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Foreword 

It IS STRANGE THAT SO MANY YEARS WENT BY BEFORE SOME- 

one tried to find out the real name of the Kallikak family, 
making it possible to test Goddard's descriptions and conclu¬ 
sions against reality. After all, Goddard's work not only 
gave rise to considerable scientific controversy, but also had 
a profound influence in matters of public policy, legislation, 
institution building, and public education. With each pass¬ 
ing decade the critiques of Goddard's study multiplied, and 
even those who were ''hereditarians" agreed that his study 
was a frail reed to which to tie their arguments. However, it 
seemed as if we would never know what the ignoble 

IX 



X Minds Made Feeble 

Kallikaks were really like—where and how they lived; the 
ways they conducted their vocational, personal, and famil¬ 
ial lives; and how their contemporaries saw them. 

What Dr. Smith presents in this book is a fascinating exam¬ 
ple of "psychological archeology." Archeology involves dig¬ 
ging—literal or symbolical—and taxes one's capacity to 
endure tedium. Motivation comes from the knowledge that if 
one hits pay dirt the intellectual rewards are beyond meas¬ 
ure. Dr. Smith has hit pay dirt, and science in general, and 
psychology in particular, are in his debt. Before he wrote this 
book we knew that Goddard had vastly overstated his case, 
but now we know it with a degree of certainty that is both 

heartening and surprising. 
This is a book for everyone: for those who need to be 

reminded that science is a human enterprise, for those who 
oversimplify the relationship between data and interpreta¬ 
tion, and those who want their horizons about our society's 
past and present enlarged, for those who want better to 
understand how prejudice flows through national and inter¬ 
national networks, and for those who need to be shocked 
into recognizing how the issues surrounding the Kallikak 
family are still with us today. 

I first came to know about the Kallikaks in 1935 in a psy¬ 
chology course at the University of Newark (now the Rutgers 
campus there). I learned a lot about them because my pro¬ 
fessor, Dr. Gaudet, disagreed completely with Goddard s 
methods and conclusions. Also, not unimportantly, the 
Kallikaks were a New Jersey family. I learned even more 
about them, from a somewhat contrary perspective, in a 
special course on mental deficiency taught by Dr. Lloyd 
Yepsen, then the Chief Psychologist in New Jersey s State 
Department of Institutions and Agencies. As the years went 
on I read whatever I could find on the Kallikaks, and in 
several of my books, alone and together with Dr. John Doris 
(another psychological archeologist), critiqued Goddard s 

publications. 
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It is not hyperbole to say that a library of modest size would 
be required to house all that has been written about that 
family. Interest in them, far from declining, seems to have 
remained constant or to have increased—much like the sit¬ 
uation in regard to Jean-Marc-Gastard Itard's early 19th 
century studies of the Wild Boy of Aveyron. As a result of 
these studies, our knowledge and perspective have 
changed, but not in truly dramatic ways. However, after 
reading Dr. Smith's book, I found both my knowledge and 
perspective discernibly altered, not in the sense of changing 
my basic position but in the sense of clarity about two things: 
first, how utterly wrong Goddard was, and second, how 
eager some individuals and groups are to use pseudo¬ 
science as a basis for political agendas that deny oppor¬ 
tunity—and even life itself—to certain segments of society. 
Just as today (see Joan Peter's From Time Immemorial) there 
are people in power on this earth who parade as fact the 
forged ''Protocols of the Elders of Zion," so there are people 
who continue to seize on the Goddard study as scientific 
truth. If the minds of such people cannot be influenced, let us 
at least not underestimate their presence, numbers, and, not 
infrequently, their positions of power. 

Dr. Smith's book is both illumination and warning, testi¬ 
mony to what is best and worst in social living and a 
reminder that between "data" and social action lies a mine 
field that few have traversed without causing harm to them¬ 
selves or others. The saga of the Kallikaks continues to 
unfold. There is and should be no final chapter. 

Seymour B. Sarason 

Professor of Psychology 
Yale University 

New Haven, Connecticut 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

E DUCATION "HAS A KIND OF INTELLECTUAL AND MORAL OMNI- 

potence; that to its different forms are to be ascribed the chief, 

if not all the differences observable in the genius, talents, 

and dispositions of men; and that by improving its principles 

and plan, human nature may, and finally will, reach a state 

of absolute perfection in this world, or at least go on to a state 

of unlimited improvement.” This assessment of the Ameri¬ 

can faith in education was written by Samuel Miller, a British 

subject, in his study of the developing culture of the United 

States following the Revolution. He went on to write that 

Americans held that "man is the child of circumstances; and 

1 
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by meliorating these . . . his true and highest elevation is to 

be obtained; and they even go so far as to believe that, by 

means of the advancement of light and knowledge, all vice, 

misery, and death may finally be banished from the earth" 

(cited in Cremin, 1970, p. 562). 

Although Millers critique of the new nations confidence in 

education is somewhat satiric, it does describe a belief that 

has been woven into the fabric of American social thought. 

This belief—the malleability of the human mind, personality, 

and condition—has prevailed to some degree throughout 

our history as a nation. Indeed, the idea that people are 

largely the products of experience, education, and oppor¬ 

tunity has had a continuing impact upon the nature of our 

politics, social institutions, and educational system. 

Our history however, has also been influenced by the 

contrary concept that portions of the human race are inher¬ 

ently and genetically inferior, and that this status is not 

modifiable. One manifestation of this point of view was 

social Darwinism, which arose as a philosophic and scien¬ 

tific movement during the late nineteenth century. The 

movement hinged on the idea that certain racial and ethnic 

groups are inherently inferior in intelligence and moral 

character and that, even within cultural or national groups, 

lower social classes are, by nature, inferior. Social Dar¬ 

winism was used as a justification for colonization by the 

dominant imperial powers, which were simply assuming 

the "white mans burden" of responsibility for controlling, 

protecting, and bringing salvation to inferior races. Indus¬ 

trialists combated attempts at unionization of their workers 

by arguing that the "common man" was incapable of deter¬ 

mining what was best for himself. 

In 1883, Francis Galton, cousin of Charles Darwin, intro¬ 

duced the term eugenics, which he defined as the science 

that would deal with all of the influences that could improve 

the inborn qualities of a race. An early eugenic aim was the 

elimination from human populations of unwanted heredi¬ 

tary disorders by selective marriage practices. Quickly, 
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however, the movement spread to encompass not only the 

promotion of compulsory sterilization of people with undesir¬ 

able traits but also the restricted immigration of unwanted 

races and nationalities—groups that by eugenic definition 

possessed inferior hereditary material. 

The eugenicists had powerful political allies who helped 

in advancing their cause. In the United States, although 

some scientists spoke out against the questionable research 

being done in the name of human improvement, the 

eugenicists successfully lobbied for compulsory sterilization 

laws in some 30 states. The Immigration Restriction Act of 

1924 (which remained in effect until 1965) was passed largely 

because of supporting testimony provided by the staff of the 

Eugenics Record Office of Cold Spring Harbor on Long 

Island, the center of power and influence of the American 

eugenics effort. 

The eugenicists concentrated much of their research effort 

on human pedigrees. They argued that most mental retar¬ 

dation was genetic and could be found occurring genera¬ 

tion after generation in certain families. The results of their 

studies provoked emotionally charged pronouncements 

from the eugenicists. In his book, The Revolt Against Civi¬ 

lization, Lothrop Stoddard (1922) stated that the uncontrolled 

reproduction among defective families and the intermin¬ 

gling of defective and normal human stock was resulting in 

the "twilight of the American mind," the "dusk of mankind." 

He argued that "in former times the numbers of the feeble¬ 

minded were kept down by the stern processes of natural 

selection, but modern society and philanthropy have pro¬ 

tected them and thus favored their rapid multiplication" 

(p. 94). 

Although there were many studies of family degeneracy 

(the Jukes and Nams of New York, the Tribe of Ishmael in 

Indiana, the Hill Folk of Ohio, and the Dacks of Pennsylva¬ 

nia), the most powerful and influential was reported in 1912 

by Henry Goddard in his book The Kallikak Family: A Study 

in the Heredity of Feeble-Mindedness. It is that study—its 
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genesis and its legacy—that is the reason for and the con¬ 

cern of this book. 

Goddard based his study on the family background of a 

young girl to whom he gave the pseudonym Deborah Kalli- 

kak. She was a resident at the Training School for Feeble- 

Minded Girls and Boys in Vineland, New Jersey. A descrip¬ 

tion of the study and what Goddard thought he had found in 

Deborah, her relatives, and her ancestors is the topic of 

chapter 2 of the present volume. He was convinced that his 

findings proved that mental retardation was almost always 

a matter of tainted blood—of a bad seed. Moreover, he 

interpreted his data on the Kallikak family as evidence that 

prostitution, alcoholism, criminality, and other social ills 

were merely byproducts of the same genetic flaw that 

caused retardation. Since Deborah was the starting point for 

his research, it was essential that Goddard's diagnosis of her 

feeblemindedness was correct. Chapter 3 describes Debo¬ 

rah and offers glimpses of her long life of institutionalization. 

The reader is invited to question the accuracy of Deborah's 

classification as feebleminded and the necessity for her life 

of confinement. 

Chapter 4 is an exploration of the factors that led to God¬ 

dard's search for a genetic explanation of mental retarda¬ 

tion. The conservative social climate of the time and the 

emerging popularity of eugenic principles in scientific cir¬ 

cles provided a hospitable atmosphere for the direction in 

which he took his work. More important, however, seemed 

to be the personal influence of the teachers, colleagues, and 

professional acquaintances who advised and supported 
him in the work. 

The information on the Kallikak family was actually col¬ 

lected by one of Goddard's field workers, Elizabeth Kite. She 

was assigned the task of finding court records and medical 

histories of Deborah's relatives and ancestors. Incredibly, 

Goddard also relied upon her to make diagnostic decisions 

about the mental ability and personality characteristics of 

members of the family, both living and dead. Elizabeth Kite 
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was not a psychologist or physician; nor was she trained in 

sociology, anthropology, or any other social science. But 

Goddard believed that, after a few weeks of experience and 

instruction at the training school, his field workers became 

proficient at recognizing the presence and degree of feeble¬ 

mindedness in those they were dispatched to study. In rela¬ 

tion to those people who were dead or unavailable but on 

whom his field workers had to arrive at a diagnosis, he said: 

Some record or memory is generally obtainable of how 

the person lived, how he conducted himself, whether he 

was capable of making a living, how he brought up his 

children, what his reputation was in the community; 

these facts are frequently sufficient to enable one to 

determine, with a high degree of accuracy, whether the 

individual was normal or otherwise. (Goddard, 1912, 

p. 14) 

Chapter 5 is an examination of Elizabeth Kite's involvement 

in the study and the methods she used in tracing Deborah's 

heritage. 

Goddard's book on the Kallikak family was received with 

acclaim by the public and by much of the scientific commu¬ 

nity. It went through several editions. Overtures were made 

to Goddard concerning the possibility of a Broadway pro¬ 

duction based on the book. It was given very favorable 

reviews in both popular magazines and scientific peri¬ 

odicals. Only gradually did criticism arise concerning the 

methods used in the study and the implications and conclu¬ 

sions drawn from the data collected. Even in the light of 

substantive and knowledgeable criticism, however, the 

essential message of the Kallikak study persisted for years. 

Even today, in convoluted forms, it continues to have a 

social and political impact. Its message is simple, yet power¬ 

ful. Ignorance, poverty, and social pathology are in the 

blood—in the seed. It is not the environment in which people 

are born and develop that makes the critical difference in 
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human lives. People are born either favored or beyond help. 

Social programs, "wars on poverty," and compensatory 

education are futile and wasteful. Chapter 6 examines the 

popularity of the Kallikak study, its critics, and its defense by 

Goddard and his friends. 
I have known of the Kallikak study since I was in college. 

While aware even then of its methodological weaknesses 

and the questionable assumptions it made from the data, I 

have continued to wonder about the lives of the real people 

described in the book. Later, while teaching my own stu¬ 

dents to dismiss the study as bad research with biased 

conclusions, I was still troubled by images of Deborah and 

her relatives. Even though an environmental explanation of 

the family's generations of poverty, retardation, and social 

ills could easily be substituted for Goddard's hereditary 

explanation, had all the "bad" Kallikaks actually been as 

degenerate as they had been portrayed? In chapter 7 I 

describe my discovery of the "real" Kallikaks. The historical 

evidence shows them in fact to be victims of a philosophic 

and pseudoscientific movement. The truth of their lives was 

sacrificed to an effort to prove a point. The Kallikak study is 

fiction draped in the social science of its time. This is the most 

important chapter of the book. 

Following his investigation of Deborah Kallikak's geneal¬ 

ogy and similar studies of other residents at the Vineland 

training school, Goddard turned his attention to the question 

of immigration. Under his direction, newly arrived immi¬ 

grants were tested to determine their level of intelligence. 

Based on the results of this work on Ellis Island, he came to 

the conclusion that most of the immigrants entering the 

United States were of low intelligence. He estimated that the 

average immigrant had an intelligence level of "the moron 

grade" (Goddard, 1917, p. 243). He totally rejected the idea 

that his tests might be biased against foreign newcomers to 

this country or that there might be other physical or psycho¬ 

logical factors—for example, fear or fatigue—that influ¬ 

enced their results. Reports of Goddard's research 
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contributed to the increased deportation of immigrants for 

reason of mental deficiency and the passage in 1924 of the 

Immigration Restriction Act. These events, along with a dis¬ 

cussion of Goddard's views on democracy, are the subject of 
chapter 8. 

The Kallikak study, complemented by Goddard's subse¬ 

quent work and that of other eugenicists, proved to be a very 

potent indictment of the poor, the uneducated, racial minor¬ 

ities, the foreign-born, and those classified as mentally 

retarded or mentally ill. The study was used by the priv¬ 

ileged to justify the naturalness of their privileges—only the 

''good stock" was capable of acquiring and managing 

power and prerogatives. In addition to enacting compulsory 

sterilization laws, restricting immigration, and creating 

more and larger institutions for those persons deemed defi¬ 

cient or defective, politicians could argue on this basis 

against the expenditure of funds for education, health, and 

housing for the "Kallikaks" of the land. According to God¬ 
dard (1912), 

they were feeble-minded and no amount of education 

or good environment can change a feeble-minded indi¬ 

vidual into a normal one, anymore than it can change a 

red-haired stock into a black-haired stock. The striking 

fact of the enormous proportion of feeble-minded indi¬ 

viduals in the descendants of Martin Kallikak, Jr. and 

the total absence of such in the descendants of his half 

brothers and sisters is conclusive on this point. Clearly it 

was not environment that has made that good family. 

They made their environment; and their own good 

blood, with the good blood in the families into which 

they married, told. (p. 53) 

Ultimately, the eugenic concepts that the Kallikaks were 

used to illustrate evolved into the racial hygiene program of 

Nazi Germany. From the Kallikaks to the Holocaust may 

seem a fantastic leap, but the connection between the Amer- 
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ican eugenics movement and Hitler's "final solution" is clear 

and will be discussed in chapter 9. 

For many years, the Kallikak story was presented and 

accepted as proof of the inheritance of good and bad human 

traits. Generations of college and graduate students were 

influenced by it in their personal and professional lives. 

Even after extensive criticism of the study had been pub¬ 

lished, it was often discussed as research that, although 

methodologically flawed, was benign, as research that sim¬ 

ply left open the question of nature versus nurture in deter¬ 

mining such human characteristics as intelligence. Indeed, 

it was at times defended as a pioneering effort which, 

although technically primitive, was sound in the questions it 

posed and valid in its general findings. 

The horrors exposed at the Nuremberg Trials dampened 

the fervor of the American eugenics movement and, with it, 

the prominence of the Kallikak study. However, the themes 

expressed in the story have been reincarnated in recent 

years—sometimes in a more subtle and sophisticated form 

and, remarkably, sometimes in almost identical fashion. 

Awareness of the link between the "new eugenics" and the 

old is important. This is the purpose of chapter 10. 

While working on this book, I have been fortunate in 

having friends and colleagues encourage me with 

assurances of the significance of the effort. Occasionally, 

however, in explaining the project to others, I have detected 

a glaze of incredulity in their expressions of interest. A cou¬ 

ple of times I have actually been asked why I would want to 

devote time and effort to a 75-year-old study that is now 

widely acknowledged as invalid. In moments of doubt and 

discouragement I have asked myself the same question. 

Yet, I am convinced, more now than when I started, that 

the complete story of the Kallikak family needed to be found 

and told. It is, perhaps more than anything else, an illustra¬ 

tion of the power of a social myth. Goddard found the char¬ 

acters that he could make fit the tale; the Kallikaks gave 

human form to a story that the social Darwinists and 
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eugenicists had been developing for decades. The public 

found in the book a parable they wanted to believe. Politi¬ 

cians, policy makers, and the otherwise powerful found 

evidence in the Kallikak family that their disregard of the 

rights of the weak was consistent with the natural order of life 

and in the best interest of the nation. 

