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Disclaimer

Some of the views and opinions in this book are highly controversial.
In no way is the intention of this book meant to insinuate that any of
the scientists cited agree with any stated opinions. They may or may
not; I do not know. The amount of direct communication had with any
of the people cited has been minimal and for the large majority there
was no direct communication whatsoever. When there was direct
communication, the full scope or thesis of the book was not explained.
Anyone who reads this book and becomes upset at its content should
not presume to blame the academics whose research was discussed.
They had no part in its writing and this work does not claim to repre-

sent their opinions in any way.
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Introduction

I originally thought of the idea of X-linked inheritance as an explana-
tion for achievement differences between men and women while an
undergraduate taking a class on the genetic causes of mental illness.
We were discussing the greater incidence of mental disabilities in
males than in females when I suddenly had a spark of inspiration. I
immediately raised my hand to ask the obvious question, “Are there
many genes expressed in the nervous system found on the X chromo-
some?” The professor responded that it was a well-established fact in
neuroscience that a large and inordinate number of nervous system
genes map to the X chromosome. From there everything else fell into
place. If the X chromosome possesses a relatively large number of
recessive intelligence boosting alleles, as well as recessive intelligence
lowering genes, then pseudo-dominance of the X in males could eas-
ily explain the greater variability in the male intelligence distribution.
To my knowledge, no other biological characteristic can explain this
pattern.

Having never been discussed in my previous three years studying
biological sciences, including several courses on genetics, I wondered
if I had really come up with something brand new. Why had I never
heard of this before? In a somewhat naive fashion I went searching
through the literature to see if I was really the first person to come up
with this idea. Feeding my pride (and then suddenly stripping it away),
a tiresomely long search eventually revealed some relevant papers,
which then provided plenty of additional resources.

The very first reference to the idea appears to have been put for-
ward by Dr. R. Lehrke in 1972 in a paper titled Theory of X-linkage of
Major Intellectual Traits. He mainly based his hypothesis on the evi-
dence of X-linked mental retardation and the overall greater incidence
of cognitive disorders among males. The initial response to his idea

was very hostile, understandably given the profound implication that
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various equality based political ideologies would be flatly refuted by
it. As time wore on more evidence was accumulated and there was
gradual acceptance in specific disciplines. There were occasional pa-
pers which appeared on the topic between 1972 and 2000, but most of
the published work seems to have been released after the year 2000.
This is not surprising considering it was the human genome project,
completed in 2003, which first made direct wide-spread verification
of the idea possible. Most of these relevant papers will be cited during
the course of this book. At this point, there have even been a few news
articles in lay-person, science oriented magazines.

Of course, in retrospect, the idea is quite simple and obvious, and
has probably been independently conceived by many, many scientists
working in neuroscience, biology, genetics, and perhaps even psycho-
metrics. I say independently conceived because there is surprisingly
little discussion of the idea outside of a few groups in a few select fields
and absolutely nothing that would connect cognitive skills to X linkage
in undergraduate education. This often leaves it up to the discerning
scientist to realize it on his own; or hear it through the grapevine.
Although one paper hints that it might be a frequent topic of quiet
speculation among geneticists,' I never personally found anyone be-
sides myself discussing it in the biology labs that I worked in.

The dearth of discussion on this subject is likely caused by the
tense political climate surrounding gender issues that can be expected
to silence timid scientists worried about their careers. The result is that
the idea is a tightly-held, open secret within specific disciplines of pro-
fessional research and outside of education. Why should it be ignored
or even suppressed? If intelligence really is X linked, it has widespread
implications for whether or not gender equality at the highest levels of
achievement is actually attainable in any real and meaningful sense.
Specifically, it strongly implies that gender parity at the top levels of
achievement is literally impossible because the underlying biology will

not support nearly as large of a frequency of highly intelligent females



Xii Smart and SeXy

as it does males. If that isn’t a taboo conclusion, then nothing is. In
this work, I set out to have no regard for taboo. The idea that biology
causes the majority of gender differences in intelligence will be dis-
cussed without any concern for liberal sensibilities. Objective truths
exist and those truths do not care about prevailing popular sentiments.
They exist and will continue to exist regardless of how popular utopian
visions of society become. Some people, maybe most, who read this
are likely to become offended by what is suggested. Consider this the
only so-called “trigger warning” The faint of heart should turn back
from these dark paths now.

