
stein nor, apparently, the reviewers of 
their article, were aware of Samelson's 
work. Had they been, they would 
undoubtedly have realized that their 
analysis offered nothing new. 

Snyderman and Hernnstein sug- 
gested in their article that previous 
scholarship in this area had been less 
than thorough because of a desire to 
indict the testing movement. Their 
own neglect of contemporary litera- 
ture might lead one to ask what has 
motivated their work--an intellectual 
curiosity about what really happened 
or a desire to cleanse the moral heri- 
tage of the IQ test? 
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The author was on leave at the Bunting 
Institute, Radcliffe College, Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, when the comment was 
written. 

Quotes,  Questions, and 
Standards for 

Historical Research 
Franz Sameison 

Kansas State University 

A decade ago I dug my way through 
various archives in search of material 
on the World War I U.S. Army tests 
and their reverberations in this coun- 
try. Afterwards I began to realize that 
most of my colleagues were not really 
interested in the historical details of 
this complex issue. I also decided 

that, although it was not easy to make 
judgments about the actors and their 
motives, the person I had come to 
respect most was Carl C. Brigham. 
As a brash young man, he had- -  
egged on by Gould, Yerkes, and Bor- 
ing-wr i t ten  a book (Brigham, 1923) 
on race differences that was full of 
what strikes us today as crude racism 
but that reflected just as much a naive 
scientism. Yet, later, having second 
thoughts, he published a retraction in 
the 1930 Psychological Review: "One 
of the most pretentious of these com- 
parative racial studies--the writer's 
own--was without foundation" (p. 
165). Although someone changing a 
stand on this issue or, more likely, the 
data base would occur again, I have 
yet to find another participant with 
the guts to say publicly, "I was wrong." 

Now I have been invited to com- 
ment on the publication, by the 
American Psychologist, of another ar- 
ticle on testing and immigration laws 
by Snyderman and Herrnstein (Sep- 
tember 1983). But what can I say that 
should not really be said by the editor?. 

The following quote comes not 
from a modern ideologue, but from 
R. L. Garis (1927) who had helped 
reformulate the 1924 Act: "It must 
be conceded that these army tests had 
great weight with Congress and helped 
to crystallize the sentiment that finally 
resulted in the enactment of the Im- 
migration Act of 1924" (p. 239). A 
second comes from the foreword to 
Brigham's (1923) book and was writ- 
ten by R. M. Yerkes, former Chief of 
the Psychology Division, U.S. Army; 
former president of the APA; former 
Harvard professor; and Chair of the 
Research Information Division of the 
National Research Council in Wash- 
ington in 1923. Yerkes stated that 
"the author [Brigham] presents not 
theories or opinions but facts. [We 
cannot] . . . ignore the menace of 
race deterioration or the evident re- 
lations of immigration to national 
progress and welfare" (p. vii). These 
quotes are presumptive evidence for 
a relation between testing and immi- 
gration restriction, though no final 
proof. Yet neither quotation (or many 
another detail) was considered in Sny- 
derman and Hernstein's article, al- 
though they are accessible in the orig- 
inals and in secondary literature. 

Obviously, I think the article 
flawed, not by omissions in its list of 
references, but by the authors' failure 

to consider the large amount of highly 
relevant evidence already published 
(and its larger archival base) and by 
their failure to engage--not to ac- 
cept-earl ier  interpretations of this 
material. 

Thus the article ends where the 
problems start. Given the lack of hard 
evidence, beyond these quotations, 
showing a substantial impact on 
Congressional action (and the article 
added no evidence of substance), why 
then did these '~scientific" results and 
their promoters fail to have an impact 
in 1924? What were these psycholo- 
gists trying to do anyhow, and why? 
And how do we determine the direct 
or indirect effect of such efforts on 
legislators or/and constituents, in this 
case and others? (The tests probably 
had their biggest impact not on im- 
migration restriction but on the edu- 
cational system and its clients; how- 
ever, related to that, we do not even 
know how to ask the proper questions.) 
Finally, the larger problemahow do 
we understand the dramatic "para- 
digm shift" in which the belief in 
innate race differences became diag- 
nostic of prejudice and stereotyping 
by 1935, when this very belief had 
been mainstream scientific opinion as 
late as 1922 (a shift paralleled recently 
by beliefs about sex differences)? But 
instead of trying to address such ques- 
tions, the authors attacked a polemical 
overstatement by the "other side" and 
came to a rather tortured conclusion. 

The authors' failure to consider 
these data and issues was unfortunate. 
What seems more serious to me, how- 
ever, is that the editorial review process 
failed them and us. Besides assuring 
the proper form for footnotes, its 
function is presumably the protection 
of authors and readers alike from such 
awkward situations. And the reviewers' 
task is doubly important in a marginal 
field like the history of psychology, 
still struggling with a good deal of 
confusion about standards of schol- 
arship. Should we not try to catch up 
with modern history of science, a 
serious and sophisticated undertaking 
by now? 

