (2.9 children in ‘‘superior’ and 5.2 in ‘“‘poorer’’ homes).
The grades for this correlation had therefore been made perfectly
clear; and the same is true for the correlation reported for the
measured intelligence of relatives.

Kamin here referred to Burt’s 1943 paper as his “‘first large
collection of 1Q correlations among relatives,’’ but it may therefore
be something of a surprise to note that only one page in the fifteen-
page article at all concerns itself with such correlations. They are
in fact very few and very limited in number, the simple reason
being that this article was not centrally about identical twins and
other close relationships at all, but about the distribution of income
in society and the inequalities of educational opportunity. The
mention of identical twins arose only within the context of this
much wider survey of facts and arguments. Here, however, we are
only concerned with this question: How far were the correlations
that were presented, presented without supporting detail, and with
no information about methods and procedure?

While discussing the several grounds (or arguments) for holding
the view that the level of general intelligence in individuals was
largely determined by heredity rather than by the environment,
Burt considered two cases: (1) that where, from early infancy, the
environment of the children studied had been the same for all; and
(2) that where the heredity of the children was identical (that is, in
identical twins). On the first, he reported the results of his study—
over a period of 15 years—of children brought up from early infancy
in residential homes and orphanages, finding a wide range of
differing levels of intelligence among them. The same environment
had evidently not produced the same level of intelligence. Con-
nected with this, he also reported some correlations provided in
Miss Conway’s® study of 157 children boarded out in foster homes:

(1) 1.Q.’s of brothers and sisters in the same homes, .54; (ii) of brothers
and sisters in different homes, .42; (iii) of foster-children with foster-
parents’ own children, .27; (iv) economic status of foster-parents and
of foster children’s own parents, .24.

His own chief correlations, however, stemmed from his study of
the small number of identical twins among all the twins discovered
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in a London survey (using the Binet tests) of 3,510 children re-
ported earlier in his book Mental and Scholastic Tests (together
with a smaller number of children studied later):

The correlations between the 1.Q.’s are as follows: non-identical twins
(156 cases), .54 (little, if at all, higher than for ordinary brothers and
sisters); twins of like sex and ‘identical’ in type so far as could be
judged (62 cases), .80 (almost as high as the correlation between
successive testings of the same individuals: in the few cases (15 in
number) where the ‘identical’ twins had been reared separately the
correlation was .77). And, in general, the remoter the family relation-
ship, the smaller the correlation: e.g., between first cousins (167 cases),
.30; second cousins (86 cases), .24.

These were the correlations between relatives reported in the
1943 paper. Were they presented without supporting detail? By no
means. The number of children studied and the kinds of tests used
were clearly stated, and furthermore, Burt added this comment (the
italics are mine): ’

All the above correlations have been calculated by Fisher’s formula for
intra-class correlation. American investigators have used either the
ordinary product-moment formula or the Otis difference formula (which
assumes that the means for the two series are identical). A novel method
of analysis was attempted by Miss V. Molteno, who up to the outbreak
of the war, was working up data obtained for twins in London. She has
applied the alternative technique of ‘correlating persons’ to numerous
assessments for a variety of mental characteristics (collected by herself
and Dr. R. B. Cattell). The research unfortunately remains incomplete,
but indicates, so far as it goes, that the qualitative resemblances
between twins are even more striking then the quantitative. (For refer-
ences cf. Cattell and Molteno, J. Genetic Psych., 1.VII, 1940, pp. 31-
47; Herman and Hogben, Proc. Roy. Soc. Edin., 1.111, 1933, pp. 105-
129). American investigations on twins are fully summarised by Sandi-
ford (pp. 98-121).7

Kamin has been critical of Fisher, as of all the investigators and
methods entering into Hereditarian studies, but the point at issue is
simply this: that Burt did in fact state very clearly his methods,
procedures, kinds of tests, and way of arriving at his correlations.
These might be disagreed with; in the light of later and more
sophisticated methods they might even be criticized as being insuf-
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ficient; but there is no doubt whatever about the fact that they were
presented.

Kamin’s representation of Burt’s studies was and remains, there-
fore, grossly insufficient, inaccurate, and false. Apparently very
sophisticated and fastidious in its documentation, close scrutiny
proves it instead to be highly selective in its quotation, and mislead-

ingly and superficially simplistic in that it never troubles to look up
" and consider carefully and sympathetically the detailed actuality,
the substance, of the earlier surveys, and the nature of the earlier
work to which Burt’s brief footnotes refer. Burt is in fact enor-
mously consistent and cumulative in all his work—from his earliest
critical consideration of the new methods of ‘‘mental testing’’;
through his Mental and Scholastic Tests; through the application of
the tests of various kinds in the Birmingham investigation, the
vocational guidance study, and the Wood report; and from the
study of The Backward Child onwards. The 1943 paper, still dealing
with the wider issues of the inequalities of opportunity suffered by
the economically, socially, and culturally disadvantaged, stemmed
from, and referred back, to all of this early work; and it was only
here (only as one very limited element within this very large
context; in relation only to one Hereditarian argument among six
or seven others) that the study of identical twins emerged as a
particular focus of significance and concern. And it was only much
later—in the papers of 1955, 1958, and 1966—that this became a
prominent and central issue in the sharpening conflict between
Hereditarians and Environmentalists.

In assessing the nature of Kamin’'s testimony, we must look
specifically at some aspects of his criticism of Burt’s twin studies—
which Kamin erected as the touchstone, the major part, of Burt’s
work—but, before that, we must look at one other important aspect
of Kamin’s criticism of Burt’s methods of testing that leads him to
be scurrilously dismissive. This is Burt’s insistence on the necessity
in testing of ‘‘making adjustments, making allowances,”” and
“re-testing,”” if (closely following Binet scores) the test results are
found to conflict sharply with ‘‘teachers’ estimates.”” Kamin’s
criticism was such as to pour scorn upon these considerations since
they rendered the test results insufficiently objective, inexact, and
unreliable, sometimes counting teachers’ estimates the more relia-
ble criteria, overriding the tests themselves. Here too the arguments

2y ¢
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of Burt and his co-workers have to be carefully and sympathetically
considered, not simply brushed aside.

In his outright denunciation of the methods of estimating the IQs
of adults on the basis of personal interview, we have seen that
Kamin was too brash. Burt and his colleagues were totally honest
in doing the best they could within difficult circumstances (often
with only one parent available); in working out the most reliable
method possible. The methods adopted, and also their known
limitations, were clearly stated. The same point has to be made
about the adjustments and allowances in arriving at the final assess-
ment of an individual’s IQ on the basis of the tests. Burt made it
perfectly clear that he was a pragmatic, not a purely theoretical
psychologist, due to the very nature of his job—its requirements,
commitments, and responsibilities (supremely to individual chil-
dren, but also to the authorities employing him). In the 1943 paper,
referring to the comparative study of children in residential schools
and orphanages, in which ‘‘an endeavour was made to compare the
intelligence of the children with that of their parents,”” Burt was
quite clear and direct on this:

These inquiries differed somewhat from similar researches reported by
American investigators. Unlike the theoretical investigator, the school
psychologist attached to an education authority is rarely content to
assess the [.Q. of a doubtful or special case on the basis of a single test
alone; even if he uses the Binet scale as his chief stand-by, he regularly
supplements it by others (performance tests, for example, or tests of
reasoning): and, before he reaches his final verdict, he will make
numerous allowances for disturbances due to shyness, emotional insta-
bility, ill health, reading disability, fatigue, lack of interest, and the like.
The 1.Q.’s of the residential pupils were first assessed in this way; and
subsequently the desired information procured about the parents from
independent investigators.

Furthermore, he defends these allowances (italics added):

If these allowances are not made, then improved (or depressed) environ-
mental conditions appear to raise (or depress) the 1.Q., as assessed by
the Binet scale with younger or duller children or by group-tests with
older children, by about five or six points. In exceptional cases (about
once in a thousand cases) the distortion may amount to as much as
fifteen points. The experienced psychologist, of course, always endeav-
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ours to detect and allow for such distortions, before declaring that the
child is mentally defective or reporting on his case to the school
authority. The need in such corrections was admirably shown by the
results obtained by Mr. Hugh Gordon, H.M.I., with canal boat children.
He found an average [.Q. with the Binet tests of 69. When, at my
suggestion, Dr. Frances Gaw applied performance tests to the same
group, she found an average 1.Q. of 82 (cf. The Backward Child, p. 59,
and refs.). I may add that, in my experience, most of the alleged ‘cures’
of certified mental defectives are usually obtained with children certified
by doctors untrained in the pitfalls of psychological testing, who have
diagnosed mental deficiency by simply taking at its face value an 1.Q.
based on the printed version of the Terman-Binet scale (which was not
standardised for English children) without any further adjustments.

Several extremely important points are to be noted in this state-
ment. First, my italics emphasize that it is in the assessment by the
Binet scale (involving linguistic skills) that Burt found the environ-
mental influences especially noticeable, and this, we will see, he
also found to be so in ‘‘teachers’ estimates.”” Second, this clearly
pointed to the great importance of nonverbal tests, which were
therefore also emphasized in the 1926 and 1929 surveys. But a third
consideration is one of quite crucial importance. Burt was em-
ployed as an official psychologist. His reports on the defective
nature, deficiency, backwardness, or retardation of a child was of
vital importance for the actual destiny of that child; just as his
criteria of defectiveness, backwardness, and so on, were of vital
importance for the actual policies of the responsible administrative
authorities. His diagnoses had vital practical consequences. Of this
he was always conscious, and therefore ‘‘adjustments’’ and ‘‘allow-
ances’’ were a matter calling for great responsibility. However,
though teachers’ estimates (based on long acquaintance with a
child, and perhaps some knowledge of his or her family and
neighborhood circumstances) had to be taken seriously—so that if
they differed markedly from the test results, they called for a
careful reappraisal—they also had to be considered with critical
caution, even guarded against, and the findings of both Burt and his
colleagues threw up clear indications of this. In the vocational
guidance study, both Winifred Spielman and Burt, when correlating
the several tests with each other, found that

The Binet tests correlate more highly with the teachers’ estimates than
do the performance tests, and less highly with the non-language group
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test. . . . Both the Binet tests and the teachers’ estimates seem to have
a marked linguistic bias; while the non-language group test has no such
bias, and further resembles the performance tests in that form relation-
ships enter into several parts.