Social myths are constantly in the making—compelling in 

their simplicity, and alluring because we want to believe 

them. Perhaps understanding the Kallikak story will help in 

recognizing and resisting such myths. I believe this will be 

true for me. 

Finally, I hope that this book will reveal for some, and 

remind others of, the tragedy of Deborah Kallikak's life of 

needless confinement, and of the thousands of other lives 

that have been similarly wasted. If the pages that follow 

accomplish that to some degree, the effort in producing them 

will have been justified. 
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Chapter 2 

The Study 

In 1912, Henry Herbert Goddard, director of the 

research laboratory of the Training School for Feeble- 

Minded Girls and Boys in Vineland, New Jersey, published 

his account of a family that had come to his attention in the 

course of investigating the role of heredity in mental retarda¬ 

tion. The study of the family tree had begun with a young 

woman who was a resident of the Vineland institution. Deb¬ 

orah Kallikak was considered to be "feebleminded." More 

specifically, she had been classified as a moron, a designa¬ 

tion that Goddard had coined from a Greek word meaning 

foolish. The label moron came to be widely applied to peo- 

11 
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pie who were considered to be high grade defectives — 

those who were not retarded seriously enough to be obvious 

to the casual observer and who had not been brain¬ 

damaged by disease or injury. Morons were characterized 

as being intellectually dull, socially inadequate, and mor¬ 

ally deficient. From the beginning of his research, Goddard 

was inclined to believe that these traits were hereditary in 

origin. He was of the opinion that reproduction among peo¬ 

ple with these traits posed a threat to the social order and the 

advancement of civilization. 
Deborah, who had been born in an almshouse, was 

admitted to the Vineland training school at the age of 8. She 

was almost 23 when the study was published. The name 

Deborah and the family name Kallikak which she, her rela¬ 

tives, and her ancestors were given are pseudonyms. God¬ 

dard seems to have enjoyed inventing terms; he composed 

Kallikak from the Greek words kallos (beauty) and kakos 

(bad). He used this composite as a symbol of the two heredi¬ 

tary influences that he believed had resulted in Deborah's 

moronity. A good, or beautiful, hereditary strain in her back¬ 

ground had been tainted by a bad genetic seed, ultimately 

producing her inferior intellect. Although the names of the 

family members were fictitious, Goddard emphasized that 

the "present study of the Kallikak family is a genuine story of 

real people" (Goddard, 1912, p. viii). 

When Goddard was hired by the Vineland training school 

in 1906, his primary charge was to conduct research that 

might lead to the discovery of the causes of feebleminded¬ 

ness. This challenge eventually resulted in his focus on those 

"high grades," the morons, where a medical explanation for 

retardation was not apparent. It also led to a research strat¬ 

egy: 

After some preliminary work, it was concluded that the 

only way to get the information needed was by sending 

trained workers to the homes of the children, to learn by 

careful and wise questioning the facts that could be 



The Study 13 

obtained. It was a great surprise to us to discover so 

much mental defect in the families of so many of these 

children. The results of the study of more than 300 fami¬ 

lies will soon be published, showing that about 65 per 

cent of these children have the hereditary taint. (God¬ 

dard, 1912, p. viii) 

In 1914, Goddard presented the results of the complete 

project in the book, Feeble-Mindedness: Its Causes and 

Consequences. He included selected case studies and a 

summary of the investigation of the 300 families. A special 

aspect of the study of the Kallikak family, however, pushed 

Goddard to the earlier publication, in 1912, of the book, The 

Kallikak Family: A Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Minded¬ 

ness. 

A field worker named Elizabeth Kite was assigned by 

Goddard to investigate Deborah's family. Through inter¬ 

views and observations of her living relatives, Kite dis¬ 

covered that, 

after Deborah's birth in the almshouse, the mother had 

been taken with her child into a good family. Even in 

this guarded position, she was sought out by a feeble¬ 

minded man of low habits. Every possible means was 

employed to separate the pair, but without effect. Her 

mistress then insisted that they marry, and herself 

attended to all the details. After Deborah's mother had 

borne this man two children, the pair went to live on the 

farm of an unmarried man possessing some property, 

but little intelligence. The husband was an imbecile 

who had never provided for his wife. She was still 

pretty, almost girlish—the farmer was good-looking, 

and soon the two were openly living together and the 

husband had left. As the facts became known, there 

was considerable protest in the neighborhood, but no 

active steps were taken until two or three children had 

been born. Finally, a number of leading citizens, 
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Illustration 1: Deborah Kallikak circa 1912. Reprinted from The KallikakFamily: A 

Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Mindedness by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: 
Macmillan. 
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headed by the good woman before alluded to, took the 

matter up in earnest. They found the husband and 

persuaded him to allow them to get him a divorce. 

Then they compelled the farmer to marry the woman. 

He agreed, on condition that the children which were 

not his should be sent away. It was at this juncture that 

Deborah was brought to the Training School. (God¬ 

dard, 1912, pp. 64-65) 

This description is typical of those of family backgrounds 

found for many of the children at the training school. While 

such information could be used to support the hereditary 

view that mental inferiority reproduces itself, an equally 

potent argument could be made that deficient and disturbed 

environments create people who are intellectually and 

socially defective. 

Illustration 1 is a photograph of Deborah. It was taken at 

about the time of the study. 

The distinguishing features of the Kallikak family were 

garnered from historical documents and the recollections of 

elderly informants. Through the mother, Deborah's geneal¬ 

ogy was eventually traced back to her great-great-grand¬ 

father, Martin Kallikak. Elizabeth Kite reported that in each 

generation the family was characterized by deficiency and 

degeneracy: 

The surprise and horror of it all was that no matter 

where we traced them, whether in the prosperous rural 

district, in the city slums to which some had drifted, or in 

the more remote mountain regions, or whether it was a 

question of the second or the sixth generation, an 

appalling amount of defectiveness was everywhere 

found. (Goddard, 1912, p. 16) 

In the course of the investigation, Miss Kite repeatedly 

came across another Kallikak family that apparently was 

not related to Deborah or her ancestors. This family was 
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from an upstanding and prosperous line; it was a family 

esteemed in its community and noted as being of good stock. 

Gradually Goddard became convinced that Deborah's 

genealogy was a degenerate offshoot of the better line. 

Then, through Miss Kite's persistent sleuthing, came an 

unexpected discovery that would make the Kallikak family 

unique in the hereditary research done at Vineland: 

The great-great-grandfather of Deborah was Martin 

Kallikak. That we knew. We had also traced the good 

family, before alluded to, back to an ancestor belonging 

to an older generation than this Martin Kallikak, but 

bearing the same name. He was the father of a large 

family. His eldest son was named Frederick, but there 

was no son by the name of Martin. Consequently, no 

connection could be made. Many months later, a 

granddaughter of Martin revealed, in a burst of confi¬ 

dence, the situation. She told us (and this was after¬ 

wards fully verified) that Martin had a half brother 

Frederick—and that Martin never had an own brother 

"because" as she now naively expressed it, "you see his 

mother had him before she was married." (Goddard, 

1912, p. 17) 

From this revelation flows the story that has proved to be 

an intriguing and powerful social myth in western cultures 

during much of the twentieth century. Upon reaching young 

manhood, the senior Martin Kallikak joined the militia; this 

was during the early days of the American Revolution. At a 

New Jersey tavern frequented by soldiers, he met a woman 

whom almost a century and a half later Goddard diagnosed 

as feebleminded. From their relationship a son was born; 

the son was also reported to be feebleminded. The mother 

gave the child Martin's full name. According to Goddard, 

this illegitimate boy was Martin Kallikak, Jr., the great- 

great-grandfather of our Deborah, and from him have 

come four hundred and eighty descendants. One hun- 
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dred and forty-three of these, we have conclusive proof, 
were or are feeble-minded, while only forty-six have 
been found normal. The rest are unknown or doubtful. 
(Goddard, 1912, p. 18) 

Upon leaving the militia, Martin, Sr., returned home and 
married a respectable woman from a good family. From this 
union the upstanding line described by Elizabeth Kite 
descended: 

All of the legitimate children of Martin Sr. married into 
the best families in their state, the descendants of colo¬ 
nial governors, signers of the Declaration of Indepen¬ 
dence, soldiers and even founders of a great university. 
Indeed, in this family and its collateral branches, we 
find nothing but good representative citizenship. There 
are doctors, lawyers, judges, educators, traders, land¬ 
holders, in short, respectable citizens, men and women 
prominent in every phase of social life. They have scat¬ 
tered over the United States and are prominent in their 
communities wherever they have gone. Half a dozen 
towns in New Jersey are named from the families into 
which Martin's descendants have married. (Goddard, 
1912, pp. 29-30) 

Thus we are presented with a seemingly perfect dichot¬ 
omy. Martin, Sr.'s, liaison with the tavern's ''nameless girl" 
resulted in continuing generations of defective people; his 
marriage to a woman of good stock produced human excel¬ 
lence in an undisturbed progression. Goddard felt that the 
discovery of the Kallikaks "presented a natural experiment 
in heredity." Here was evidence that, because of the dif¬ 
ference in the quality of the two women with whom Mar¬ 
tin, Sr., had fathered children, one line was thoroughly 
good and the other was riddled with a defective trait: 

This defect was transmitted through the father in the first 
generation. In later generations, more defect was 
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brought in from other families through marriage. In the 
last generation it was transmitted through the mother, 
so that we have here all combinations of transmission, 
which again proves the truly hereditary character of the 

defect. 

We find on the good side of the family prominent 
people in all walks of life and nearly all of the 
496 descendants owners of land or proprietors. On the 
bad side we find paupers, criminals, prostitutes, drunk¬ 
ards, and examples of all forms of social pest with which 
modern society is burdened. (Goddard, 1912, p. 116) 

Goddard concluded that feeblemindedness was at the 
core of the cited and other social problems. More precisely, 
he identified the moron as the source of these problems and 
the target for their solution. It is the moron who reproduces 
more and more of his type to become a drain and a danger 

in society: 

We have the type of family which the social worker 
meets continually and which makes most of our social 
problems. A study of it will help to account for the 
conviction we have that no amount of work in the slums 
or removing the slums from our cities will ever be suc¬ 
cessful until we take care of those who make the slums 
what they are. Unless the two lines of work go on 
together, either one is bound to be futile in itself. If all of 
the slum districts of our cities were removed tomorrow 
and model tenements built in their places, we would still 
have slums in a week's time because we have these 
mentally defective people who can never be taught to 
live otherwise than as they have been living. Not until 
we take care of this class and see to it that their lives are 
guided by intelligent people, shall we remove these 
sores from our social life. 
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There are Kallikak families all about us. They are 
multiplying at twice the rate of the general population, 
and not until we recognize this fact, and work on this 
basis, will we begin to solve these social problems. 
(Goddard, 1912, pp. 70-71) 

"What is to be done?" Goddard asks rhetorically. He 
answers by acknowledging that compulsory sterilization 
might be used as a temporary and emergency measure. He 
sees segregation of the feebleminded by institutionalization, 
however, as the best solution: 

If such colonies were provided in sufficient number to 
take care of all the distinctly feeble-minded cases in the 
community, they would very largely take the place of 
our present almshouses and prisons, and they would 
greatly decrease the number in our insane hospitals. 
Such colonies would save an annual loss in property 
and life, due to the action of these irresponsible people, 
sufficient to nearly, or quite, offset the expense of the 
new plant. . . . Segregation through colonization 
seems in the present state of our knowledge to be the 
ideal and perfectly satisfactory method. (Goddard, 
1912, pp. 105-106, 117) 
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Chapter 3 

Deborah 

Deborah's presence at the Vineland training school 

was fundamental to Goddard's study of the Kallikak fam¬ 
ily—fundamental in the sense, of course, that she was the 
starting point for his odyssey back through the Kallikak gen¬ 
erations. More importantly, Deborah's residence at Vine- 
land and the diagnosis of her as feebleminded was basic to 
the argument of the ''bad seed.'' To Goddard she served as 
the central example of the continuing and inevitable influ¬ 
ence of hereditary mental defects. Accordingly, he 
describes Deborah in detail in order to confirm her status as 
a moron. 

21 
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A review of these descriptions today, however, casts con¬ 
siderable doubt on Goddard's diagnosis and the necessity 
for Deborah's institutionalization. The following excerpts are 
from the admission information of November, 1897, when 

Deborah was 8 years old: 

Average size and weight. No peculiarity in form or size 
of head . . . washes and dresses herself, except for 
fastening clothes . . . knows all the colors. Not fond of 
music . . . can use a needle . . . careless in dress . . . 
obstinate and destructive . . . does not mind slapping 
and scolding. (Goddard, 1912, p. 2) 

The reports indicate that, at age ten, Deborah could do 
some reading, writing, and counting but that her conduct 
was "quite bad—impudent and growing worse." By 1900, 
when she was 11, the reports contradict the earlier descrip¬ 
tion of her lack of fondness for music: 

Good in entertainment work. Memorizes quickly. Can 
always be relied upon for either speaking or singing. 
Marches well . . . knows different notes. Plays "Jesus, 
Lover of my Soul" nicely. Plays scale of C and F on 
cornet. (Goddard, 1912, p. 3) 

The reports of 1901 include the following comments: 

She plays by ear. She has not learned to read the notes 
. . . simply because she will not put her mind to it. She 
has played hymns in simple time, but the fingering has 
had to be written for her . . . excellent worker in garden¬ 
ing class. Has just completed a very good diagram of 
our garden to show at Annual Meeting . . . has nearly 
finished outlining a pillow sham ... is very good in 
number work, especially in addition ... is restless in 
class. Likes to be first in everything . . . she could learn 
more in school if she would pay attention, but her mind 
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seems away off from the subject in discussion. (God¬ 

dard, 1912, pp. 3-4) 

By age 15 (see Illustration 2), Deborah had become quite 
skillful with a sewing machine and was making some of her 
own clothing. She continued to play the cornet and had 
learned to read music. Her conduct was evaluated as "fair." 

Four years later, the reports listed defects primarily in 
academic areas, indicated her conduct had improved, and 
continued to praise her talent in crafts and artistic works: 

Drawing, painting, coloring, and any kind of hand work 
she does quite nicely . . . this year she had made a 
carved book rest with mission ends and is now working 
on a shirtwaist box with mortise and tenon joints and lap 
joints. The top will be paneled. (Goddard, 1921, p. 5) 

At age 20, the following was recorded: 

Made the suit which she had embroidered earlier in the 
year, using the machine in making it. Helped F.B. put 
her chair together and really acted as a teacher in 
showing her how to upholster it. Will be a helper in 
wood-carving class this summer. (Goddard, 1912, p. 6) 

In 1911, the year before the Kallikak book was published, 
22-year-old Deborah was described as a skillful and hard 
worker who lacked confidence in herself. She continued to 
excel in woodworking and dressmaking. Academic subjects 
were still a problem: "Can write a well-worded story, but 
has to have more than half the words spelled for her" (God¬ 
dard, 1912, p. 6). Samples of Deborah's handiwork at this 

time are shown in Illustration 3. 
When first reading the accounts, from which these 

excerpts were taken, of Deborah's progress at the training 
school, I was struck with the similarity between them and 
numerous diagnostic profiles of learning disabled children 
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Illustration 2: Deborah Kallikak at age 15. Reprinted from The Kallikak Family: A 

Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Mindedness by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: 

Macmillan. 
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Illustration 3: Samples of Deborah's handiwork at the Vineland Training School. 

Reprinted from The Kallikak Family: A Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Mindedness 

by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: Macmillan. 
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and young adults that I have encountered. The classic pic¬ 
ture of language-related difficulties and marked strength in 
nonverbal areas emerges. It is very likely that many psy¬ 
chologists and educational diagnosticians today would 
view Deborah's difficulties from a learning disabilities per¬ 
spective rather than as the result of being mentally retarded. 

Also, given Deborah's troubled early life, every consid¬ 
eration would have to be given to possible emotional com¬ 
ponents in her learning problems and social difficulties. 
Following her birth in an almshouse, she had lived with her 
mother in circumstances that, from Goddard's description, 
seemed to have been characterized by social, economic, 
and physical flux. Her mother had married on the condition 
that she send away the children who were not the offspring 
of her new husband, thus sending Deborah to the training 
school. The early reports and later glimpses of her life char¬ 
acterize Deborah as an easily disturbed and emotionally 
volatile person. The degree to which her difficulties were 
emotional rather than intellectual is certainly open to ques¬ 
tion. 