The closest thing that science has (or should have) to something
sacred is value placed on upholding truth and objectivity. In practice
mistakes are made and sometimes objectivity is compromised, but
the scientific community has a commitment to integrity that ensures
progress towards uncompromised truth marches on, no matter how
uncomfortable and inconvenient. Eventually mistakes and misun-
derstandings are corrected; though sometimes this process can take
decades (see the recent reappraisal of the health risks of cholesterol).

Atleast that is the hope. Science, however, does not live in isolation.
The tides of the wider world break upon the culture of the scientific
community as much as any other. The politically motivated feminist
movement in particular has had a profound effect on the interpreta-
tions made from research studies; most especially in psychology and
sociology. Feminist ideology has also restricted the types of experi-
ments that are allowed to be conducted in the first place, and has even
more severely restricted what sorts of interpretations are tolerated for
a given set of data. In the quest to determine what role biology plays
in gender differences in intelligence, the feminist dog (to put it nicely)
has a large bone in the fight. Should biology turn out to play a large
role in such differences, the whole feminist house of cards must, by
necessity, come tumbling down. Suppressing such findings has thus

become an existential imperative for the feminist movement.
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What has happened to our culture has been the supplanting of
truth with an excessive value placed on emotional sentiment and
general psychological coddling that is collectively termed political
correctness. The possibility that some individuals or specific groups
may become upset or disheartened by particularly inconvenient or
unflattering truths has become more important than a dispassionate
and objective understanding of the world. This distinctively feminine
“virtue” at times plays an important role in providing group cohesion
from the level of individual families all the way up to nation states,
but it has no place in the determination of the working of the natural
world. Most especially (feminine) sentiment should not play any role
in addressing the biggest questions in regards to the human condi-
tion. Excessive sentiment has (with notably few exceptions) all but
corrupted the human “sciences” such as psychology and sociology,
which often employ what can only be described as professional far-left
activists whose politics take precedence over their “science.” The belief
in the tabula rasa in turn exerts a strong pressure on actual scientists
in the biological disciplines, forcing them to be either less direct with
their findings or to completely avoid engaging in research on certain
subjects in the first place.

Culture sometimes acts as a pendulum, going from one extreme
to the other, in the course of finding the objective reality of human
nature. The hope is that on each swing the period is reduced and we
stay closer to the truth. The attitude towards women’s intelligence has
swung from a belief that all women were inferior to all men to a belief
that there is a cultural bias and discrimination against woman if there
is not absolute gender parity in all areas of intellectual pursuit. Some
misandric female supremacists that are quite at home in the feminist
movement go so far as to claim that women are superior to men despite
ample evidence past and present to the contrary. The truth is much
more nuanced. However, the unfortunate reality is that true equality

of opportunity may not inevitably lead to equality of outcome if innate
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aptitudes and preferences are unequally distributed between genders.
The major purpose of this book is to make an alternative, biologically
informed theory of gender differences in intelligence accessible even
to people without any background in biology or genetics, and to give it
exposure outside of the narrow and isolated communities of scientists

where it currently resides.



In a Nutshell

Humans are diploid organisms. Diploid organisms have two copies of
each chromosome whereas a haploid only has one copy of each chro-
mosome. Since genes are located on chromosomes, this results in two
copies of every gene in diploids. The only exception to this in humans
occurs with the X chromosome in men because they have only one
copy. X-linked genes are always expressed as dominant in men, while
recessive genes can be hidden in women because they have two copies.
This leads to a disparity in how some genes are expressed in men vs.
women.