The judgment of the teacher, although certainly to be taken into
account as one indicator and a check for caution, had also, they
said, other drawbacks:

It not only depends on the personal impressions of a fallible individual,
but is very apt to be biased by a knowledge of the child’s school
attainments, which themselves in turn depend upon linguistic rather
than non-linguistic abilities.

Throughout Burt’s work—in his accounts of all his surveys, the
tests used in them, and the final presentation of his results—he
speaks of such ‘‘adjustments,’’ and seems usually to have meant
one of three things:

1. Retesting and adjusting tests when they seemed greatly out of
keeping with the teacher’s experience of a child and estimation
of his or her ability (his concern being always for fairness to the
individual child.)

2. Adjusting test scores to try to take into account obvious environ-
mental advantages and disadvantages.

3. Rescaling findings in terms of a normal distribution to render
them comparable.

Later we will come to one mathematical criticism of this last
practice (see the Dorfman/Stigler argument, p. 156-161), and we
may well have to comment again from time to time on these
methods of adjustment, but it is enough here to see that Burt was
perfectly clear about what he was doing and why he did it, and
furthermore, that it was the inescapable outcome of the nature of
the job he was doing. Essentially committed to practical diagnoses
for practical advice, but pursuing fundamental theoretical ques-
tions at the same time, he had to do what it was possible to do; and
this he did with detailed frankness and clarity.

We come back to the flawed basis of much of the theoretical
criticism of Burt and his work. Burt’s study of identical twins was
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never a single investigation, nicely planned and carried out at one
time, with a single comprehensive set of test scores and compila-
tions. Indeed, it was never the central part of Burt’s work at all,
only becoming so in the mid-1950s and 1960s when the political and
ideological arguments about educational policies, their relevance to
“‘class inequalities,”” and their effects on educational standards,
were becoming ever more intense. Only then did the Hereditarian
versus Environmentalist conflict sharpen; only then did the focus
upon the study of identical twins become central in the debate;
and, five years after Burt’s death, it was his contribution in this
conflictful area that became the focus of attack and the charges of
fraud. Kamin characterized Burt’s 1943 paper as ‘‘the first large
collection of 1Q correlations among relatives,’” as though this was
its dominant focus, but—Ilike his deplorable caricature in the BBC
television film—this gave a completely misleading picture; was a
slanted exaggeration, a far too narrow falsification. Although we
must leave a full investigation of the alleged fraud until much later,
we must consider at least one example of the charges Kamin leveled
at Burt’s twin studies proper.

The ‘‘Invariant Correlations’’

The crux of Kamin’s criticism—the one taken to be damning,
which has been repeated ad nauseam ever since it was made—was
that the correlations Burt reported in successive papers were ‘‘too
good to be true’’; were, at the very best, miraculous, and at worst
impossible. Subsequently, they have been said to be ‘‘fraudulent.’’
Burt had reported an increase in the number of twins studied (of
identical twins reared apart) from 15 in 1943 to 21 in 1955, to “‘over
30"’ in 1958, to 53 in 1966; yet, despite these increases in numbers,
some of the correlations remained precisely the same ‘‘to three
decimal places.”” Kamin pointed out several such invariant correla-
tions, but here—considering as we are the soundness of his testi-
mony—we will confine ourselves to the correlations resulting from
the “‘group test’’ of the intelligence of identical twins reared to-
gether, and those reared apart. Precisely the same criticism is
stated by Kamin in Intelligence: The Battle for the Mind (pp. 100-
101), The Science and Politics of IQ (p. 59), and The 1Q Controversy
(pp. 245-246). The table he repeats, given here as table 3.7, includes
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TABLE 3.7
Correlations for MZ Twins, Group Test of Intelligence®

Source Twins reared apart Twins reared together
Burt, 1955 0.771 0.944

(N =121) (N = 83)
Burt, 1958 - 0.771 0.944

(N = ‘over 30°) (N=17
Conway, 1958 0.778 0.936

(N = 42) (N=17
Burt, 1966 0.771 0.944

(N = 53) (N = 95)

four apparently different studies: three by Burt, one by Conway.
Kamin’s exact accompanying criticism® was this:

The 1Q correlations that Burt claimed to have observed in his separated
twins are quite literally incredible. The first reference to separated twins
by Burt was in his 1943 paper. He claimed to have studied fifteen pairs
of separated identical twins. Their 1Q correlation, on some unspecified
test, was said to be 0.77. By 1955, Burt had managed to increase his
sample of separated twins to twenty-one pairs. The level of precision in
Burt’s calculations had increased, and he now adopted the unusual
practice of reporting his correlations to the third decimal place. The
correlation was now said to be 0.771, based on a group test of intelli-
gence. The precision of Burt’s procedural descriptions had not, alas,
increased. There was no indication of which group test of intelligence
might have been employed. (A group test is one which can be sat by
any number of candidates at the same time, since it does not need to be
individually administered.)

By 1958, Burt claimed that his sample of separated twins had been
increased to ‘‘over thirty’’. The correlation on the group test was still
reported as 0.771—identical, to the third decimal, to that reported
earlier for a smaller sample. By late 1958, Burt’s research associate,
Conway, was able to report that the sample of separated twins had been
increased to forty-two pairs. This sudden swelling of the sample size
did affect the reported correlation, but not much. The correlation was
now said to be 0.778. When Burt last reported on his separated twins,
in 1966, the sample size was said to have increased to fifty-three pairs.
The correlation, almost supernaturally, had returned to the originally
reported 0.771.

This remarkable consistencey can be observed not only in Burt’s work
on separated twins, but also in his work on identical twins who have
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been reared together, in their own families. The 1955 Burt paper claimed
to have studied 83 such pairs, and to have observed an IQ correlation
(on an unnamed group test) of 0.944. That correlation, it might be
noted, is remarkably high. There is considerable measurement error
involved in IQ testing, and it is doubtful whether if the same group 1Q
test were to be given on two separate occasions to the same set of
people, a correlation that high would be observed between scores on
the two occasions. The Burt 1958 paper, in any event, again reported a
correlation of 0.944 for identical twins reared together.!°

The Conway 1958 paper, in remarkable synchrony with her report on
separated twins, observed a trivial change in the correlation for twins
reared together. It was now said to be 0.936, with the number of pairs
not specified. When Burt made his final report in 1966, the correlation
for twins reared together had also returned to its original value of 0.944.
The sample size was said to have increased to 95 pairs.

We have seen that the nature of the group test administered was
not seriously in doubt, but the following facts are the most impor-
tant.

First, it will be seen that the Conway paper of 1958 with the new
number of 42 did not repeat invariant correlations. Only three
apparent studies reported the invariant correlations of .771 and
.944, and it is this repetition in all the three Burt papers that has
been endlessly repeated as the chief ground indicating fraud. But
here it is a second fact which is crucially important.

This is the simple but startling fact that there never was a 1958
study by Burt of “‘over 30" twins reared apart. This was either a
hasty misreading and misrepresentation by Kamin—in his headlong
ideological gallop—or a deliberate misrepresentation. The 1958
paper by Burt proves, on examination, to be the publication of
Burt’s Bingham lecture, which was delivered in May 1957. In it,
Burt did say that in the study of identical twins ‘‘We have now
collected over 30 such cases,”” but the table of correlations he
reproduced was very plainly and decidedly nor the outcome of
working over this new number. No new, additional study was done
and reported at that time. The table (in May 1957, reproduced here
as table 3.8) was quite simply a lecture illustration, a straightfor-
ward quotation of the figures arrived at in his study of 1955.

Table 3.9 reproduces the full table as presented in the 1955 paper.

It will be seen that the 1957 table is quite simply a total reproduc-
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TABLE 3.8.
Correlations Between Mental and Scholastic Assessments
Jdeatical twins | Ideatial taios E‘E‘:‘l’?g‘iﬁ Siblings reared. | Siblings reased ch%‘;} E::‘:‘;( B
Mental
“Tatelligence” *
Group Test Wt amn 542 515 441 281
Individual Test 921 843 526 491 463 252
Final Assessment 925 876 S5 .538 517 209
Scholastic
General Attainments .898 .681 .831 814 526 .535
Reading and Spelling 944 647 915 853 490 548
Arithmetic .862 7123 748 169 .563 476

«In correspondence with Jensen, Burt pointed out that this was a misprint in the
1955 paper (the figure should have been .904), and the error was inadvertently
repeated in the publication of the Bingham lecture, as this simply reproduced the
same table.

tion of the mental (intelligence) and scholastic correlations of the
1955 table; no more than Burt’s lecture illustration of the findings
of this study. But one immediate fact is startlingly clear. Kamin’s
charge—quite plainly claiming that these figures represented the
findings of a new (1958) study of the increased number of “‘over
30’ twins—is that the correlations of .944 and .771 (for twins reared
together and twins reared apart) are exactly the same, to the third
decimal place. The simple truth, however, is that all these correla-
tions in this table are exactly the same to the third decimal place.
Every figure is “‘invariant’’; is an exact repetition of those in the
1955 study; and for the completely evident reason that they repre-
sent precisely the quoted 1955 study itself.