The fact that Deborah was born into a tradition of eco¬ 
nomic deprivation and social isolation must also be taken 
into consideration. Goddard's descriptions of her ancestry, if 
viewed from an environmental perspective, portray a family 
that for generations had existed in poverty. There were 
apparently few opportunities for formal education for her 
predecessors. There are indications that the family had 
always lived in isolation from the surrounding culture. At the 
training school, Deborah was evaluated according to stan¬ 
dards and values that were alien to what her early life 
experience had taught her. 

Still, the records indicate that Deborah was learning and 
growing during those years at the training school. Each year 
seemed to bring development in her life, particularly in 
nonacademic learning and in social skills. It might in fact be 
argued that her institutionalization was justified: She was 
learning, becoming a more functional person, and achiev- 
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ing personal independence. Perhaps institutionalization 
would equip her for a later productive life in society. 

Deborah, however, would never be a member of a society 
other than that of an institution. She was destined to live a 
total of 81 years in two institutions. From the time she 
entered the training school until she died at the Vineland 
State School across the street, she would never know life free 
of institutional influence. When she died in 1978, she was 
buried in the institution's cemetery under a marker bearing 
only her name. 

Descriptions of Deborah subsequent to the publication of 
the Kallikak study repeatedly refer to her beauty and charm. 
A photograph of her at age 17 is shown in Illustration 4. In 
1983, Eugene Doll, son of Edgar Doll who worked with God¬ 
dard as an assistant from 1912 to 1917 and who in 1925 
became director of research at Vineland, wrote: 

There is no doubt that, whatever her mentality, she 
radiated that extra spark of personality which makes 
one stand out in a crowd and which not only attracts but 
holds friends. J.E. Wallace Wallin wrote urbanely of his 
first encounter with Deborah—finding her in charge of 
the kindergarten at the Training School and mistaking 
her for the teacher. At lunchtime he was surprised to 
find the same attractive young woman waiting on his 
table. . . d 

Time and again visitors in both the Training School 
and the Vineland State School ... to which Deborah 
was later transferred, commented on her seeming nor¬ 
mality. (Doll, 1983, p. 30) 

Helen Reeves, executive social worker at the Vineland 
State School, commented on Deborah's transfer from the 
training school: 

For our part we knew we had acquired distinction in 
acquiring Deborah Kallikak, for by this time the story of 
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Illustration 4: Deborah Kallikak at age 17. Reprinted from The Kallikak Family: A 

Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Mindedness by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: 

Macmillan. 
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her pedigree was becoming well known. And such a 
capable, well trained and good looking girl must be an 
asset. . . . Deborah at this time was a handsome young 
woman, twenty-five years old, with many accomplish¬ 
ments, though her academic progress had remained 
stationary just beyond second grade. She excelled in 
the manual arts of embroidery, woodcraft and basketry, 
played the cornet beautifully and took star roles in all 
entertainments as a matter of course. She was well 
trained in fine laundry work and dining room service, 
could use a power sewing machine and had given 
valuable assistance as a helper in cottages for low 
grade children. Her manner toward her superior 
officers was one of dignified courtesy. (Reeves, 1938, 
pp. 195-196) 

Deborah was given special responsibilities during most of 
her life. As an adolescent, she served in the home of the 
superintendent of the training school. In addition to perform¬ 
ing housekeeping duties, she cared for the family's infant 
son. She later assumed child care responsibilities for the 
assistant superintendent of the state school. Children from 
both of these families continued to visit and correspond with 
Deborah throughout her life. A woman in one of the families 
acknowledged her affection and respect by naming her own 
daughter after Deborah (Doll, 1983). 

In the early 1920s, when an epidemic broke out in one of 
the buildings at the state school, Deborah served as a 
nurse's aide. It was reported that she ''mastered the details of 
routine treatment and was devoted to her charges." During 
this period, a patient bit Deborah's hand as she was feeding 
her. One of her fingers was so badly injured that it later had 
to be amputated. According to Helen Reeves (1938), Debo¬ 
rah wore "this disfigurement as a badge of honor" (p. 196). 

On occasion, Deborah accompanied the official families 
that she worked for to the shore for holidays. Her preference 
in vacations, however, seems to have been for a series of 



30 Minds Made Feeble 

yearly excursions that she and social worker Reeves took 
together. Here is Reeves's recollection of their 1939 autumn 

trip to Washington, D.C.: 

As we rolled along southward I did not realize—though 
I should have—that I was establishing a precedent and 
that the succeeding five years would find me doing 
exactly the same sort of thing at this season of the year. 
Nineteen-forty would see us at the World's Fair in New 
York City; Luray Caverns would be visited in 1941 and 
Niagara Falls the year following; New York City again 
in 1943, and then—gasoline being scarce and travel 
facilities constricted—1944 would find us in Phila¬ 
delphia for those three precious days. (Reeves, 1945, 

p. 3) 

One of the photographs of Deborah in Goddard's book 
shows her sitting with a cat on her lap. Apparently she 
raised a long line of Persians and particularly relished the 
kittenhood of her charges, constructing a pink and blue 
bassinet to shelter the new arrivals. Her kittens were popular 
in the institution, and she sold them to a select clientele of 
training school employees at bargain prices. Her cat family 
grew faster than the market for them, however, and she was 
eventually forced to keep only one, her favorite, Henry. "He 
is named for a dear, wonderful friend who wrote a book. It's 
the book what made me famous" (Reeves, 1938, p. 194). 

Deborah had a love of nature that she expressed in many 
ways. Eugene Doll writes: 

Her published photographs show her with stray ani¬ 
mals she had befriended; unpublished ones show her 
peeking coyly through the apertures of a rose garden. In 
the spring she loved to walk among the daffodils and 
flowering shrubs. "She had a child's appreciation for 
the daisies and the dandelions or a bouquet of colorful 
leaves." She was fond of church and religious festivals, 
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alternately exulting and suffering on Christmas and 

Good Friday. She reveled in the rhythm of poetry. (Doll, 

1983, pp. 31-32) 

On her excursions with Helen Reeves, Deborah kept bits of 

toast from breakfast in her handbag on the chance that they 

might encounter a bird or squirrel. She loved visiting Cen¬ 

tral Park, the Museum of Natural History, and the Bronx and 

Philadelphia Zoos. According to Reeves, Deborah consid¬ 

ered her devotion to animals her greatest virtue (Reeves, 

1945, pp. 6-7). 
Deborah's beauty is evident from photographs of her in 

the Kallikak book. Her charm and attractiveness are fre¬ 

quently mentioned by those who knew her. The photograph 

in Illustration 5 shows her working as a waitress at the train¬ 

ing school. 
Doll quotes one acquaintance as saying, "Hers was a 

body which moved with full knowledge of the impact of its 

movements on the opposite sex." He goes on to cite the 

impression of an employee who had accompanied a group 

of the institution's girls on a boardwalk stroll:' Everytime we 

passed a man or group of men, they would stop, turn, look 

after Deborah, and occasionally start to follow us. I do not 

know what signals Deborah was sending out, but it seemed 

that one glance from her eyes could summon a following. I 

was uneasy until we got home, though Deborah had done 

nothing really fresh or out of order " (Doll, 1983, p. 32). 

While Deborah was serving as a nurse's aide during the 

epidemic, she stayed in a room near the patients. There she 

was not under the same close supervision of her usual living 

area. It appears that her woodworking skill enabled her to 

alter her window screen for easy exit and entry. She had 

fallen in love with an employee of the state school (appar¬ 

ently a maintenance worker). They seemingly enjoyed the 

moonlit grounds and each other in a romantic interlude 

before being discovered. The young man was "kindly dis¬ 

missed by a lenient justice-of-the-peace" and regulations 
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were tightened for Deborah (Reeves, 1938, p. 196). After a 

similar experience sometime later, Deborah mourned, "It 

isn't as if I'd done anything really wrong. It was only nature!" 

(Reeves, 1938, p. 197). Years afterward, she would again fall 

in love. Helen Reeves gives us some insight into the institu¬ 

tional attitude concerning Deborah's feelings of love and her 

right to romantic involvement. 

In the early fall of 1939 I returned to Vineland after a 

month's leave to find Deborah's spirits and morale at 

low ebb. She had worked hard during the summer, 

trying to do justice to a housework job for one of the 

official family, keeping on meanwhile with her respon¬ 

sibilities as custodian of the gymnasium and costume 

room. She had also managed to fall in love while I was 

away, which romance had been discovered and 

quietly nipped in full bloom without her knowledge. 

(Reeves, 1945, pp. 2-3) 

How can it be that a woman of considerable talent in 

several areas of her life, a woman of beauty and charm, a 

woman lacking in academic skills but able to perform pro¬ 

ductive work is institutionalized for 81 of the 89 years of her 

life? When so much of the information that is available 

indicates that Deborah had the potential for living in society, 

what factors contributed to her lifetime of segregation? 

Repeatedly in the accounts of Deborah's life, references 

are made to her appearance of normality. Visitors and new 

employees often expressed disbelief when told that she was 

mentally retarded. Time and again, such skepticism about 

the validity of classifying Deborah as feebleminded, as a 

moron, was countered with the results of standardized intel¬ 

ligence tests. Throughout the available reports, her perform¬ 

ance on tests of academic or abstract ability was held to be of 

greater importance than the obvious strengths she demon¬ 

strated in her daily life. All subsequent descriptions echo to 

some degree Goddard's summation of Deborah's condition: 
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This is a typical illustration of the mentality of a high- 
grade feeble-minded person, the moron, the delin¬ 
quent, the kind of girl or woman that fills our reformato¬ 
ries. They are wayward, they get into all sorts of trouble 
and difficulties, sexually and otherwise, and yet we 
have been accustomed to account for their defects on 
the basis of viciousness, environment, or ignorance. 

It is also the history of the same type of girl in the 
public school. Rather good-looking, bright in 
appearance, with many attractive ways, the teacher 
clings to the hope, indeed insists that such a girl will 
come out all right. Our work with Deborah convinces us 
that such hopes are delusions. 

Here is a child who has been most carefully guarded. 
She has been persistently trained since she was eight 
years old, and yet nothing has been accomplished in 
the direction of higher intelligence or general educa¬ 
tion. Today if this young woman were to leave the 
Institution, she would at once become a prey to the 
designs of evil men or evil women and would lead a life 
that would be vicious, immoral, or criminal, though 
because of her mentality she herself would not be 
responsible. There is nothing that she might not be led 
into, because she has no power of control, and all her 
instincts and appetites are in the direction that would 
lead to vice. (Goddard, 1912, pp. 11-12) 

Goddard eventually tempered his thinking on the issue of 
the unmodifiable nature of feeblemindedness, on the 
incurability of the moron. Deborah, however, would be 
affected by the legacy of the original diagnosis for the rest of 
her life. Perhaps the greatest tragedy was that Deborah 
came to believe that life in an institution was the only one 
possible for her. In 1938, she told Helen Reeves, "I guess after 
all I m where I belong, I don't like this feeble-minded part but 
anyhow I'm not i-idic like some of the poor things you see 
around here" (Reeves, 1938, p. 199). In 1945, Reeves 
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reported that "Deborah, in spite of her conscious superiority, 
does not feel secure away from the institution. . . . 'The 
world is a dangerous place,' she will tell you" (p. 2). 

Deborah was confined to a wheelchair during her final 
years. She was often in intense pain because of severe 
arthritis and was unable to continue with the crafts that she 
had loved so much throughout her life. In these last years, 
she was offered the alternative of leaving the institution to 
live in the community from which she had been segregated 
for almost all of her life. She declined the opportunity; she 
knew that she needed constant medical attention (Personal 
communication, April 5, 1979, from H. Schultz, director of 
the Vineland State School, cited in Scheerenberger, 1983). 
Surely the outside world must have appeared by then to be a 
dangerous place to be; for her, the institution was the only 
community she understood and trusted. "As long as she was 
able she sent her friends photographs and dictated letters 
(she could no longer write) of the meaningful events of her 
life. Not only did she pride herself on her fame, she made a 
profound impression on all who knew her, and had a 
queen's knack for inspiring devotion" (Doll, 1983, p. 32). 

In the Kallikak book, Goddard describes the custom of the 
children at the training school writing letters to Santa Claus 
about their Christmas wishes. He lists Deborah's requests 
from age 10 through 22 (Goddard, 1912, pp. 8-9). Although 
his reason for including it in the book is not clear, the list of 
requests both illustrates Deborah's development during 
those years and provides a poignant summation of her life. 

• 1899—book and harmonica 

• 1900—book, comb, paints, and doll 

• 1901—book, mittens, toy piano, handkerchief, and slate 

pencil 

• 1902—wax doll, ribbon, and music box 

• 1903—postcards, colored ribbons, gloves, and shears 
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• 1904—trunk, music box, fairy tales, games, ribbons, 
and big doll 

• 1905—ribbons of different colors, games, hand¬ 
kerchiefs, music box, and fairy tales 

• 1906—pair of stockings, ribbons, and rubbers 

• 1907—watch, red ribbon, brush and comb, and paper 

• 1908—three yards of lawn (light cotton fabric) and rub¬ 
bers 

• 1909—nice shoes and pink, dark blue, and white rib¬ 
bons 

• 1910—money for dentist bill 

• 1911—rubbers, three shirts, blue scarf, three yards of 
linen, and two yards lawn for fancy work 

NOTES 

1. The J.E. Wallace Wallin cited in this extract was a psychologist and 

educator who had worked at the Vineland Training School early in his 

career and returned often for visits. He was a pioneer in the develop¬ 

ment of public school programs for mentally retarded children. 
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Chapter 4 

The Context 

In September of 1887, Reverend S. Olin Garrison 

opened a school in his home in Millville, New Jersey. Its 
mission was the education of retarded children. Garrison 
was following in the footsteps of his father who, as represen¬ 
tative from Cumberland County in the New Jersey State 
Legislature had, in 1842, introduced a bill that would have 
created a state home for feebleminded children; the meas¬ 
ure was not passed (Myers, 1945). After its opening, Rever¬ 
end Garrisons school was in such demand that he was soon 
searching for a larger facility. Benjamin Maxham of Vin¬ 
eland offered Garrison his home, the Scarborough mansion, 

37 
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and forty acres of land for the school. The new school was 

occupied in March, 1888, by the Garrison family and seven 

students (Crissey, 1982; Devery, 1939). 

By 1898, the school had grown so large that Garrison 

needed an assistant. That year he hired Edward R. John¬ 

stone as vice principal. Before coming to Vineland, John¬ 

stone, formerly a secondary school teacher and principal, 

was director of the education department of the Indiana 

State School for the Feeble-Minded. Following Garrisons 

death, Johnstone was appointed principal in 1901. Johnstone 

was skilled at enlisting support for the school from wealthy 

and powerful persons. With their assistance, the school 

grew in size and reputation under his leadership (Crissey, 
1983). 

Central to Johnstone's efforts was his belief that the feeble¬ 

minded should be sequestered from society and cared for 

humanely. Many people advocated stopping the propaga¬ 

tion of feeblemindedness by enforced sterilization. To some 

of its advocates, this solution would render institutions 

unnecessary and allow the feebleminded to remain in soci¬ 

ety. Johnstone rejected this idea. His opposition was based 

on the belief that sterilization would only encourage sexual 

vice. He was also opposed to marriage among feeble¬ 

minded people under any circumstances. His approach was 

to segregate those who were deemed feebleminded, to pre¬ 

vent their marriage and reproduction, and to provide them 

with kind treatment (Voorhees, 1981). 

In 1906, Johnstone established a research department at 

Vineland. Its purpose was to investigate the causes of men¬ 

tal retardation and possible means of its prevention. Before 

establishing the department, Johnstone asked G. Stanley 

Hall, the pioneer American psychologist and president of 

Clark University, to recommend someone capable of direct¬ 

ing the proposed research. Hall suggested his former doc¬ 

toral student, Henry Herbert Goddard (Crissey, 1983). 

Johnstone was already acquainted with Goddard, who had 

served as a consultant to the training school while teaching 
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psychology at the Pennsylvania State Normal School. John¬ 

stone acted on Hall's advice and hired Goddard, and the 

research at Vineland began (Voorhees, 1981). 

Henry Goddard was born in Vassalboro, Maine, in 1866. 

His father died when he was very young, and he was sup¬ 

ported from his mother's earnings as a traveling Quaker 

minister. The Quaker church (Society of Friends) also pro¬ 

vided additional assistance to the family over the years. 

Goddard received his bachelor's degree from Haverford 

College in 1887. After teaching for one year at the University 

of Southern California, he returned to Haverford and earned 

a master's degree in 1889. That same year he married Emma 

Florence Robbins. They were to be childless. Until 1896, 

Goddard served as a secondary school principal. He then 

entered Clark University where he studied psychology with 

Hall. He received his Ph.D. in 1899. It was then that he joined 

the faculty of the Pennsylvania State Normal School in West 

Chester (Voorhees, 1981). A photograph of Goddard after his 

appointment at the Vineland Training School is shown in 

Illustration 6. 

