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FOREWORD

Srucn Denwrx first horrffied the orthodox by his theory of
natural selection and its implication for the origin of human
nature, study of the interrelations of heredity and environment
has provoked lively conrroversy. Gradually, all theories of a,

preformed being with fixed innate characteristics have given
way to conceptions of continuous adiustment, development,
flow, and evolution.

The instinct theories which played a great role io prychology
Lt the beginning of the twentieth century have been very
Iargely abandoned as a result of increased knowledge of cul-
tural anthropology and of the diverse patterns of value and

action which human beings may develop under appropriate
circumstances. The "libido" and "death instinctr" u/hich Freud
first postulated, have been reinterpreted by contempo rary ana-

lyttt like Fromm and Horney to take more account of the
social matrix within which love and hare, hopen despair, and

lggression are nurtured. The simple inborn and unchanging
I.Q. that we talked of in the early days of intelligence testing
is now recognized to be a composite of many factors that
fluctuate widely with extreme differences in opporrunity, €s-

pecially at early ages. Race differences which a generation ago
were assumed to be innate are today more likely to be inter-
preted as a consequence of social barriers.

The latest controversy has been precipitated by Lysenko's
attack on the Weismann-Morgan theories of the immutabiliqy
of the germ plasm and its virtually complete independence df
changes in the body of its host. Biology in the U.S.S.R. is no\M
aligned by political pressure behind the theory thar the germ
plasm, like every other living substance in plants and animals,
inevitably changes in adaptation to snrrounding conditions of
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nuuition and sustenance. Official Soviet scientists go further
and proclaim, in opposition to "stagnant, bourgeois sciencer"

that "ne'w characters acquired by organisms in the course of
their development under the influence of a changed environ-
ment are transmitted to the offspring."

Dr. Pastore's contribution to these controversies consists in
an exploration of some of the dynamic factors that may have

influenced the leading scholars in formulating their inquiries

and their interpretations. Dr. Pastore moves a litde aside from
the manifest content of the dispute to achieve some insight into
the latent or related attitudes. He inquires whether the posi-
tion a, scientist will reach on a. controversial intellectual issue

can be predicted from some broader frame of reference.

Dr. Pastore is careful not to draw the conclusion that the class

position and political views of the investigator have determined
his position on the nature-nurrure controversy. He recognizes

the possibility that broad social attitudes may have been de-

rived frorn the rather narrow base of conclusions about hered-

ity. Dr. Pastore himself seems to support the more plausible

inteqpretation that there is interaction of a circular kind be-
tween the political and the psychological dogmas. fnteraction,
however, implies some effect of social assumptions upon sci-
entific findings and correspondingly some departure from the
ideal of obiectiviry.

The reader will recognize that Dr. Pastore's findings shed

Iight, not only on the heat and bitterness of the naftre-nurture
controverqF, but also on the functioning of the man of knowl-
edge. If, in the particular case examined, the social goals of the
scientist are so closely correlated with his laboratory findings
and his classroom teachings, may this relationship not be €x-
pected in other controversies? What about current debates on
race amalgamation, sex role, natural childbirth, self-demand
feeding, and progressive education? The scientist, concerned
for the achievement of an obiectivity that is really free from
prejudice and wishful thinking is forced to re-examine his ap-
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proach. Dr. Pastore has included in his snrdy scientists of great
iistinction-of topmost intellect, immense Lrudition, and-irr.-
proachable character. Yet the question remains whether even
these very superior men had learned how to free their research

from the limitations of their social frame of reference.

Scientists have heretofore hoped that the techniques of €x-

perimental method would suffice to achieve results independent
of the investigator's preferences. Consequently, it is not cus-
tomary for a biologist or a psychologist to preface his mono-
graph with a statement of his political affiliations and philoso-
phy of life. Rarely has a scientific discussion on a controversial
issue, outside the social sciences, included deliberate effbrt to
discount the possible effect of such a broad frame of reference.
Dr. Pastore's book seems to call for a new advance in scien-
tific methodology in the biological and perhaps dso in the
physical sciences.

Goopwrx Wemox
Nnw Yonr Crry
Februuy, rgqg
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INTRODUCTION

THB oBJEcr oF rHIs sruDv is to investigate the relationship be-
tween the outlook of scientists on controvemial nahrre-nurture
problems and their attitudes toward social, political, and eco-
nomic questions. If a close relatio*hip is found to exisq then
the question of causal relationships wiU be considered. There
are several reasons for studying the relationship between the
two stated variables.

First, mdny individuals assurne, without adequate documel-
tafl t-tPPott, the existence of such a reladonship. Among those
who have ex_pressed such an idea are John Dewey (li;78),'
Herbert S. Jennings (rtg), Raymond Pearl (r1il, Lrrrcelot
Hogben (rzr), and John S. Brubacher. Brubacher's sratement
is rypical:

One is too likely to overlook the fact that the cleavage between
herediqy and environment, on the issue as to which is ttie more Do-
tent educatio_nal force, has a political as well as a scientific axis, tX-
amination only too frequentlf will show that those with conservative
PI{pcaJ leanings .-*phtsize the unmodifiable status of heredity,
while the hope 

-of 
the-radical lies in an alterable environment whei.e

privileges can be redistribured. (3o, p. 16r.)

S...o-rrd, a-prelimin ary survey by the present writer of the sci-
entific and social views of a number of psychologists, educators,
and others, bears our such an interpretation \r1il. Finally,
there is a rationale based upon an interprerarion of historicll
trends, which suggests an inner relation 6etween the two vari-
ables.

According to this rationale, the period in which the narure-
nurture contrgversy became a prominent part of scientific in-
vestigation (after rgoo) was maiked by wid'e social and political

r The parenthesized numbers refer to numbered references in thei .l it l.

DrDrlogf,aPhy.
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changes. In America, for example, there was the rnuckraking

movement; in England, there was the growth of the Labor party
with its program of social reform. Generally, there was the rise

of democracy and the growth of socialism. The philosophy

underlying social reform is environmentalism-appropriate

changes in institutional arrangements can bring about the elimi-

nation of "social evils" and make possible the attainment of de-

sirable social goals. In this atmosphere of impending social

change the position of the hereditarian would be to favor the

stdtas quo since he could contend that the essential incorrigi-

biliqy of man's inherent nature was at the basis of social evils.

Social evils could only be eliminated, from the point of view of
the hereditarian, through appropriate changes in the irurate

characteristics of man. Further, it would be expected that vigor-

ous trrppoT-rrr of environmentalism in science would be pro-

gressrve with respect to proposed social changes. Environm€rl-

talism in scienqe and emphasis on institutional factors with re-

spect to social questions are both aspects of the same thought

pattern. Consequentl/r this constitutes L logical basis for the

above relationship. Since the science of herediry in relation to

nature-nurture issues was in a relatively elementary stage, it was

possible for the scientist to arrive at certain interpretations in
accordance with the impact of the external social situation upon

his frarne of reference.

IvrponTANCE oF THB PnosrEM

The nature-nurture controversy is, in some ways, an agelong

one. Plato and Aristotle, the perennial starting points of dis-

cussions in philosophy and psycholog/, expressed ideas which
were based on some preconception regardi.g human nature

and its possibilities in plans for an ideal society. Similar ideas

formed a prominent part in the psychological and political dis-

cussions of the so-called philosophes, among whorn may be

mentioned Helvetius, Diderotr Rousseau, and Condorcet. In the

modern period of the controvers/r from r 8i9 onwards, the
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ramifications have extended from the domain of science to that
of social philosophy, sociologf, educatior, philanthropy, and

national and international politics. The specific content of these

rarnifications will be evident in the section dealing with the
issues involved in the controversy and in the actual analysis of
the twenty-four individuals who'form the basis of this study.

RuBvnNcE oF Tsrs Srupy

In addition to an evaluation of the stated relationship bennreen

the two variables under discussion, this snrdy may provide e,

scherne for understanding divergent nature-nurture preconcep-
tions and their apparently related concornitants. It should be

borne in mind, in this connection, that the nature-nurture con-

troversy is controversial in the sense that the relevant data do
not permit L decisive formulation (as such formulations are

traditionally conceived) in favor of either heredity or environ-
ment-a fact recognued by many. Barbara Burks, for example,

wrote, "Nearly every study published in the field has been

seized upon by both the hereditarians and the environmentalists
and interpreted as favorable to the point of view of their own
school." (3r, p. ztg.)' Since competent thinkers disagree in
their interpretations, it will be assumed in this study that ad-

herence by a scientist to a, given inclusive interpretation (he-

rediry or environment) represents an arbitrary iudgment.s The
factor determining adherence to a given position originates,

then, in the value-system of the individual. Furthermore, the
attempts of scientists to explain the origins of the two sets of
divergent interpretations is another indication of the involve-

2 Efowever, "decisive" formulations were advanced by many partici-
paTts in-the controversy, emphasning the atl-importance of environment
or herediry.

s This does not mean that scientific evidence is irrelevant to the forma-
tion of a judgmenq nor 4oes it mean thar scientific reseerch along the lines
suggesteci bf aspects of the controversy is futile. The accum[htion of
data may serve to delimit the scope of the controversy or to modify irs
application to other fields.
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ment of a metascientffic component in the concroversy. Some

scientists have written that emphasis on heredity represens the
acceptance of a biological point of view, some have written that
emphasis on environment represents the influence of humani-
tarianisrr, and one educator stated that the controversy rep-
resents divergent attitudes with regard to philosophical theories
(Sl ; z6o; ,8+). fn terms of this snrdy, it rnay be that the coo-
troversy is essentially "sociological." It may then turn out that
the solution to the nature-nurhlre controverslr as a controvefslrr
lies in the manner in which scientific iudgments are influenced
by factors extraneous to the scientific situation. Before pro-
ceeding to a, definition of the controvers/, sorne possible his-
torical and intellectual deterrninanm will be outlined. For pur-
poses of convenience these factors will be considered under
the headings of intellectual, socialn and logical.

AxTBcEDENTS oF THE PnosLEM

Intellectunl.-John Locke's contribution of the tabula rdsd doc-
trine to psychological theory has long been influential in the
controversy. This doctrine has been interpreted as meaning

that o'all men are born egual" in their various characteristics,

although Locke himself recognized the inborn component of
human diversiqy (, ++). However, Helvetius intdrpreted the
doctrine to mean that all men are literally born equal-surround-
irg conditions making them unequal (, r7). On the other hand,

Diderot, a friend of Helvetius, criticized this view as an eb-

surdity (1il. Not a few psychologists of the present day, hav-

ing interpreted tabula rdso to mean the literal innate equality
of rnan, undertook to refute it by an appeal to the experi-
menral data of biology and psychology (cf. r+7).

Under the influence of Locke, the French school of id{ologues

fashioned a conception of human nature which has had a posi-
tive acceptance and an equally positive rejection by 

" 
host of

thinkers-a conception which has become a permanent feature
of contemporary political thinking by its inclusion, BS e basic
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principle, in the Declaration of Independence. Rousseau, for
exarnple, conceived of man in a "state of nature." In this primi.
tive Condition man was essentially good, unlike the nanrrally
"brutish" and "nasty" man conceived by Hobbes. Consequently,
the existing misery and depraviy, according to Rousseau, was

the result of the way in which society influenced man. If man
were permitted to behave in accordance with his natural irn-
pulses, the result would be a good socieqy. Rousseau was not so

much concerned with the existence of individual differences
(which he recognized) as he was with the rights of man.

The impact of Rousseau's views upon intellecnral and so-
cial traditior, even in the late nineteenth century, wfls such as

to call forth T. ff. Huxley's polemic against the resurgence of
"Rousseauism." Notirg that

"Liberqy, Equalityr and-Frlternity:'is still the war-cry of those, and
they are 

-manlr 
who think, with Rousseau, that huinan sufferings

must needs be the consequence of the artificial arrangernenrs of s6-

:i.ty and can all be alleviated or removed by polltical changes.

Ir3r, p. zg+.)

Huxley attempted 
_to 

demonstrate that political inequality was
the consequence of natural inequality.

As a, reaction against the view, as expressed by Condorcet
and Godwin, that human misery has itr origin in instinrtional
arrangernents, Malthus reaffirmed the principle that misery is
an aspect of the inevitable operations of the laws of nature. Ac-
cording to his theory of population, the number of individuals
is alwaytin excess of the means that Nanrre provides for irs sup-

Port trf the means of existence increases, its-mode of increase-is
arithrnetical, whereas the increase in population is geometrical.
Consequently, a given portion of the population rnust of neces-

sity live in poverry. War, famine, and other checks, are the natu-
ral means for the attainment of an equilibrium between the rneans
of existence and the population.

Malthus' views had the far-reaching effect of suggesting the
principle of nanrral selection to Darwin and Waflace, a debt
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acknowledged by them. The Darwinian notions of natural se-

lection, variabiliqy, and inheritance directly defined another line

of influence upon the nature-nurture controverslr an influence

brought into psychology by Galton. A special interpretation
of Dannrinian views in relation to soci.ry led to the movement

called "Social Darwinism." Social Darwinism assumed that bio-
logical principles (natural selection in particular) were directly
applicable to sociery, and as a consequence emphasis upon

herediry was one of its conspicuous features. The success of
Darwinism, in the face of wide opposition, popularized bio-
logical notions. This fact undoubtedly strengthened the tend-
ency to apply Darwinism to disciplines not directly related to
biology.