If this plain fact was not enough in itself to render questionable
an investigating scientist who was supposedly diligently searching
for and proclaiming the truth (which Kamin was so demonstratively
claiming himself to be), the 1958 paper by Conway was such as to
confirm these doubts. The paper of November 1958—published a
vear and a half after the delivery of the Bingham lecture (of May
1957)—was in fact a new and extended study of the larger number
of identical twins then collected: 42 of them reared apart. It will be
seen in the table reporting this study (table 3.10) that «ll the
correlations for these twins differed from those of 1955. The total
table is simply an wupdating of the 1955 table, replacing the old
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TABLE 3.9.
Correlations Between Tests of Mental, Scholastic, and
Physical Measurements

A---BUrt anp Conway B--NEwMAN, FREE-
MAN & HOLZINGER.

Ident- {Ident- | Non- | Sib- | Sib- Un- | Ident-i Tdent-} Non-

ical | feal |ident-| lings | lings irclated| dcal [ ical [ident-
Twins {Twins | ical (rearcd {reared | child- | Twins] Twins| ical
Measnrement reared reared | Twinsi to- [ apart| reun | reared] rearcd! Twins
to- | apart | reared] gether reared]  to- japart Ir(‘nrcd
gether to- to- | gethier p to-
gether gether gether
R, ol S = & SN SGRE | S s e et
MuNTaL (INTELLIGENCE)
Tutelligence ¢
Group Test ...... 944 | 2F70 | 542 | 515 1 440 | 281 | 2922 4 <727 | -G2|
Individual ‘Test ..| -92] | -£43 | 526 | -491 | 463 | -232 | 9107 670 610
Final Assessment  ..| 925 | -876 | -551 | -538 | 517 I 269 LTI -
SCHOLASTIC | l
Ceneral Attainments | -898 | -681 | -831 | -814 | -526 | -535 | -953 | -507 | .88y
Reading and Spelling| -944 1 -647 | -915 | -853 | 490 | -548 =- == ==
Arithmetic ........ 862 | 723 | 748 | -769 | -563 | -476 - - -- o=
Prvsican : H
HIEFNE 066000500006 957 | -931 | 472 | 303 | 536G |--069 | -981 | 969 | -930
Weight ... Poodéo 932 | -897 | -586 | -5G8 | -427 | -243 | 973 | -886 | 900
Head Length co..f 963 | -939 | -495 | -4S1 | 586 | ‘116 | 910 | -917 | -GYI
Head Breadth ...... ‘978 | -962 | -541 | -507 | -472 . -082 [ -908 | -880 | -G54
Iive Colour ........ 1-000 {1-000 | -316 | -553 | -504 I -104 — — ! ==

correlations of the identical twins with the new, but leaving the rest
of the table precisely the same; and this updating of the earlier table
is stated quite clearly. (In short, only the new identical twins had
been newly studied.) The important additional statement, however,
is that “‘the last review of our own cases’’ was that of 1955.

The question that clearly arises is this. If Kamin was so sharp-
sighted as to notice that, in the 1958 Burt (1957 Bingham lecture)
paper, the correlations of .944 and .771 were exactly the same to
the third decimal place as those in the 1955 paper, how was it that
he failed to see, and failed to report, that every correlation in these
two tables were exactly the same to the third decimal place? Did
his sharpness of sight fail him in this connection? There seem to be
only two possible explanations: (1) that his rush to prove his own
case was so headlong, so careless, that his perception was rendered
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“‘selective’’” to an abnormally narrow degree (tunnel vision, one
might say, with a vengeance!), and that seeing the figures he wanted
to see, he did not stop to examine the rest; or (2) that he did see
the entire table perfectly well, but deliberately selected and re-
ported the replications that supported his charges against Burt,
deliberately staying silent about the rest. Similarly, did he not see
(through importunate haste) the relevant qualification in the Con-
way 1958 paper? Or, again, did he see it, but stay silent?

What is certain is that his account of these repeated correlations
was a plain falsification of the facts—a falsification that has gone
unseen, been widely publicized, and remained widely accepted up
to this day. One is surely entitled to ask now, given these clear
facts, what price the veracity and integrity of this scientific criti-
cism?

But two other facts in this same connection deserve note and
emphasis. First, the time sequence involved.

The reporting of both the Burt 1958 paper and the Conway 1958
paper in 1958 gives the obvious impression that the claims of both
(referring to the numbers of twins and correlations reported in
them) were made in the same year; were almost simultaneous. The
sudden eruption of the number of twins from ‘‘over 30’ to 42
(increasing to 53 in 1966) seems therefore quite incredible. The
actual sequence, however, was very different and gives a far more
feasible picture. In 1943, the number of twins—gathered from the
wider and earlier surveys over some 15 years—was 15. At that
stage, however, the study of identical twins was only then emerging
as being of quite central significance in the heredity versus environ-
ment argument, and further cases began to be deliberately and
actively sought. By the time of the 1955 study, 21 had been
discovered and were the basis of the correlations reported then. In
his Bingham lecture of May 1957, Burt mentioned that the number
discovered had increased to “‘over 30,”” an increase of something
over 9 in two to three years. Eighteen months later, the number
had been increased to 42; and by 1966, eight years later, to 53. This
increase was therefore by no means of the nature of a sudden
explosion; but it is in relation to this gradual increase that the
second fact is also important.

It is perfectly clear (and was then made perfectly clear through-
out the whole of the following period) that from 1943 onwards, a
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deliberate search for cases of identical twins was begun and con-
stantly pursued. In his 1955 paper, for example, Burt referred back
to the 1943 paper and the correlations then drawn *‘originally from
surveys in the London schools’’ and added that Miss Conway, who
had then provided supplementary data, had now managed *‘thanks
to numerous correspondents’ to increase the number of cases (to
83 identical twins reared together and 21 reared apart). But, at that
point, the further revealing footnote was added (the italics are
mine):

Of the monozygotic twins, only nineteen were found in London; and,
owing to the distances involved, we have been obliged to depend for
measurements of the rest either on research-students or on local teach-
ers and doctors (to whom we must extend our sincerest thanks). As a
result, the correlations for this group may have been somewhat reduced.
There is a natural prejudice against separating twins, especially if their
sex is the same; and we should like to repeat our appeal for further
cases. Although the handful of monozygotic twins reared apart is
decidedly small (and it is the outcome of a quest that has lasted for
over forty years), the differences between the correlations for this group
and the rest are for the most part statistically significant.

What is clear here is that Burt and his co-workers were now
continually appealing (advertising) for news of identical twins. This
was further evidenced in the Conway 1958 paper, coupled with the
additional significant fact that the narure of the additional cases had
become different as a direct result of the deliberate search.

Our earlier cases were encountered during the routine inspections of
children brought up in residential institutions under the L.C.C.: not
infrequently it turned out that the child in the institution was a twin,
and that the other twin had been left with the mother or with relatives.
Ameng our later cases most were discovered through personal contacts;
and, as a result, many of them came of educated parents, usually school
teachers or members of a University staff: when the pair was separated,
one twin generally remained with the mother and shared her cultural
environment, while the other was boarded out, usually with persons of
much lower intellectual status.

In the News Letter of the Association of Educational Psycholo-
gists (no. 3) in 1965, when (say his critics) Burt had long ceased his
researches and ‘‘collecting of data,”’ Burt wrote:
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During the past 50 years my colleagues and I have kept a careful watch
for cases of this kind—‘identical’ twins reared apart from infancy. At
first we could discover only a handful. But as soon as our results were
published, more cases kept coming in, and we have now located as
many as 53 pairs. We should still be grateful for additional names and
addresses.

In the 1966 paper, this increased number, of 53 reared apart (and
95 reared together), was in fact the number on which the study was
based.

The growth in the number of twins was therefore demonstrably
gradual, not sudden. It was clearly the outcome of a deliberate
quest that had grown gradually out of the chance discoveries in the
earlier surveys; and the course of this is quite plainly marked in the
sequence of papers from 1943, 1955, and 1958 (including the 1957
Burt lecture), to 1966.

Later, we will have to return to this matter of the ‘‘invariant
correlations’” when considering the specific charges of fraud, and
at that point the 1966 paper will also have to be considered. We
have seen enough here, however, to indicate the character and
degree of reliability of Kamin’s testimony; in this connection one
final comment must be added.

3

Errors of Carelessness, in Haste? Or Deliberate Misrepresentations?

A fundamental question arises from all the points we have consid-
ered. It strikes at the very heart of Kamin’s own integrity and
cannot be escaped or avoided. It must be stated frankly and
directly—but fairly. It is simply this.

Were all the misrepresentations of Burt’s positions (here plainly
demonstrated) genuine mistakes on Kamin’s part? Were they errors
of selective perception, of unwitting misinterpretation, stemming
from ideological zeal and too importunate a degree of haste in
attacking Burt as forthrightly as possible as an enemy in the
Hereditarian/Environmentalist debate? Or were they deliberate fal-
sifications, smears, or distortions?

I leave this question to you, the reader—as a member of the
jury—to judge.