Furthermore, many genes specifically expressed in the nervous
system map to the X chromosome.* This creates the conditions neces-
sary for disparities in the expression of genes relevant to intelligence
to be different between men and women. The result is that rare com-
binations on the X chromosome, which can translate into both high
and low intelligence as well as in neurological disorders, come to be
expressed phenotypically in men much more commonly than women.
Owing to the fact that various academic and professional fields have
minimum intellectual prerequisites, and men have a somewhat bet-
ter probability of expressing phenotypically a combination of genes
conferring higher intelligence, there are more men born capable of fill-
ing those positions. This however does not mean that extraordinarily
intelligent women are not born, just that they occur at a lower fre-
quency. Exaggerating this phenomenon further, hormonal influences
seem to magnify these differences in men, at least in fields requiring
mathematics or visual-spatial ability.> However, it also appears that
sex chromosomes can lead to sexually dimorphic development of the
nervous system without specifically requiring sex hormones,* which
may also contribute to disparities in ways currently unknown.

The evidence for these conclusions, and against others, will be set

out first. Then, more speculatively, evolutionary hypotheses for why
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this pattern has emerged will be put forward. After that, differences
between genders unrelated to intelligence will also be evaluated with
regards to female suitability to occupations that do not have high intel-
lectual demands. Finally, the consequences of current fertility patterns
on Western civilization will be analyzed with the insights gained from
the previous discussions to see what can be expected of human evolu-
tion in the future. The following is an outline of topics to be discussed

in the order they will be discussed:

1) An overview of what most social scientists currently believe and
why their beliefs and assertions must be taken with a grain of
salt.

2) A brief discussion of genetics terminology used in this book

which may not be familiar to the lay-person.

3) Evidence that IQ tests actually measure intelligence and that

this is highly correlated with achievement.

4) Sex differences in intelligence test performance for general

intelligence and for specific abilities.

5) 'The evidence that intelligence is genetically determined and
highly heritable.

6) Indirect and direct evidence for X linkage of intelligence, as
well as the possible influence of X inactivation on X linked

intelligence.

7) Sexual dimorphism resulting from non-hormonal and hor-

monal sources.
8) How hormones, autism, and genius are related.

9) Using all the data previously outlined to understand sexual
dimorphisms in the distribution of cognitive abilities observed

in intelligence tests and in professional outcomes.
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10) Discussion of the evolution of the X chromosome, how it relates

11)

12)

13)

14)

to wealth, intelligence and fertility and how intelligence appears

to be a sexually antagonistic trait.

How female hypergamy, a form of sexual selection, and its cor-

ollaries likely led to the rapid evolution of human intelligence.

Differences in work time-preferences between gender and the

tendency for women to opt out of employment.

The divergent fiscal consequences on state finances between

genders.

Strength and other physical differences and their relevance to

female suitability to physically demanding lines of work.

The dire consequences of feminism to our society and the struc-

tural changes necessary to make Western civilization endure.



The Discrimination Hypothesis:
The “Politically Correct” View

When it comes to gender “issues”, our public policies and cultural
self-concept for the last 60 or so years have largely been based on the
assumption that there should be gender parity at each intellectual and
professional level because men and women are identical in terms of
cognitive abilities and preferences. If at each level of intellectual ability
there are equal numbers of men and women, so the hypothesis goes,
then there should be a corresponding parity in every occupation re-
gardless of how intellectually demanding that profession happens to
be. That the ratio of men to women in some fields is not 1:1 is assumed
to be an unambiguous reflection of discrimination, past and present,
and overcoming that discrimination requires substantial social en-
gineering on the part of the government and of education systems.
If true, policies such as affirmative action are justified because they
directly address and rectify the problems that exist under the discrimi-
nation hypothesis.