The putative applicabiliqy of the principle of natural selec-

tion to soci.qF rvas not in accord with civilized sentiment be-

cause it imph;d, to many minds, the acceptance of many un-
pleasant institutional features. From the point of view of Social

Darwinism, infant mortality, the effects of disease, wars, the

existence of slums, and so on, represented the unmitigated opera-

tion of the "laws of nature." (r,9.) The acceptance of this
natural code, harsh to civilized minds, was facilitated by the rise

of the Nietzschean ethic. This ethic was popularized in E g-
Iand and America after rgoo through the translation of Nie-
tzsche's works and its adaptation to national issues (r4o; 16z). It
became a vehicle for denouncing the Christian ethic which was

thought to be responsible for "sentimental" and "humanitarian"
animdes toward the unfit. The Christian ethic made possible the
continued existence of the unfit when this \Mas palpably contrs-
dictory to biological evolutiorr. Philanthropic principles and

the dissemination of medical and hygienic ideas were thought
to be consequences of the Christian ethic. For examplen Bateson,

the English geneticist, thinking that interference with infant
mortaliry "*ry be entirely wrongr" proposed a new 'nmedical

ethics." ( ro, pp. 30 f.) The Nietzschean ethic, with its tolerant
attitude toward harsh treatment of the unfit and sha{p criricism
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of the Christian ethic, facilitated the acceptance of the new

biological code and its implications.

The biological conception of society received added em-

phasis through the populariqy of racism. Racism located the
problems of society, and the principle of its chatrge, in the ro-
ture of particular races. De Gobineeu, perhaps the first to
espouse systematically a racist point of view, explicitly stated

that environment was impotent to affect the hereditary equip-
ment of man (ld. Biological principles re-enforced ti,. rr"irt
trend in that they led to the view that the various groupings of
man were different "breeds" or "subspecies" which had evolved
through the evolutionary process. It led to attempts to arrange

the various groups of man linearly-the Negro being closest

to the animal typ€ and the Caucasians, the Nordics in particular,
representing the highest type of development. To some psy-
chologists it meant that criminals, the feeble-minded, the insane,

and others, were distinct "subbreeds" of the human race (cf.
roz).

In denial of the racist position was John S. Mill's widely
quoted statement that

Of all vulgar modes of escaping from the consideration of the effect
of social and moral influences on the humen mind, the most vulgar
is that of attributing the diversities of conduct and character to in-
herent natural differences. ( r48, p. zo.)

Mill's eminence lent special weight to his opinions. But the
biologically-minded had much to criticize in Mill's view, which
seemingly was a reassertion of a naive tabula rasd doctrine, that
any "normal" person could attain his level of accomplishment
by proper and early educational training ( ,63, p. 2 r ).

In contrast to the biological conception of soci.qF some in-
dividuals, among whom may be mentioned Buckle and Marx,
expounded an environmentalistic doctrine. In explaini.g intel-
lectual and moral progress, Buckle stressed the effect of the
physical environment and the increasing control of man over
organic and inorganic nature. Marx stressed the economic factor
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in the interpretation of history and analysis of insdtutional
phenomena. Marxns view was particularly. controversial since
he was the intellectual father of modern socialism. In enswer
to the biological point of view the socialists maintained thaq
however valid biological principles were for the lower ani-
mals, the social development of man was of a different order
ando therefore, required its own principles of explanation ( r T S).

The developmgn! of science, particularly of psychology, in
the l1T.t pttt of the nineteenth cenftryr psvea ifre way for
the obiective examination of nature-nurture iszues. Obiictive
psychology served as a focal point for such discussioni since
it was thought that the significant differences of mankind hy
in the analysis of the mental characteristics of man. The d;-
velopment of mental tests as a technique of psychological r€-
search B-ave further hope in this direition. T[e developmenr

9f S.-"etics, rgughly coinciding with the rise of psychology and
based 

_op9n 
the rediscovery of Mendelian princlpies of inherir-

ance, laid emphasis upon the role of genetiC factors in the inrer-
pretation of mental and behavioral differences. The consequent
discow.ry-o.f genes Ti chromosomes as the carriers of heriaiqy
fitted well into the Mendelian quantitative scheme and doubi-
lessly served to emphasize the importance of hereditary facrors.

Socidl.-The views of John Locke and the French idflotogaes
were used to iustify radical social and political reconstruciion
of soci.Y. The id{oloyltes, for exampli, were the intellecrual

Precursors of the French Revolution. The slogan of the revolu-
tion, "Liberqy, Eqrllity, and Fraterniry," was an expression of
their views. Some of them had a direct hand in drawing up the
French constitution. Thomas Jeffersoo, who was influenced
UI 

-.fr.. 
id_$olo#It€st drew up the Declaration of Independence

with its docuine of equality. This doctrine attracted ?t e criri-

Itl..y: of many psychologists and biologists, and correspond-
itgly' has received much support from soiial reformers. eridcs
questioned the scientffic validity of this doctrine and pointed
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out that it was at the basis of radical social and political activiry.
Furthermore, this docuine was considered to-be the ideology
of the unfit (rSz, Chap. +).

The Civil War in America focused interest on the racial
problem. To some, the Negroes were natural inferiors and their
treatment was intellecnrally justffied on this basis. The social
and political equalty accorded them by the Constitution wes
not consistent rvith their supposed status as biological inferiors,
and this conflict served to keep alive the Negro Problem. The
dominance of this conflict in American traditi6n called attention
to the Pott+ility of measuring the mental stanrs of the Negro
when intelligenc€ tests became available. Was there anythlng
that science could offer in the way of determining his irr.rrti
status and in this way help solve a perplexing natidnal issue? A
similar question arose with the necessity to deal with backward
peoPle in the colonization movemenm oi the nineteenrh centu{y.

The social and political movernents of the late nineternih
century 

3t d early nventieth century focused amenrion on the
reasons for the existence of social evils and on rhe validiry of
the claims of various group: _yhi"h sought social and political
amelioration. The rise of solia[sm sharpe-ned the issues irivolved.
The 

_general pertinent question involvld the exisrence of some

iustification for social and polilic{-equaliry. A few of the spe-
cffic questions were conceined with ine .*t.rrrion of the frin-
chise, feminism' Pauperism, slum clearance, universal education,
old-age Pensions, Iabor legislation, crime statistics, and so on. In
oxe way or another these issues became the concern of scien-
tists and various ans\Mers were suggested. For example, one an-
swer to the.cause of poverty l^y in the native inability of those

PoverEy-stricken to adjust themselves to a competitivl environ-
ment. Another answer to this issue placed thi cause in social
organizatton.

A common justification of social institutions in the nineteenth
c-entury-*r: ,l9TS. religio-us lines. Society, ir was thoughr, was
the result of a Divine Wiltr. The econe*i" success or flilure of
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an individual was conceived as the preordination of God. The

breakdown of the dominant religious patterns of defense, which

was partly due to the general acceptanc-e of the controversial

Oaniiniair docuine, paved the way for the acceptance of simi-

Iar thought-pafterns which were accorded the prestige of sci-

ence. Tf,e idea of religious predestination, for example, could

be replaced by that of "biological Pltggtjination." Bateson, in

his rddr.s ori heredity before the British Association of Sci-

ence, asserred, as t fundamental biological fact, that the indi-

vidual occupies a position in society which reflects his geT.1T"

worth. To ifris idea a member of the audience exclaimed, "Sh,

you are preachitg scientific Calvinism!" (9, P. 2o3.) o Galton,

*tro expirienced much difficulqy in breaking 
"YtI 

from fe-

ligion, frequently spoke in term: of 
.religious 

analggi.t in con-

viying hir ideas on herediry._For instance, in discussing the

rrotioi thar man differs as widely in natural characteristics as

domesticated animals, Galton wrote:

So it is with the various natural qualities which go towards the

making of the civic worth in man. Whether it be in character'

disposltion, energyn intellect, or physical pgyer, w€ each receive

.r i* bifth a defrnite endowmentialiegoiiedby the parable related

in St. Matthew, some receiving many taletrs, others few. ( r97, P.

227.)

Logi,cdl,-In view of the fact that the data of the controversy

diJnot admit of a decisive interpretation, it was relatively easy

to choose an inte{pretation without unduly offending scientific

propri eV, especially since the "11king_ of sides" in scientific

aisputes- has been, in t sense, traditional among biologists and

psychologists. Their subiect matters were in constant change.

Psycholog/, in particular, \Mas alwayl Tllktd by severe con-

fliirs. Fid, it fought to free itself of philosophical and theo-

logical domination. Then there were the Taly divisions, or

"s6hools," of psychological thinking with different emphasm

4 An observadon which Bateson ttrought wes well phrased.
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upon the goals and problems of scientific psychology. Func-

tionalisrl, structuralism, behaviorism, and so oo, represented

divisions which were hotly contested ( r r 6). The assumption

of a position on the nature-nurture controversy was thus well

in accord with tradition in psychology.

The dominant status of dualisms in nineteenth-century

thought, which cut across many fields, was another factor which
contributed to a bifurcated oudook toward the data of the

nature-nurture controversy. Some of the dualisms included: net-

uralism vs. supernaruralism, idealism vs. materialism, individual

vs. society, science vs. religion, individualism vs. collectivism,

mind vs. body, vitalism vs. mechanism, and so on. The twentieth

cennlry added another dualism, that of herediqy vs. environ-
ment.

In summary: several influences, intellectual, socialr and logi-
cal, contributed to the development of an atmosphere in which
the nature-nurture controversy took root.

Tns CoNrnovERSy DerrNno: Sorvrn Issurs

The trend in psychology known as differential psychology,

or psychology of individual differences, embraces many of the

issues involved in the controversy. Measurements of individuals

in a, given population will yield variation in both mental and

physical characteristics. For example, with regard to intelli-
gence, genius and feeble-mindedness are variations equally re-
moved from the average intelligence of the population, but in
opposite directions. Under the notion of individual differences

there can be subsumed the following: the gifted child, the sub-

normal child, the retardate in school, the accelerate in school,

premature withdrawal from school, special disability in school

subiects, the abnormal individual (psychotic and neurotic),
and the criminal. Just as there are differences among indi-
viduals so there exist differences among groups. Under the head-

ing of group differences in intellectual characteristics the fol-
lowing can be subsumed: sex differences, racial differences,
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rural.urban differences, and nationality differences. The moot

question concerns the origin of these differences arnong in-
dividuals as well as among groups. Are such differences the
result of varying combinations of genetic or environmental

factors? A less extreme question concerns the relative con-
tributions of genetic and of environmental factors to the origin
of these differences. Are prevailing differences predominantly
the result of nanrre or nurture factors? With the advent of the

mental test movement, the intelligence test has become the com-

mon meens of measuring intellectual variations. The index of
measurement is the intelligence quotient. The obiectiviqy of
intelligence tesm and their wide usage have made them the

focal point for discussion on size and cause of variations. These

discussions have centered in the notion of "constancy of f.Q."
Constancy of I.Q. conveys the idea that intellectual differences

are genetically determined. Efforts to show that the I.Q. is

sensitive to environmental changes have characterized the posi-
tion of the environmentalists. It has been contended, for ex-

ample, not without heavy criticisffi, that an advantageous en-
vironment can raise the I.Q. from the normal range to the

genius level. Such changes have been reported by the Iowa
group headed by George D. Stoddard (zr8). Investigation of
the claims of the Iowa group led to the two volumes of r€-
search reports in the ryqo Yearbook of the National Socieqy

for the Study of Education ( r 7, ).
Nanrral selection is the complementary concept to that of

individual variation. In biology, natural selection is the agency
through which variations, extiiUiting varying degrees of ad.pta-
tion to the environment, are selected or reiected for survival
by the environment. To make the concept of natural selection
applicable to man, the idea of environment was extended to in-
clude social and economic factors. Success or failure in this
social and economic environment now measured the genetic
fitness of the individual. In education it was applied to the small

percentage completing their high-school education and to the
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still smaller percentage completing college. Those dropping
out at various stages of the educational system represented the
failures who could not successfully compete, in the academic
environment, with those endowed with superior innate ability.
Education was like a sieve-it held on to those with superior
abiliry without essentially modifying them in any particular
way. This was an extreme position but, nevertheless, ii received
explicit statement Cornpetition of individuals in the socioeco-
nomic environmentn it was maintained, produced the class strati-
fication of society. The superior showing of the upper classes

in intelligence (with respect to the findings of intelligence tesrs)
and in actual achievement was thus regarded as a manifestation
of innate superiority. The argument of selection was also used
to explain the superiority of the ciry over the counrry, of one
state over another, and of the Northern states over the South-
ern states. The application of nanrral selection to sociery, how-
ever, did not receive universal assent. Critics argued in favor
of the potent role of educational, social, and economic forces
in determining lhe success or failure of an individual in sociery,
regardless of his innate capacity. The extenr ro which narural
selection was thought to operate in sociery formed another
aspect of the nature-nurture controversy.

The docuine of instincts was another trend in psychology
which served as a lever for naftre-nurture discussions. Was the
behavior of the individual, qua individual, and as a member of
socieqy, the natural result of innate impulses and patterns? Was
criminaliry the result of a u'criminal instinct" oi of social or-
qanization? Was the mother affectionately disposed ro the in-
fant by virtue of innate disposition or social custom? Was the
suiving for wealth the result of an n'acquisitive instincr" or a

characteristic of a "competitive society"l These were a few of
the many questions that stimulated thinkers while rhe doctrine
of instincts was in full swing (from r9o5 to r gzo,roughly speak-
ing).
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DnruvrrloNs CoNceRNING THE SqBuusrs

The foregoing brief description of the elements of the con-

troversy makes it possible to define the way in which the terms

"hereditarian" and "environmentalist" can be used as descrip-

tive devices. Although these terms are part of the vocabulary

of psychology and educatioo, no precise definitions have been

ser forth. None will be attempted here except denotatively.

It should be mentioned that the division of individuals into the

hereditarian or environmentalist caffipr in so far as a definite

position is maintained, is already structured. That is, authori-

ties generally agree in their classification of the chief partici-
pants in the controversy.

Hereditarian-A hereditarian is one who accepts statements

of the following qFpe: herediry is more important than ell-

vironrnent; individual and group differences are the result of
innate factors (either in totality or predominantly); innate

characteristics are not easily modified. Where a choice of inter-

pretation is possible, the explanation in genetic terms is the one

advanced and favored. To the hereditarian way of thinking,

the problem of differential fecundity looms as 
^ 

most sig-

nificant one for society.