Goddard evidently wrote to Hall shortly after his appoint¬ 

ment at Vineland, asking for ideas about the direction that 

the research there should take. In his reply, Hall said, ''In 

response to your favor of the 2nd, would say that I have no 

doubt psychological study of defectives could be made valu¬ 

able to science as well as to the institution'' (Hall, 1906, p. 16). 

He offered no suggestions for the overall direction of the 

research. However, he did list areas that might be of interest 

in the study of retarded children, such as vocabulary, dress, 

musical abilities, and play. 

Goddard also corresponded with Adolph Meyer, then 

director of the Pathological Institute of the State of New 

York.1 To Goddard's request for advice, Meyer responded 

with some suggestions for keeping records and test informa¬ 

tion on each child. However, he cautioned that "the chief 

thing to guard against is to pile up a lot of apparently very 

scientific tests which in the eyes of the teacher and any 
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common-sense individual would appear to be top heavy, 

and therefore bring discredit to the movement" (Meyer, 

1906, p. 16). 
This, however, was not the kind of advice Goddard was 

seeking. Rather than suggestions concerning which behav¬ 

iors might be interesting to observe or how to keep records, 

he was looking for a comprehensive theoretical base on 

Illustration 6: Henry Goddard circa 1912. Reprinted with permission from the 

Archives of the History of American Psychology, Bierce Library, University of 

Akron. 
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which to design and conduct his research. He was later to 

express frustration that he was unable to find assistance in 

this quest (Goddard, undated manuscript). 

Goddard spent his first years at Vineland observing and 

interacting with the children. He also conducted tests with 

physical and behavioral measures similar to those that Hall 

had suggested. None of these investigations, however, 

seemed to lead him any closer to an understanding of the 

nature and causes of mental retardation. Apparently dis¬ 

couraged, Goddard decided to go abroad to see what the 

Europeans were doing in the study and treatment of feeble¬ 

mindedness (Crissey, 1983). 
While traveling in Europe, Goddard met Alfred Binet and 

Theodore Simon and became interested in their work on 

intelligence testing. Upon his return to the United States, he 

had the Binet test translated into English under the auspices 

of the Vineland research laboratory. After trying the test on 

residents of the training school, he became convinced that it 

was a valid and powerful instrument. He was confident of 

the test's ability to detect the presence and degree of feeble¬ 

mindedness. The Binet test would become the method 

through which the subtle retardation of the moron could be 

revealed—a cornerstone of Goddard's research. 

At about the same time, Lewis Terman, another of Hall's 

former students and a friend of Goddard, was working on a 

revision of the Binet test in California. His version would 

become widely adopted and be used in clinical and 

research settings. It was Goddard, however, who first used 

the test to classify mentally retarded people—that is, as 

idiots, imbeciles, or morons—and to establish the need for 

institutionalization. He would also use the tests to detect 

feeblemindedness in school children, delinquents, and 

immigrants. Results from the Binet test were presented as 

proof that Deborah Kallikak was a moron and were used to 

justify her placement in the training school. 

A second foundation for his research was found by God¬ 

dard closer to home. The Carnegie Foundation in Wash- 
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ington, D.C., had received a donation from Mrs. E.H. 

Harriman in New York to establish a center for the study of 

human eugenics. Mrs. Harriman, widow of the chairman of 

the Union Pacific Railroad and mother of W. Averell Har¬ 

riman who later served as Under Secretary of State and 

governor of New York, had become convinced that heredi¬ 

tary defects posed a threat to society. She eventually contrib¬ 

uted more than a half million dollars to the center. She also 

provided the primary financial support for the Committee on 

Provision for the Feeble-Minded, a national outgrowth of an 

extension program at Vineland designed to educate the 

public concerning the menace of feeblemindedness and the 

need for more institutions in which to contain people found to 

be defective (Haller, 1963). 

A primary aim of the Carnegie center was to conduct 

research on the inheritance of defective traits and the pre¬ 

vention of their transmission. The Eugenics Record Office 

was established at Cold Spring Harbor on Long Island, and 

Charles B. Davenport was appointed its director. Davenport 

was a biologist with a zealous belief in the hereditary basis 

of most of humanity's physical, mental, and social ills. He 

was enthusiastic about his campaign to eliminate these ills 

by controlling human reproduction. 

According to psychologist Marie Skodak Crissey: 

The Eugenics Record Office of the Cold Spring Harbor 

had as its objective the "accumulation and study of 

records of physical and mental characteristics of human 

families to the end that people may be better advised as 

to fit and unfit marriages." Among those on the advisory 

committee were Alexander Graham Bell, now best 

remembered for the telephone, and Luther Burbank for 

his perfection of the potato. 

Since both the Cold Spring Harbor and the Vineland 

Laboratory under Goddard had common interests, it is 

not surprising to find that Bulletin No. 2 of the Eugenics 
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Record Office is devoted to "The Study of Human Hered¬ 

ity: Methods of Collecting, Charting, and Analyzing 
Data,'' with Goddard and Johnstone as principal 
authors. There were frequent contacts between Vine- 
land and Cold Spring Harbor in the 1907-1917 period 
since their interests and philosophies overlapped. 

(Crissey, 1983, p. 60)2 

The techniques used by Goddard in the Kallikak study 
and in subsequent research were surely influenced by the 
methods developed by the Eugenics Record Office. Even 
more important, however, was the influence of the eugenics 
philosophy, derived from social Darwinism, which started 
him on a search for evidence that feeblemindedness is 
largely hereditary. Eugenics, according to Charles Daven¬ 
port, was the "science of the improvement of the human race 
by better breeding" (Davenport, 1911, p. 1). The aim of the 
eugenics movement was to conduct hereditary research 
that would result in the upgrading of the human stock, 
similar to the way genetics was being applied in agriculture 
and animal husbandry. People with superior traits were to 
be encouraged to reproduce early and often. People with 
defective characteristics were to be prohibited from 
reproduction. To achieve these ends, however, the eugeni- 
cists needed evidence that the undesirable traits they 
wanted to eliminate were in fact hereditary. Compelled by 
eugenic philosophy, Goddard came to believe that he had 
found such evidence embodied in the Kallikak family. 

In June of 1908, Goddard submitted a proposal to the 
Carnegie Institute, asking for $25,000 to support his research 
at Vineland. One component of the proposal called for field 
research on the hereditary background of children at the 
training school: "Full history can only be obtained by the 
visit of an expert to the home and neighborhood.' He asked 
for $5,000 for salaries and traveling expenses for field work¬ 
ers, "a man and a woman with assistants to collect data on 

heredity" (Goddard, 1908, p. 16). 
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I have found no records to indicate that the Carnegie 
Institute ever awarded funds for the heredity research. 
There are statements in several places, however, indicating 
that the research at the training school was financed by 
private donors. Much, if not most, of the research was under¬ 
written by Samuel S. Fels of Philadelphia. 

In a letter to Goddard, Fels, seeking to clarify what was 
apparently a misunderstanding concerning the extent of his 
backing of the research, stated: 

I am in receipt of your favor of the 29th, and there seems 
to be a misunderstanding. 

My recollection of the matter is, that I sent you a check 
and told you, that if you got hard up again, I would be 
glad to help you out, but have no remembrance of 
saying at any time that I would take care of all the 
finances for this special work. 

Some time ago you told me that there has been other 
amounts of money received. How much they were and 
from whom they were has escaped me. . . . 

Do not let this difference of understanding worry you, 
as it is not bothering me. After we get in touch, the 
matter will be cleared up very easily. (Fels, 1910, p. 51) 

Goddard was very prompt in responding and in his reply 
explained: 

I remember that the first time you intimated that you 
wished to contribute you named $1,000 as the amount 
you would try and see how it came out. We then agreed 
that we should pay Miss Bell and Miss Hill their salaries 
for a year and the balance would start a field worker. In 
the Fall Mr. Van Wagenen gave $500 and we started a 
second field worker ... it was then that I understood 
you to say that you thought you would like to be respon¬ 
sible ... for the hereditary work and you said you 
thought we better get another field worker and possibly 
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later a fourth ... I found one in about two weeks. 
(Goddard, 1910, p. 51) 

Samuel Fels was president of Fels and Company, the 
manufacturer of Naptha soap. His parents were Jewish im¬ 
migrants who had left Germany after the Revolution of 1848. 
The family struggled hard, and their soap business was 
eventually one of the most successful of its kind. Eventually, 
Mr. Fels became best known as a civic leader and philan¬ 
thropist. He reportedly donated more than 40 million dollars 
to various projects and causes during his lifetime. His phi¬ 
lanthropies included the Research Institute of Temple Uni¬ 
versity Medical School and the Research Institute of Human 
Development at Antioch College (Voorhees, 1981). 

Samuel Fels helped organize the Hebrew Immigrant Aid 
Society in 1884, the Federation of Jewish Charities in 1901, 
and the Allied Jewish Appeal in 1938 (Phalen, 1969). It is 
ironic, given Fels's support of these causes and the fact that 
he was Jewish himself, that Goddard's research would 
extend to intelligence testing of immigrant groups and result 
in the conclusion that a large majority of Jewish immigrants 
were morons. Reports of this finding contributed to the suc¬ 
cessful efforts to pass the Immigration Restriction Act of 1924, 
which practically eliminated Jewish immigration to the 

United States. 
The dedication of the Kallikak book reads as follows: 

To 

Mr. Samuel S. Fels 

A Layman With The Scientist's Love of Truth 

And The 

True Citizen's Love Of Humanity Who Made 

Possible This Study And Who Has Followed 

The Work From Its Incipiency With 

Kindly Criticism And Advice 

This Book Is Dedicated 

(Goddard, 1912) 
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NOTES 

1. Adolph Meyer taught and directed a clinic at Clark University while 

Goddard was studying there. He became chairman ol the department 

of psychiatry at Johns Hopkins Medical School in 1914. 

2. With respect to the inclusion of Alexander Graham Bell on the Eugenics 

Record Office's advisory committee, it is of interest to note that Bell had 

studied hereditary deafness and was concerned that intermarriage 

among the deaf could lead to a "deaf variety of the human race" 

(Haller, 1963, p. 32). 
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Chapter 5 

Elizabeth Kite 

In the preface to the Kallikak book, Goddard pays 

tribute to his field workers: 

I wish also to make special mention of the indefatigable 
industry, wisdom, tact and judgment of our field work¬ 
ers who have gathered these facts and whose results, 
always continually checked up, have stood every test 
put upon them as to their accuracy and value. 

The work on this particular family has been done by 
Elizabeth S. Kite, to whom I am also indebted to prac¬ 
tically all of Chapter IV. (Goddard, 1912, pp. x-xi) 

49 
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Elizabeth Kite was born in Philadelphia in 1864. Her par¬ 
ents were Quakers, and she was brought up in a somewhat 
conservative atmosphere. She received her secondary edu¬ 
cation in a Quaker boarding school and subsequently took 
university courses in England, France, Germany, and 
Switzerland. In 1906, while studying in England, she con¬ 
verted to Catholicism. It is interesting to note that many 
members of her family, including her father, who was a 
Quaker preacher, followed her into the Catholic Church. 

Prior to coming to Vineland, she had served as principal of 
a private school in Philadelphia and had taught science in 
California. She had also taught botany, French, and Ger¬ 
man in a school in Nantucket, Massachusetts (Hoehn, 1981). 

The earliest evidence that I have been able to find of 
Elizabeth Kite's association with Goddard and the Vineland 
Training School is a letter from her to Goddard, dated Febru¬ 
ary 28, 1910. In the letter, she indicates that she is living in a 
home owned by Samuel Fels. She discusses a recent visit by 
Mr. and Mrs. Fels. During the visit, plans were made to use 
the house as a "fresh air" retreat of sorts for city children 
(Kite, 1910). She apparently had a longstanding relationship 
with the Fels family, and it is likely that she was hired at 
Vineland on the suggestion of Samuel Fels. In a letter to Fels 
later in 1910, Goddard says, "I told Miss Kite that inasmuch 
as you were financing the hereditary work I would consult 
you before advancing her wages permanently" (Goddard, 
1910, p. 51). 

Kite's 1910 letter indicates that she had been working on 
the general heredity project but had probably not yet begun 
to focus on the Kallikak family: 

I am hoping to finish up that Bridgton work sometime in 
the next two weeks, and come back by way of Vineland 
to get together the rest of the Camden County work, 
perhaps I shall have the opportunity of seeing Prof. 
Johnstone then. ... I am enclosing last months 
expenses, also an account of my Milleville and 
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Leesburg experiences with their results. (Kite, 1910, 
p. 51) 

Elizabeth Kite seems to have approached her work with 
zeal and a spirit of self-sacrifice. In response to a letter from 
Goddard offering to raise her salary, she writes: 

It will surprise you to know that your letter made me very 
angry ... I fixed the rate at which I could work at the 
lowest possible figure at which I could leave home and I 
should despise myself forever if I accepted an increase 
of seventy-five cents a day. I do beg you Dr. Goddard 
not to be hurt by the frankness of my letter . . . if I have 
been able to serve you to your satisfaction I am more 
than repaid—besides I have learned myself far more 
than you have gained from me, so you need feel no debt 
of obligation. (Kite, undated letter, p. 51) 

In the Archives of the History of American Psychology at 
the University of Akron I found a manuscript written by 
Elizabeth Kite as her personal account of the Kallikak study. I 
have found no evidence that it was ever published. Its con¬ 
siderable importance and interest in connection with the 
Kallikak study, however, warrant inclusion of substantial 
portions of the Kite manuscript at this juncture. 

After explaining that the Kallikak investigation had begun 
as part of the hereditary study of residents of the training 
school and following a brief description of Deborah, Kite 
discusses the initial steps she took in constructing the 
Kallikak genealogy: 

It was from this point that the investigation started. 
Through the charitable woman before mentioned it was 
possible to locate the family, make the acquaintance of 
its different members and study their mentality. In time 
the investigation was extended to the brothers and sis¬ 
ters, aunts, uncles and cousins of Deborah's mother. 
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This work was made possible by the fact that they were 
found scattered through a prosperous rural community 
where the grandfather of Deborah had lived for many 
years, working about as a farm hand. Many residents of 
the section remembered the old man and his eleven 
children well and could point out the shack where they 
had once lived. It was learned also that Deborah's 
grandfather was one of twenty brothers and sisters. 
These were in time all sought out and when living and 
where near enough were visited and their families stud¬ 
ied. Gradually then our acquaintance grew until a com¬ 
plete record was obtained of three generations. 

It proved however a very difficult matter to get farther 
back than Deborah's grandfather. Who was the father 
of this man and of his nineteen brothers and sisters? 
Where did they come from? A rumor was frequently 
encountered that told of their coming from a mountain 
ridge farther up the State but the information was too 
vague to build upon until a happy coincidence led me to 
the acquaintance of a charming elderly lady whose 
girlhood days had been spent in a town of some impor¬ 
tance situated at the foot of the aforementioned ridge. 
"Why yes, I knew Justin Kallikak—he used to work for 
my father after we left our mountain town. It was his 
father who came from the same place we did only they 
lived back in the woods. They were the funniest people. 
When I was a little girl I remember being taken to drive 
to see the old hut, with window frames stuffed with rags, 
where they then lived. The old man—grandfather of 
Justin—always went by the name of 'the old Horror'—he 
was so greasy and fat. On election day he'd come into 
town, dressed in somebody's old clothes given him for 
the occasion, so he'd vote their ticket. I remember his 
daughters too—Old Sal—Old Moll—and Jemimah— 
who lived with him. There were dreadful scandals 
about them but I have forgotten the details. Jemimah 
used to come into town selling huckleberries—a great, 
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tall, angular creature, in men's boots, short calico dress 
and slab sunbonnet." 

Later a sister of Justin, who lived near Deborah's 
mother, an old woman of over eighty with whom I 
became very friendly, gave me the name of a cousin of 
her's who lived back in the mountains. Armed at last 
with a name and address it was but a work of time and 
patience to complete the genealogy back to "the old 
Horror" who turned out to be Martin Kallikak, Jr." (Kite, 
undated manuscript, pp. 3-4) 

Kite then goes on to discuss her discovery of the two 
Kallikak lines and her search for a connection: 

From the beginning of the investigation it was apparent 
that an eminently respectable line of Kallikaks was 
existing in New Jersey and surrounding states, in many 
cases side by side with ancestors or remote relatives of 
our "Deborah," although a veritable gulf separated 
them from one another, socially as well as intellec¬ 
tually. 

It was early learned that a Genealogy existed of the 
family and the statement was made by an intelligent 
representative "You'll not find a Kallikak anywhere in 
the United States or Canada who is not descended from 
Casper, our ancestor who came to New Jersey the latter 
part of the 17th century." This led to the hope that evi¬ 
dence might be found for connecting the two lines and 
this in spite of their social divergence. . . . 