However, though discrimination may have historically played a
role in explaining some outcome differences, it is increasingly doubt-
tul that it continues to play the major role in a modern climate that
is remarkably dedicated to increasing gender equality to the point
that, incredibly, we are now even beginning to include women in
combat roles in the military regardless of their suitability. In previ-
ous eras some women of talent and ability may have been unjustly
denied the opportunity to reach their full potential, yet even in the
alleged heydays of gender discrimination there are historical examples
of influential and successful women. By itself, this casts doubt on the
current presumption of historical totalitarian oppression of women. It
clearly wasn't fotal in scope if even some women were able to achieve

at high levels.
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A central tenet of the discrimination hypothesis, and probably the
most important one, is the ubiquitous presence of stereotypes in our
culture and the harm they can possibly cause. In the most common
discourse on stereotypes, it is implied that all stereotypes are funda-
mentally flawed and inaccurate ways to understand various groups
of people. Thus, stereotypes can’t be used by individuals under any
circumstances since they offer no predictive benefits to the individuals
who employ them. Certainly this is true of some stereotypes. But is it
true of all?

It helps to understand the originating purpose of stereotypical
thinking. Stereotypes are a subset of human shorthand thinking. For
a more general example, consider the function of a door knob. Even
for a person intimately aware of a doorknobs mechanical functioning,
it would be a waste to allocate full mental resources to contemplating
the exact mechanism by which doorknobs work every time a handle
is turned. As such, most of the time when a doorknob is turned, the
understanding of its function exists in the psyche in a truncated and
shorthand form. Turn the knob and the door opens. This process is
very useful for helping us through our days when it is not possible to
fully consider in the minutest of detail the function of every object
and process we come across. In fact, it would be quite impossible to
function with any speed or efficiency if such heavy consideration was
applied at every possible opportunity.

Though these shortcuts do not fully consider the working of the
natural world, they must possess the quality of at least being partially
accurate in order to serve any utility. After all, most of the time when
you make this shortcut consideration of a doorknob, you are right. If
you were faced with a situation that violates your reasoning (the door-
knob breaks and no longer turns) you can then set aside this shortcut
and consider more intimately the construction and function of this
broken tool. But other than this instance, the shorthand reasoning is
both adequate and useful.
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Stereotypes are a subset of this mental maneuvering. They enable
us to quickly make decisions when time is limited and when allocating
full mental resources can’t be done, or when there is insufficient infor-
mation and more can’t be easily ascertained to draw conclusions on
an individual instance. If, when considering a population, you know
that a stereotype will be accurate more than 50 % of the time then it
constitutes an effective shorthand. You will be right more often than
wrong when you implement it. Alternatively, if the stereotype is ac-
curate substantially less than 50 % of the time, but the consequences of
not applying it are substantially negative in the minority of cases where
it is true, and of little consequence when inaccurate, then that would
also make the stereotype an effective shorthand; it is protective against
negative consequences and has little cost otherwise. John Derbyshire’s
article “The Talk: the non-black version™ is an effective argument for
this usage of stereotypes along this line of reasoning. As such, stereo-
types can result in mistakes being made, but that does not mean that
they aren’t useful or justified in some circumstances.

Since there are many different stereotypes conceived by many dif-
ferent origins, there will be variability in their quality. As such, I take
it to be true that some stereotypes are very inaccurate while others are
very accurate, and there is a complete distribution ranging in between.
I also take it to be true that the value of a stereotype isn’t determined
by its accuracy alone. The nature and degree of potential consequences
can make even relatively inaccurate stereotypes valuable.

By this reasoning, the idea that some stereotypes can be very
inaccurate and should thus be discarded is unwarranted. To discard
them out of hand without careful consideration is akin to throwing
out the baby with the bath water. It suggests that people do not possess
the ability to evaluate their shorthand reasoning to verify how useful
they are in individual circumstances and make exceptions where ap-
propriate. In the book Stereotype Accuracy: Toward Appreciating Group
Differences® the accuracy of stereotypical thinking and the tendency
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for humans to adhere to them when presented evidence to the con-
trary in specific instances is explored through the available academic
literature. Contrary to popular belief, stereotypes tend to be fairly ac-
curate and the average human tends to readily throw them out as soon
as they have personalized information for specific cases.