Enaironwtentalist.-An environmentalist is one who accepts

statements of the followirg type: environment is more im-

portant than herediy; existing individual and group differences

reflect (much more than is commonly thought) differences in
oppornrniqy; innate characteristics are easily modified. Further-
more, the "plasti"iry" of the child is emphasized. Of possible

alternative interpretations, he chooses the one emphasizing

environment. In addition, the environmentalist minimizes the

importance of natural inequalities in the attainment of suc-

cess and reiects the eugenic program (as usually conceived).

It should be mentioned that t particular classification does
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not deny the effects popularly subsumed under the other classi-

fication. The environmentalist classification does not i*ply
that herediary effects are denied. Similarly the hereditarian

classification does not i*ply that environmental effects are de-

nied. The relevant point concerns the emphasis of the indi-
vidual on matters of controversy. Fuller meaning of these terms

will be accorded in the course of this study.

C onseraatiae, li b eral, radical,4he following factors were corr-

sidered in determining the classification of an individual: atti-
tude toward the potentialities of the "comrlon man"; attitude

toward democrucy; attinrde toward social reconstruction; at-
titude toward origin of social evils. The term "conservative" is
applied to an individual who is pespimistic with regard to the

potentialities of the average perlon or who is criEcal of rt-
tempts to broaden the participation of the citizenry in govern-
mental affairs. Acceptance of the statas qao is also taken as

indicative of a conservative orientation. The "liberal" is char-
acterized by a belief in the necessity of change, and by the fact
that he is favorably disposed toward the possibilities of the
average man and towerd the democratic concept. The "radical"
is marked by a belief in the necessiry of thoroughgoing change

in social, political, and economic institutions.

It is recognaed that these definitions may be at variance with
those proposed by other individuals. There is an arbitrary ele-
ment in all definitions and the iustification for particular defini-
tions rests in their serviceability in systematizing ideas. This
pragmatic criterion seems to have been useful in this present
sttrdy. In any cas9, it is hoped that there is a sufficient gen-
eraliry to these definitions to warrant some measure of common
accePtance.

Mntsoo oF' VnnmIcATIoN

This study is limited to a selection of twenty-four American
and English scientists prominent in the nature-nurture con-
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troversy in the period rgoo to rg4o. Some of these scientists

exerted their maior influence in the period rgoo to r9r8, the

others in the period r9r9 to r94o.This division is by no means

a rigid one since a few individuals cut across both periods. In
no way do the selected individuals represent a, statistical sxrr-
ple of all individuals active in the controversy. Individuals were
selected because of their significant relationship to the nature-
nurture controversy either by way of initiating different points
of view or by furthering research along particular lines. Only
those individuals who expressed themselves on both nature-

ntuture issues and controversial social and political questions

were considered for selection. There were many individuals
who had definite positions on the nature-nurrure controversy
but who were silent on their social and political views-a fact
more characteristic of the period r9r9 to rg4o. However, those

individuals who coulil be called "leaders" or "pioneers" in the

controversy were usually the ones who asserted explicit views

concerning the social order. The specific nature of socio-

econornic expression was not involved in deciding whether

any particular individual was to be excluded or included. The
twenqr-four individuals selected were drawn from a, pool of
over rwo hundred names--a pool that was built up as the study
proceeded.' 

Two factors were considered in determining the classifice-

tion of an individual with respect to his emphasis on nature or
nurture. Firsg the statement of authority was given considero-

tion inasmuch as competent iudges have already referred to
many of the participants in the controversy as belonging either
to the hereditarian or to the environmental school. Second, the
relevant writings of each individual were studied in order to
obtain explicit statemenm of his point of view. Frequency of
citation in the nature-nurture literature \ilas the chief criterion
for determining the relevance of a, bibliographical item. All
cited writings were examined or studied. Since the method of
proof in this study depends largely on quotations, care was
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taken to see that such selections of materials were typical and
in accord with the author's intent in the given passage or work.
The cited quotations are intended to typify a-particular point
of view. They are not meant to be repiesentaiive of the-total
expression of an individual. In some cases, however, particularly
in so far as socioeconomic issues were involvedn quantiry of ex-
pression was limited and, therefore, the quotations practically
represent the author's total expression.

For determining a classification on the nature-nurture con-
troversy the followitg factors were kept in mind: explicir srate-
ment of point of view as set forth, for exampleo in-the defini-
tions of hereditarian and environmentalist; possible partialiry
in dllwing cgnclusions from individual's own investigation;
posslble partialiqy in accepting or rejecting relevanr data; in-
dividual's conception of aims and possibilities of a given invesri-
gation.

To determine classrfication rvith regard to attitudes toward
controversial social, economic, and political questions, the vari-
ous factors which were discussed 'in the definitions of terms

Yer! \.pr_in mind. Throughout the course of this study, €rl-
phasis has been given to the individual's awereness of the inrer-
relatedness berween his position on the nature-nurture coll-
troversy and his position on socioeconomic issues. A marked
degree of interrelatedness would serve to suggest that any as-

certainable relationship between nature-nurnrre position and
social oudook is a dynamic one.

The following individuals were selected (the dates denote the
period of dominant influence):

English
Francis Galton, psychologisg I 9oo-r 8
Karl Pearson, statistician, rgoo-r8
William Bateson, geneticisr, rgoo-r 8

William McDougall, prychologist, rgoo-4o 6

s It is to be noted that McDougell reall;r should be included in borh
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Engli,sb (Continaed)

Lancelot Hogben, geneticist, I9I9-4o

J. B. S. Haldane, geneticist, tgty4o
Americiln

Charles B. Davenport, geneticist, I goo-4o

Frederick A. 'Wobds, biologist, rgoo-r8

Edward Lee Thorndike, psychologist' I goo-4o

Henry FI. Goddard, psychologist, tgoo-t8
Lewis Madison Terrnan, psychologist, tgoc-+o

Paul Popenoe, biologist, Igoo-4o

Leta S. Hollingworth, psychologist, tgtg-4o

Edward M. East, geneticistn tgty+o
Lester F. Ward, sociologist, rgoo-r 8

Charles Horton Cooley, sociologist, rgoo-r8

James McKeen Cattell, psychologist, tgoo-t8

FrunzBoas, anthropologist, I 9oo-4o
William C. Bagley, educator, ryty4o
Herbert S. Jenningis, biologist, rgty1o
Hermann J. Muller, geneticist, rgtg-+o

Frank N. Freeman, psychologist, tgtq-.1o

George D. Stoddard, psychologist, tgrg-1o

John B. Watsor\ psychologist, tgrq-.qo

The selected individuals comprise ten psychologists, nine

geneticists and biologists, two sociologists, one anthropologist,

one educator, and one statistician. This classification is by no

rneans a rigid one since the field of activity of a scientist may

extend over several areas. Galton, for example, could be classi-

fied with equal iustice as a biologist or a statistician. The center

of interest in this study is education and psychology.

Some of the many individuals who were considered for in-
clusion in this snrdy but who were reiected are: Alfred F. Tred-
gold, Leonard T. Hobhouse, Cyril Burg Leonard Darwin, R.

nnglr"d *d America since he left England in tgzo for permanent resi-
dence in America. His inclusion in the English group is iustified by the
fact drat McDougell had clearly formulated his views before tg2o.
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Ruggles Gates, Edwin MacBride, Barbara S. Burks, Florence

L. Goodenough, Edward G. Conklin, G. Stanley Hall, John
Dewey, George M. WhipPle, Carl C. Brigham, Robert M.

Yerkel, Samuel J. Holmes, Edgar J. Swift, L. L. Burlingame'

Edward A. Hooton, and Montagu F. Ashley-Montagu. These

individuals were refected for a, variety of reasons. Some were

rejected because they did not express themselves sufficiently

exrensively to make their inclusion worthwhile. Others were

rejected because their positions were quite similar to those who

have already been discussed. It should be added that the basis

for reiection of these individuals was independent of their

sociopolitical outlook.

It should be noted that a possible source of error in the method

of this study, in addition to errors of sampling and iudgment?
lies in the fact that it is limited to the rvritten productions of

individuals. The processes which lead individuals to exPress

themselves in writing-processes which may be conceivably

related to their expressed attitudes-are quite unknowrl.
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THE SCIENTISTS

FRANCIS GALTON t |zz-t g r t

Fnencts GerroN, the progenitor of the nature-nurture co[tro-
y:rsy in its scientific aspects, occupies a unique position in the
history of rnodern psychology. Trained in mediiine, he distin-
guished himself as an explorer, geographer, and mereorologist.
Influenced by Darwin's Origin bf Speiles, his atrention tuined
to ethnographical and biological problems. Galton's scientific
aims centered in the exposiriol of Darwinian notions, especially
those of variation and natural selection. His conrinued lntereit

ll bid oW was strengthened by his personal acquaintance with
Hgr_bert Spencer and T. H. Huxley (r95, p. 6;).

^ $avinq adopted the evolutionary framework of thought,
Galton advocated a naturalistic view-of the mind at a,time *-h.n
theologi.{ influence was strong in pqFchology. In addition to
his naturalism, Galton emphasized meaiurement and experimen-
tation. He was the first experimental psychologist in hngland,
following closely the preced.lt establiinia by t[e German psy-

tlrglogists. 
He extensively explored the psychology of individdal

differences in its intellecnral, emotional,- and cf,rracterological
asPects, This field of interest led to an importanr brancf, of
pffghglogic.ll thought. His conuibutions io psychology in-
cluded specific advances in methodolo ff, such ri ine .rtrtf the
questionnaire in the study of mental traits and the twin-method
in the .tody of nature-nurture questions. His doctrines influ-
enced. a generation of prychologists, both in Europe and in
Arnerica. An important tool discovered by him was the correla-
tion coefficient which, developed by his fo[ower Karl Pearso1,
helped form the basis of modern statistics.

In biology Galton was the first to place the concept of he-
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redity on a statistical basis. Furthermore, he anticipated Weiss-
mann's notion of mutation. His laws of ancestral inheritance and
qh*l re$r-e?sion are well known. Ffe contributed to anthropology
through his investigations on race and through his presidenJy,

lol many years, of the Royal Anthropological Instinrie of Great
Britain and lreland. Not content with these scientific contribu-
tions, Galton devoted the last decade of his long life to the
develoPment of the eugenics movement, which he founded.
He wrote and lectured extensively on eugenic doctrines and
helped establish the Eugenics Education Sociery in r9o8, e so-
ciety of which he became the first honorary piesident. He ar-
temPt.-a ,q gjve eugenics a scientific standing by founding, in
19o6, the Galton Laboratory of National Eugenics at the Uni-
versity of Londono with Karl Pearson as diiector. He further
contributed to the growth of the eugenics movemenr by endow-
i.g a chail i. eugenics which was occupied by Peaison until
rg3i. Partly as a result of Galton's effor&, the eugenics mov€-
ment became one of the distinctive intellectual and social trends
at the beginning of the twentieth century.

Althgugh there were two distinct aspecrs ro Galton's work,
scientific and practical, the practical side of his thinking (eu-
genics) directed the course of his scientific endeavors aiter he
switched froT g.ography ro biology (gg, p. 3 ). The ideas of
eugenics are clearly evident in his writings as early as fi64, and
form a, conspicuous part of his first book, Hereditary denius
( r 869). Galton realized that in order to popula rize eugenic
ideals it was-ne:Ts-ary to establish a science of heredity. G-alton
though! ir. desirable to popula \jrc eugenic ideals so ,r to give
them a decisive role in human affairs. For this purpose he thotighr
it necess ery to establish a science of heredity and this *oild
account for the importance that Galton .ttr.lr.d to the concepr
of heredity.

It is well known that Galton's prevailing emphasis \r,as on
heredity. To his way of thinking; "heredity *m a. far more
powerful agent in human development than nurture.,, ( roo,
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p. 266.) Throughout his scientific works Galton included the
'iotal range of intellectual, moral, ernotional, and other quditiest

as outcomes of innate factors. Specifically, this range included

sraresmanship; pious disposition; judiciary, scientific, musical,

and literary-abilities; criminality; insanity; "civic worth" and

"civic proiperity." Galton's emphasis on heredity can be in-

ferred irom s brief consideration of some of his books (cf.

s3; s6).
In his first book, Hereditory Genius, Galton demonstrated

that natural ability follorved family lines and that eminent fam-

ilies were interrelated. In this vein, he studied the family back-

ground of iudges, militury commanders, painters, divines, and

io on, and showed that abilities were associated with particular

family lines with a frequency much greater than chance. These

"gifti" he interpreted as outcomes of innate factors. Extend-

ing this analysis, he attempted to show that superior ability fol-
lowed national and racial classifications. The notions underly-

i.g his methodology were the Darwinian ideas of variatioo,

natural selection, and inheritance. From this point of view, in-

dividuals differ vastly in their intellectual and moral faculties.

In the competition to win the relatively few prized positions

awarded by society, those who are endowed with superior

faculties succeed. The successful ones transmit their endow-

ment to their offspring, and this establishes the basis for the

expectation that natural ability follows family lines. In order to

obtain some measure of the intrinsic worth of an individual,

Galton utilized the principle that achievement is a fair test of

natural ability. A corollary of this principle is that an unfavor-

able environment can not suppress a man of genius. In stating

these views, Galton \Mrote:

By natural ability, f mean those qualities of intellect and disposition,
which urgg and qualify a man go. perfo*.agts that lead to-reputa-
tion. o . . I mean a nature which, when left to itself, wi[, urged
by an inherent stimulus, climb the path that leads to eminence, and

has the strength to reach the summit-one which, if hindered or
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thwarted, will fret and strive until the hindrance is overcome, and
it is again free to follow its labourJoving instinct. . . . It follows
that the men who achieve eminence, and those who are nenrrally
capable, ere, to a large extent, identical. (%, p. 33.)

A few pages later he stated, "[ argue, that, if the hindrances

to the rise of genius, were removed from English society as

completely as they have been removed frorn that of America,
\r,e should not become materially richer in highly eminent
men." (g3, p. 36.)