But who was Martin Kallikak Jr.? Who was his father? 
What of his brothers and sisters? Or was he an only 
child? Regarding these important questions no impor¬ 
tant information was obtainable. The time was too 
remote for living persons to remember and only vague 
traditions were to be found floating in the family. As for 
documents there were none that could be made to bear 
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upon the subject although graveyards, county registers 

of marriages, births and deaths were thoroughly gone 
over. The case seemed hopeless. . . . One day early in 
the Spring the lure of the unsolved problem led me back 
into the hills. Who was the father of Martin, Jr.? Was it 
true he had no brothers, these and similar questions 
were constantly ringing in my ears. Intent upon finding 
their solution, I stopped at the cabin of Mary Ann whom I 
had not seen for many months. The old woman was just 
recovering from a long illness and was so happy to see a 
visitor that she was more talkative than usual. Always 
in the past when conversation went back to her grand¬ 
father's relatives, she became silent and it had been 
impossible to gain any information. This was attributed 
to ignorance of the facts, something not at all surprising. 
This time, however, she was in a reminiscent mood and 
talked freely of old times. When the question was again 
put—"By the way, did you tell me once that your grand¬ 
father had no brothers?" A strange look came into her 
face and she glanced up shyly as she said "he had a 
half-brother." "Oh," I said, "his mother was married 
twice?" Then quickly but still shyly she answered, "no, 
ye see she had him before she was married." "And she 
named him?" I asked eagerly for my mind was begin¬ 
ning to grasp the real significance of the disclosure she 
had made. "Yes, she named him after his father." "Oh," 
I gasped, and then realizing that an indiscreet show of 
interest might arouse her suspicion and prevent further 
disclosures, I rapidly regained self control and listened 
with an outward indifference, but with an inward emo¬ 
tion that set my heart beating sledge hammer blows, to 
the rest of her story. "Ye see," she went on, "Frederick 
Kallikak who lived about twenty miles from us was his 
half-brother. Course he never noticed my grandfather, 
but they looked alike. If they'd a been dressed alike 
you'd a thought they was twins." (Kite, undated man¬ 
uscript, pp. 3, 8-9) 
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Elizabeth Kite concludes her story with an account of how 
she obtained confirmation of Martin Kallikak, Sr.'s, paternity 
of the "bad" line. She visited the town where Martin, Jr.'s, 
mother had lived and talked with an elderly resident of the 

area who told her: 

"Why do you know I haven't thought of those people for 
years, but as I talk to you the memories keep coming 
back. Old Martin was himself an own half-brother to 
Frederick Kallikak who was a fine man and a gen¬ 
tleman and who lived about twenty miles from here on a 
splendid farm that his father left him." "Their father was 
the same then," I asked. "Yes that's the way it was," 
"And his mother," I went on. "1 never saw her but I've 
heard about her when I was a boy. She lived with an old 
soldier named_He was very queer. Of course, 
they weren't married. They lived on the edge of the town 
over there. I can point out the place where the old house 
stood." (Kite, undated manuscript, p. 11) 

Kite's final comment in the manuscript is a statement of her 
belief that the manuscript's description of her research 
should be adequate evidence of its validity. She felt that the 
work rested upon the words of established witnesses. 

And so it becomes very clear that Goddard relied com¬ 
pletely on Elizabeth Kite's collection and interpretation of 
data as the basis of the Kallikak study. He took the genealog¬ 
ical information she had gathered, organized it, and then 
added a Mendelian explanation for the differential status of 

the two branches of the family.1 
His reliance on Kite is strikingly illustrated in a letter he 

wrote in 1928 when the Kallikak study was facing increasing 

criticism. He inquired of Kite: 

Did we ever know the real name of the mother of the bad 
line in the Kallikak story? The one that I called the 

nameless girl. 
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One or two people, including Porteus, who are 

opposed to the idea of the heredity of feebleminded¬ 

ness, have attempted to discredit the story of the 

Kallikak family, among other things stating that it is 

absurd to attempt to declare that this girl was feeble- 

minded when so little is known of her that we do not 

even know her name. I should like to turn the tables on 

them if possible by stating that we did know her name 

and that calling her "The nameless feeble-minded girl" 

was in accordance with our policy of disguising all 

names. (Goddard, 1928, p. 35)2 

In her reply, Elizabeth Kite supplied some of the same 

information that was included in her previously cited man¬ 

uscript. She could not provide a name for Martin, Jr.'s, 

mother, but she does quote a man she interviewed as saying 

that she was "not all there you know." (Kite, 1928, p. 35) 

The years following the publication of the Kallikak study 

were busy ones for Miss Kite. Drawing upon her fluency in 

French, which she had developed while studying in Europe, 

she translated The Development of Intelligence in Children 

and The Intelligence of the Feebleminded, both by Alfred 

Binet and Theodore Simon. These were pioneering works, 

and their translation into English did much to facilitate the 

acceptance of intelligence testing in the United States. It is 

likely that the translation of the Binet-Simon Measuring 

Scale for Intelligence, first published in English by the Vine- 

land Training School, was also done largely by Elizabeth 

Kite. 

In 1913, she had an article, "The Pineys," published in a 

popular social science periodical. It was based on her expe¬ 

riences with families she encountered in the Pine Barrens of 

New Jersey while conducting hereditary research for the 

training school. The article is reminiscent of the Kallikak 

study, complete with genealogical charts, family pictures, 

and a discussion of the social implications of familial trans¬ 

mission of mental retardation (Kite, 1913). 
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Kite's article was reported widely in the popular press. 

Many newspapers printed excerpts. All over New Jersey 

people reacted with alarm to the reported conditions in the 

Pine Barrens. James T. Fiedler, then governor of the state, 

visited the area and, perhaps responding in a politically 

expedient fashion, recommended to the legislature that the 

Pine Barrens be somehow segregated from the rest of New 

Jersey in the interest of the health and safety of the people of 

the state. "I have been shocked at the conditions I have 

found," he said. "Evidently these people are a serious men¬ 

ace to the State of New Jersey because they produce so many 

persons that inevitably become public charges. They have 

inbred, and led lawless and scandalous lives, till they have 

become a race of imbeciles, criminals and defectives" 

(McPhee, 1967, p. 52). 

In the same year her article appeared, Elizabeth Kite was 

appointed by the state of New Jersey to continue her investi¬ 

gations in the area and was provided funds to support the 

work. It was apparently the first appropriation ever made by 

a state legislature for such a purpose. One immediate result 

of her work was the establishment in 1914 of a new institution 

for the mentally retarded in the Pine Barrens area of the state 

(Devery, 1939). 

The stigma generated by the study in the Pine Barrens 

became pervasive and persisted for many years. The derog¬ 

atory implication of the term Piney was generalized to every¬ 

body in the region. This apparently surprised and appalled 

Miss Kite later in her life. In 1940 she told an interviewer, 

"Nothing would give me greater pleasure than to correct the 

idea that has unfortunately been given by the newspapers 

regarding the pines. Anybody who lived in the pines was a 

piney. I think it a most terrible calamity that the newspapers 

publicly took the term and gave it a degenerate sting. Those 

families who were not potential state cases did not interest 

me as far as my study was concerned. I have no language in 

which I can express my admiration for the pines and the 

people who live there" (McPhee, 1967, p. 54). 
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Illustration 7: Elizabeth Kite circa 1917. Reprinted with permission from the 

archives of the Department of Special Collections and Archives, Archibald Stevens 

Alexander Library, Rutgers University. 
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Elizabeth Kite was affiliated with the Vineland Training 

School until 1918, and she returned for a year in 1927 to 

update her studies in the Pine Barrens. A photograph of her 

as she appeared just before leaving the training school is 

shown in Illustration 7. 

After leaving the training school, Elizabeth Kite devoted 

herself to the study of historical relationships between 

France and the United States. She was also appointed archi¬ 

vist of the American Catholic Historical Association. She 

was the first woman to be awarded an honorary doctorate 

from Villanova University, and the French government con¬ 

ferred upon her the Croix de Chevalier de la Legion d'hon- 

neur in recognition of her work. She died at age 89 and was 

buried in Philadelphia (Hoehn, 1981; In memoriam, 1954). 

Upon the publication of the Kallikak book, Goddard 

signed copies for Miss Kite, writing: 

To Elizabeth Kite—without whose indefatigable labor 

the material in this book would never have been 

brought to light; and without whose skill and excellent 

judgment would not have been worth publishing even 

when collected ("In Memoriam," 1954, p. 202). 

NOTES 

1. Goddard applied to issues of human feeblemindedness Gregor Men¬ 

del's discoveries in his famous genetic research on peas. Goddard 

argued that intelligence was a unitary trait determined by a single 

gene. Normal intelligence resulted from a dominant gene; feeble¬ 

mindedness from a recessive gene. A normal carrier of a recessive 

gene (a simplex) could produce feebleminded children by mating with 

another carrier or by mating with a feebleminded person (a duplex). 

2. Stanley Porteus, an Australian, was director of research at Vineland 

Training School from 1919 to 1925. He then became professor of clinical 

psychology at the University of Hawaii. He was best known for his Maze 

Test, which was touted as a culture-free measure of intelligence. 
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Chapter 6 

Acclaim, Criticism, 
and Defense 

The story of the Kallikaks was greeted with acclaim 

and achieved great popularity. The book became a best 

seller and went through several printings. Goddard's pre¬ 

sentation of feeblemindedness as a hereditary problem was 

received with great interest by the general public and with 

enthusiasm by proponents of the eugenics movement. A 

simplistic explanation that social ills like poverty, prostitu¬ 

tion, crime, and alcoholism were the result of feebleminded¬ 

ness—specifically the high-grade, moron type—was 

appealing to the spirit of the time. To improve society, the 

"menace of the feebleminded" must be recognized and con¬ 

trolled. 

61 
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Shortly after its publication, the book was given very 

favorable reviews in a number of periodicals. The Dial pro¬ 

claimed: 

Dr. H.H. Goddard's volume entitled "The Kallikak Fam¬ 

ily" (Macmillan) is a remarkable human document. It is 

a scientific study in human heredity, a convincing 

sociological essay, a contribution to the psychological 

bases of the social structure, a tragedy of incompetence, 

and a sermon with a shocking example as a text. With 

an endless patience sustained by a scientific insight into 

the value of principle and detail, the history of two 

branches of a family has been traced. . . .Dr. Goddard 

and his associates have added notably to our insight 

into its fundamental significance, and particularly by 

demonstrating that deficient mentality—the stigma of 

an unworthy stock—is the clue to the condition, and vice 

and crime and inefficiency and brutality its issues under 

present-day social stress. (1912, p. 247) 

The Independent said: 

This is the most convincing of the sociological studies 

brought out by the eugenics movement. It would be 

hardly possible to devise in the laboratory experimental 

conditions better adapted to produce a clear and 

decisive influence of heredity; nor could there be a more 

impressive lesson of the far-reaching and never-ending 

injury done to society by a single sin. (1912, p. 704) 

The American Journal of Psychology called the study a 

"find" and praised Goddard for having "the training which 

enables him to utilize the discovery to the utmost" (1913, 

pp. 290-291). 
The popular appeal of the Kallikak story was perhaps best 

indicated when, in 1913, Goddard was approached con¬ 

cerning the dramatic rights to the book. In March of that 
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year, Alice Kauser, a dramatist's agent on Broadway, 
wrote: 

I want to apply for the dramatic rights of your book "The 

Kallikak Family." Joseph Medill Patterson, who has 

written plays with ideas back of them, is very much 

interested in it and has asked me to ascertain if an 

arrangement could not be entered into by which he 

could make a play out of your book. Will you please be 

so good as to let me hear from you. (Kauser, 1913, p. 121) 

In reply, Goddard said: 

I shall have to take the matter up with the authorities 

here for while I am the author of the book, the material 

was gathered here and the book really goes out as 

representing the work of the institution in this line. I am 

sure we should have to be assured that the play would 

be one that would carry the moral lessons which the 

book is intended to convey. We would not consent to its 

being dramatized for any other purpose. Now, whether 

this can be done and still make it attractive and a suc¬ 

cess, you will know much better than I. (Goddard, 
1913a, p. 121) 

Goddard later arranged to meet with Alice Kauser in New 

York to discuss the possibility of a play. Included in his 

correspondence with her is mention of Blecker Van Wage- 

nen, the previously noted benefactor of Goddard's research, 

who later became a strong advocate of compulsory steriliza¬ 

tion of people judged to have undesirable traits: "In the 

meanwhile it would expediate matters if you cared to inter¬ 

view Mr. Blecker Van Wagenen with Dodd, Mead, & Co., on 

Fourth Avenue. He is one of our trustees and would speak 

with authority from that side of the matter" (Goddard, 1913b, 
p. xx). 

Van Wagenen met with Kauser and discussed Mr. Patter¬ 

son's interest in the book and the arrangements that might 
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be made. He proposed to Goddard two conditions, how¬ 

ever, that should precede any formal agreement: 

First, that some leading representative of the good 
Kallikak Family should be informed of the proposition 
and express willingness to have the history and the 

fictitious names used in the play. 
Second, that Messrs. Macmillan & Co. should be told 

of the plan, in order that if they saw fit to raise any 
question of rights or opposition to it, they might have the 
opportunity to do so before you become committed. 

(Van Wagenen, 1913a, p. 119) 

Apparently the negotiations with Mr. Patterson did not go 
well. In a subsequent letter, Van Wagenen explained to 
Goddard that the terms that had been proposed for use of the 
book were objected to as being too high. He suggested that a 
more moderate proposal be made. Van Wagenen reported 
that he had asked Alice Kauser to tell Mr. Patterson that "we 
shall be glad to receive any proposition from him which he 
thinks would be satisfactory" (Van Wagenen, 1913b, p. xx). 

I have found no evidence that Patterson eventually 
adapted the book for the stage or that a play based on the 
Kallikaks was ever produced on Broadway. Perhaps an 
agreement was never reached. Interest in the dramatic 
properties of the story, however, did not die. In 1925, after 
Goddard had left the Vineland Training School, D.L. James 
of Kansas City, Missouri, contacted Superintendent John¬ 
stone at Vineland, describing a play he had written based 
on the Kallikak study. He had titled it The Seed. He asked 
that Johnstone forward a copy of the play to Goddard (James, 

1925). 
The next year, James responded to a letter he had 

received from Goddard, who was then teaching at Ohio 

State University: 

I have forwarded your letter to Mr. Charles Hopkins, 
who is to produce the play (probably next fall) and I 
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know that he will find most interesting what you say 
about the acting ability of the feeble-minded group. . . . 

When a date is set for the first performance you may 

be sure that I shall be only too glad to let you know. It 

would mean much to Mr. Hopkins and to all of us to feel 

that you were in the audience. . . . 

In reading the play did any other name suggest itself 

to you which you thought would be better or more 

interesting than The Seed? (James, 1926, p. 21)1 

Again, I find nothing that documents that The Seed was ever 

published or produced. 

Those reviews that contained critical comments on the 

Kallikak book were mild in tone and tended to focus on minor 

procedural or interpretive matters rather than fundamental 

aspects of the study. The following portion of the review from 

Popular Science Monthly is a good example: 

A comparison of the two lines of descent from Martin 

Kallikak certainly exhibits a dramatic contrast, but it is 

scarcely the natural experiment in true heredity which 

Dr. Goddard claims it to be. If, on the one hand, Martin 

Kallikak had left neglected illegitimate children, with¬ 

out taint of feeble-mindedness, it is not likely that they 

would have established prosperous lines of descent. On 

the contrary, they would probably have intermarried 

with the degenerate and feeble-minded. If, on the other 

hand, the feeble-minded son had been legitimate, he 

would have been properly cared for, and in all proba¬ 

bility would have left no such descendants as came 

from the illegitimate and neglected child. (1913, p. 416) 

The eminent Harvard professor of genetics, E.M. East, 

praised Goddard's hereditary work as it was reported in the 

1912 Kallikak book and in the subsequent volume, Feeble- 

Mindedness: Its Causes and Consequences. Noting that the 

findings were consistent with Gregor Mendel's unit trait 
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inheritance (that is, that feeblemindedness is inherited 

through a single recessive gene), East stated: 

Again, the results of unions between a feebleminded 

parent (nn) and a normal heterozygote, a carrier (Nn), 

or between two carriers (Nn x Nn), are remarkably in 

accord with theory. They are even more closely in 

accord with theory than Goddard makes out in his 

report, for he did not make the proper corrections when 

calculating the expected number of feeble-minded chil¬ 

dren. . . . When the proper mathematical corrections 

are made in such cases, by a simple and correct 

algebraic method, the correspondence between the¬ 

oretical expectation and actual result is so good as to be 

almost suspicious. (East, 1927, pp. 104-105) 

It was not until 1926 that the first serious questioning of the 

Kallikak study occurred. In his book, The Inheritance of 

Mental Disease, Abraham Meyerson expressed skepticism 

concerning the concepts and techniques employed in the 

research. He was particularly critical of the idea that field 

workers with minimal training and experience could accu¬ 

rately diagnose mental retardation, either directly in the 

people they met or through second-hand accounts and 

memories of relatives and neighbors. He observed that the 

validity of the Kallikak study rested upon the accuracy of the 

diagnoses of feeblemindedness and that these were ques¬ 
tionable: 

Really, it seems utterly unnecessary to have laborato¬ 

ries, blood tests, clinical examinations, and to take four 

years in medical school plus hospital experience, etc., 

when a woman can as a result of a dozen or two lectures 

make all kinds of medical, surgical, and psychiatric 

diagnoses in an interview or by reading through a court 

record . . . the keystone of the arch of their results and 

laws is the field investigator and her surmises as to the 
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mental and physical state of the dead and the quick. 