The grossly inaccurate caricatures of Burt, his views, and his
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work, presented in such a denunciatory manner, indeed with such
condescension and venom as in the BBC film, coupled with this
unbelievable failure to see some plainly visible facts while selecting
others within the self-same report, do surely suggest the most
disgraceful kind of character assassination—and to this possibility
we will have to return after examining the testimony of those who
followed readily in Kamin’s footsteps. For now, however, it is
enough to see that Kamin himself was not content to present what
he took to be a damning criticism of Burt’s work, claiming that its
data and findings went beyond the bounds of credibility and were
therefore of no use for scientific purposes; that ‘‘the absence of
procedural description in Burt’s reports vitiates their scientific
utility”’ and ‘‘the frequent arithmetical inconsistencies and mutually
contradictory descriptions cast doubt upon the entire body of his
later work’’; that ‘‘the marvellous consistency of his data support-
ing the hereditarian position often taxes credibility; and on analysis,
the data are found to contain implausible effects consistent with an
effort to prove the hereditarian case’’; that ‘‘Burt’s correlations
and data were useless for hypothesis testing—that is to say worth-
less.”” He also went beyond this to make quite clear the implied
charge of deliberate fraud. In Intelligence: The Battle for the Mind,
he wrote:

With some measure of restraint, I wrote, after reviewing Burt’s work:
*“The numbers left behind by Professor Burt are simply not worthy of
our current scientific attention.”” The clear implication—that Burt had
invented the data in order to support his ideas about social and educa-
tional policy—was left for the reader to make.

And he then, brushing aside one or two criticisms of his own
account of Burt," fully accepted and approved the outright charges
of fraud made much more forcefully (in the manner of sensationalist
journalism) by Oliver Gillie, and the subsequent judgments of
Hearnshaw’s ‘‘official biography.’”” Not satisfied even with this—
the gramophone record syndrome making its appearance again—he
concluded with the extreme and sweeping statement (which we
have seen that he reiterated in the 1984 BBC film) that ‘‘from the
available evidence . . . it is reasonable to suggest that perhaps Burt
never tested a separated twin, or calculated a genuine correlation
between relatives, in his entire life.”"12



78

Science, Ideology, and the Media

Questions Requiring Public Answers

Arising from the criticisms, discussion, and evidence presented,

public answers are now required to the following questions at least:

I

[\

Why did Kamin characterize Burt’s work as (1) ‘‘containing
virtually no information about methods or procedure,” (2)
‘‘never providing even the most elementary information about
how, where or when his purported data had been collected,”
and (3) giving ‘‘not even any information about which IQ test
was supposedly used to obtain the reported correlations,’” when,
as we have seen, Burt always gave detailed accounts of his
methods, procedures, place, period of time, and kinds of tests
used in the specific surveys in which his data had been collected?
Why did Kamin specify ‘‘the only reference to procedure’ in
the 1943 paper as being ‘‘some of the inquiries have been
published in LCC reports or elsewhere; but the majority remain
buried in typed memoranda or degree theses,’”” when this com-
ment was made only with reference to the grounds for seven
arguments about the hereditary basis of intelligence, not about
the collection of data or the bases of correlations at all; and
when, going beyond these arguments, many other very detailed
references were made?

. Why did he not follow up these other references? Or if he did

follow them up, why did he not fully report all the details that
they contained?

. Why did he deride dismissively the detailed and thoroughly

considered ways in which Burt and his co-workers estimated the
levels of intelligence of adults; and the ways in which test scores
of different kinds were brought together in a ‘‘final assess-
ment’’—the ways in which teachers’ estimates were taken into
account, ‘‘allowances’’ and ‘‘adjustments’’ made, and on the
basis of which retesting sometimes took place? And why did he
not think fit to explain the considered reasons Burt gave for
these procedures—even if he himself disagreed with them?

. Why did he claim that Burt presented correlations (between the

intelligence of children and economic status, between relatives,
and so forth) without specifying the tests used as the basis for
them, when in fact these were more often than not clearly
pointed out?

. Why did he completely misrepresent the nature of the ‘‘invariant
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correlations’ in the sequence of the 1943, 1955, and 1958 Burt
papers and the 1958 Conway paper, and then erect the supposed
repetition of these correlations ‘‘to the third decimal place’ as a
crucial charge against Burt; the major ground for refusing to
take his data and figures seriously, and charging him with
“‘inventing data’’ to support his ideas?

7. The questions we asked earlier must also be briefly repeated
here, since the grounds for asking them so clearly reveal the
nature of Kamin’s attack. Why, in The Intelligence Man, did he
so grossly misrepresent the nature of Burt’s 1943 paper, and the
nature and significance of Burt’s early notes on the essay by
Pigou, claiming these as demonstrations of Burt’s commitment
to the views of the eugenics movement, when they were clearly
nothing of the kind?

Answers to these questions will be awaited, but the very fact that
an examination of Kamin’s account of Burt’s work makes it neces-
sary to ask them—resting, as they clearly do, on demonstrable
evidence—makes plain the character, quality, and degree of relia-
bility of Kamin’s testimony for the prosecution. Coupled with
evidence proving the similar character of the testimony of others, 1
will later ask whether it is not far more disgraceful and more lacking
in scientific veracity than anything of which Burt himself could
even remotely be considered guilty.

Notes

1. American Journal of Psychology 95:346-49; 1982.

2. P.99. My italics.

3. It was Mrs. Emma J. Robinson who was successful in tracing Miss
Mawer’s address, and who put me in touch with her.

4. This was written in November 1984—just over 40 years after her essay
and Burt’s article were written—but this is a verified example of the
very meticulous way in which Burt always acknowledged his helpers
or those on whose work he had drawn. Mrs. Clarke also wrote ‘I am
glad that you are looking into the allegations of fraud. I could, I must
admit, see him finding it amusing to bamboozle the over-confident, but
a calculated major scientific fraud is another matter.”’

5. Quite specific elements were taken as criteria, such as the number of
persons per room, condition of cleanliness and comfort, class of
house, occupation of parents, family income, and family size. The
classes of homes also (it was noted) closely corresponded to Charles
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Booth’s classes (FEC and D) in Life and Labour of the People in
London, (London and New York: Macmillan, 1902). Booth’s own
division into classes had been: A. The lowest class of occasional
laborers, loafers, and semi-criminals; B. casual earnings—‘‘very
poor’’; C. intermittent earnings; D. small regular earnings (C and D
together = the “‘poor’’); E. regular standard earnings = above the
line of poverty; F. higher class labor. G. lower middle class; H. upper
middle class. (p. 33)

. This early reference to Miss Conway is to be noted.
. The Sandiford book referred to is Foundations of Educational Psy-

chology, 1938.

. The respective correlations given in the 1943 paper were .77 and .86.
. Intelligence: The Battle for the Mind, pp. 100-101.
. It will be seen quite definitely here that Kamin claims that the Burt

1958 paper reports a new study with precisely the same correlation as
that reported in the 1955 study.

. That of Loehlin, Lindzey, and Spuhler (1975, Social Science Research

Council), and that offered in a review by D. Fulker (also 1975).

. The tone of Kamin’s criticism of Burt may be further judged from the

following example taken from The Intelligence Man. Claiming that
Burt “‘really believed that the numbers he was inventing corresponded
to the truth,”” Kamin continued: ‘‘He had to convince other lesser
intellects that this was true. Lesser intellects who hadn’t received this
knowledge from on high, as he appears to have, would have to be
convinced by actual data and I don’t think that Burt thought of himself
as a manipulator and misleader of the public. I think Burt had the
intellectual audacity to think that he knew the truth, prior to any actual
investigation of the facts, and therefore as a kind of ‘noblesse oblige’
he was letting the rest of us get a handle on the truth by presenting us
with numbers that would help us to accept it. And he did us the
courtesy of inventing the numbers for us.”



Dr. Oliver Gillie and the Press

Leon Kamin, as we have seen, gave a fair imitation of a gramo-
phone record, but the themes repeated on his tracks were at least
his own. Oliver Gillie, by way of contrast, gives the impression of
actually being a gramophone record—endlessly playing through the
loudspeakers of the press, volume turned up high, but with this
difference: the grooves engraved on his wax are loaded with the
themes of others; roared out for publicity’s sake in a more outra-
geous presentation. Had Burt been alive, Gillie would undoubtedly
have been open to legal proceedings, vulnerable in the courts, for
the most glaringly obvious charges of libel; the most gross, cumu-
lative, and persistent kinds of defamation. Words and phrases such
as ‘‘fraudster,” ‘‘plagiarist of long standing,”’ ‘‘outright fraud,”
“‘dishonest,”” and ‘‘the crowning success of Burt’s career as a
fraudster,’’ roll with boldness and the confidence of some sort of
self-assured authority from his pen. But Burt had been five years
dead before so bold an attack upon him was made. ‘‘Courage after
the enemy’s decease’’ might be the motto painted in shining colors
on this gladiator’s shield.

But it may be that this warrior, too, clad in thin, rattling journal-
istic armor, will be proved to have been tilting at windmills. Some-
times he speaks proudly of his distinction as ‘‘the journalist who
wrote the first story in which the word ‘fraud’ was used in connec-
tion with the work of Sir Cyril Burt.”’! Sometimes he claims to have
been the forthright public mouthpiece for ‘‘leading scientists’’ who
‘‘are convinced that Burt published false data and invented crucial
facts to support his controversial theory that intelligence is largely

81
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inherited.’’? The ‘‘leading scientists’’ to whom he referred were
Leon Kamin and Ann and Alan Clarke at the University of Hull
(whom he interviewed together with their colleague Michael Mc-
Askie). All of these certainly claimed to have discovered difficulties
in their study of Burt’s figures; Kamin, as we have seen, had
evidently (he later announced) implied fraudulence, but had not
been so unrestrained as to charge Burt with this. It was Gillie’s
claim to distinction to have brought all their criticisms together
under the plain and outspoken charge of fraud.

Let us now examine point by point Gillie’s testimony, in his first
“‘revelatory’’ article of October 1976, and in the many other subse-
quent statements made between then and 1984.