Galton also phrased these views in a statistical language, for
he contended that the proportion of eminence in a, modern

population is t constant figure , z 50 per million. On the basis

of his contention that the incidence of eminence in a popula-
tion reflects the innate capaciqy of the people Galton rated
the ancient Greeks as much superior to modern Europeans.

Similarly, in a comparison between the whites and Negroes, he

held that the Negroes constituted a 
i'sub-race." (g:, pp: 1,zS ff.)

Galton's formulation of a theory of the rise and fall of
civilizations presupposes the same contention. Civilization, he

maintained, is adapted to the hereditury capacities of the indi-
viduals composing it. A decline, or rise, in the innate qualities
of a people is accompanied by corresponding changes in institu-
tions. Conversely, long-range changes in the structure of so-

ciety are indicative of changes in the innate qualities of the pop-
ulation. This theory came to be L favorite theme among eu-

genists. In expressing a mood of pessimism, Galton wrote that
man is incapable of sustaining the burden of a, modern corn-

plex civilization. Improving the "breed" of man thus became

an urgent necessiqy (%, pp. 338 ff.).
These ideas, set forth in his Hereditary Genias, formed the

basic framework for his later thinking. In his Engli,sh Men of
Sciemce: Their Nature and Nurttne (r}l+), which was written
as a reaction to De Candolle's Histoire des sciences et des siladnts

depuis deux siicles (r8Zl), he concluded that men of science

owed their position to an "innate taste" for science, in addi-
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tion to their natural abiligz. In ,this book, however, he did
recognize that environmental factors, such as encouragement
Lt home and schoolin& might mold a taste for science. His
hereditarian bias is evident in the interpretation of his basic
frnding that the parents of the men of science were practically
all drawn from the professional and leisured classes. This led to
his interpretation that

There can be no doubt but that the upper classes of, a nation like
our own, which are largely and continir'.Uy recruited by selections
from below, *. !y far-th6 mo$ productive of nanrral iUiliry. The
lourer classes ile, iir truth, the "reiiduum." (gS, p. 23.)

Galton's emphasis upon heredity is paramount in the forrnula-
tion of his eugenic doctrine, which is predicated on the idea thar
"race is more important than nurture." Evolution and the princi-
pl. of nanrral selection implied continuous progress ro Gdton.
But modern civilization prevented the principle of natural s€-

lection frrom operatirg with full force, as in Nature, and, con-
sequendy, Galton predicted the decline of civilization. In fact,
Galton sew evidence of deterioration when he compared the
physiqu€s of individuals at the seashore with those in factory
towns. Recognizing that modern sentiment, with its emphasis
on humanitarianism, would not permit a return to unmitigated
natural selectiotr, Galton proposed a system of artificial seleltion
(.yg:lics) as a substitute. According to this view the superior
individuals of a population should be encouraged to interm Lrry
and breed numerous offspring, thus forrning a "gifted class-'n

or "Ceste" (g+). Likewise, those of inferior variaiions should
be prevented from marrying by the weighr of community senti-
ment or by 'l11ern cgTpulsion." In this way a high rype of
"human bieed" would b. secured and the'op*rid progress
of civilization accelerated. The idea of race iirprour*.ni by
meens of artificial selection should become, according to Galton,
a. "religious tenet." Eugenics, h9 maintained, could well sup-
plant the established religions. To this end, it was necessrry io
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develop a science of herediry and to disseminate knowledge'of
heredity to the general public. fn this way the principles of
heredity could become an unquestioned guide to human con-
duct. The Eugenics Education Socieqy was established with
these ends in view. In elaborating his views, Galton gave occa-

sional recognidon to the influence of environment despite his
usual emphasis upon herediqF.t The effect of the eugenic idea
upon Galton was such that it led him to write an unpublished
book in which he envisaged a Utopian society, "Kantsaywhere,"
based exclusively on eugenic principles (rg1, pp. +tt ff.).

Galton's views on heredity and eugenics received wide atten-
tion, particularly after r9oo, and formed the basis of the think-
ing of his followers in these matters, who are sometimes iden-
tified as the "Galton School." In psychology his followers in-
cluded Karl Pearson, William McDougall, Lewis M. Terman,
Edward L. Thorndike, and others. All the hereditarians con-
sidered in this study show the influence of Galron.

Galton's views, however, did not meet with universal accept-
ance. Among his critics were D. G. Ritchie, Leonard T. Ffob-
house, Charles Horton Cooley, James McKeen Cattell, and

others. An argument usually advanced by these critics dealt
with the validiry of Galton's basic contention that achievement
was a fair measure of genetic worth. Thus, Cooley, in answer-
ing Galton's Heredi,tary Genius, argued that not all men of su-
perior abiliry achieve success or fame. Historical and social
conditions determine which men of superior abitity are to suc-
ceed or fail. He also criticized Galton's theory of civilization
as "ad hoc." (6r.) From the point of view of present-day sci-
ence, the general incorrectness of Galton's position is demon-
strated by his own data. In his various studies of eminence the

r In stating these views, Galton wes not as extreme as some of his fol-
Iowerq for he did admir the necessity of correctine "insanitanr conditions,,
for pqposes of elevating the race. in ryo6 he we"nr as far ai ro srare that

Eugenics had the "two-fold rneaning of good stock and good nu.rture."
bil, p. 3ro.) But this wes aqpical. 

v
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achievement of the female sex was negligible, even within the
same families in which the male members were eminent. Gal-
ton's unfavorable attitude toward the potentialities of women

might have been responsible for overlooking this fact (rg7,

P. 2 32).
Galton rarely- expressed himself on specific social and po-

Iitical issues. On the few occasions that he di$, his views seemed

to be conservative in nature. Thus, he was opposed to the idea

of "strikes" and to an increase of the "lrish vote." (r98, p. 6r j.)
He was a committee-member of an "Anti-Suffrage" society, a
fact which caused some distress to the female colleagues of
Pearson (r 97, p. i 1il. Efis general position has been interpreted
as "anti-democratic ." 2

Galton early conceived of eugenics as e social reform move-

ment, as a reasonable alternative to the then existing plans for
reconstructing society (rgl, pp. 90f.). This notion received
further emphasis in r 8g+ in a review of Kidd's Social Eaolation,
in which Galton presented eugenics as an alternative to socid-
ism (gT). A letter from Pearson to Galton in rgor exhibits a

similar emphasis on the political aspects of eugenics. In this
letter Pearion raised the question, i'H.r.dity, L really more
intense than we supposed it to be ten years ago. Cannot this be
brought forcibly home to our rulers and social reformers? " Ffe
then continued:

What then it seems to me we mosdy need at the present time, is
some word in season, something that will bring hc.rhe to thinking
men the urgency of the fertility question in thil counrry. There is
no man who would be listened to in this metter in the sime wey as
yourself. You are known as one who set the whole scientific tr'eat-
ment of herediry going; n9 one has ever suspected you of being in
the least a "crankrt'or-having "views" to air.'Yoo *itl be listerr.i to
and it will be recognized that you write our of t spirit of pure
pauiotism. (rg7, pp.- z4z f .)

s For instanc€, E. B. Reuter, the American sociologist, in a presentation
and discussion of the thesis of Gdton's Hereditmy-Ge:nius, dsserted that
it was "pow-erful anti-democratic material." (zog,p.-+r8.) Gaiton, however,
did not explicitly stare any antidemocratic concluiions.
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Possibly as a result of this suggestion from Pearson, Galton's
activities in popularizing eugenic doctrine were increasedn not
without stated social and political implications (cf. 98). Galton's
lecture on this subject before the neu,ly formed Sociological
Society ( rgo5), in which he described measures to be takei to
organize society al_ong eugenic lines, was criticized by some
members of the audience as a social and political program (gg,
PP. 72 f .).

The eugenics program, as Galton conceived it, was based
uPon the-idea that the present capacities of the average man
were too low to guarantee the operation of a socieqy frJe from
evil. He wrote:

Oyt Prese-m natural dispositions make it impossible for us ro ar-
tain the ideal standard tif a nation of men a[ iuaging soberly for
themselves, and therefore the slavishness of the rirasiof-our counrrv-
rlen' in morals and intellecq mu$ be an admitted fact in all schem'e,
of regeneradve policy. The hereditary tainr due ro the primeval
barbarism of our-r.ace, and maintained by hter influences, *itt have
to be bred out of it before our descendints can rise to rhe position
of free rnembers of an intelligent rociety:6;, p. j6.)
The desire to improve the human race'need not have conserva-
tive irnplications, but to Galton ig did have such implicarions.

\V ProPosition certainlf.T not to begiq 
F), breaking up old feeling

of social status, but to bqild ,p a- casre-wittrin each of-thi groups intfi
which rank, wealth and pursuits already divide societf, minkind
being quite numerous enbugh to admii of this sub-cfassification.
(94, P. I23.)

That this was not simply an academic point with Galton is
evident in the concluding pages of his Inquiries into the Hu.mnn
Faculty. M3, he urged, as 

i'heir of untold ages,,, should pa),
more attention to direcdng the conrse of his evolution. Galton;s
dominant attitude was that eugenic measures provided the most
effective solutions for social and economic problems.

The PostPonement of the settlement of the maior problems
confronting society, deemed urgent by manl, to a timl when a
"superrace" may be bred represerrtr a distinct bias in favor of
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the statas qato. Furthermore, the underlying assumption that
the ills of sociery are the result of an inadequate human nature,

intellectually and morally, diverts attention from the possible

responsibility of soci.ry in such matters and thus similarly rep-

resents a conservative bias.

With regard to the concept of democraclr: Galton thought
that it was incorrect in so far as it assumed that men were of
"equal value as social units, equally capable of voting, and the

rest." ( 196, p. rzr.) Democratic sentiment, he thought, would

also be opposed to the breeding of a "gifted class" and the con-

sequent presumption of the control of the state by this class

(g+, p. t2g). Since Galton expressed himself on the demo-

cratic concept only by indirection, we quote Pearson's estimate

of Galton:

( r95, p. 74.)

In brief, Galton may be classified as i hereditarian, despite

some recognition of the r,veight of environmental factors, and as

a conservative with regard to sociopolitical outlook.
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THs scHoLARLY cAREER of Karl Pearson, the eminent English
statisticiann reveals a number of aspecm z (a) early intereit in
social questions, (&) early interest in science and applied marhe-
matics, (c) quantitative approach to problems of evolutior, (d)
pragmatic orientation of his thinking, (e) polemical affiirude
to individuals with gpposing theories and inierprerarions. Karl
Pearson exerted e lasting 

^influenle _ 
upon sci6nce, especially

Psy:h.olggl, Uy Tt exposition of Galton's doctrines, his many
statistical innovations, his experirnental approach to the prob-
lems of heredity ,ld environment, and hir vigorous .*ph6it
on nature factors. As a pupil of Galton, he shaied Galtonb birt
in favor of Social Darwinism. Pearson's extension of biological
princiPles to the problems of socieqy was nor unnarural in ii.*
of the fact that he attained intelleitual maturity in the period
of the great Darwinian controversy. To psychoiogists ,ni edu-
cators Pearson's name is associated witli ine corlelational' ,p-
proach in the attemPt to compare quantitatively the importance
of heredity and environment.

Karl Pearson's general aim in his scientific work was de-
termined, *"-"-o-tditg to his own statement, by his belief rhat
science should be conducive to social and national stabiliry. An
early exPression of this attitude was given in r 887 rvhln he
wrote:

There are powerful forces at work likely ro revolutionize social
ideas and shike social stability. It is the duiy of thore,wt o t 

",re 
the

leisure to investigate, 
- 
to show how by gradual and conrinuous

changes we can restrain these forces tvithi-n safe channels, so that
socleqF:an emerge suong and efficient again from the difficulties of
our lgth cenrury Renascence and Reforiration. (18j, Preiace.)
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The same view formed the basic theme of his lecnrre on

"National Life from the Standpoint of Science." ( r9oo.) In this

lecture he expressed serious concern over Great Britain's "de-

feat" in the Boer War "by a social organism f.* less highly

developed and infinitely smaller than our own." ( r 82.) He

predicied a conflict with Germany because of commercial and

irade rivalries, and he felt that it was his du{yo as a, man of

science, to indicate the way in which the teachings of science

could strengthen Great Britain for such "contests." He also in-

dicated the rype of knowledge that would be essential for a,

correct determination of national policy. To this end he

sffongly advocated the concePt of natural selection.

You will see that my view--and I think it may be called the scien-

tific view of a nation-is that of an organized whole, kept up to a

high pitch of internal efficiengy by insuring that its numbers ere

substantially recruited from the bemer stoclis, and kept up to t
high pitch bf .*ternal efficiency by contest, chiefly by ri,qy 

"t 
war

with inferior races, and with equal reces by the struggle for trade-
routes and for the sources of raw material and of food supply. This
is the naftrel history view of mankind, and I do not think you can

in its main features subvert it. (r87, p. 46.)

The pervasiveness of Karl Pearson's pragmatic conception of
science is further indicated by his acceptance in r 9 r I of the

professorship in eugenics established by Galton, a position which
he held until ,933. Much of his own research work, as well as

that of his colleagues, was subordinated to the various issues

raised by the eugenic point of view.

Convinced that the proper estimation of the importance of
nature and nurture factors was intimately related to the scien-

tific settlement of social and political issues, Pearson undertook

various investigations which led him into many disputes with
scientists and reformers. His chief contribution to the nature-

nurture controversy was his study, On tbe Laws of Inheritance

in Man (rgo+). His obiect in that work was to seek a quantita-

tive measure of the inheritance of "mental and moral characters

in man." Comparisons benveen the physical characteristics of



Parents
mately
regard

that, since it was known that the physical characteristics he

dealt with were little influenced by environment, menral and

moral characteristics were probably determined by hereditary
factors. fn concluding this snrdy, he \Mrote, "We inherit our

Parents' tempers, our parents' conscientiousness, shyness and
ability, even as we inherit their stature, forearm and span." ( r 86,

P. 156.) By this reasoning, Pearson brought forth evidence ro
indicate that intelligence, . conscientiousness, health, and many
other traits \Mere determined by hereditary factors ("f. 186).
His hereditarian position is perhaps tersely summed up in the
statement, "Intelligence can only be bred and no education or
training can create it." (186, p. 16o.) Thus, on the basis of his
researches Pearson does not attach any importance to the en-
vironment in producing differences among individuals.