(Meyerson, 1925, p. 64) 

Meyerson's criticism seems to have stimulated others to 

examine the study and its significance more closely. Soon 

several critical commentaries were published. As noted in 

our analysis of Elizabeth Kite's role in the research, Goddard 

wrote to her in 1928, complaining that a few people were 

attemping to discredit the story of the Kallikak family and 

asking for information that might help him in defending the 

work. She responded by sending him some facts concerning 

how the families had been traced. In early 1929, Goddard 

again wrote to Kite, this time thanking her for her help: 

It is four years since Meyerson wrote his stuff about the 

Kallikak Family, and I have paid no attention to it, but 

now Porteus comes out with a similar flare and Conklin, 

of Oregon, in his book on "Abnormal Psychology" says 

that Meyerson cast doubt upon the hereditary character 

of feeble-mindedness. It is very disturbing to find men 

who pretend to be scientists resorting to such "babyish" 

tricks in order to maintain their position. Neither of them 

make any attempt to disprove the figures and statistics 

and logic of the complete study of the 300 feeble-minded 

children. I am going to take the matter up in a part of my 

paper at Battle Creek on Thursday, and can use to direct 

advantage some of the statements in your letter. (God¬ 

dard, 1929, p. 35)2 

Clearly, Goddard was bothered by the criticism of his 

research. He did little at this point, however, to answer his 

critics. This would change, however, as skeptics of the valid¬ 

ity of his work grew in number and influence. 

In 1939, Amram Scheinfeld discussed the story of the 

Kallikak family in his book, You and Heredity. He empha¬ 

sized that the comparison of the "very good Kallikaks" with 

the "very bad Kallikaks" rested almost completely on the 
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assumption that the illegitimate child whom the nameless 
feebleminded girl chose to call Martin Kallikak, Jr., was in 
fact the son of Martin Kallikak, Sr. He asserted that no court 
would accept the facts presented in the book as evidence of 
Martin, Sr.'s, paternity of the child. He then went on to say 
that even if the accuracy of his paternity were accepted, 
another point in genetics intruded: 

Granted that "Old Horror" (Kallikak, Jr.) was a degener¬ 
ate because of bad heredity (and there is as yet no 
evidence that "degeneracy" is inherited) by what gene 
mechanism did he become that way? No single domi¬ 
nant gene could produce any such complex condition, 
nor is there any known gene that can singly produce 
even feeble-mindedness. Recessive genes would have 
had to be involved. Which means that as such genes 
must come from both parents for the effect to assert itself, 
no matter how chock-full of "black" genes the feeble¬ 
minded mother was, the worthy Martin Kallikgk, Sr., 
himself had to be carrying such genes if the condition of 
his presumptive son, "Old Horror" was due to heredity. 
And that would mean, in turn, that the "good" Kallikaks 
also received some of those "black" genes! (Scheinfeld, 
1939, pp. 361-362) 

Scheinfeld's analysis was followed in 1940 by an unre¬ 
strained critique of the study and its impact by Knight Dun¬ 
lap in The Scientific Monthly. According to Dunlap: 

Some thirty years ago the Kallikak family was boosted 
into an unfavorable notoriety, and shortly became a 
great asset to propagandists for eugenical sterilization 
and other nostrums. Even in books written by psychol¬ 
ogists who ought to know better, the Kallikaks skulk in 
the corners of the pages, and leap out upon unwary 
students. The fame of the family began with an anec¬ 
dote perpetrated with incredible innocence by an emi¬ 

nent expert on "intelligence," and repeated with 
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astonishing solemnity by many after him. The anecdote 
concerned the unblest union of a Revolutionary soldier 
with a feeble-minded girl, from which sprang a long 
line of descendants who were feeble-minded and prone 
to epilepsy, alcoholism, prostitution and what have 
you. I have often told this story to classes, and waited to 
see how many students would raise the obvious ques¬ 
tion: How do you know the girl was feeble-minded? Did 
anybody test her and assign an I.Q.? What is the evi¬ 
dence? Of course, there is no evidence. The promoter of 
the legend inferred that the girl was feeble-minded 
because she had feeble-minded descendants. Then, 
from the assumption of her feeble-mindedness he in¬ 
ferred the fatal heredity of amentia. This procedure, of 
assuming the conclusion in the premises from which it is 
presumably drawn, is called by the logicians, "Begging 
the question." 

The Kallikak phantasy has been laughed out of psy¬ 
chology . . . but the theories involved . . . still linger in 
popular superstitions, endorsed by many writers of sup¬ 
posedly scientific books, along with other popular 
beliefs about heredity, and do definite damage to 
young persons who take the theories seriously. Many of 
these young persons fear to marry, lest their children 
should be feeble-minded, since they think there have 
been feeble-minded persons in their families in past 
generations. (Dunlap, 1940, p. 221) 

A letter to Goddard from J.M. McCallie, a former col¬ 
league at the Vineland Training School, following the 
appearance of Dunlap's article is interesting in its tone and is 
exemplary of the kind of support that Goddard would 
receive from friends and former students as criticism of the 
Kallikak study became more intense: 

The Scientific Monthly published by the American Asso¬ 
ciation for the Advancement of Science—September, 
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1940—contains an article in it by one Professor Knight 
Dunlap, Professor of Psychology, University of Califor¬ 
nia at Los Angeles, and who, so he assumes, knows so 
much psychology that he looks down with disdain upon 
all others who have worked in this field. Why, he even 
speaks of the Kallikak family as a laughable anecdote 
perpetrated with incredible innocence by an eminent 
expert on intelligence." He further states that the 
"Kallikak family has been laughed out of psychology," 
and, in substance, he gives one to understand that 
everything one used to know about heredity ain t so. 
Well, of course you have read this article and feel duly 
humiliated. It does seem too bad when some people find 
out what some other people thought they knew, was 
wrong, that they do not know how to be polite to the 
erring ones." (McCallie, 1941, p. 5) 

Similarly, L.N. Yepsen sent to Goddard a carbon copy of a 
letter he had written to Waldemer Kaempeffert, science edi¬ 
tor of the New York Times, charging that his review of 
Scheinfeld's criticism of the Kallikak study was not knowl¬ 
edgeable of the manner in which the research was con¬ 

ducted: 

Having been intimately associated with Dr. Goddard, I 
know the care with which this work was initiated and 

carried out. 
We all know that we cannot measure intelligence per 

se but we can certainly measure what it does. We see it 
every day here as repeatedly families of poor stock 
contribute to our welfare problem. (Yepsen, 1944, p. 96) 

In a letter accompanying the carbon copy, Yepsen com¬ 
plained to Goddard that "Kaempeffert replied Thank you 
very much!’ That is all. Nothing more appeared in his col¬ 

umn, of course" (Yepsen, 1945, p. 96). 
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In 1942, Science published Goddard's article, "In Defense 
of the Kallikak Study." In the article, he responded to Meyer- 
son, Scheinfeld, and other critics. He commented that for 
more than a decade the study was accepted without ques¬ 
tion but that as time went by critics arose who, he charged, 
"obviously had not read the originals, and who therefore 
thought that they detected certain flaws in the techniques 
which did not exist" (Goddard, 1942, p. 574). To Meyerson's 
skepticism of the ability of field workers to diagnose feeble¬ 
mindedness accurately, he responded: 

Not understanding the purpose or the methods of the 
field-worker, Dr. Meyerson makes his own assump¬ 
tions. He argues that because he cannot correctly diag¬ 
nose feeble-mindedness, nobody can. Therefore all our 
diagnoses must be guesses and "surmises." 

The record shows that our field-workers were care¬ 
fully trained. . . . They spent weeks and months in the 
institution, talking with and observing all grades of 
defectives. It is well known that superintendents of such 
institutions quickly learn, and when a new arrival 
appears they not only know whether he is a fit subject 
for their institution or is normal and does not belong 
there, but they also know his grade. Even the attendants 
acquire this ability rather quickly. Dr. Fernald used to 
enjoy telling how his attendants would spot a child on 
the train and report that a new case was on the way." 
(pp. 574-575) 

In the article, Goddard then turned his attention to Meyer¬ 
son's comments concerning the mother of Martin, Jr. He said 
that Meyerson 

ridicules the idea that we could know that the mother of 
the Kallikaks was feeble-minded, when we "did not 
even know her name," but had to put her down as 
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"nameless." I did not realize that it might mislead. All 
names are fictitious, and it occurred to me that "name¬ 
less" would identify her without any possibility of confu¬ 
sion. She is nameless to the reader only. We had her 
name; and not only her name but her history. We were 
fortunate enough to find an intelligent lady of advanced 
age, who knew personally the nameless one. That 
seems impossible until one realizes that if each of them 
had lived to be 80, they could have known each other for 
eight years or more; and if they had lived to be 90 not 
impossible—they could have been neighbors for 

30 years! (p. 575) 

In fact, we know from Goddard's correspondence with 
Elizabeth Kite that he did not know the name of the girl. He 
asked Kite if she knew the name and explained that he 
wanted it for just this sort of "table turning" on his critics. As 
noted in the chapter on Elizabeth Kite, she was unable to 
provide a name. In 1913, she admitted that information 
about the life of Martin, Jr.'s, mother and her level of intel¬ 
ligence was based on little direct evidence. Her feeblemind¬ 
edness was assumed from the lives of her descendants and 
the vague second-hand recollections of a few people who 
had never met her. Kite said, "I can get no one who remem¬ 
bers her, though I found several people who remember that 
their mothers recognized something about her different from 
other women and they talked about her a great deal (Kite, 
1913, pp. 151-152). This is hardly a convincing basis for a 
sound diagnosis, and it clearly contradicts Goddard s asser¬ 

tions. 
In response to Scheinfeld's statement that the study rested 

largely on the assumption that Martin, Sr., was the father of 
the illegitimate child and that no court would accept as 
evidence of paternity the information supplied in the book, 
Goddard's brief reply was: "A strange statement. Courts 
have always accepted such evidence and still do. In this 
case there was not even a doubt." (Goddard, 1942, p. 575) 
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Concerning Scheinfeld's question of the genetic mecha¬ 
nism by which Martin, Sr., could have sired a defective son, 

Goddard wrote: 

Certainly Martin Kallikak, Sr. must have been a "Sim¬ 
plex," else his son by the "Nameless" would have been 
normal. But that is no argument. It is well known that a 
trait may remain recessive for generations as long as its 
possessors mate with "duplexes." (p. 575) 

Goddard closed his article by charging that his critics did 
not have an adequate understanding of what they were 
criticizing. He implored them to read and analyze carefully 
the original work for their own protection and for the "preser¬ 
vation of truth and the advancement of science" (p. 576). (A 
photograph of Goddard at about this time is shown in 

Illustration 8.) 
Goddard apparently sent copies of the Science article to a 

large number of his former students and colleagues. A file in 
the archives at the University of Akron contains more than 
20 letters of thanks for the article and support for his defense. 
Letters from Lewis Terman and Edgar Doll are included. 

From Doll: 

Congratulations on your excellent statement "In De¬ 
fense of the Kallikak Study." Thank you for sending me 
the copy of Science in which it appears. You covered the 
ground effectively, temperately, and without rancor. I 
think the statement was timely as well as necessary, 
and rather more effective than it might have been at 
some earlier date. 

You might like to know that this was called to my 
attention by several of the psychologists who were here 
two weeks ago and that their comment was definitely 
favorable to your position and fairness of statement. 
Knowing your reluctance to indulge in controversial 
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discussion I can appreciate the hesitation with which 

you may have prepared this. (Doll, 1942, p. 124) 

As Goddard's successor at Vineland's research labora¬ 

tory, Doll had followed Goddard's conceptual tradition of 

viewing mental retardation as primarily genetic in origin. In 

his correspondence, he states: 

Briefly my personal view is that heredity is the most 

important single factor in the causation of mental defi¬ 

ciency. My general opinion is that idiocy, low-grade 

imbecility, and the majority of clinical types of mental 

Illustration 8: Henry Goddard in 1941. Reprinted with permission from the 

archives at Ohio State University. 
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deficiency are not hereditary, that is, not inherent in 
germ plasm. However, numerically these degrees and 
types do not constitute a large portion of all the feeble¬ 
minded. The vast majority of the feeble-minded are in 
the moron grade, and there is very little information 
outside the field of heredity to explain the cause of their 
condition. (Doll, 1937, p. 137) 

In 1944, Scheinfeld countered Goddard's defense of the 
Kallikak study. He reacted to the points Goddard had raised 
and made a strongly worded assessment of the social 
impact of the work. Here are excerpts from his article in the 
Journal of Heredity: 

But the ghosts of the notorious Kallikaks have not easily 
been exorcised ... as synonymous with all that is 
degenerate in the human germ plasm, they go march¬ 
ing on through many textbooks and reference works 
(some published in the last few years) and tens of thou¬ 
sands of college and high school students continue each 
year to be taught the lessons of these horrible exam¬ 
ples. . . . 

But today the Kallikak study has acquired new 
implications. For the premise set forth—that there are 
genetically "superior" and "inferior" categories of 
human beings, clearly defined as such through unitary 
traits based on single gene differences—is one which 
underlies group concepts which have helped to bring 
on the present war (as they threaten to bring on other 
wars), and which have created many bitter conflicts 
within our own and other countries. We therefore are 
less interested in the Kallikak study itself than in the way 
it has been or may be applied to broader fields of 
thought; and it thus becomes more than ordinarily 
important at this time to set the record straight regarding 
the scientific validity of Dr. Goddard's findings and con¬ 
clusions. . . . 
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Indeed, any complicated study of this kind, made in 
the infancy of genetics and with the rudimentary psy¬ 
chological techniques of thirty years ago, would be 
expected to have many flaws, and under ordinary cir¬ 
cumstances it would be unfair to expose it to the glaring 
light of present-day analysis. Unfortunately, Dr. God¬ 
dard has challenged such inspection by his implication 
that time has not withered nor new knowledge staled 
his procedures and findings. . . . 

Dr. Goddard credits this writer with having contrib¬ 
uted "one original idea": that proof of the Kallikak 
dichotomy, to quote from You and Heredity, "rests 
largely on the assumption that the illegitimate child 
whom the feebleminded mother chose to call 'Martin 
Kallikak, Jr.' was indeed the son of the man she desig¬ 
nated, which no court would accept as evidence. . . ." 

We continue to doubt that modern jurists would 
accept as valid proof in a hypothetical legal case today 
the uncorroborated claim of a reputedly feebleminded 
tavern girl of 150 years ago as to the paternity of her 
illegitimate child. In any event, it still remains for genet¬ 
icists to decide whether such evidence would be accept¬ 
able as the point of departure for a valid "scientific 
experiment." If not, then the whole dichotomous aspect 
of the Kallikak study, balanced precariously like a 
huge, inverted pyramid with its apex on this single point 
of the dual mating, topples of its own weight. . . . 

Dr. Abraham Meyerson, in his analysis of the Kallikak 
case some twenty years ago, intimated that the diag¬ 
noses may have rested largely on "surmises." Nev¬ 
ertheless, a careful reading of the Kallikak study must 
arouse suspicion that once the premise of two distinct 
kinds of Kallikaks had been established, the investiga¬ 
tor had set out with two different intellectual paintpots, 
to gild the Lilium candidum and to tarbrush the 
Spathyema foetidus. . . . 
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However one might regard this technique of apprais¬ 
ing the intelligence of long-dead individuals, the facility 
with which Dr. Goddard or his investigator could make 
their diagnoses may explain another remarkable fact, 
revealed to many of us for the first time through his 
recent communication: That the entire Kallikak study 
. . . [was] begun and completed between 1910 and the 
publication date in September 1912. Contemplating the 
presumably colossal job of ferreting out the case histo¬ 
ries and establishing the mental grades of a thousand or 
more individuals for five generations back, present-day 
research workers must either marvel at the speed with 
which this was accomplished, or else must question the 
thoroughness with which the study was made. . . . 