THE MOST SENSATIONAL CHARGE OF FRAUD
THIS CENTURY

That was how Gillie’s opening sentence began, and it continued:
‘is being levelled against the late Sir Cyril Burt, father of British
educational psychology.’”” We have first to note, simply, that even
this was not true. Kamin had published his criticisms, the Clarkes
were evidently making their doubts known, some London Univer-
sity scholars were experiencing difficulty in tracing two or three of
Burt’s assistants, but no charge of fraud—whether the most sensa-
tional this century or otherwise—was being made. It was Gillie
himself who collated these criticisms and made this charge.

As far as it is possible to ascertain, words such as ‘‘fraud’’ were
only being used by others in their interviews with Gillie, and it is
within the context of this interviewing that their intemperate lan-
guage at that time is to be noted. All of those involved, it is of
interest to note, were psychologists at the University of Hull,?> and
for simplicity’s sake I will refer to ‘“The Hull department’’ in all
that follows, though I believe two departments were involved, the
psychology department and the school of education. Kamin, Gillie,
and these psychologists of the Hull department—all journalistically
orchestrated by Gillie—were Burt’s accusers. The Clarkes, said
Gillie, concluded that ‘‘scientifically Burt’s results are a fraud”
(italics mine). Burt could not have made certain observations, said
Michael McKaskie, ‘‘without deliberately fiddling the figures to
produce the results he desired.”” Defamatory statements of this
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kind were now to be found in plenty. Gillie, it seems, had unlocked
and opened a door through which others were now ready to walk.

Race and Eugenics

One serious fault of Burt and his ideas, Gillie claimed, was that
they had ‘‘inspired the public controversy over race and intelligence
. . . led in Britain by Professor Hans Eysenck and in America by
Professor Arthur Jensen, a former post-doctoral student of
Eysenck.’’ Like Kamin, Gillie’s opposition to Burt and criticism of
him was rooted in his evident conviction that Burt was saturated in
the early literature and views of the eugenics movement, and that
his claim that differences in intelligence were largely inherited
entailed the view that races and social classes could clearly be said
to be superior or inferior to each other, and that this resulted in and
served to justify discriminatory political policies. This opening
charge against Burt was subsequently made time and time again by
Gillie in slightly different ways. Before looking at these, however,
let us see what Eysenck himself had to say about the charge that it
was Burt and his ideas that had inspired his own and Jensen’s
research. ‘‘Gillie,”’ he wrote,

is not above making statements which are, in fact, untrue. Thus he says
that ‘Arthur Jensen used Burt’s data and argued that American blacks
are innately inferior to whites’. The use of ‘and’ subtly suggests that in
some odd way Burt had used his data to suggest black inferiority; he
had not. Neither had Jensen; it is simply untrue to make such a
statement, as Gillie must know perfectly well. What Jensen did point
out was that the possibility of finding genetic differences in IQ between
races should not be dismissed axiomatically, and that many of the
arguments used to establish environmental causes of the observed
differences had been disproved experimentally. This is a far cry from
arguing ‘that American blacks are innately inferior to whites’. In any
case, it is difficult to see how Jensen comes into this whole story; is this
another instance of McCarthyism?*

The racist and eugenics smear was subsequently made, however,
in much more radical ways. In a radio discussion,’ saying that
eugenics took different forms in different countries, Gillie’s com-
ment was that whereas in Germany it had taken the form of
“Hitler’s excesses,”” in England it had taken ‘‘the much more



84 Science, Ideology, and the Media

subtle form™ of selection for secondary education. Burt’s argu-
ments for selection in English education were mentioned in the
same breath as the extermination policies of the Nazis, and so
smeared with the same eugenics brush that was supposed to be
necessarily one of race and class discrimination. And yet ‘‘racial-
ism’’ never in any way whatever entered into Burt’s work. This
extreme comparison between Nazi extermination and selective
education in England is not to be taken, either, as a brash comment
from Gillie uttered in a moment of heated argument. It was, and
has remained, his considered view. In the Radio Times in 1982.¢ his
comments were the following:6

Burt’s scientific ideas were influenced by Francis Galton, a cousin of
Charles Darwin who began the science of race improvement, or eugen-
ics as he called it, at the turn of the century. Eugenics became
unfashionable among scientists with the rise of Hitler.

Nevertheless the ideas of eugenics remained buried in science and an
attempt was made to resurrect them in modified form, together with
Burt’s research, following the passing of laws against race discrimina-
tion in American schools.

Again, in a 1987 exchange of letters in the (London) Sunday
Telegraph,” he said that in an article supporting Burt’s position I
had minimized.

the intellectual influence of the eugenics movement on education in
Britain. This movement was not primarily concerned with selective
breeding of a super-race. In Britain, the movement was preoccupied
with the faster rate of reproduction of the working classes and was
worried that they would swamp the intellectual and moneyed élite. It is
not absurd to link ideas about educational selection with eugenics or
social Darwinism. Burt was steeped in this thinking.

In Germany, university professors endorsed the eugenics movement,
and many continued to support it when it provided the Nazis with a
pseudo-scientific rationale for their programme’ of genocide and their
attempts to breed a super-race. There is a lesson from the German
experience: science may be misused to give false authority to social
planning.

The slur was, and is, continually repeated. Burt, says Gillie, was
‘“‘steeped’’ in the thinking of eugenics, which was ‘‘preoccupied
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with the faster rate of reproduction of the working classes’’ and
“‘worried that they would swamp’’ the élites above them. Why,
then, it has to be asked, was Burt so centrally and continually
concerned to make clear the facts of economic and social inequality
and extend the educational opportunities of the children of the
lower classes who suffered from them? We have seen, however, the
fallacious basis of the eugenics smear in Kamin’s account, and it
was Kamin’s criticism, and fallacy, that Gillie was here repeating.
He had already repeated it in a letter to the Listener,® deepening
the charge of racism in the same way, and again linking selection in
English education with the Nazi atrocities, this time forthrightly
extending his criticism of Burt to include Eysenck and Jensen.
Eysenck’s own reply again deserves note. Gillie, he commented,
says that

‘“‘the genetic philosophy which lies behind Eysenck’s position is derived
directly through Burt and others from the eugenic movement. In Ger-
many, where eugenics was known as race hygiene, the movement had
appalling consequences. In this country it was simply used to rationalise
class divisions in our society and to justify an educational system which
was widely criticised as unjust.’” It is difficult to know where to begin
in putting the record straight.

(1) I am not concerned with any philosophy, but with scientific facts;
the philosophy which Gillie attributes to me is wholly in his imagination.
(2) My position was derived primarily from the teaching in genetics I
received from J. B. S. Haldane, who was both an outstanding biologist
and geneticist and a high-ranking member of the Communist Party. (3)
The eugenics movement, as I have known it, has been concerned with
research into genetic-problems and, on the practical side, with dissemi-
nating knowledge about, and advice concerning, genetically transmitted
diseases; it had nothing to do with rationalising class divisions and
justifying an educational system of any kind. This certainly was the
position when I was on the council of the movement, and I have no
reason to imagine that it has changed since then. (4) Hitler’s absurd
racial theories and his diabolical persecution of the Jews and other
racial groups had nothing to do with eugenics or genetics; in fact, he
banned (like Stalin) IQ testing, which provides an important plank for
genetic research. (He condemned it as ‘Jewish’, while Stalin condemned
it as ‘bourgeois’.) Gillie complains that 1 have said that his writings
produce ‘a whift of McCarthyism’; if dragging Hitler into this discussion
does not justify this accusation, I do not know what might.



86 Science, Ideology, and the Media
The Mentally Subnormal: The Wood Report

As though this was not enough, in his opening 1976 article Gillie
accused Burt (with his eugenicist ideas) of having exerted an
unfortunate influence on the findings of an important government
report. Burt’s belief, he wrote,

that the commonest cause of educational retardation was ‘inborn infe-
riority of general intelligence’—incorporated in the Wood Report of
1929—played a part in confirming the policy of segregating the mentally
sub-normal so that they would not reproduce.

To say that Burt believed that ‘‘the commonest cause of educa-
tional retardation’” was ‘‘inborn inferiority of general intelligence”’
is itself a statement of the most simplistic kind. As we will see,
Burt very carefully took into account many environmental circum-
stances and influences that he thought responsible for ‘‘backward-
ness’’ and ‘“‘retardation.’”’ Furthermore, and long before doing this,
he had clearly set out in his Birmingham study his method of
measuring a child’s level of mental ability by intelligence testing
(the Binet-Simon scale) and degree of ‘‘backwardness’ by his or
her level of educational artainments.® The Wood report was, how-
ever, the report of the ‘*‘Mental Deficiency Committee’ set up in
1924 and reporting in 1929. Its area of investigation was specifically
‘‘the problems presented by the mentally defective child’’ (empha-
sis mine) (not educational retardation in general). It sought to
establish the number and distribution of ‘‘mental defectives’’; ex-
tended its study to include ‘‘the adult defective’’; and had to cover
the entire range (to use its own carefully defined designations) of
idiocy, imbecility, and the feeble-minded. The chief investigating
officer was Dr. E. O. Lewis; the chief additional authority referred
to, Dr. Tredgold. Burt was a member of the committee, but his
contribution, as we have already seen, was that of drawing up the
tests to be used. The setting up and the scope of the inquiry, and
its findings and recommendations, were not his but those of the
other investigating officers and the committee as a whole. But what,
in any event, were their recommendations?