In some yays Karl Pearson, as a thoroughgoing hereditarian,
u/as the defender of unpopular causes. Establishedmedical opin-
ion, he wrote, attached sole importance to the rubercle bacillus
as the cause of tuberculosis. He felt that the "Fight Against
Tuberculosis" movement in Great Britain was misconceived
because of its environmentalist stand. In setting off his own
views, he wrote:

The line usually take-n by 
-these 

protagonists in the fight against
tuberculosis is that tuberiulosis is-an elsentially infectiJor di-sease,
that heredity pl.ays ng PrI in 

-the -matt-er, 
rhar'e grear drop in the

prevalence of iuberculosis has already taken place, ind that thir drop
is due to sanitary precautions. . . . Dr. Ntwsholme even tells dt
that in his opinion.the3e is "no reason *!y, wjthin a relatively short
period, nrbirculosis should not follow tff clorelyifi.a dislase of
leprosy towards extinction." (r9o, p. 3.)

In contradistinction to this view Pearson attached all im-
Portance to innate factors. One argument he cited was a correla-

lot oj otso between pa,renrc and offspring with regard ro ru-
bercular infection which is "precisely thai which .ire find for

Karl Pearson 3 r

and offspring gave an average correlation of approxi-
o.jo. A similar everage correlation was obtained with
to mental and moral characteristics. Pearson maintained
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other charactens where the relationship is due to heredity.'
( r9o, p. r4.) Another ilgument was the fact that most people

are infected by germs at one time or another, but not all suc-

cumb. The factor of "resistancer" 'which was considered to be

a heritable factor, ws, according to Pearson, "of more im-
portance than the infection alone." (r9o, p. 27.) Carqying his

thinking to its extreme, he questioned the efficacy of sanatoria

in prolonging or saving lives since no statistical demonstration

of their worth was forthcoming. As a means of decreasing

the incidence of tuberculosis, Pearson evidendy accepted the

processes of natural selection. He wrote, in concludirg his

monograph on the subiect:

It may be a bi$er pill for mankind to swallow, when we suggest

that narural selection may have done more for racial health in this
mafter than medical science, but it may have its eompensations from
the economic standpoint. Above all, it may suggest thst Evolution
helps man better than he at present knows how to help himself,
and that possibly he would learn to help himself better if he studied
her processes of racial selection a little more closely. (r9o, p. 3j.)

Natural selection achieves its result by eliminating those who
are "non-imrnune" to the disease, leaving behind a racial stock
which is "more resistant and immune," It was in this way that
Pearson explained the constant drop in the nrberculosis rate
from the middle of the nineteenth centu{y to the present.

Another investigation of the Eugenics Laboratory which
led to a bitter controversy was Pearson's study dealing with
the statistical evaluation of the effects of parental alcoholisnn
upon offspring. At the time it was thought'by some scientisrs
that parental alcoholism lras responsible for the intellectual
dullness of offsprirg and for the low quality of rhe home en-

vironment. Pearson's results were negative; they indicated that
alcoholism had no demonstrable effects on intelligence or other
characteristics of offsprilg. Controversy over the validiry of
these conclusions carried into the London Tirmes. This con-
troversy almost led to Galton's resignation as honor ary presi-
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dent of the newly formed Eugenics Education Society, since
the president of this sociery had openly criticized the con-
clusions in a manner that was thought to be preiudicial to the
growth of the eugenics movement. The "Cambridge Econo-
mists," John M. Keynes and Alfred Marshall, also assailed Pear-

son's investigation. This in turn led to a spirited reply by Pear-
son to the "Cambridge Economists." (r89.)

Two questions with regard to Pearson's work will now be

considered: (a) Were Pearson's conclusions generally iustified
on the basis of his data? (b) If nog was the direction of logical
error consistent with his general positionP Pearson's investiga-
tion dealing with the mental and rnoral qualities of i**rgranrs
into Great Britain will provide the enswers to these queitions.
T'his investigation was begun before r9o8 and some of the re-
sults were published for the first time in rgz 5.,

In lgoi the question with regard to the quality of the racial
stock immigrating into Great Britain received much discus-
sion. Pearson \Mas expressing a common attitude of the time
when he wrot€:

The whole problem of immigration is fundamenral for the rational
t-eaching of national eugenics. What purpose \Mould there be in en-
deavouring to legislate for a superior 6redd of men, if at any rnomenr
it could be swamped by the influx of irnmigranm of an infirior race,
hastening ro proq ui *e high; civilizafi;;a; tdioved hu-
maniry? (ry+,p. 7.)

!

In presenting the historical background for the selection of t
particular alien group for analysis, he wrore:

In the ye.ets precedltg the Great War e quesdon of indiscriririnate

llnmrgration-especially that of the Polish and Russian Jews into the
East End o{ London, and the poorer quarters of other-larger rowns
in Great Britakr-had become e very vital one. Ir was ,rr.ri.d on the
one hand that the immigrants wer! a useful class of hard workers
fully uP to the level of-the English workman in physique and in-
plligence, and on the other han? these- immigranti #er. painted in
,lwid colours as ureeklings, persons with a loiv standara df 1ife and

r Margaret Moul wes poeuthor in these published reports.
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cleanliness, underbidding' native workers in sweated' trades and
spreading anarchic doctrines, so that the continued inflour of this

fopulation \Mes leading not only to economic distress, but to e

spread of doctriRes incompatible with the stabiliry of our social and
political systerns. (r94, p. 7,)

Pearson added that facts were necessary in order to determine

the truth of the various assertions. It is important to note that,
according to Pearson's own statement, these immigrants were

selected not "because they were Jews, but because they formed

a large and accessible body of immigrants who could be worked

relatively easily from one centre" and for the further reason

that "over them the fight waxed hottest." ( r94, p. 8.)

The plan of the study was simple i a group of Jewish boys

and girls (typifyirg alien stock) and a group of Gentile boys

and girls (typifying native stock) made up the experimental

samples. Various measurements of both groups were taken,

involving intelligence, cleanliness, and physigue. Following che

plan of his snrdy of ryo+ which utilized pre-Binet methodso in-
telligence was rated by teachers on L seven-point scale. Com-

parisons were instituted. On the basis of these comparisons

i'.rrron concluded that the Jewish group was not of , ttigfr.t
intelligence than the Gentile group,-aod ihrt the Jewish gioop
was inferior in physique and somewhat dirtier (rg+, pp. +T f .).
In reference to the determination of national policy on immi-
gration, it was concluded that "the welfare of our own country
is bound up with the maintenance and improvement of its stock,

and our researches do not indicate that this will follow the uo-
restricted admission of either Jewish or any other type of immi-
grant-" (, 94, p. rz7.)

There are some important defects in the data that vitiate all
comparisons benreen the Jewish group and the Gentile group
with regard to intelligence.

First, in estimating the intelligence of his groupsn the criterion
was the i.rdg*ent of teachers who indicated a rating based on
a seven-point scale. By this method it was found that there were
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marked average differences between the intelligence of Jewish
bgyt and of Jewish girls, the boys being coruiderably more in-
telligent. (In this connection no sex differentiation was found
in the Gentile gro-up.) Pearson then proceeded to make sepa-
rate comparisons for boys and girls throughout the discussibn.
Instead of taking this sex difference as an indication of possibly
faulty.data, the authors framed an admittedly speculaiive hy-
pothesis to gxplain this fact, a hypothesis involvirg differential
selection of immigrlnts from Europe. Present-day psycholo-
gltp, however, would ref ect any analysis that treats 

-boys 
and

gitlt as two distinct groups u,ith regard to average leve[ of in-
telligence.

Second, in comparing the Jewish group with the Gentile
grouP' sex by sex, it is observed that the differences between
the Jewish boys and the Gentile boys are insignificant-differ-

T..t - 
only- emergi"g when Jewish girls are compared with

Gentile girls. This fact, which invalidates a comparisbn between

Jewish and Gentile groups as groups, was nor explicitly srared.
Its recognitionn howeveq was implied in the sratemenr of the
conclusion that "taken on the oaerdge, and regarding both sexes,
this alien Jern'ish population is somewhat infeiior pliysically and
me_ntally ,o the native population." (rg+, pp. r25 f.)

Similar comments apply to the compariions drawn between
,lr: two groups with regard to cleanliness. Furthermore, prob-
ably owing to eugenic zeal and patriotic sentiment, the con-
clusions and interiected comments involve an unscientific com-

Ponent. For example, after concluding that the Jew is "dirtier,',
he stated that

It does not seem to us that there can be any doubt as to the inferences
to be drawn from these- results, especially when we remember that
Personal cleanliness of the childre" il laigely a measure of parental
standards in these matters. The standardbs'tlte Jeasish dlieis in the
?natter_of personal cleanliness is substantially beloas that of eaen'the
poor Gentile children. The fyll gm."iy of this result *iit only be
realized when we remember how vitaliy imponant it would d., ii
London were struck by r greer epidemil. ( ri+, p. 47.)
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Nowhere does Pearson allude to the possibility thet the slurn

environment of the Jewish children may have determined their
personal habits. This point is significant because the Gentile
Lnitaren did not come from slum areas. Since Pearson's discrils-

sion presupposed L racial point of view, his results were lln-
doubtedly meant to support this point of view. Thus, it wes

suggested that Jews as a raie tend toward radical doctrines and

ciqf life ( r94, p. zz)

Pearson thought that the only desirable immigrant group
wits one that could raise the English racial level. He proposed,

thereforq that such an alien group should ben on the average,

25 per cent "higher" physically and mentally than native stock
in order to be admitted into Great Britain. If Pearson's purpose

was to show that the Jewish immigrant group did not possess

these high qualifications for admission into Great Britain, then

his study was virtually unnecessary since it would have been

readily conceded that no alien group possesses these qualifica-
tions.2

Pearson's errors of logic, his interpretations of the data, and

the direction of his conclusions, all tended to support a particu-
lar attitude toward immigrant groups.

A central feature of Pearson's thinking rves the notion that
nature and nurnrre were disjunctive factors which constituted
the basis of individual achievement and national progress. This
is exemplified in his series of lectures on eugenics in which he

dealt with social problems from the above point of view. For
instance, with these lectures in mind, he rvrote:

Have not the numbers given in the past lectures taught us then e

first fundamental principle of pracdCal Qlqenics? It is five to ten
times as advantageous to improve the condi'iion of the race through
parentage as through change of environment. (r93, p. 8.)

Equally central to his thinking was the notion that emphasis

on either nature or nurtlrre implied incompatible social policies.

- 'Ilr.stigations undertaken to check Pearson's results with regard to
intellectual comparisons between Genrile and Jewish groups, )rieid con-
tradictory results (Zl I e r o) .



Knl Pemsotn, 3l

Thus, in a discussion of alcohol as a "tacial poisor," he wrote
that there were two "attitudes":

(, ) AU use of alcohol will lead pro tanto to defective children.
Its abuse is due to opportuniry and to defect or moral influence.

(z) The abuse of alcohol is one of the stigmata of degeneracy.
It is not the cause of degenemcy but its product. As the production

9f degeneracl-yhether in the form of mental def.g,,..p.tltp:.I 
.ot

insaniry-is checked, to that extent the abuse of alcohol will be

checked.

He then continued:

The acceptance of one attitude involves the demand for the cessa-

tion . of all import, manufacture or sale of alcoholic drinks. The
acceptence of the other demands the cessation of perentage on the
part of the epileptic, the insane and the mentally defective. . . . It
is for the Eugenist to consider the evidence for either policy. . . .

The two policies are not in my opinion compatible. ( r9r, p. 4o.)

Pearson observed an increasing "degen eracy" in British life
and attributed it to 'ufactory legislation" which he thought

detrimentally affected the racial composition of the population
by introducing differential birth rates in the various strata of
the population. He predicted that the current efforts of legis-

lators and politicians would result in a further widening of the

chasm in relative birth rates. According to Pearson, the most

effective way of introducing desired iocial changes was by
improving the racial stock. In his many public lectures Pearson

urged legislators and politicians to favor "Nature's method" of
natural selection. However, Pearson recognized that civilized
conscience would not permit the unmitigated struggle for exist-

ence in the social sphere. He advocated, therefore, a system,

of artificial selection (eugenics) as a substitute for nafire's harsh

method.

Pearson's initurction that the selective birth rate should, rc-
place the selective death rate was a restatement of his preceding
suggestion. Pearson's foregoirg views shaped his solution to
questions raised by such issues as irnprovement of general health,

gqneral amelioration of the conditions of the poor, elimination
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of tuberculosis and alcoholism, and improvemenr of eyesight.
In- asserting that eugenics and medicine are opposed in their
effects, Pearson did not explicitly argue againsi humanitarian
practice as such. Yet his views were stated with such positive
assurance and overwhelming pessimism that they would tend to
discourage efforts aimed at immediate human betterment. For
example, the auditors to his lecture, "National Life from the
Standpoint of Sciencer" must have felt powerless before nature's
forces arrayed against human progress. This mood is exemplified
in the .on.lodirig senrences o? pirrson's lecrure:

Mankind as a whole, like the individual *1., advances through pain
and suffering only. The path of progress is strewn with the-wieck
of nations; traces are evErywherb td be seen of the hecatombs of
inferior races, apd of_victirirs who found not the narrow lvay to the
greater perfection. Yet these dead peoples ere, in very uoth, the
yeppiltg-stones on which mankind hai arisen ro the higher inrel-
lecnral and deeper emotional life of today. (r87, p. 64.)-

Pearson's general position with regard to social and eco-
nornic measures intended to ameliorate society is set forth in
his statement of rgtz that

Selection of Parent egeis the sole effective process known to science
b.y whi"h.. race can continuously progresi. The rise and fall of na-
tions are in tmth summed in th-e maintenance of cessation of that
Pro.cess of selection. Where the battle is to the capable and the

*"{.y, where the dull and idle have no chance ro propagare their
kind, there the nation will progress; €v€n if the lani U6 sferile, the
environment unfriendly, and educational facilities small. Give edu-
cational facilities to ali, limit the hours of labour to eighrr-qry-
pr.oyiding leisrue to watch trro football matches a wEek-grve t
minimum wege with free medical advice, and yer you will fin-d that
the 

.u,lemplofables, the degene-rates and tfie'ph1reical and mental
weaklings increase rather tlian decrease. ( r88, i. io.)