What shall be said of Dr. Goddard's assumptions or 
conclusions that all such conditions in the bad Kallikaks 
as sexual immorality, alcoholism, pauperism, epilepsy, 
and criminality, as well as mental defect, were all 
related manifestations of the same genetic weakness, a 
unitary condition determined by or resulting from the 
same recessive gene which produced feebleminded¬ 
ness? Or of his opinion, in analyzing the fact that the first 
batch of "bad" Kallikaks had resulted from a mating of 
the illegitimate Martin, Jr. with a normal woman, that 
this must be considered as "demonstrating that the 
defect is transmitted through simple recessive genes, 
then the progenitor of the dichotomy, the soldier who 
later married the Quakeress, must have been hetero¬ 
zygous for these genes." So by what good fortune was 
not this bad gene passed along to any of the numerous 
"good" Kallikaks, or ever manifested itself in defect 
among any of them? Surely the laws of chance must 
have awarded some of the seven good Kallikaks the 
shady half of their father's "demonstrably" mixed 
heredity. . . . 

Where criticism does seem to be justified is in his 
failure to consider the possibility that differences in 
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environment might have been strong factors in creating 
at least some of the disparity between the two Kallikak 

branches. . . . 
What should interest us now is why, in view of the 

easily apparent flaws in the Kallikak study, and its 
rejection in authoritative circles for many years, it has 
continued to be given such strong credence and to find 
such warm support in many quarters? The answer is a 
simple one. As suggested previously, there are persons 
everywhere who relish the thought that some groups, 
races, classes or strains (always including the ones to 
which they themselves belong) are born to be superior 
and dominant, and that other groups are destined by 
nature to be inferior and subordinate. Thus, the Kallikak 
study when it appeared was eagerly welcomed 
because it apparently offered "scientific proof" that a 
high proportion of the social and physical ills of man¬ 
kind were directly or indirectly due to hereditary 
defects, and that these could be eliminated most effec¬ 
tively and a super race speedily produced, by breeding 
out the "unfit." No one in possession of the facts can 
doubt the existence of pathological genes in human 
germ plasm. It is the unjustified extension of 
pseudogenetic principles into sociology that is a dan¬ 
ger. Social action based on such unsound premises can 
be very dangerous. 

Certainly, Dr. Goddard cannot be held responsible 
for the misuses of his study, nor should this article be 
construed as in any sense directed against him person¬ 

ally. . . . 
The fact is that after more than three additional dec¬ 

ades of research by innumerable investigators, there is 
much more uncertainty as to the diagnosis, etiology and 
genetic aspects of the various types of mental and social 
deficiency than was evidenced in the sweeping gener¬ 
alizations and pat conclusions of Dr. Goddard's 

reports. . . . 
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Perhaps some other investigators, equipped with 
more modern techniques and approaches, will find it of 
interest to take up where he left off, to dig further into 
these pedigrees and produce more scientifically valid 
proof. But until this happens we will have to nurse the 
suspicion that if all the bad little Kallikaks had been 
brought up in exactly the same environment as was 
accorded to all the good little Kallikaks, the distinctions 
between the two groups might not have been so 
glaringly marked, and not nearly so many of the bad 
Kallikaks would have toppled from their places, or 
fallen by the wayside. Nor, might the Kallikak study 
itself have fallen down so sorely had it given the bad 
Kallikaks a fairer break. (Scheinfeld, 1944, pp. 259-264) 

The most recent critique of the Kallikak study is in Stephen 
Jay Gould's brilliant book, The Mismeasure of Man. After 
describing the study and delineating its weaknesses, Gould 
makes a startling revelation: 

It may be a small item in the midst of such absurdity, but 
I discovered a bit of more conscious skulduggery two 
years ago. My colleague Steven Selden and I were 
examining his copy of Goddard's volume of the 
Kallikaks. The frontispiece shows a member of the kakos 
line, saved from depravity by confinement in Goddard's 
institution at Vineland. Deborah, as Goddard calls her, 
is a beautiful woman. She sits calmly in a white dress, 
reading a book, a cat lying comfortably on her lap. 
Three other plates show members of the kakos line, 
living in poverty in their rural shacks. All have a 
depraved look about them. Their mouths are sinister in 
appearance; their eyes are darkened slits. But God¬ 
dard's books are nearly seventy years old, and the ink 
has faded. It is now clear that all the photos of non- 
institutionalized kakos were phonied by inserting heavy 
dark lines to give eyes and mouths their diabolical 
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appearance. The three plates of Deborah are 
unaltered. 

Selden took his book to Mr. James H. Wallace, Jr., 
director of Photographic Services at the Smithsonian 
Institution. Mr. Wallace reports (letter to Selden, 
17 March 1980): 

There can be no doubt that the photographs of the 
Kallikak family members have been retouched. 
Further, it appears that this retouching was limited 
to the facial features of the individuals involved— 
specifically eyes, eyebrows, mouths, nose and 
hair. 

By contemporary standards, this retouching is 
extremely crude and obvious. It should be remem¬ 
bered, however, that at the time of the original 
publication of the book, our society was far less 
visually sophisticated. The widespread use of pho¬ 
tographs was limited, and casual viewers of the 
time would not have nearly the comparative ability 
possessed by even preteenage children today. . . . 

The harshness clearly gives the appearance of 
dark, staring features, sometimes evilness, and 
sometimes mental retardation. It would be difficult 
to understand why any of this retouching was done 
were it not to give the viewer a false impression of 
the characteristics of those depicted. I believe the 
fact that no other areas of the photographs, or the 
individuals have been retouched is significant in 
this regard also. . . . 

I find these photographs to be an extremely inter¬ 
esting variety of photographic manipulation. 
(Gould, 1981, p. 171) 
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NOTES 

1. It is likely that Goddard had suggested the use of feebleminded actors 

for certain parts in the play. Goddard felt that the feebleminded were 

excellent mimics and had been a strong supporter of dramatics while 

at the Vineland Training School. 

2. In 1914, Dr. John H. Kellogg, creator of the breakfast cereals for which 

his family became famous, established and endowed the Race Better¬ 

ment Foundation. Through the influence of Charles B. Davenport, 

Kellogg had become interested in promoting the cause of eugenics. 

The Race Betterment Foundation was headquartered in Battle Creek, 

Michigan, and held frequent conferences there (Voorhees, 1981). 
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Chapter 7 

Revisiting the 
Kallihahs 

As NOTED EARLIER, I HAVE BEEN AWARE OF THE KALLIKAK 

study since I was a college student majoring in psychology. 

The study was first presented to me in a blend of humor and 

criticism, and I have discussed the book in a similar fashion 

with my own students. While vaguely aware all the while of 

its impact on the treatment of mentally retarded people, I 

viewed the Kallikak work primarily as an example of primi¬ 

tive and naive psychological research. It was not until I read 

Stephen Gould's The Mismeasure of Man that I was inspired 

to look more seriously at the Kallikak study and the circum¬ 

stances surrounding it. Gould's description of Goddard s 

work—in particular, his disclosure that photographs in the 

83 
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Kallikak book had been altered to produce a more sinister 

look to the "bad" side of the family—reawakened in me 

images of Deborah and her ancestors. The more I thought of 

them, the more I felt compelled to try to discover all that I 

could about them. If something could be found that would 

bring into question the actual substance of the story of the 

bad seed, not just the conclusions drawn from it, it might be 

a valuable scholarly contribution. More importantly, it 

might ease my mind. 

How do you go about finding the characters in a story that 

was written 75 years ago? To add to the difficulty, the family 

name you have to work with is a pseudonym. Given names 

and place names have also been changed. The only cer¬ 

tainties are that the family lived somewhere in New Jersey 

and that Deborah was at the Vineland Training School. 

I first went to the Kallikak book itself. From Goddard's 

cautious description of members on the "good" side of the 

family and of the successful families into which they had 

married, I tried to find these members in the genealogies of 

families prominent in New Jersey history. Goddard had 

described in glowing terms the descendants of Martin 

Kallikak, Sr., and his wife who had married into families 

descended from "signers of the Declaration of Indepen¬ 

dence" and "the founder of a great university." I felt that 

perhaps with these and other clues from the book I could find 

the family name that would allow me to break the code. This 

approach at first generated the excitement of being on the 

right track, of getting close; but finally it led to the disappoint¬ 

ing realization that I would never find the family through that 

sort of best-guess method. Yet, I was in fact close. I had come 

to believe that the Stockton family was somehow related, 

and for a while I thought that the Kallikaks were Stocktons. 

As it turns out, the Kallikaks were related through marriage 

to descendants of Richard Stockton (a signer of the Declara¬ 

tion of Independence) and through them to Benjamin Rush 

(another signer). The Stockton family was also instrumental 

in the founding of Princeton University. 
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I decided to attempt to contact people who had been 
acquainted with Goddard and who, thereby, might know 
the family name. I wrote to several people who were former 
students, colleagues from Goddard's later years at Ohio 
State University, or members of families that had had some 
connection with the Vineland research. From most of them I 
received no reply. I mention this because the failure to 
respond in this case proved to be characteristic of the reluc¬ 
tance of those who knew Goddard to talk about his work. I 
cannot, of course, interpret this reluctance, but I suspect that 
it may have been based on feelings about the vulnerability 
of his work and reflected an attempt to protect Goddard from 
criticism. 

One person who did reply is a well-known and respected 
psychologist who knew Goddard late in the latter's career. 
She was encouraging when I explained my reasons for 
wishing to revisit the Kallikak family. She provided me with 
helpful information and insights concerning Goddard's life 
and work. However, she stopped short of giving me the 
name of the family, which she apparently knew, possibly 
because of her lack of certainty about my intentions. She 
also seemed somewhat concerned about Goddard's image. 
I feel that I must withhold her name at this point out of respect 
for her, but I appreciate the help that she gave me in my 
quest for the Kallikaks and I wish to express that apprecia¬ 

tion here. 
I next turned to census figures, archival collections, and 

historical documents in search of patterns that would fit 
Goddard's story. I had the feeling that, if I searched dili¬ 
gently enough, the Kallikaks would suddenly emerge from 
some dusty volume. In the end, however, my discovery of 
the real name of the Kallikak family did not come from my 
searches in libraries, archives, or historical societies. I even¬ 
tually would return to these sources for the real flesh of the 
Kallikak story, but initially they were not helpful to me. 
Without some name as a starting point, there was little I 
could find in them that would assist me in identifying the 
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family. It was a double bind: Without a family name I had 
little chance of finding the family through such sources. 

I decided that, as a starting point, I should focus my atten¬ 
tion on one member of the family. The logical choice was 
Deborah. If I could identify her, it would open up the whole 
family to me. Unfortunately, most of the information on Deb¬ 
orah was restricted. Material concerning her that was 
inventoried in Goddard's papers or the Vineland research 
files was classified as medical information on a former 
patient of a state facility and was therefore confidential. At 
several points I was fairly certain that documents that would 
have revealed Deborah's identity to me were in a file only a 
room away yet I was not allowed to see them. It was discon¬ 
certing, but I must express my admiration to the archivists 
and librarians whose ethics prevailed in the face of my 
frustration. 

Deborah's identity was finally revealed to me through a 
quite different source, through friendship. Quite dis¬ 
couraged from my archival searches, I decided to visit Vine- 
land. Knowing that any records there would also be 
considered confidential, I did not appeal to the training 
school (now the American Institute for Mental Studies) or the 
Vineland State School to open their files on Deborah to me 
(later I did ask for assistance from the state school but 
received no reply). Instead I tried to get a feel for the atmos¬ 
phere of the town and what it must have been like during 
Deborah's years there—an attempt, I suppose, to feel the 
"spirit of the place." I was hoping too that I might just stumble 
onto something that would help. It was during my ramblings 
in Vineland that—through accident, good fortune, or both—I 
met a man and woman who had known Deborah. Seren¬ 
dipity! They were not mental retardation professionals, 
archivists, librarians, or historians—but they gave me Debo¬ 
rah. They were ordinary citizens of Vineland who, through 
their voluntary concern and efforts, had known Deborah 
until her death in 1978. I met them through chance, our 
conversations led to Deborah, and they delighted in telling 
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me about her. And they gave me her name. My search now 
had direction. 

With the family name, I began research again with census 
figures, legal records, genealogical information, and histor¬ 
ical documents. Work at the National Archives, at the 
Library of Congress, and in courthouses in New Jersey 
resulted in a steady unveiling of the Kallikaks: They were 
really there! More importantly, they were there with a dif¬ 
ference. The Kallikaks that I found differed greatly from the 
Kallikaks Goddard had described. They were the same indi¬ 
viduals, but what the records told me about them was often 
contrary to what Goddard's book had portrayed. 

Once I discovered Deborah's real name, tracing the rest of 
the family became a matter of persistence in finding relevant 
sources of information and knowledgeable people who 
could help me. I was very lucky in both respects. The people 
whom I have acknowledged at the beginning of the book are 
those who made possible my most interesting discoveries. 

I gave much thought to whether or not I should reveal the 
true family name of the Kallikaks. I came to the conclusion 
that it would serve no reasonable purpose. I do not want this 
book to rest on the exposure of a name. In the following 
discussions, therefore, I continue to use the name Kallikak, 
even for descendants whose names are different through 
marriage. I feel that this will help readers avoid confusion 
and make it easier to trace the supposed "bad seed" through 
the generations. Because I feel it is necessary to document 
some of what I present here, it will now be much easier for 
other interested parties to discover the real name if they wish 
to do so. By continuing to use the pseudonym in this book, 
however, I believe I can ensure that finding the name will at 
least require a serious effort. Goddard said that he protected 
the name for the sake of the "good" family; he felt that the 
"bad" family would be oblivious to its use anyway. I am 
cautious with the name for the sake of those who I choose to 
think were "disfavored" by the story, the so called "bad" 
Kallikaks. Although I think that what I have found vindicates 
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them, many of the descendants of that side of the family are 
surely unaware of their family's portrayal in the study and 
should not be needlessly troubled by it. The favored 
Kallikaks will not be damaged by anything presented here. 
Should they become aware of their role in the Kallikak story, 
the worst that would be reguired of them would be a slight 
alteration in their family tree—perhaps not even that if they 
choose to ignore a pruning that occurred many years ago. 

The findings presented in this chapter are documented 
differently from those in previous chapters. Here I limit the 
documentation in cases where a full reference would 
directly or indirectly disclose the family name. I describe 
sources in the narrative but stop short of giving page num¬ 
bers or other information that would make the family name 
easily accessible. At some points, for the same reason, I alter 
the names of people and places. I walked a mental tightrope 
on this issue for many nights and decided to make this 
compromise. I believe it allows me to be responsible in my 
scholarship and at the same time refrain from making public 

the Kallikak name. At least that is my intent. 

The obvious starting point for revisiting the Kallikaks is 

Martin, Sr. According to Goddard, 

When Martin Sr., of the good family, was a boy of 
fifteen, his father died, leaving him without parental 
care or oversight. Just before attaining his majority, the 
young man joined one of the numerous military com¬ 
panies that were formed to protect the country at the 
beginning of the Revolution. At one of the taverns fre¬ 
quented by the militia he met a feeble-minded girl by 
whom he became the father of a feeble-minded son. . . . 

Martin Sr., on leaving the Revolutionary Army, 
straightened up and married a respectable girl of good 
family, and through that union has come another line of 
descendants of radically different character. (Goddard, 

1912, p. 18) 
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Later in the book, Goddard goes into more detail, explain¬ 
ing that Martin, Sr. 

joined the Revolutionary Army in April, 1776. Two years 
later he was wounded in a way to disable him for further 
service, and he then returned to the home farm. During 
the summer of enforced idleness he wooed and won the 
heart of a young woman of good Quaker family. Her 
shrewd old father, however, refused to give his consent. 
To his objections, based on the ground that Martin did 
not own enough of this world's goods, the young man is 
recorded as saying, "Never mind. I will own more land 
than ever thou did, before I die," which promise he 
made true. That the parental objection was overruled is 
proved by the registry of marriage, which gives the date 
of Martin's union with the Quakeress as January, 1779. 
(Goddard, 1912, pp. 29, 99-100) 

Goddard's description of Martin, Sr., gives the impression 
of a young soldier far from home who becomes involved 
with a defective tavern girl out of loneliness. After his service 
he returns home, repents of his loose morals, and marries a 
girl of equal station in life. They raise an upstanding family 
together. This portrayal is essentially correct, but a few 
details change the tone of the circumstances. 