Essentially, they were entirely humane, regretting the insuffi-
ciency of society’s recognition of the mentally defective, their
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problems, and the treatment of them, and recommending consider-
able extensions and improvements to the provisions then existing.
For our purposes, only a few points need to be noted. First, for any
category of the mentally defective whatever (even the most help-
less), the committee was extremely opposed to any consideration
of sterilization or any idea of legislation for it. Having discussed
the extent to which “‘the sterilization of mentally defective adults
in the present generation would reduce the volume of mental
deficiency in the next,”” their conclusion was

that even if this measure were rigidly applied to all the mentally
defective the reduction would not be great. A more cogent ground for
advocating sterilisation is that its application would ease the economic
burden by enabling defectives who would otherwise have to be perma-
nently segregated in institutions to return to the community with no
risk of their becoming parents, and that a number of them could live
happily and harmoniously outside institutions. If it could be proved that
sterilisation could safely and profitably be applied even to certain
groups or categories of defectives, the question of its adoption would
no doubt deserve careful attention.

X3

Then, having considered sterilization policies in ‘‘about twenty
American States, Alberta, Sweden, and Switzerland,”” they re-
peated their great caution.

The Committee regard with much apprehension the tendency observed
in some quarters to allow the discussion of this question and the hope
of legislation on the subject to retard the provision of the institutional
accommodation which is so lamentably insufficient in all parts of the
country. The cases to which sterilisation could profitably be applied are
not among those for whom this additional accommodation is required,
for it must be borne in mind that large numbers of defectives are not
socially adjustable and should not be left in the community in any
circumstances, while many of those who might ultimately be returned
to the community would first require a long period of training and
stabilisation to fit them for life outside an institution. Morcover the view
of many who have had wide experience of mental defectives in this
country is that the freedom accompanying sterilisation, though it might
increase the happiness of some defectives, would be positively harmful
to many others.

This is hardly the kind of pronouncement to be expected from a
committee so dominated by the more extreme views of the eugenics
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movement as to be advocating a policy of ‘‘selective breeding.”
There was here, surely, a clear and deeply felt concern for the
happiness and well-being of defectives themselves—as persons—to
be given the best possible conditions for their own fulfillment, and
an equally clear concern to provide the most suitable institutional
conditions for those where institutional care was necessary. And
here again their recommendation was exactly the opposite of that
implied by Gillie. Clearly distinguishing all those mentally defective
children who needed care, control, and residential provisions under
the Mental Deficiency Acts, from those who were ‘‘educable’” and
“‘known as dull or backward children,”” they designated all the
latter as ‘‘the Retarded Group’’ and argued that these ‘‘should be
given a type of education adapted to their degree of retardation.”

But then, far from proposing a policy of segregation, their
recommendations were such as to make provision for ‘‘the re-
tarded’” within the educational provisions for “‘normal’’ children:
that “‘all these children should be retained within the Public Ele-
mentary School system and that Local Education Authorities mod-
ify the organisation of the schools in their areas so as to provide
suitable education for the whole group.”” They further recom-
mended ‘‘the abolition of the requirement that the Local Education
Authority should certify a particular type of child as mentally
defective as a necessary preliminary to providing him with the type
of education he requires.’”” These ‘‘types of education’ included
special schools, day schools and centers, and special classes within
public elementary schools, depending on the nature of the retarda-
tion and the child’s age. The detailed nature of these recommenda-
tions may be seen in the ‘‘schema’” appended to the report (figure
4.1).

These recommendations of the Wood Committee—far from im-
plying the segregation of educationally backward and mentally
subnormal children—may also be seen to be entirely in agreement
with Burt’s own earlier recommendation following his 1921 Bir-
mingham study. There, he had said plainly that ‘‘the most urgent
need for the backward child is the establishment of special classes
in the ordinary school, where each individual child can be studied,
treated, and taught.’’"°

Gillie’s comments, building themselves upon those of Kamin,
and accusing Burt of ‘‘inspiring’’ racialist research and attitudes
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and ‘“‘playing a part’ in influencing the Wood Committee’s report
in the direction of selective breeding—the ‘‘segregation of the
subnormal so that they would not reproduce’’—were therefore
completely without foundation. They were smears of the worst
kind, misrepresenting the character, findings, and recommenda-
tions of the members of the Wood Committee themselves, besides
presenting Burt in a distasteful light that was totally undeserved.

Guessing the 1Qs of Adults

Like Kamin, Gillie also claimed that Burt “‘often guessed at the
intelligence of parents he interviewed but later treated these data
as hard scientific data,”” and here the gramophone record was
playing back Kamin’s groove.

In a paper published in 1943, Burt gives an astounding figure of 153.2
for the average 1Q of parents in the ‘‘higher professional’” or ‘‘adminis-
trative’’ classes. This figure is impossibly high, exceeding by some 20
points the average IQ of Cambridge scientists tested recently. How Burt
obtained such a figure is mysterious, because no standardised tests
existed at that time for the proper measurement of adult IQs in the
higher ranges.

It now seems clear that Burt arrived at this figure by guesswork—a
method he refers to as “‘assessment’’ in other papers.

We have seen that the figures given in the 1943 paper were derived
from the data on recruits to the American Army during the First
World War and the civil service tests for exservice candidates in
Britain, and that these and the classification of ‘‘classes’ and
occupational grades had all been presented long ago in the 1926
vocational guidance study to which Burt, in this paper, clearly
referred. All this was also fully known and had been commented on
by leading educationalists such as Sir Percy Nunn,' and had
already been stated in Burt’s own Mental and Scholastic Tests
(1921) and ‘‘Mental Differences Between Individuals’’ (1923).!2 Had
Gillie taken the trouble to look up these references instead of
accepting Kamin in the most slavish and uncritical manner, he
would have been aware of this. His statement about ‘‘guess-work’’
is therefore, on the most generous interpretation possible, plainly
astonishing. In addition, the extremely simplistic statement that
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“‘no standardised tests existed at that time for the proper measure-
ment of adult IQs in the higher ranges’ reveals his ignorance of
these earlier studies, just as the charges of ‘‘guess-work’ and
“‘assessment’’ reveal his ignorance of the care Burt and his col-
leagues had taken in their estimation of the level of intelligence of
adults and parents. All this was plainly set out in the earlier
literature, but Gillie, like Kamin, seems spuriously to have ignored
it.

The Missing Ladies—and Parapsychology

We will have to return to the question of Burt’s ‘‘missing”’
research assistants when coming to consider the present standing
of the charge of fraud itself, but here we must simply note the
definiteness of Gillie’s charges on this matter and the kind of
language he used. It is not easy to ascertain the extensiveness of
Gillie’s search for Miss Conway and Miss Howard (the two assis-
tants whose existence has been most doubted) before his Sunday
Times article was written. One week before he had evidently
advertised in the Sunday Times itself, and then claimed in that first
article of 1976 that ‘‘advertisements in the personal columns of The
Times had . . . failed to locate anyone who knew of Howard or
Conway and their connection with Burt.”” Having searched files in
the Senate House of London University and made inquiries of
professors at University College and the Institute of Education, he
claimed that no trace at all could be found of either Howard or
Conway. ‘“‘No-one,’” he also wrote, “‘with these names is listed in
the files of the British Psychological Society.”” What seems certain,
however, is that Gillie chiefly investigated the question of the
existence of these ladies after this first article was written and
published. In 1979, in an article on “‘Burt’s Missing Ladies’” in
Science," he reported ‘‘the enquiries made by the Sunday Times
and other over the past two years.”’ This, it is true, was a very
detailed report (giving the appearance of the most detailed investi-
gation Gillie himself undertook in the whole affair), but let us note
the nature of the claims he made in, and after, this report.

First, they revealed extraordinary carelessness and inaccuracy.
In 1982, introducing a radio program on the ‘‘Burt Scandal’’ and
referring to Burt’s 1943 paper, he said that *‘the joint author of this
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article was a mysterious J. Conway.”” This raises doubts as to
whether Gillie himself ever saw or read this paper at all (and that
his comments were therefore entirely repetitions of Kamin), for this
is simply not true. There was no co-author of this paper. It was
written by Burt alone, and carries his name alone. Miss Conway
was referred to only in a brief footnote acknowledging the informa-
tion she provided on 157 children boarded out at foster homes—
something occupying five lines in a closely printed sixteen-page
article. Furthermore, even in the footnote, no initial whatever was
mentioned. It was a bare ‘*‘Miss Conway.’’ The initial ‘J’ only
emerged much later in the controversy, and we will see that even
the name ‘Jane’ seems nothing more than a supposition. Why such
inaccuracy from Gillie?

Second, Miss Howard apparently proving just as insubstantial a
figure, Gillie says that it was some officials of the British Psycholog-
ical Society who ‘‘volunteered the opinion’’ that Conway and
Howard were merely ‘‘pen-names’ used by Burt. The degree of
reliability of these officials in tracing the names of members of their
society (whether ‘‘missing ladies’ or otherwise) may be amusingly
seen, however, in the following correspondence. In the Bulletin of
the Society (vol. 29) published in October 1976, the following
obituary of Frederick Laws appeared.

Obituary
FREDERICK LAWS (1911-19765)

Frederick Laws, who died earlier this year, was the first Editor of
this Bulletin. From 1949, when the Bulletin was launched, until 1952,
when he resigned the Editorship on account of pressure of other work,
Fred Laws played an outstanding part in setting the Bulletin on its feet
and in establishing it as the representative voice of the British Psycho-
logical Society.

Educated at King’s College, Cambridge, Laws went into journalism
and was successively art critic, radio critic and literary editor of the
News Chronicle until the paper folded in 1955. Thereafter he worked
mainly in freelance journalism and became a well-known broadcaster
and script writer for radio and television. In his latter years, he became
a part-time lecturer at various art schools in London.

Law’s connection with psychology was in many ways close, though
he never claimed to have formal qualifications in the subject. For a time,
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he was a graduate student at the Institute of Experimental Psychology
at Oxford, where he worked under Dr. William Stephenson, at that
time Assistant Director of the Institute. The fact that his first wife,
Virginia (née Molteno) was an educational psychologists undoubtedly
quickened his interest in the subject and gave him a shrewd appreciation
of the difficulties at that time encountered by many professional psy-
chologists in the course of their work. Later, he regularly reviewed
books for the Daily Telegraph, including a good number in psychology.