In this discussion of Pearson's social views reference to his
earlier socialistic position was omitted. At the age of nnrenry-
four, Pearson lectured to revolution ry clubs and-working-cliss

fl-ouPs 
on various socialistic issues. His pamphler, Socialisw in

Tleeory and Practice, appeared in r 884. Here tre expressgs coo-
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ventional socialist views resemblitg those of the Fabians. He
begins this pamphlet with the statement, "During the past year
there was a great deal of discussion in the newspapers--and out
of them-concerning the dwellings of the so-called poor." He
raises the question as to why their condition is not alleviated.

His answer is implied in his remark that "the labour which
should be devoted to improving them [the poor] is consumed

in supplyirg luxuries to the rich." With regard to the laboring

classes he writeso "[t is the fault of our present social system,

and not a law of histoy, that the toilers should be condemned

to extreme misery and poverty." As a solution to the social

problem he advocates, rather than a "revolution," the education

of the "capitalist" to a "higher morality." (r82.) During the

same period he translated a series of firry "Songs of Socialistsr"

songs which appealed to the "proletariat" to realize its power
and to unite. 

'With 
reference to his later views on the inequal-

iry of man, it is interesting to note a few lines of one of these

social-democratic songs :

fi.l,lxl ;ilt"Tff:J.'l:ilf,l?,,,, p j 3 )

In r 894, in a review of Benjamin Kidd's book, Social Euolw
tion, Pearson dissented from tfre idea that socialism was incon-
sistent with evolutionary doctrine.

If we accept the standpoint of ttre socialist, that the evolution of
civilised rnan depends on other factors of natural selection than
intra-group struggle for existence, Mr. Kidd's theory of social evolu-
tion falls to the ground like a pack of cards; it finds no bottom on
great "biological truths," and the supposed incompatibility of so-
cialism with the laws of nanrral selection is only a bogie set up by
individualist thinkers to scare the socialist, and if possible to check
social changes for which they personally have no liking. (r84,
pp. 13r f.)

A few pages later he added, "The pious wish of Darwin that the
superior and not the inferior members of the group should be

thl parents of the future, is far more likelf to be realized



+o Tlte Scientists

in a socialistic than in an individualistic state." (r8+ P. r38.)
That the content of Pearson's socialism during thii'period

was about the same as that'expressed ten years. previoorly is

evident in another revierv in which he dissented frorn the theses

that "the present relations of capital and labour arise from f,
'law of natur€r' and that a 'law of nanrre' cannot change." Fur-
thermore, in the review of another book, Pearson inclinea to the
acceptence of "the general:desirability of our factory legisla-

tion." ( r 83.)

From these citations it is apparent that Pearson's early atti-
tudes inctrudedi @) e, generaf invironmentalistic position, (b)
the view that eugenic notions had a better chance of success

in a socialistic state, and (c) the view that the stratification of
sociery was not the result of biological factors, Beginning with
his lgoo lecture, "National Life from the Standpoint of Sci-
ence," Pearson definitely contradicted, through hii all-inclusive
use of the notion of natural selectioil, his earlier views.E From
I goo onwerds Pearson interpreted natural selection as the chief
source of social progressf To Pearson natural selection implied
that heredity is more important than' environrnent, that the
individual makes his environment, that social stratification is the
result of biological factors, that "racial progress" along eugenic
lines should precede any attempts et sotial-reconstruCtion, and
that "factory legislation" is "cacogenic" in its effects.

It iS true that after r goo Pearson still termed himself a "so-
cialist." Thus in a rgrz lecture, in alluding to an "enti-socialism
campaigt" in the academic field, he described himself as a
political socialist. In defending himself against Dean Inge?s srere-
ment that "the consistent Socialist hates eugenics as- much as

he hates Christianiry, because that science maintains that narure

is more important than nurture," Pearson replied, "Well, 0s t
consistent Socialist I mean in and out of season to preach to the
inconsistent Socialist that nanrre is more important than rllr-

s The change T P:Son's g.o.-rf,- orientation has been nored by his son
Egon S. Pearson in a biograpf,y of his farher (r8o).
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ture, and that no social changes can be stable which neglect

this great truth." (rgr, pp. 3 ff.) That the content of his so-

cialism had changed, however, is readily seen in comparing his

social views of 1884 with those of rgoo or rgtz, For instance,

in tgrz he wrote:

If we have grasped the very essence of Darwinian theory, if we have

followed the recent evidence provided for the relative parts played
by nanrre and nurture in the case of men, we cen hardly accept the
position that our tradition and our environment will echieve much.
(rgr, p. 9. )

This quotation should be compared with Pearson's pamphlet
on socialism or his review of Kidd's volume.

In summty, Pearson can be classified as both hereditarian
and conservative in outlook, with considerable interaction be-

tween both attitudes, In his early years, Pearson uras a socialist

and an environmentalist in so far as the rejection of the applica-

tion of the principle of natural selection-to human affairs was

concerned. In his early works, Pearson made no reference to the
nature-nurture controversy although he was familiar with the
writings of Galton and Darwin. ATter r9oo, when the nature-
nurnrre controversy became more definitely structured, Pearson

assumed the hereditarian position, and the political concomitants
were conservative. However, no implication of causation is
intended concerning Pearson's changed orientation or the inter-
relationship of his icientific and political attitudes.



WILLIAM BATESON t 86 t-t ez6

Wrr,rtArvr BernsoN, t leading

modern genetics, did much to
through his early and vigorous

R. C. Punnett wrote ( ry26):

figure in the development of
advance the study of heredity

espousal of Mendelism. Of him

It was well said of Darwin that his chief tide to fame was that he
first taught men to beleve in Evolution. It is likely that future gen-
erations will single out Bateson's, name as of him who first taught
men to believe in Heredlty. (2o8, p. 8o.)

With regard to the applications of heredity, of Mendelism in
particular, to man, Bateson's presidential address before the
British Association for the Advancement of Science (rpr4) was

significant. In his Herbert Spencer lecture, "Biological Fact and

the Strucnrre of Society," delivered at Oxford in r 9o, a lecnrre

which Bateson considered as "one of his best," the applications

of biology to social and political questions were the outstanding
features.

In stating his views on herediry Bateson assumed the heredi-
tarian point of view. In his ryr+ address, in demonstrating the
application of Mendelian analysis to man, Bateson said:

I admit that an assumption of some magnitude is involved when we
extend the application of the same system to human characteristics

l* g.lerql, yet the assumption is one which I believe we are fully
iustified in making. Wittr little hesitation we can no\M declare thdt
the potentialities and 

Sptituges, 
pfysical as-well as mental, sex, col-

ours, .powers of work or invention, liability to diseases, possible
duration of life, and the other feanrres by which the membbrs of a
mixed population differ from each othei are determined from the
moment of fertilisation; and by all that we know of heredity in the
forms of life with which *e tan experiment we are co*prttt.d to
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believe that these qualities are in the main disuibuted on a factqrial
system. By changei in the outward conditions of'life the expression
of some of these powers and features may be excited or restrained.
For the development of some an external opportunity is needed, and
if that be withheld the character is never seen, any more than if the
body be starved cen the full height be attained; but such ihfluences
are superficial and do not alter the genetic constitution, (8, p. 298.)

To Bateson, the differentiation of individuals according to
occupations lvas an aspect of biological differentiation ( 8,

p. 3 r o). He traced the decline of early Greek civilization to
racial mongrelization (8, p. 3r r).The new knowledge of hered-

ity, he thought, implied "reform of medical ethics" since "medi-
crt studentr nrc taight that it is their duty to prolong life at
whatever cost in suffering." (8, p. jo7) Considering Itir as e
kind of "occult view," Bateson thought that it would be 'nrnore

humane" if doctors did not interfere to preserve "an infant so

gravely diseesed" that it could never be hrppy ( 8, p. 3ol) . In-
teresting from the rnodern point of view is his statement in the

same address that

The long-standing controversy as to the relative importance of na-
ture and nurture, to use Galton's "convenient iingle of words," is
drawing tq an end, and of the overwhelmingly greater significance
of nature there is no longer any possibiliqf of doubt. (8, p. 3r3.)

While accepti.g eugenic ideas, Bateson did not participate
actively in the eugenics nrovernent for he thought that biological
evidence was insufficient to iustify such L movemenr (8, pp.
jl r f . ). Of his ferv lectures on eugenics, he wrote, "Three tirnes

I have come out as an Eugenist, yielding to a cheap temptarion."
(8, P' 398')

In line with his attitude that "genetic science musr pro-
foundly influence the course of human thought and ultimately
the conduct of society" Bateson demonrtr*ted the possible rele-
vance of biology to society in several papers. He discussed

democrac/r socialisffi, property rights, education, and extension
of political power in terms of biological doctrines. In these dis-
cussions, Bateson accepted a conservative frame of reference.
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In his Herbert Spencer lecture, Bateson raised certain ques-

tions:

And now regardirg the cenual problem of social structufiE, the con-
ditions of stability in the relations of the human classes to each other
and to the State, has biological scienee eny counsel of value to give?

Is there eny observetion that nenuelists have made, knowledge ac-
quired, or principles perceived in their snrdy of thi manifold forms
of life, which in 

-this 
period of grave anxiety they dare to offer as a

contribution to political philosophy? (8, p. 348.)

In the light of these questions, Bateson examined the validity of

the claims of the "political reformer" who attempm "to raise the

standard of e population" by ameliorating the conditions of
life. Though these claims might lead to admirable results, Bate-

son thought them unsatisfactory because they could not lead to

perrnanent racial improvement. Thusn using the analogy of e,

gardener rvho is able to increese the size of his plants through

proper cultivation, Bateson wrote, "So with the crowded masses

of humaniqy. They ma/r so to speak, be 'potted on.' Given
hygienic conditions and better opportunities, they may develop

into decent specimens but they will not turn into better kinds."

(8, p. 3Sz.) This method will not lead to progress, since "It is

upon mutational novelties, definite favourable variations, that all

progress in civilisation and in the control of netural forces must

depend." (8, p. 352.)
In discussing democtrcf t he wrote:

The essential difference between the ideals of democracy and those
which biological observation teaches us to be sound, is this: democ-
r:acy regards class distinction as evil; we perceive it to be essential.
It is the heterogen€iry of modern man which has given him his con-
trol of the forces in nanrre. The maintenence of that heterogeneity,
that differentiation of mernbers, is a condition of progress. The aim
of social reform must be not to abolish class, but to provide that
each individual shall so far as possible get into the right class and stay
there, and usually his children after him. (8, p. 3j3.)

In t9r9, in his presidential address before a local scientific 8s-

sociatioh, Bateson again turned to the question of democracy.



Willim?, Bmeson +5

Democracyr the rystem which confers egual political power on in-
dividuals, in defiance of genetic inequali*, may, by foregoing thaq

material prog.r.ess. whicl, *. know as civilisation, produce e case of
spurious equilibrium, the equilibrium of chaos and disruption, but
the nanrral'instability caused by the fact of physiological inequalrry
is not unlikely to produce, as heretofore, its recurrent effects. (8,

P. 36o.)

To Bateson, democracy \Mas the "combination of the medi-

ocre and inferior to restrain the more able." (8, p. 360.) On eco-

nomic matters Bateson likewise maintained a conservative view.

In t9r4, after observirg that "the rewards of commerce are

grossly out of proportion to those attainable by intellect or in-
dustryr" he wrot€:

Nevertheless, capital, distinguished as e provision for offspring, is

an eugenic instinrdon; and unless human instinct undergoes some

profound and improbable variation, abolition of capitxl means the

abolition of effort; but as in the body the power of independent
growth of the parts is limited and subordinated to the whole, simi-
larly in the 

"o.*p"niry. 
we pa1 limit the powers of capitaf pTe-

serving so much inequaliqy of privilege as coffesponds with physio-
logical fact. (8, p.3r5.)

Bateson's views were colored by his acceptance of Malthusian

doctrine which induced an unusual degree of pessimism in his

discussions of human rfrtirs. FIe thought that British economy

was inextricably dependent upon its available coal supply. Fore-

seeing a decreasing coal productivity in a relatively short period

of tirne, he thought that there should be a corresponding de-

crease in the size of the population if living standards were to be

maintained (8, pp. j+6 f.).
Although the concept of mutations usually underlay Bateson's

scientific thinking in relation to human affairs this was not al-

ways the case. Influenced by the applications of Darwinism to
man, he expressed the followirg views in a letter which was

written in r 887 while he was on a scientific expedition in Siberia:

When I had seen even less of the world than nou/, I got somehow
the idea that all men were equal and had equal rights. Hence it
seemed to be clear that no one could be justified in appropriatirg
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his nerghpour's goods or in controlling his neighbour?s actions. A
vfly slight experience suffices to shew the preposterous fallacy of
this view. All rnen are no more equal than ail ariirnals and plants are

9qual. 
A Russian is ng m9r. tq..equal of p Englishmen, and a negro

is no more the equal of a white- man than a- Kirghiz pony is the
equal of an Englis'h racer, or the phylloxera the i{ual bf the vine.
If'you thilk thEse things iif. rtopJ rtiort for yo,r. Llf. withour kill-

ing and wit!.ory ?:ryggle cannot gq on. It is-polsible probably- to
increase or diminish the intensiry of the struggle, but that is another
thing. (8, p. r4.)