Anxiety caused by widespread stereotypes which portray certain
groups in a negative light, such as with women and mathematics, is
said to play a significant role in influencing outcome differences. This
stereotype anxiety which allegedly reduces the performance of the af-
fected groups, especially in tests, is referred to as “stereotype threat”
in the fields of psychology that study it. Stereotypes, asserted to be
all pervasive throughout society, thus are always at work in unspeci-
fied ways and have large effects. This unfalsifiable ether is supposed
to depress the scores of females in tests since society has historically
held that women were not as intelligent as men; especially in math
and science. Stereotype threat proponents argue that knowledge of
this history, the ubiquitous presence of stereotypes in culture, and the
manner in which questions are designed and phrased leads to lower
test scores for women in a sort of self-fulfilling prophecy. The question
is: does empirical data support stereotype threat?

It is important to consider who should be affected by stereotype
threat and other types of discrimination and what kind of pattern in
the distribution of scores should result if it was having a widespread
impact. Discrimination of this type is assumed to be both universal
and omnipresent. It is supposed to be present in both the society at
large, within the mind of the test taker, and in the test being taken. If
it is universally present then it should have a universal effect. It should
affect women equally at all levels of test taking proficiency and should
result in a uniform downward shift of the score distribution compared

to men.
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Hypothetical Male and Female |Q Distributions
Before and After Stereotype Threat

Men co—

Women

/ \ Stereotype threat /!:'I\ \

acts by some
unknown
mechanism

Identical means for men and women before Female 1Q curve left shifted compared to

stereotype threat action males after stereotype threat

If it does not act in this way, then explanations must be invented and
rationalized for why women at different levels of test taking ability
react inconsistently to stereotype threat. The more disagreements from
this trend, the more explanations that must contrived, and the more
parsimony is lost (which generally means a theory is weaker). The
difference in average IQ between men and women at least suggests
that this might be happening, but the 3-5 IQ point advantage of men
generally reported is a relatively small difference and mainly suggests
that whatever universal influences do exist, their importance must be
relatively minor.

However, the discrimination theory is not the only possible ex-
planation for this overall shift. The difference could just as easily, in
fact probably much more easily, be explained by biological differences
in brain development caused by gender specific hormonal influences.
Most especially in this regard is the fact that males in general grow to
be larger, which translates into larger brain sizes on average. For rea-
sons that should be obvious, larger brain size correlates with higher IQ.

The discrimination and biological differences above have one thing

in common: they are universal and thus are not good explanations
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for greater male variance. A consistent universal trait should have a
consistent universal effect for all levels of ability as shown in the figure
above, and the only consistent universal difference in mean IQ scores
are small. Assuming stereotype threat is real, it is not inconceivable
that of the small differences that do exist, stereotype threat only makes
a small contribution in comparison to other factors such as biological
development. In such a case, the individual contribution of stereotype
threat would be vanishingly small and would approximate complete
irrelevance. At best, it is something that exists and has only a very
small effect” and at worst it is an example of publication bias amongst
journals, where positive results that support politically progressive
ideas (like discrimination against women) are overwhelmingly pub-
lished relative to studies that don’t confirm progressive beliefs or which
might positively refute progressive beliefs.®

Saying that the academic community has a large progressive bias is
avery strong claim, however, and such an extraordinary claim requires
extraordinary evidence. So what is known about the “scientists” who
publish “research” in politically charged areas? Diederick Stapel was
previously a highly regarded and influential Dutch social psychologist
who did a lot of work on stereotype threat until it came to light that
he “routinely falsified data and made up entire experiments.” Another
example of his politically biased work was a “scientific” article which
sanctimoniously claimed to find that meat eaters were more selfish and
less agreeable than vegans. Unfortunately, it is impossible to be sur-
prised by outspoken priggishness from vegans and their sympathizers.