As Editor of the Bulletin, Fred Laws brought not only considerable
knowledge and understanding of psychology, but also wide experience
in the realities of practical journalism. He envisaged the Bulletin not
merely as a house journal for the Society but also as a vehicle for short
original articles and book reviews of general interest to psychologists.
He tried hard to maintain a proper balance between the academic and
professional aspects of the subject as, indeed, between the various
professional interests represented in the Society. In all these respects
he succeeded well and his example has been closely followed by his
SUCCESSOrs.

Fred Laws served for a time on the Council of the Society and
brought wide experience and shrewd judgment to its affairs. He did
much to help the evolution of the Society from a primarily academic to
a more manifestly professional body. He had many friends in all walks
of psychology no less than in journalism, broadcasting and the Arts. By
all he will be sadly missed.

O. L. ZANGWILL

Miss Virginia Molteno (who had become one of the controversial
ladies—though not missing) had married Frederick Laws. Anxious

to write to her in connection with the controversy, Gretl Archer
(Burt’s last secretary) wrote to the Society, in November, in the
following way:

26, November, 1976
The Executive Secretary,
British Psychological Society,
18-19, Albemarle Street,
London W1X 4DN

Dear Sir,

I just heard that Frederick Laws, the first editor of the BPS Bulletin,
recentiy died. I wonder whether you could kindly let me have, or find
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out for me, Mrs. Laws’ present address to enable me to write to her. I
enclose an addressed and stamped envelope.

With many thanks,
Yours sincerely,

Gretl Archer

About a month later, she received the following reply from the
Records Manager:

The British Psychological Society,
St. Andrews House,
48 Princess Road,
Leicester LE1 yDQ
December, 1976
Dear Miss Archer,

I am sorry to say that we have no recent knowledge of the death of
Frederick Laws, in fact I can find no record of him on any of our files.
[ am sorry that I cannot help you in any way to trace Mrs. Laws.

Your sincerely,

D. J. Griffiths,
Records Manager

Some of these officials, however, referred Gillie to Professor J.
Tizard of the University of London Institute of Education, a quest
that led to others, none of whom proved able to trace them—their
names not appearing as members of staff of any description in the
University of London. The fact that they may not have been formal
employees at all but (in Miss Conway’s case) a ‘‘Care Committee
worker,”” or (in Miss Howard’s case) a mathematician, both of
whom were voluntary helpers in his researches (as many others
were known to be), did not seem to cause Gillie any pause for
reflection, and the ‘‘lack of documentary evidence’ led him to the
supposition that they may never have existed ‘‘but were the fantasy
of an ageing professor who became increasingly lonely and deaf.”’
This colorful suggestion was then taken to what may well be
thought extraordinary lengths. In the Journal of the Association of
Educational Psychologists in 1984, he claimed that

from childhood, Burt may have created a fantasy world complete with
imaginary intellectual companions with whom he debated and played
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logical games. According to the observations of Theodore Barber of
Cushing Hospital, Framingham, Massachusetts, people who have imag-
inary companions in childhood often continue with a rich fantasy life
throughout adulthood but keep this a closely guarded secret. They also
commonly have psychic experiences.

Miss Conway, Miss O’Connor and probably Miss Howard, were
Burt’s imaginary companions. Even if at one time they were real
people, they continued to live in his imagination long after they disap-
peared from his life. He also had an imaginary relationship with Miss
Molteno.'* Further evidence that Burt had the type of imagination
referred to by Dr. Barber, comes from Burt’s interest in psychical
research.

Burt, said Gillie, knew S. G. Soal, the well-known psychic
researcher, who worked for several years at University College,
and had described how:

Dr. Soal invented a non-existent friend named John Ferguson, and
before each sitting visualised an imaginary event in which John took
part. Time and again ‘John’ turned up at the seance as-a discarnate
communicator and reminded him of these various events. In this pas-
sage Burt seems to be arguing that it is possible to create a person in
the imagination who will then have a separate existence as some sort of
spirit which can subsequently enter the mind of others. . . . Perhaps
Misses Conway, O’Connor and Howard were discarnate communica-
tors’’. Indeed Burt might have recruited a ghostly team of research
workers who sent him data by means of ESP or PSi. However, when
Burt does mention his research they seem anything but ethereal.
According to Burt, Miss Conway (always the provider of data) helped
him to study ESP in identical twins.

Burt was also interested, Gillie continued, in the ‘‘quasi-tele-
pathic sympathy’’ which, he believed, seemed to occur with special
frequency between identical twins, but here, Burt claimed:

““In our own studies of monozygotic twins, Miss Conway and I encoun-
tered several stories to the same effect, but were not particularly
successful when we came to test the pairs with the procedure adopted
by Soal.”” There is no hint in this that Miss Conway could be commu-
nicating from the spirit world, but then as Barber says, the existence of
fantasy companions in adulthood is generally kept a closely guarded
secret.

This, we must note—itself a piece of ‘‘rich fantasy’” on the charac-
ter of Burt’s interest in parapsychology—was what Gillie seriously
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put forward as scientific criticism! This cannot be allowed to pass
without comment.

It is certainly true that, like Arthur Koestler, a friend of his, Burt
was seriously and scientifically interested in parapsychology, but
his discussion of this took place on the level of interest and
contributions of men like William MacDougall, C. D. Broad, F. W.
H. Myers, Henry Sidgwick, G. N. M. Tyrell, and in relation to the
Proceedings of the Society for Psychical Research. All of these
(including Burt) were stringently critical of all the claims made and
evidence presented by ‘‘mediums’’ and others. The following is just
one of Burt’s criticisms of ‘‘the content of messages transmitted by
these modern forms of necromancy.’’ At best, he says, one has to
conclude that they are ‘‘decidedly unilluminating.”’

First of all they are exceedingly trivial in themselves. For the most part
they are a medley of sentimental gush and sermonizing platitudes. As
one writer observes, ‘if these ghosts have souls, they certainly have no
brains.” The account they give of ‘Life in the Beyond’ is often ludicrous.
In the descriptions which Sir Oliver Lodge believed he had received
from his son Raymond (killed in the first world war) we gather that the
departed spirits drink whiskies and sodas and smoke cigars (Raymond,
1916). When similar communications are received from a great moral
and intellectual hero of the past, the only inference that could be drawn
from them would be that the surviving personality has left all the best
parts of his intelligence and character behind. If (we are tempted to say)
that is the kind of immortality achieved by ‘this grey shadow, once a
man’, then surely he must be ready to echo the lament of old Tithonus:

‘] ask’d thee: “‘Give me immortality’’,

Then didst thou grant my asking with a smile.
But thy strong hours indignant work’d their will,
And beat me down and marr’d and wasted me.
And tho’ they would not end me, left me maim’d,
Immortal age beside immortal youth,

And all I was in ashes.’"

This is hardly the judgment of a man deluded by popular medi-
umistic reports; and some of those who had known Burt well came
readily to his defense against such fanciful condemnation. In the
Times of October 27, 1976, Dr. Anita Gregory, who had edited a
volume of Burt’s writings on parapsychology, said:

He was a very erudite and learned man, and the writings I edited were
entirely of a theoretical and philosophical nature. He never did any
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empirical research in the subject, or wrote on the basis of personal
experiences.

Mrs. Rosalind Heywood, too, who was vice-president of the
Society for Psychical Research, was just as definite:

The idea is much too childish for the extreme normality of his approach.
My impression was that his interest was very profound and that he
believed telepathy was a very subtle extension of the five senses, so
that if we were all blind we would regard a sighted person much as
people with telepathic gifts are regarded today.

She also, despite the attacks on him, remained a great admirer of
Burt:

I was completely devoted to him as a man of the most remarkable
integrity. It is possible, since he was so head and shoulders above
everybody else, and working in such isolation that he might make
mistakes or assumptions. But I would deliberately shoot myself rather
than attribute any nefarious motive to him.

Third, however, Gillie went on to claim that Burt had written
articles with both Conway and Howard as co-authors, and some
articles using their names alone. This is true, but Gillie (although
touching on this in his first 1976 article) nowhere gives full weight
to the reasons Burt himself gave for this—particularly to his last
secretary, Miss Gretl Archer. There were several such reasons.
First, and most important, Conway and Howard had helped him
very substantially over many years in carrying out tests, collecting
and collating evidence, and—in Howard’s case particularly—col-
laborating with him in the mathematical and statistical aspects of
his studies. Though they were no longer with him, he wished to
acknowledge their contributions, as he had always done with those
who had collaborated with him. Second, he was no longer in touch
with them because (he believed) they had emigrated. Third, it was
a very widely held opinion of him (of which he was well and
sensitively aware) that he himself ‘‘published too much.”” Always
meticulously acknowledging his helpers, no matter how small their
contribution might have been, he had in fact written articles with
co-authors before; these, of course, having been quite undisputed.
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Clearly these reasons cannot be proved or disproved, but they are
such as to be taken into account, at the very least, before arriving
at a definitive judgment; and Gillie’s pronouncements are thrown
into doubt as being too dogmatic by some of his own related claims.

Before leaving this point, however, bearing in mind my concern
not to evade any reasonably founded criticism of Burt, it does seem
totally fair—whatever may be thought about these various reasons
he supposedly gave for it (which all lie in the realm of hearsay and
conjecture, the truth and soundness of which it is therefore impos-
sible to judge)—to say that, at the very least, Burt was foolish in
publishing some articles under Miss Conway’s name alone. Joint
authorship 1s common, but to attribute to someone else, and to
publish under their name (no matter how great one’s degree of
indebtedness) an article one has written oneself, is not. Foolish,
therefore, this most certainly was, and was undoubtedly and under-
standably something on the basis of which his critics could call into
question the articles’ actual subject-matter. We will consider the
dispute over the content of the articles later, but here it can readily
be conceded that, on the face of it, this publication under another’s
name (without explanation) was a foolishness and a fault on the
part of Burt.