In summa{/, Bateson can be classified as having both a heredi-
tarian and a conservative position.
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Tnrs EMINBuT English-born psychologist came to America in
tgzo to assume chairmanship of the department of psychology
at Harvard Universiqy. McDougall was a pioneer in the develop-
ment of modern psychology, and his name is chiefly identi-
fied rvith the doctrine of instincm, a doctrine which exerted a

wide influence in psychology and the social sciences. His writ-
ings cover the maior
biology, philosophy

aspects of
and history. Of wrote, in r93o,

"There is perhaps no man living who has had a more intensive

and varied training in the nanrral sciences." ( r4j, p. zo7 ) In
addition to his scientific writings, McDougall has written ex-

tensively on political and social questions, chiefly after the first
World War. The better known of these books are Is America
Safe for Denrocracy? (r9zr) and Ethics and Some Modern
World Problems (rgr+). Practically all of McDougall's books

dealing with political and social questions, and his scientific

writings as well, involve extended discussion of nature-nurhrre

questions and their various social implications.

Perhaps the most outstanding feature of McDougall's think-
ing is its pragmatic orientation. With regard to psychology he

wrote, "The aim of psychology is to render our knowledge of
human nature more exact and more systematic, in ordei that
we may control ourselves more wisely and influence our fellow
men more effectively." ( r jo, p. r.)

In describing his life airns in t93o, he wrote, "[ still hold, as

I held in my youth that it [psychology] is the science of mosr

urgent importance in the present age, when, for lack of suf-
ficient knowledge of human nature, our civilization threatens

to fall into chaos and deca1r." ( r56, p. 2 2r.)

I
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The relationship of human nature to the surrounding world
was a favorite theme with McDougall; he thoughto for example,

that if psychology had been given more emphasis in Great Brit-
ain the difficulties in dealing with India and China might have

been avoided (,Sj). The implication that psychology should

be a stabilizing influence in society was made explicit in a dis-

cussion of the social effects of "Freudianism." He declared:

The relations benreen the generations are already endangered by
the many violent changes of the social order which we owe to
physical science. It is for psychology to prevent, to provide against
and to rectify the disastrous consequencbs of these ioo violent and
disnrptive changes. But instead, the Freudien psychology has worked
as en additional disruptive force, especially among the strete of our
communities which more thrn any other have the power and func-
d6n of rnoutding social tradition and practice. ( 16o, p. 196.)

McDougall's attitude toward the interrelationships between psy-

chology and socieqy will be considered in the section dealing

with his social and political views.

In his Introduction to Social Psycbol,ogy ( r9o8), e text which
has gone through more editions than any other text in pqF-

chology, McDougal[ developed his doctrine of instincts into
e comprehensive theory of individual and collective behavior.

According to this doctrine,

The human mind has certain innate or inherited tendencies which
are the essential springs or motive powers of all thought and action,
whether individuil oi collective, aind are the bases fiom which the
character and will of individuals and of nations are Eradually de-
veloped under t\. Syidance of the intellectual facultiis. Thesl pri-

Tary innate tendencies have different relative strengths in the na-
tive constinrtions of the individuals of differenr racei, and they are
favoured or checked in very different degrees by the very diffbrent
social circumstances of men in different irates 6f culture; but th.y
a.rg pr.obably common to the men of every race and of every age. if
this view, that human nanrre has everywhere and at all tihel this
common native foundation, can be established, it will afford a much-
needed basis for speculation on the history of the development of
human societies arid human instimtions. (r'4jrp. rg.)

t
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In examining the whole range of individual and collective be-

havior, McDougall, in practically all cases, utilizedeither a single

instinct or a combination of instincts as the fundamental €x-

planatory principle. McDougall's exclusive emphasis on innate

petterns was not a necessry outcome of the doctrine of in-

stincts. According to his own definition and usage of the notion

of instinct, the stimuli adapted to the instincts are necessry

conditions for the appearance of instinctive modes of action
(rq6, p, z9). Therefore, logically speaking, neither innate pet-

terns nor their eppropriate stimuli enioy a distinctive primacy.

McDougdl, however, proscribed the causal role of environ-

mental factors in his explanations; this represents a iudgrnent of
choice on his part. Assurnirg the validity of the doctrine, not
only McDougall's emphasis upon the innate aspects of behavior,

but also his use of particular instincts in the interpretation of
various behavior patterf,s, represent a choice. McDougall him-

self recogntzed the arbitrary namre'of his interpretations when

he wrote, in discussing the applications of "primary tendencies

to socieqr":

The processes to be dealt with are so complex, the operations of the
different factors are so intricately cornbined, their effects ere so

variously interwoven and fused in the forms of social organizations
and institutions, that it would be presumptuous to attempt to prove
the truth of most of the views,advenced. . . . In spite of the dog-
matic form adopted for the sake of breviry and cleirness of exposi-
tion, my aim is'to be suggestive rather than dogmatic, to uti*Lhte
and promote discussion rather than to lay down cwrclusions for the
acceptence of the reader. ( r 46, pp. 265 f ,)

McDougall's exposition of the doctrine of instincts, the €n-

thusiasm for which "spread like wildfire" (168, p. 29j) when it
was first published, was no longer regarded as acteptable fifteen
years later in either psychology or social science. The change in
the scientific acceptance of this doctrine is largely the rezult of
the vigorous glg\rth of the "anti-instinct" movement which be-

gan in r gry with the critique by Knight Dunlap and ended, in a
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formal sense, with Kuo's complete reiection of the notions of
instinct and heredity (r4r). John Dewey's acceptance of the
doctrine in \y7 and reiection of it in tgzz indicates the reversal

in aminrde that took place (l S; 76).
A question can be appropriately raised concerning the fac-

tors involved in the acceptance of the doctrine by McDougall
and by others. Althoughn in a strict sense, the answer to this
question is not relevant here, nevertheless it touches upon the
nature:nurture controveiqy. Psychologists found the doctrine
useful because it system atrzed certain aspects of their field ( r r 6).
Sociologists and social psychologists accepted the doctrine be-

cause, expressed in a biological vocabulary, it represented a"

trend away from the prevailing "imitation and suggestibiliqy"

and "intellecnralistic" schools which were thought to be sterile

(e+). Yet another factor lies in the field of English history. The

eugenist movement, which had cry{allized as a distinct move-

menr severel years before McDougall's publication of his Social

Psychology, placed emphasis upon the view that intellecnral

abiliqy was inherited and not easily modifiable. The next logical

srep would be to bring impulses, or urges to action, within the

same framework. Now the writing of the Social Psy chology

was suggested to McDougall by one of England's leading eu-

genists of the periodn C. '\ /'. Saleeby (?rr, P: ry4). It is e

[tausible interpretation that McDougall, himself e, zealous eu-

genist, undertook the task for the purpose of lrengthening
eugenic docuine. McDougall's emphasis on herediry i. his ex-

position of the instinct doctrine is thus consistent with the

eugenist's emphasis on the innate asPects of intellect.

McDougall's emphasis on herediqy also extended, as is to be

expectld,. to-the question of the-origin of individual differ-

ences in intelligence. He wrote that "innate capacity for in-

tellegtual growth is the predominant factor in determining the

distriburion of intelligence in adults, and that the amount and

kind of education is a factor of subordinate importance." ( r48,

p. +7 ) Consistent with this view is his assertion that the "re-
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sulrs of army tests indicate that about 7 S p$ cent of the popula-

tion has not sufficient innate capaciry for intellectual develop-

ment to enable it to complete the usual high-school course."

( r48, p. 16z.)

McDougall's emphasis on heredity was conioined to his at-

titude that the innate \Mas unmodifiable. In ryJ+ he wrote, "fn-
nate constitution can be only superficially modified by enviroll-

mental influences, whether in physique, in temPerament, h dis-

positiotr, h temper or in intellectual capacities." (r Sg, P. r 8i.)
Or, as he more tersely put it in the same yearr "Neither teachittg

nor preaching, nor both together, can do much to modify the

actions, the feelings, and the emotions of men." ( r i9, P. 2oi.)

McDougall's espousal of the doctrine of racism is still tn-
other example of his emphasis on heredity, but this time on

racial herediqF.t The characteristic features of French and E g-

lish institutions and traditions, for example, are explained in

terms of the larger amount of "Nordic blood" possessed by the

English ( r48, pp. 72 f .). The evidence McDougall adduces to

support his views is quite weak. Typical of his logic,z in this

resPect, is the staternent that

the colored men of the Northern States showed distinct superiority
to those of the Soufr, in respect of their performance in the army
intelligence-tests. Have they not a larger proportion of white blood?

I do not know, but I suspect it, ( r48, p. j4.) s

Of interest to psychologists is McDougall's reiection of psy-

choanalysis as a generally valid doctrine, a relection which in-
volves racist views.

McDougall had submitted himself to Jung for analysis in
order to determine whether there was any truth to Jung's claim

that 'he could discover the racial affiliation of an individual

through the agalysis of dreams. To McDougall this claim was

r His bookn Is America Sdf e f or Democracy?, is written frorn the racist
point of view.- 2 This exemple is cited because it presents another interpretation of the
*filf,:9"?1.1r northern Nesro on the armv resrs'
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of "first importancer" for it "would carry the doctrine of ra-
cial peculiarities of mental constitution much further than I
have done so far." ( r48, p. rz6.) McDougall was not satisfied
with Jung's analysis because only "faint and doubtful rraces"
of his "archeqFpes" were uncovered, However, he continued:

One of Jung's arguments weighs with me e good deal in favor of his
view. He points out that the t-amons theory of Freud, which he him-
self at on6 dme accepted, is a theory of tli*e developmenr and work-
,lg 

9{ .h. 
Tort 

d which wes evolved by a Jew who lirs stodied chiefly
Jewish pajrems;.an$ it segqs ro appeiJ yery sr-rongly to Jews; many,
perhaps the maiorityr of those physicians who accepr ir as e new
ggtP:I, e new revelation, are Juyr. It looks as rhough this theory,
which to me and to most men of my sort seenu so strange, bizarie,
and fantastic, may be approximately true of the Jewish 

-race. 
( r+8,

P. r 27.)

McDougall, in Is America Safe f or Democracy?, indicates
the historical basis for some of his own psychological invesriga-
tions as well as those of his students. In an earlier phase of his
thinking, about r 9o8, he was concerned with the uuth of the

ProPosition that the "opp.r social stratt, 4s compared with the
lower, contain a larger proportion of persons of superior men-
tal endowments." He continued:

But it has be.en ,h. greatest weakness of the eugenic propaganda
that it is so largely lounded upon and assumes 

-the unrth oT this
ProPgsition. Foi the critics and scorners of eugenics have vehe-
mendy denied it, or poured ridicule_upgn it; and io proof of it was
available for their re-futarion. ( r48, Prbface.) '

In order to fill "rhis great gap in the eugenist argumenq', he
guided two of his students, Cyril Burt and Horace B. English,
in the lppropliaje investigations which led ro the findings of
marked class differences in intelligence-findings which iuere
int_efpreted as indicative of innate tlass diff.ren"gs (ll; gj).

McDougall's emphasis on herediqy is also nianifest in his
applications of-psychology and biology to the 'ugrear problems
of national welfare and national decay." Some of these prob-
lems, which exhibit e, wide range, are: rise and fall oi 18-
tions, rise of democracfr social legislation, Christian ethics,
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n'Indian Mutinyn' of fis1r "acquisitive societi€s," and so on

(r+8; r j3). Hil interpretations are such as to indicate opposi-

tion to democ racf r social legislation, and so orl. Before Pro:
ceeding to the discussion of his views, it is well to keeP in mind

McDougalt's own evaluation of his political outlook. In PJe-

senting ttre theme of Indestructible Union: Rudiments of Po-

litical Science for tbe Americfrn Ci,tizen (rgr5), he wrote:

I cannot hope to have succeeded in wlitlng with strict impartialiry
on all the many qu@stions I have touched. I must confess to a colt-
servative bias.'. .' . This preiudice which I thus frankly avow' is

. perhaps constitutional with me. (ri3, P. ix.)