We might start by realizing a few 
things. First, publications, though es- 
sential sources, have their own rbeto- 
r i ca jus t  compare thoughts to words 
in printmand furthermore are only 
the tip of the iceberg. Stacks of un- 
published documents in various ar- 
chives often provide a different and 
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more detailed view, though not simply 
"the" truth. Second, scanning sources 
for one, or even a few, quotations 
supporting an initial position (fairly 
frequent in first efforts at history) 
amounts to a biased selection of  the 
evidence. Everyone says, over a 
professional lifetime, many different 
things to different audiences for dif- 
ferent purposes. It is the pattern that 
counts, not the single statement. 
Third, biased as we are by our present- 
day "knowledge," we may not be ask- 
ing the proper questions at the start. 
The significance of certain problems 
and issues may dawn on us only after 
we have immersed ourselves in the 
contemporary material. And fourth, 
the plausibility of  an historical ac- 
count, that is, its fit with our precon- 
ceptions, is not the best criterion for 
judging its accuracy. In fact, what 
"'everybody knows" often turns out 
to be a myth. 

These and other maxims make 
historical research hard work. But 
only on their terms can we disconfirm 
the biases of the day and learn some- 
thing new. 
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Intelligence Tests and the 
Immigration Act of 1924: 

Another View 
Carol A. Ford 

Central Connecticut State University 

In response to Snyderman and Herrn- 
stein (September 1983), I would like 
to review the relationship between 
political policies within psychology 
and the passage of  the Immigration 
Act of 1924. 

Snyderman and Herrnstein con- 
cluded that the racially biased Immi- 
gration Act of  1924 was not passed 
with the help of the intelligence testing 
community. What they neglected to 
consider is the effect of  biological de- 

terminism that provided a philosoph- 
ical underpinning for the mental mea- 
surement movement. Its assumptions 
of the biological fitness or unfitness 
of certain groups was shared by the 
psychologists who designed the U.S. 
Army intelligence tests, for example, 
Yerkes, Thorndike, Terman, and Bor- 
ing (Rossiter, 1982). The test these 
men constructed was based on the 
assumption that intelligence was a 
biological trait. The results were used 
by Robert Yerkes, the psychologist in 
charge of the Army project, to support 
racist and discriminatory policies 
(Rossiter, 1982). At the s~me time, 
Snyderman and Herrnstein overlooked 
the fate of  psychologists such as Helen 
Woolley and Leta Hollingworth who 
disagreed with this interpretation of 
intelligence; they were not hired to 
work on the Army project. The top 
jobs in the Army program went to 
white male psychologists (Rossiter, 
1982). Black psychologists were as- 
signed infantry positions (Guthrie, 
1976). Female psychologists promi- 
nent in the field of mental testing, 
which in peace time had been consid- 
ered "women's work," were not hired 
or, in the case of two who were hired, 
were listed as "assistants" (Rossiter, 
1982). As a result, highly skilled testers 
like Hollingworth and Woolley were 
excluded by government policy from 
participation in the Army intelligence 
project. It is important to note that 
both Woolley and Hollingworth re- 
jected the theory of biological deter- 
minism as statistically unsound, If 
black and female psychologists had 
been allowed to participate on an 
equal footing with Yerkes and Terman, 
then perhaps the test items would 
have been based on wider ranges of 
cultural information. 

If  Snyderman and Herrnstein 
were looking for a consensus among 
psychologists of  that era, they should 
have considered the widespread re- 
spectability enjoyed by the variability 
hypothesis (Shields, 1982). The vari- 
ability hypothesis is a direct corollary 
of biological determinism: It states 
that white males exhibit the greatest 
variation in intelligence and that vari- 
ability was evidence of the white 
male's innate intellectual superiority 
(Shields, 1982). 

Snyderman and Herrnstein relied 
on a tedious reading of  entries in the 
Congressional Record published prior 
to the actual passage of the restrictive 

Immigration Act of 1924: I think that 
such a review is extraneous to the 
broader philosophical and political 
policies of  that era. Congressional 
Record entries are not necessarily valid 
barometers of public and professional 
opinion. Transcripts of conversations 
in the Congressional Record do not 
negate decades of  entrenched institu- 
tionalized policies toward those who 
were labeled outsiders. 

While reading the unpublished 
letters of Robert Yerkes (no date), I 
came across correspondence between 
Yerkes and Helen Woolley in which 
Woolley expressed her regret that a 
psychologist from Puerto Rico had 
been turned down for a position be- 
cause the local school board did not 
want a "foreign-looking man" admin- 
istering intelligence tests to their chil- 
dren. Woolley's frustration at the 
school board's bigotry seems more 
reflective of the daily realities endured 
by minorities and minority psychol- 
ogists than entries read in the 
Congressional Record would be. 

If we consider the long-standing 
acceptance of racial, ethnic, and sexual 
bias within intellectual and political 
circles prior to the passage of the 
Immigration Act, it seems shortsighted 
to conclude that these views did not 
affect the political legislation of  that 
period. 
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Selective Amnesia in Search 
of Truth 

Benjamin Kleinmuntz 
University o f  Illinois at Chicago 

I am puzzled (and somewhat moved) 
by Snyderman and Herrnstein's (Sep- 
tember 1983, p. 986) concern over 
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