Returning, however, to Gillie’s claims, one of these is particularly
important because it demonstrates either the sheer inaccuracy (the
careless reporting) or the deliberate distortion of what he put
forward as evidence. But let us note before this (it is an essential
ground of Gillie’s argument that follows) that by 1979 Gillie had in
fact uncovered some concrete evidence of Miss Howard’s exis-
tence, and even some connected evidence of the existence of Miss
Conway.

Although Gillie only says (in several places) that Professor John
Cohen claimed to have “‘once met a woman called Miss Howard in
the Psychology Department at University College, London,’’'® John
Cohen in fact remembered her very well. In an article in
Encounter’ following Gillie’s attack on Burt, Cohen wrote:

I had, indeed, often met her, and I recall her roundish face, her pleasing
smile, her brown eyes and bobbed auburn hair, her slightly tinted
spectacles, and her competence in mathematics.
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Donald MacRae, at the London School of Economics, also had
quite definite and unmistakable recollections of her, still actually
possessing the corrected proofs she brought to him. In a letter to
the New Statesman® toward the end of 1978 (following yet another
article by Gillie attacking Burt, of November 24, 1978, entitled **Sir
Cyril Burt and the Great IQ Fraud’’), he wrote:

I hold no brief for Burt, but I do know that he did not invent Miss
Howard. When The British Journal of Sociology was first founded, [
was appointed Review Editor and was also in charge of the production
of the Journal. On the advice of the late Morris Ginsberg, [ approached
Burt for what was intended to be a review article on The Trend of
Scottish Intelligence (1949). Burt very quickly produced a long article
which appeared in The British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 1, No. 2, June
1950, as The Trend of National Intelligence. 1 have in my hands the
corrected proofs of that article. They were brought down from Univer-
sity College London to the London School of Economics by a lady who
introduced herself to me as Miss Howard ‘who worked for Professor
Burt.’ I have a fairly clear recollection of her appearance,-but on looks,
over so long a time, memory can lie. What I can say with confidence is
that Miss Howard came to me here once with these proofs and once
again on some question connected with offprints.

When the controversy about Burt first blew up, I thought of writing
to this effect in some public place, but as, in fact, at least one psychol-
ogist also vouched for Miss Howard’s existence, I did not bother. Now,
however, I feel that I must put at least this point on record.

There is nothing in the slightest degree undecided about that
testimony, and it may be noted that it was written two years after
the initial scandal—MacRae clearly having assumed that the full
testimony of John Cohen would have been accepted as being
adequate and conclusive. But there was other evidence of the same
kind. Dr. William Hammond very clearly remembered being tested
by Miss Howard and a ‘‘Miss C.”" It also turned out, after all, that
a Miss M. A. Howard was among the list of members of the British
Psychological Society in 1924, her address being 39, Brunswick
Square, London WCI1 (just across the road, more or less, from both
University College and the Institute of Education). How much
evidence, one wonders, is enough?

All this Gillie knew well enough by 1979—after his two years of
further inquiry—and though playing down, if not actually seeming
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to discount, all these references, the important thing to note is that
he had come to believe that the existence of the missing ladies
“now seems possible at least for Howard’’; hardly a great conces-
sion given the evidence we have mentioned. But, even after having
conceded this, he then went on to claim, about these ladies, that
they were ‘‘not the people Burt said they were and did not do at
least some of the things that he said they did.’’?' This it was, he
said, that had led him on to identify the ‘‘mechanism of fraud’’
Burt employed, and this is the argument it is most important to
note.

Gillie said that among the assistants he was able to trace (as I
was readily able to trace ‘*Miss Mawer’’), one was Miss Molteno.
And, he continued (my italics), Elizabeth Virginia Molteno

is particularly interesting because Burt acknowledges her help, together
with that of Howard and Conway, in finding twins. 1 have been in touch
with Miss Molteno, now Mrs. Moody, who tells me that she never knew
Howard or Conway; but even more curious, she never assisted Burt
with his research work as Burt said she did, although she did study in
his department and did publish work on twins with R. B. Cattell. This
suggests the mechanism of the alleged fraud: Burt used the name of a
real person and attributed work to her that she did not do.

This, it will be seen, again repeats the assumption by this time
that Conway and Howard may well have been ‘‘real persons’ but
the paper to which he referred concerning Burt’s acknowledgment
was once again the 1943 paper. But in the particular acknowledg-
ment Burt made, two things are outstandingly clear. First, in it
there is no mention of Howard or Conway at all. Second, and more
important, nowhere does Burt make the claim that Miss Molteno
helped him in finding twins. His precise acknowledgment is this:

A novel method of analysis was attempted by Miss V. Molteno, who,
up to the outbreak of war, was working up data obtained for twins in
London. She has applied the alternative technique of ‘correlating per-
sons’ to numerous assessments for a variety of mental characteristics
(collected by herself and Dr. R. B. Cattell). The research unfortunately
remains incomplete but indicates, so far as it goes, that the qualitative
resemblances between twins are even more striking than the quantita-
tive. (For reference, cf. Cattell and Molteno, J. Genetic Psychology, 57,
1940, pp. 31-47.)
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What Gillie asserts about Burt’s claim is patently false. Burt
nowhere acknowledges Molteno’s help (together with that of Con-
way and Howard) in finding twins. But the falsity put forward here
by Gillie is compounded by the fact that the reference he himself
gives for the ‘‘work on twins Miss Molteno published with R. B.
Cattell’’ is precisely that which Burt himself mentioned, as above.
Furthermore, Burt’s account of all this has been fully confirmed by
Raymond Cattell himself. Gretl Archer told me that Burt and Cattell
had a mutual working agreement, and that when Burt was interested
in some particular problem or needed evidence on it, he would be
in touch with Cattell, who would—as and when possible—introduce
it into his own investigations. I wrote to Cattell about this, and
about this specific instance of the part played by Miss Molteno, and
he replied ‘‘Re. the ‘missing women’, yes, Virginia Molteno and I
worked at Burt’s suggestion on the paper ‘Inheritance of Persever-
ation . . .” in which I was personally interested as an inheritable
trait,”” going on to say what happened to Miss Molteno subse-
quently (her marriage, and so forth).

This entire claim is therefore a falsification, a distortion. How
then are we to judge Gillie’s next step: of claiming, on this com-
pletely false basis, that this suggests ‘‘the mechanism of fraud,”’ of
‘‘using the name of a real person and attributing work to her which
she did not do”’? It was patently untrue about Miss Molteno, the
one instance that Gillie cited as his crucial example. How, then,
can it be hypothetically extended to Miss Conway and Miss How-
ard? What degree of credence or reliability can such an argument
have? How can one regard it as being anything other than intellec-
tually scandalous?

We will have to come back to the case of the missing ladies, but
here it is enough to have plainly shown that Gillie’s testimony—
even on this one apparently demonstrable matter—was question-
able throughout in the extreme, and in some respects quite clearly
and deliberately false.

The Invariant Correlations and Working Backwards
Gillie’s charge here was ‘‘gramophone record criticism’” at its

best (or worst, depending upon how one chooses to describe it).
His precise accusation was:
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that Burt miraculously produced identical answers accurate to three
decimal places from different sets of data—this is a statistical impossi-
bility and he could have done it only by working backwards to make
the observations fit his answers.

He added to the charge of ‘‘working backwards,”’ the ‘“supplying
of data to fit predictions of his (Burt’s) favourite genetic themes.”’
But what then are the repeated, identical three-decimal-place cor-
relations he reports? Why . . . they are precisely Kamin’s mistakes!
Gillie wrote in the 1976 article:

The number of twins he used changed from 21 in a paper published in
1955 to “*over 30’ in 1958, to 53 in 1966. Amazingly, the figures for the
statistical correlations of IQs remained the same to three decimal
places—0.771. Furthermore, the figures for the correlation of 1Qs of
twins raised together (0.944) remained the same—despite three changes
in the number of twins.

We have seen that there was no new study of “‘over 30’ twins in
1958, and that the figures repeated in Burt’s paper published in that
year was simply a repetition of «ll the correlations of his 1955
study, quoted by way of illustration in his 1957 Bingham lecture.
Gillie here simply repeated Kamin’s errors. He did not check his
facts, something which is not only bad science but surely bad
journalism.

Furthermore, anyone who looked at the full range of some 60 to
70 correlations reported in each of Burt’s tables would see, at a
glance, the utterly preposterous nature of the idea that Burt
““worked backwards’’ and ‘‘invented’ spurious data to produce
them. If the repetition of two three-decimal-place correlations is a
statistical impossibility, then working backwards to produce sixty-
odd three-decimal-place correlations is even more so. And indeed,
it seems clear that the very idea of working backwards ultimately
stems from one source only. During the last few years of his life
(from about 1963 onwards) Burt was frequently asked by several
scholars for various details of his twin studies. Two of these have
been chiefly mentioned as a basis of criticism. In December 1968,
Professor Jencks asked Burt for a ‘‘listing of the pairs (of twins)
with IQ scores and class positions of each.”” In his diary, Burt
recorded that he spent a week, from January second onwards,
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‘‘calculating data on twins for Jencks,”” and on January eleventh
““finished checking tables for Jencks.’’ His reply went off to Jencks
on January twenty-fifth. This, says Hearnshaw, constitutes fraud.?
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