A recurring notion of McDougall is that the operation of

democratic forces would lead inevitably to a breakdown of civi-

lization. In tgzr he wrote that Great Britain would decline as

a civilization chiefly because of the successful development of

its dernocratic institutions ( r 48, P. I Sl) . Several years later

he wrote, with reference to the functioning of American in-

stinrtions, "L nution which allows itself to drift into an ultra-

democracy does a gr^ve injury to civilization, to all the higher

interests of mankind." (r Sr, p. tgz.) n

A critical obstacle to the development of a, workable de-

mocracl, he thought, was the differential birth rate. Many o!

the ills of civilizati,on were attributed by him to the differential

birth rate, and a chief effect of democracy would be to sharpen

this differential (r jr, Chap. 8). McDougall was so pessimistic

over the possibilities of democracy in ry32 that he wrote:

The decay of dernocratic institutions and the passing of freedom are

the natuial correlatives of the general decline of 
-respect 

for law
and the immense development of crime and corruption. They have

already gone so far that-it mey well be questioned whether there is

anv hbJe of the survival of 
-democrati-c 

insdnrtions in America;

wliethei ,o*. form of Fascism or oligarchy does not offer the only
hope of order and of the modest defree *hich is compatible with
such a system. (r j7, p. 43.)

r BI "ultra-9em-ocra.y'.' McDougatl had in mind the idea of completg
social and political equality (r jz, Chap. 4).
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The nature of the interrelationships between his psychological
views and his social outlook suggests that McDougall con-
ceived of social action as the testin[ ground for the validity of
psychological doctrine. This conception was implied in his

view, already cited in discussing the social effects of "Freudian-
ism," that psychology should not be "socially disruptive." ( r 6o,

p. ry6.) fni consiJiration of psychology in relation to social

and political factors was dominant with McDougall. In this

vein he criticized Locke's environmentalistic doctrine of tabula

rdsd because it "played a great paft in determining British pol-
i"y in its relations with British dependencies and their popula-

tions, notablv India." 0+1, pp. r5z f.) He pointed out, in a iot-
tification of the strengthening of British rule in India, that
British power there was "totterirg." ( ,5 j, p. r 36.) Evidently,

to McDougalln Locke's psychology must have been a disruptive

influence in empire relations. l\{cDougall associated the tabula

r*sd doctrine with the democratic tendencies of society ( ,58,

p. 8, ). Further, he explained, on a sociological basis, the de-

velopment of Locke's political principles as the result of Locke's

attempt to iustify the revolution of r688 (r+1, p. 4).5 Its wide-

spread influence in American thinking was a tendency that had

to be controlled (r+q). In discussing the merits of Watsonian

behaviorism, which to A{cDougall represented a reinstatement

of the tabula rdso doctrine, he wrote, "Dr. Watson's views are

attractive to those who are born tired, no less than to those who
are born Bolshevists." (r54, p. 42.) 

u

Just as McDougall held that environnlentalism was socially

disruptive, he likewise maintained that emphasis on heredity

5 Parenthetically, there is some truth to McDougall's view that tabula
rasd "consorted wtll with tiberatism." Thusr l,ocke, a-n ourstanding progres-
sive of his time, formulated a doctrine which would further progressrve

aims, On the basis of tdbula rasa, reforms are rendered theoretiballi possi-

ble, since from that vierv social arrangements and evils ere not ingrfuried in
the innate equiprnent of man.

e It is not to be understood here that. McDoug{l ref ected behaviorism
for this reason; we are simply considering its social effects, es conceived
by McDougall. " v
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was "socially stabilizing." This point was brought out in his

reply to his critics during the "anti-instinct" movement. In his

reply he maintained that "of all hypotheses that have been uie4
that of human instincts remains, ih rpire of much loose use of it,
the most fmitful and the one which we can least afford to re-
ject." (r+g, p. 33r.) In clarifying this remark, a few pages larer,
he wrote:

In conclusion, I would insist that those who deny instincts to the
t-ruman speqies are not, as some of the younger of them seem to
imagine, boldly striki*g out a new line. They are tnre reactionaries.

Lastly, I would insist that the issue of this controversy is a marrer
of the largest practical importance. If the deniers of insiincts should
gain tft-e d.ay, that_ would mean a return to the social philosophy of
the mid-nirieteenth cenffiy, hedonistic utilirarianism, with its Ubtiet
in the absence of all significant differences between individuals and
between the reces of mankind, and the belief in the limitless per-
fectibiliry of all mankind by the processes of education alone.- To
some of us it seems that niuch harm has been wrought by these
dogmas, and that the Western world is iust now beginning-to find
a better way than that which has led td the brink of irre-trievable
disaster. I, for one, am convinced that social health and national
prospetigl tnq 

-stabiliry require that we shall fully recognize the
complexities of human natur-e and the large differences of innare con-
stitution between one man and another. 

-( 
t49, p. 333.)

This attitude is reflected in his books on political and social sci-
ence, which were written in the same period. The common ele-
ment in these books is the emphasis on the importance of innate
qualities in human affairs.

In brief, McDougall may be classified as a hereditarian and
as a conservative. fn terms of his own statements, there is evi-
dence to indicate that his social views were instrumental in
molding his psychological theories. However, it is quite un-
known whether his own statement of the origin of tris ideas is
correct in terms of underlying motivational patterns. Even if it
is correct in relation to McDougall, it does nor necessarily indi-

:1te a g_enerafly valid causal relationship, either with regard to
his total thinking or with regard to the thinking of other in-
dividuals.
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Lrrn MANv of his contemporariesn who have been considered

in this study, Davenport had both a, scientific and a popular

side. In science he was a biologist, and on the popular side he

uras the outstanding exponent of eugenics in America. His two
books on eugenics (r9ro, rgrr) were among the first to be pub-

lished on the subiect. He was president of the American Ge-

netics Association, an editor of Biometrika, rnd director of the

Experimental Station at Cold Spring Harbor for more than

twenty-five years. In his studies of heredity he was well known

for his adherence to Mendelian explanations rather than to the

biometric school of Pearson. Davenport and his followers pub-
lished many monographs which exhibited the influence of
herediry in various phases of genetics, eugenics, psychology,

and medicine.

With regard to the nature-nurture controversy Davenport

consistently emphasized herediqy. His very search for Men-

delian ratibs in'family lines wiitr refererr.t to all qualities-
intellectual, characterological, emotional, mental and physical
disease-denies the possibilrty of any influence of the usual Gn-

vironment. It was a common attitude that if a qualiqy "mendel-
ised" then "hereditary transmission" was effectively demon-

suated with the implication that environment was of no effect.

Davenport's emphasis on herediqy can be undenstood in this
light. Illustrative of his attitude is his remark that "sinceriry or
insincerity, generosiqF or stinginess, gregariousness or seclusive-

ness, uuthfulness or unmuthfulness, are all qualities whose pres-

ence or absence is determined largely by the factor of heredigr."
(7o, p. 36.) This Mendelian type of thinking rryas severely criti-
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cized by Pearson and his colleagues. They criticized the ill-
defined nature of"Davenport's terms and pointed out that cor-
sidering feeble-mindedness as a simple Mendelian recessive wes

inconsistent with the known facts ( r r8). Davenport vigorously
contested these criticisms (7 r). However, the modern errt-

phasis iustifies Pearson's criticisms.

Nowadays it is definitely known that pellagra is the result
of dietary'insufficiency, .r.n though theie *-ry be a genetic
component in determining susceptibility. In ryfi the specific

dietary factor involved was unknown; but prevailing opinion,

nevertheless, assumed that pellagra rvas the result of some agency

of the environment, such as L gerrn, inadequate dieg or poor
sanitary conditions. In studying this problem, Davenport 8c-

cepted the view that pellagra is "in all probabiliqy a specffic
infectious disease communicable from person to person." (72,
p. z.) However, he attempted to bring out the hereditary fac-
tor by demonstrating constitutional susceptibiliry to the dis-
ease. To strengthen the hereditarian view of the disease, he

observed, correctly, that there is a definite mental component
associated with the physical symptorns of the disease. With this
relationship in mind he wrote:

The mentally insufficient il€, on the whole, Iess likely to appreciate
the importance of sanitary snrroundings and less abli to ariil thern-
selves bf thern, and the r6pors of thJpeilagra commission prove a

close relation of pellagra to poor sanititipn. (7r, p. 2.)

In other words, pellagra is fundamentally the outcome of an

innate individual defect. Here, however, Davenport is really
concerned with locating responsibility for the disease rather
than determining its cause, for he tacitly accepts the then com-
mon view of its causation but minimizes its relevance by intro-
ducing the notion of responsibiliry.

Davenport's bias is also illustrated by his view that diabetes,

epilepsy, feeble-mindedness, dementia praecox, and other char-
agtelistics, are Mendelian factors (66, Chap. 8). To his way of
thinking, the irnportance of herediry implied that the exiiting
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environment was of no influence, and that hereditrr could not
be overcome by an altered environment. This view, as stated

before, ws implicit in his search for Mendelian ratios. He gave

an explicit statement of it in an address to the International
Congress on Hygiene and Demography in ryr3:

Society is trying to deceive itself into a belief that improved nurrure
can take the place of deficiencies in breediog. And so this congress
meets this week, largely inspired by this hope. Vain hope! You-may
paint gut Ih. lg-oprtd's spots, but her cubs-will have them iust the
same: And, while you are reducing the death rate from tuberculosis
in this generation, you are spoiling nanrre's beneficent work of the
pst, so that, after man has finished with his meddlesome interfer-
gnce, she will have to do it all over again. For the high death rate
frgm nrberculosis in the early years of New England- had left the
old stock a highly resistant ti"e. But now *. ,rJraving those with
the consumptive diathesis to use as breeders of the nexi generation.
Ygy may'listen to the snrdent of herediry or not; but he tells you,
without a shade of hesitatioil, that permairent social improvemeht is
got only by better breeding. (6g, pp. 6Sg f.)

Hb concluded his talk by referring to the "present menace that
hygiene offers to the race." (6g, p.6s9.) Not only does Daven-

Port present the existing environment as a fait occompli, but
he also expresses a definite attitude toward "social improve-
ment," an attitude unfavorable to plans for "social reformism."

To Davenpoft, the facts of biology and social trends sug-

gested the idea that heredity and social reform were opposed

in their actions. fn an article entitled "Euthenics and Eugenics"
( , q I I ), such an antithesis is discussed. He opened this article
by discussing various social evils like pauperism, crime, feeble-
mindedness, and so on. He then posed the question, "What is

the cause and what the remedy of this state of things?" He sug-

gested two answers:

The answers to this inquiry take two general trends. One set of re-
forrners urges that the _qocially unfit aie the product of bad condi-
tions and that they will disappear with the 

-establishment 
of some

modern Utopia.-Thg other sii of reformers urges that the trouble
Iies deeper-in the blood-,and is the outcome oT bra breedinS; the



Charles B. Davenport Sg

trouble will disappear if marriage matings are made wisely. (6j,
P. 16.)

Henry George and other reformers were quoted in order to
clarify the first answer. Conuasted to the answer of the re-
formers is the one of "Eugenics." In this latter answer Daven-

Port discussed the usual facts of inheritance. In conclusion, he

wrote that "improvement of conditions is only palliative. Our
only hope, indeed, for the real betterment of the human race
is in better matings." He continued, herediry, to the eugenist,
is the "great hope of the human race" and "its savior from im-
beciliqyr poveW, disease, immoraliqy." (65, pp. 19 f.)

In the same period, the conservative nature of his position
is further made evident in his application of the priniiple of
natural selection to some of the iionomic questions that were
then being raised. Thus he wrote that "wageso salaries, profits,
honors are rewards that socieqy gives to those who are its ef-
fective and good members." (7o, p. 3Z ) Further, he observed

!hr!, " 'big business' has come to constitute the governing class"
in America by the fact that the "strongest men" are "lured" into
it ( 6l). These views of Davenport are applications of the princi-
ple that an individual's worth, os measured by various concrete
achievements, is af ur test of his genetic status. The conservatism
of his position is indicated by the fact that there was an in-
sufficiency of evidence for the view that "big business" attracted
the best and most capable individuals.

In brief, Davenport can be classified as a hereditarian on
natnre-nurture issues and as a conservative in his socioeconomic
views.
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Wooos, wHo HAs been described as the "American Galton,"

earned his scientific reputation through the extension of bio-

logical principles to social science. He was a lecturer in genetics

at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology from tgo3-zi,
editor of Journal of Heredity, and a vice-president of the In-
ternational Congress for Snrdies on Population Problems (Rome,

Italy, ry3r ). Born in America, he resided there until rgz9 when

he left to take up permanent residence in Rome. His funda-

mental contribution to the nature-nurture controversy u'as his

book, Mental mtd Moral Heredity in Roydlty ( 19o6), which ex-

erted wide influence in psychology and eugenics by its demon-

stration of a quantitative relationship between intelligence and

morality.
Woods was concernedn in most of his scientific writings, with

determirirg the relative significance of herediqy and environ-

ment. His emphasis was consistently on the predominant im-

portance of herediqy. His scientific goals with regard to the

question were set forth in a paper to the First International

Eugenics Congress ( ,gr 2 ).

The eugenics movement, in order to iustify itself in the eyes of the
body politic, must first of all emphasize heredity; but it must do
more than that. It is incumbent on the advocates of eugenics rc prove
that the desired betterments in the social organism cannot be looked
for as e consequence of environment; for, if they cen, then why take
up a neur remedy? Every research in anthropology and history,
which shows that nature is *ronger than nurnrre, adds that much
to the eugenist's capital. (283, p, 2+6,)

liloods then proceeded to discuss one of his researches which
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tended to "strengthen our belief in the importance of inborn
qualities." (283, p. 246.)

His point of view on nature-nurture questions is well rep-
resented in his statemenr ( r g, S ) that

Human beings prg yhlt th.y ar-!r.very largely, if nor almost enrirely,
b-y rqson of their inborn qualities depending on their differencls
already contained in the "ihromosonies" ofthe germ cells from
which they are developed and born. This stetemenr rests on the
results of reseerch woik done within the last twenty-five yeers.
(286, p. j33.)

Woods was much interested in developing a science of his-

Igry for which he coined the word "historLmetry." To him
biology was the "masrer-key of history" (rB+, p. viii). By this
he meant that the basic causes of historical change *eie in-
herent in the "germ-cells" and in the principle of nitural selec-
tion (?r+, P. 2T j_). Thus, he attributed wars to the innate quali-
ties of man, and consequently, he thought that wars cou[d be
eradicated only by natural selection (286). Social progress and
r-etrogress were explained in terms of the activities of excep-
tional ruling monarchs (r84).

Woods' hereditarian bias is clear in his interpreration of his
results pertaining to the correlation of intelligence and moral-
iry in rcyalry. IJsing the "adiectives" of historianr, Woods rated
European monarchs, those who lived from the tenth through
the nineteenth centuries, for intelligence and morality on two
sePerate scales of ten stePs each. He calculated a correlation
coefficient which ttrrned out to be o.34. In order to determine
whether this correlation was the result of genetic factors he
correlated Parents' ratings with those of theiioffspring, follow-
itg Pearsoi's methods, a'nd obtained a value of o.io oi. This re-
sult was a decisive reason "for the belief that heredity is almost
the entire cause for the mentel achievements of therb rn.n and
women." However, the average coefficient obtained by Pear-
son on Parent-offspring correlations \Mas o.Io. Woods; result,
then, is significantly different frorn that of Pearsol's, whose




























































































































































































































































































