Thanks to this media attention, Stapel is now the most notorious
charlatan in the field of social psychology, which is saying a lot for
what appears to be a regularly fraudulent and pseudo-scientific disci-
pline. Social Psychologists as a group do not make the data they collect
available for outside review two thirds of the time. This stinginess with
data is actually against the ethical rules established by social psycholo-

gists themselves and suggests that there are likely many more Stapels
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out there who simply haven’t been caught. A survey by the Harvard
business school found that 70% of social psychologists admitted to
cutting corners in reporting data, 30 % reporting unexpected findings
as if they were expected from the start, and 1% admitted to falsifying
data.

Another meta-analysis of papers published in high-tier psy-
chology journals found that 50% of papers surveyed contained at
least one statistical error and 15% contained an error so severe that
the conclusions drawn would have had to have been reversed.® ™ A
meta-analysis which looked at whether or not positive results from
stereotype threat studies could be replicated found that almost half
could not, and that a further 25 % were confounded by methodological
issues."” Methodological issues, especially in determining statistical
validity, have even been used by one Social Psychologist to publish in
a major, respected journal that he had proven the existence of psychic
ability. His finding used standard statistical practices in psychology
and resulted in heavy criticism by professional statisticians of both the
specific paper and the psychology community generally.”

This high publicity criticism led to a fair degree of soul searching
among the psychological community, prompting some researchers to
undertake the task of evaluating how widespread these problems are.
One analysis reviewed articles from the last 100 years in the top 100
journals based on the impact factor; a measure of the level of influ-
ence a paper or journal has on the field. It found that in that time,
for the highest impact journals, only 1% of all research findings in
psychology had ever been replicated. Of that 1%, only 14 % were in fact
direct replications. The rest tested similar hypotheses under different
conditions. However, successful replications themselves have to be
received critically. Half of the 1% of replications had authors from the
original study; this is troubling because the presence of the previous
author greatly impacts the chance of positive replication and implies

bias might be playing a role. 92 % of replication studies with an author
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from the original paper confirm the original result, while only 65 % of
replications by independent researchers confirm the original finding.»

Problematic methodology isn’t the only issue in psychology.
Ideological bias is rampant in the humanities generally, but especially
in social psychology; both among individual researchers and among
the journals publishing papers. Beyond the lack of objective critical
evaluation of papers, the field itself is essentially an ideological and
political echo-chamber that is considerably more left-wing politically
than the general population. 80 % of social psychologists identify as
liberal, while only 3 out of 1000 identify as conservative. Contrast this
with the general population which is 40 % conservative and only 20 %
liberal; the remainder being moderate or apolitical. Looking through
all social sciences, the ratio of liberals to conservatives varies from 8:1
to 30:1."* Were these sorts of numbers occurring with an ideologically
designated protected class, these same social psychologists would be
the first to use it as incontrovertible proof of discrimination.’*¢

Considering what is now known about the biological origins of
cognition and intelligence (discussed in more detail in future sec-
tions), it is generally difficult to take claims of discrimination seriously
when underrepresented groups also display relatively lower intel-
ligence profiles. However, in this case there is no reason to think that
conservatives as a group have an intellectual profile below the general
population. Social conservatives tend to be a little lower in intelligence
relative to liberals, but free-market conservatives (libertarians) tend to
be smarter than liberals. Being very partisan, either liberal or conser-
vative, tends to be associated with high IQ as well.” Increased income
levels, which are a proxy for IQ, also move people right ideologically.”®
In other words, there is nothing that biologically determined intelli-
gence can do to explain the lack of conservatives, and even moderates,
in the humanities.”

In a survey of social psychologists, it was found t