According to the Revolutionary War pension records 
housed in the National Archives, Martin, Sr., did in fact 
enlist in April of 1776. He joined the New Jersey militia as a 
private in the Second Hunterdon County Regiment under a 
Captain Ely. His service was, however, neither long nor far 
from home. He served monthly tours, every other month, 
over a period of a year and a half. He was back living at 
home every second month. Even during his months of serv¬ 
ice he was never far away. His duty consisted of standing 
guard in Hunterdon County. Martin, Sr., never saw combat 
during the Revolution. The records indicate that he was 
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injured in the right arm by the accidental discharge of a 

musket, shortly before the Battle of Monmouth. 
Martin, Sr.'s, lawful wife was named Rachel. There is 

some confusion as to when he and Rachel were married. 
The Marriage Record of the Ancient Parish gives his mar¬ 
riage date as January, 1779. The Revolutionary War pension 
records indicate that he was married in July of 1776. Martin, 
Jr., was born in 1776. Martin, Sr. s, first legitimate child, 
Frederick, was born on April 22, 1779. Either Frederick was 
born very early (three months) in the marriage or the illegiti¬ 
mate Martin, Jr., was born shortly before or shortly after his 

father's marriage to Rachel. 
In 1833, Martin, Sr., applied for and was granted a pen¬ 

sion for his military service. He died in 1837. Rachel con¬ 
tinued to receive the pension until her death in 1842. 

Martin, Sr., accumulated a great deal of real estate during 
his life, and his holdings were passed down through the 
family. His legitimate children were indeed favored by the 
environment provided by their parents. Through the gener¬ 
ations, they have tended to be financially successful, well- 
educated, and socially prominent. A genealogy of the 
favored Kallikaks, published in 1932 by a great grand¬ 
daughter of Martin, Sr., portrays them as a productive and 
respected line. The material included in that publication is 
alluded to by Goddard in the Kallikak study. Of its author, he 

writes: 

This lady is a person not only of refinement and culture 
but is the author of two scholarly genealogical works. 
She has, for years, been collecting material for a similar 
study of the Kallikak family. This material she gener¬ 
ously submitted to the use of the field worker. In the end 
she spent an entire day in the completion and revision of 
the normal chart presented in this book. No praise can 
be too high for such disinterested self-forgetfulness in 
the face of an urgent public need. (Goddard, 1912, 

pp. 98-99) 
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For those who have wondered over the years how God¬ 
dard collected information on the hundreds of people 
described in the Kallikak book in such a short time, here is at 
least part of the answer. The data that he presents on the 
favored side of the family was taken directly from the man¬ 
uscript of the great granddaughter of Martin, Sr. Even the 
wording in certain sections of Goddard's book is identical to 
that used in the earlier manuscript. It is inconceivable that in 
the great granddaughter's genealogical research on the 
favored Kallikaks she would have not come across and 
recorded some data on the disfavored line. There is a good 
chance, I think, that she also provided Goddard and Eliz¬ 
abeth Kite with some of the information on the descendants 
of Martin, Jr. The resulting line of descent from Martin, Jr., to 
Deborah is shown in Illustration 9. 

Goddard's description of Martin, Jr., is laden with those 
traits he felt characterized the moron: 

In 1803, Martin Kallikak Jr., otherwise known as the "Old 
Horror," married Rhoda Zabeth, a normal woman. 
They had ten children, of whom one died in infancy and 
another died at birth with the mother. . . . He was 
always unwashed and drunk. At election time, he 
never failed to appear in somebody's cast-off clothing, 
ready to vote, for the price of a drink, the donor's ticket. 
. . . Simple . . . not quite right, but inoffensive and kind. 
All the family was that. . . . Old Martin could never stop 
as long as he had a drop. Many's the time he rolled off of 
Billy Parson's porch. Billy always had a barrel of cider 
handy. He'd just chuckle to see old Martin drink and 
drink until finally he'd lose his balance and over he'd 
go! (Goddard, 1912, pp. 19, 51, 61, 80) 

According to census data for Hunterdon County, Martin, 
Jr., was born in 1776. I was unable to find any information 
concerning his childhood. There is nothing to indicate that 
he was ever acknowledged or supported in any way by his 



92 Minds Made Feeble 

CASTA* 

M 
4 ITS*. 

m- 
4 176& 

JUSTIN. 

PIAItTMA 

9 
PtMHAf* * 

Illustration 9: Primary line of descent from Martin, Jr., to Deborah. Reprinted with 

permission from The Kallikak Family: A Study in the Heredity of Feeble-Minded- 

ness (p. 36) by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: Macmillan. 
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father, even though he carried his father's unusual name 
and both lived their entire lifetimes in the same county. 

Martin, Jr., married the woman that Goddard called 
Rhoda Zabeth in October, 1804. They remained together for 
the next 22 years, until her death. The Hunterdon County 

Gazette reported in November of 1826: "Died in this Town¬ 
ship on the night of the 8th instant, after a severe illness of a 
few days, Rhoda Kallikak, wife of Martin Kallikak." 

Martin, Jr., owned land throughout most of his adult life. 
County records indicate that he purchased two lots of land in 
1809 for cash. Deed books for the county contain records of 
his transfer of his property to his children and grandchildren 
later in his life. The 1850 census record shows that he was 
living with one of his daughters and several of his grand¬ 
children at that time. That record also lists all of the adults in 
the household as being able to read. The 1860 census record 
lists his occupation as "laborer" and his property as valued 
at $100 (not a meager amount for the average person at that 
time). Martin, Jr., died in 1861. 

Goddard devoted considerable attention to three of Mar¬ 
tin, Jr.'s, daughters as examples of the inevitable degener¬ 
acy of the moron's bad seed. 

Martin Jr.'s fourth child, "Old Sal" was feeble-minded 
and she married a feeble-minded man. Four of their 
children are undetermined, but one of these had at least 
one feeble-minded grandchild. . . . The two other chil¬ 
dren of Old Sal were feeble-minded, married feeble¬ 
minded wives, and had large families of defective chil¬ 
dren and grandchildren. (Goddard, 1912, pp. 21, 79) 

Thus, Sal Kallikak is presented as a moron and the mother 
of morons. (Retouched photographs from the Kallikak book 
showing the grandchildren of "Old Sal" are displayed in 
Illustration 10.) However, a family history of Sal's descen¬ 
dants reveals many contradictions to this portrayal. Two of 
her grandchildren are still living. A brother and sister, they 



Illustration 10: Retouched photographs that give a sinister look to the grand¬ 

children of "Old Sal. ” Reprinted from The Kallikak Family: A Study in the Heredity 

of Feeble-Mindedness by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: Macmillan. 
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are both retired school teachers living in Trenton, New 
Jersey. One grandson moved from New Jersey to Iowa, 
became treasurer of a bank, owned a lumber yard, and 
operated a creamery. Another grandson moved to Wiscon¬ 
sin. His son served as a pilot in the Army Air Corps in World 
War II. A great, great grandson of Sal Kallikak is a teacher 
in Chicago. A great grandson was a policeman in another 
city in Illinois. 

A 1930 newspaper article reports that all of Sal's sons were 
soldiers in the Civil War. The article was written by a man 
who had known Sal's sons while they were in school. In 
writing of a boy who had been in school with one of the sons, 
he notes that "he and Aaron Kallikak were great cronies, 
often associated in harmless escapades." He describes Sal's 

son in these words: 

Aaron Kallikak was a man of good mind and something 
of a student in his way. At one time he was very much 
interested in physiognomy, which was then a local fad 
among students. He reached what he thought sufficient 
skill for a venture into the lecture field. So he posted 
notices of "A Lecture on Physiognomy by Prof. A.H. 
Kallikak," to be held in Hardscrablle School House. 
Several of us went out to hear what the "professor" had 
to say. . . . Aaron looked the crowd over, seemed to 
consider for a short time, then rose and said in his 
stammering way: "The lecture will not be given tonight. 
I want an appreciative audience." 

Then we knew exactly what the "professor" had to say 
under the circumstances. We came away with 
increased respect for his self-suppressed ability and his 
keen thrust in what he thought was self defense. (Hunt¬ 

erdon Democrat Advertiser) 

Goddard's profiles of the other daughters of Martin, Jr., 

are just as negative as that of Sal: 
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Illustration 11: Retouched photograph of Malinda, the daughter of Jemima. 

Reprinted with permission from The Kallikak Family: A Study in the Heredity of 

Feeble-Mindedness by H.H. Goddard, 1912, New York: Macmillan. 
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The fifth child of Martin Jr. was Jemima, feeble-minded 
and sexually immoral. She lived with a feeble-minded 
man named Horser, to whom she was supposed to have 
been married. Of her five children, three are known to 
have been feeble-minded, two are undetermined. 
(Goddard, 1912, p. 21.) 

A retouched photograph from the Kallikak book showing 
one of Jemima's daughters is presented in Illustration 11. 

Goddard's profile of another daughter is in the same vein: 

The sixth child of Martin Jr., . . . known as ''Old Moll'' 
was feeble-minded, alcoholic, and sexually immoral. 
She had three illegitimate children who were sent to the 
almshouse, and from there bound out to neighboring 
farmers. . . . Old Moll, simple as she was, would do 
anything for a neighbor. She finally died—burned to 
death in the chimney corner. She had come in drunk 
and sat down there. Whether she fell over in a fit or her 
clothes caught fire, nobody knows. She was burned to a 
crisp when they found her. (Goddard, 1912, pp. 21, 79) 

Jemima was born in Hunterdon County and was still there 
when she died at age 86 in December, 1900. She was indeed 
married (not "supposedly''); according to a newspaper 
report, she was the widow of a well digger in the vicinity. In 
1900, she had come into the town of Flemington to visit her 
daughter when she became ill; she was thought to be "on 
the mend" when she died (Hunterdon Democrat Advertiser, 

1900). The 1860 census record shows her living at that time 
with her husband John, who was 50. I was unable to find 

information on her children. 
"Old Moll" was also married and was living with her 

husband during the 1850 census. The story of her being 
burned to death is true and was reported in the Hunterdon 

Democrat in 1853. 
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A further clue to how Goddard and Elizabeth Kite col¬ 
lected their information and how they arrived at charac¬ 
terizations like those of Martin, Jr.'s, daughters is contained 
in the correspondence of Hiram Deats, founder of the Hunt¬ 
erdon County Historical Society. Russell Bruce Rankin, edi¬ 
tor of The Genealogical Magazine of New Jersey, wrote to 
Deats on March 5, 1941: 

I once read the Kallikak Family, but never found anyone 
who knows what family it is supposed to represent. 
Neither could I figure out how anyone could write such a 
complete genealogy of such a peculiar outfit, particu¬ 
larly on the dark side of the picture. 

In his reply of March 8, 1941, Hiram Deats included the 
following comments: 

It is doubtful if anyone ever identified the real name of 
the original of the Kallikak family. The descendants had 
a lot of names, and none of them that I knew was the 
original name. The genealogy of the good part of the 
family was published and you have seen it. Dr. God¬ 
dard insisted on protecting them, even after a century 
and a quarter, and more, so out of respect to him, I have 
never mentioned it to anyone. I was District Clerk at the 
time, of Raritan township, and we had two of the family 
in one school, and one in another. I had appointed 
myself truant officer, and tried to get some regular atten¬ 
dance out of them, though they were hardly fit for the 
Feeble Minded Institution at Vineland. Then when Dr. 
Goddard's assistant came, wanting help, I felt it might 
result in getting them out of the township, so gladly 
helped. Spent a lot of time going over court records and 
Justice dockets. But I do not care to do such a job again. I 
can still see those eyes. "Eyes have they, but they see 
not," etc. 
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Deats was a gentleman farmer who left the operation of his 
farm to hired workers while he devoted his time primarily to 
genealogy and local history. He was obviously more inter¬ 
ested in the possibility of ridding the county of what he 
considered "undesirables" than in finding the truth. I have 
found no records of what he actually reported concerning 
the Kallikaks or how extensive his contributions may have 
been. 

The line of descent from Martin, Jr., to Deborah was 
through the son that Goddard called Millard: 

Millard [was] the direct ancestor of our Deborah. He 
married Althea Haight and they had fifteen children. 
. . . Millard married Althea Haight about 1830 . . . the 
mother died in 1857. . . . This mother, Althea Haight, 
was feeble-minded. That she came from a feeble¬ 
minded family is evidenced by the fact that she had at 
least one feeble-minded brother, while of her mother it 
was said that the "devil himself could not live with her. 
..." Millard Kallikak married for his second wife a 
normal woman, a sister of a man of prominence. She 
was, however, of marked peculiarity. (Goddard, 1912, 

pp. 19, 23, 26) 

Millard was a cooper (barrelmaker). He died in 1893 at 
90 years of age. He was Martin, Jr.'s, oldest son and the 
father of Justin, Deborah's grandfather. Millard owned a 46- 
acre tract of land in Hillsborough Township, Somerset 
County. He and Althea had, as indicated, 15 children. 

The 1850 census record shows him owning real estate 
valued at $250. By 1860, the census record lists him as own¬ 
ing real estate valued at $1,600. 

Millard's second wife was Mary. She was still alive in June 
1900, and was living with her sister, Margaret, in Montgom¬ 
ery Township, Somerset County. Millard and Mary had 

three children. 
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The Unionist-Gazette of Somerville, New Jersey, reported 
Millard Kallikak's death in June of 1893: He "died on Wednes¬ 
day last and was buried on Saturday. He was a good Chris¬ 
tian and well thought of by all who knew him." Hardly the 
epitaph of a moron. 

The grandfather of Deborah was Justin Kallikak. He is 
briefly described by Goddard: "The third child of Millard 
was Justin, the grandfather of our Deborah. . . . He was 
feeble-minded, alcoholic, and sexually immoral. He mar¬ 
ried Eunice Barrah, who belonged to a family of dull men¬ 
tality" (Goddard, 1912, pp. 24, 26). 

With Justin, the lives of the Kallikaks took a dramatic turn. 
He and his family moved to an area just outside Trenton. Up 
to that point, Martin, Jr., and his descendants had lived in 
the rural and small-town atmosphere of Hunterdon and 
Somerset counties. Though many of them had lived with 
limited resources and against considerable environmental 
odds, the records suggest that they were a cohesive family. 
The change to a more urban environment—and also per¬ 
haps the changing times—apparently imposed a stress on 
this tradition of cohesion and support. The existing records 
suggest that Justin was unable to hold his family together. 
Following the death of his wife, Justin's children were taken 
into other families or were left to manage on their own. 

Justin Kallikak was born in 1832; he married Eunice Barrah 
when he was 30 years old. Eunice was 8 years younger than 
Justin. The 1870 census records show them living in the rural 
environment where the family had lived for generations. 
The entry indicates that they had four children living at 
home with them. By 1880, Justin and Eunice had moved to 
the growing urban and industrial sprawl of Trenton. The 
census records for that year show that none of their children 
were living with them. Justin's occupation is given as 
"laborer." Eunice and Justin eventually had 11 children, 6 of 
whom died in infancy. After Eunice's death, Justin married a 
woman that a living relative remembers as being named 
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Mayme. They were wed in 1890 and had no children. A 
granddaughter recalls: 

I remember Grandpop Justin and Grandmom Mayme. 
She was Catholic and Grandma Barrah had been Irish. 
Grandpop lived in Pennington. I don't know what he 
did. Mom used to take us down and we stayed there 
while Mom went shopping. Grandmom Mayme would 
give us her big rosary beads with the cross to play with. 

In describing Justin and Eunice and commenting on the 
relationship between criminality and feeblemindedness, 
Goddard states: 

We have claimed that criminality resulting from feeble¬ 
mindedness is mainly a matter of environment, yet it 
must be acknowledged that there are wide differences 
in temperament and that, while this one branch of the 
Kallikak family was mentally defective, there was no 
strong tendency in it towards that which our laws recog¬ 
nize as criminality. In other families there is, without 
doubt, a much greater tendency to crime, so that the 
lack of criminals in this particular case, far from detract¬ 
ing from our argument, really strengthens it. It must be 
recognized that there is much more liability of criminals 
resulting from mental defectiveness in certain families 
than in others, probably because of difference in the 
strengths of some instincts. 

This difference in temperament is perhaps nowhere 
better brought out than in the grandparents of Deborah. 
The grandfather belonging to the Kallikak family had 
the temperament and characteristics of that family, 
which, while they did not lead him into a positive crimi¬ 
nality of high degree, nevertheless did make him a bad 
man of a positive type, a drunkard, a sex pervert, and 
all that goes to make up a bad character. 

On the other hand, his wife and her family were 
simply stupid, with none of the pronounced tendencies 
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to evil that were shewn in the Kallikak family. They were 
not vicious, nor given over to bad practices of any sort. 
But they were inefficient, without power to get on in the 
world, and they transmitted these qualities to their 
descendants. (Goddard, 1912, pp. 62-63) 

Goddard then goes on to illustrate once again the inevita¬ 

ble effect of the bad seed: 

Thus of the children of this pair, the grandparents of 
Deborah, the sons have been active and positive in their 
lives, the one being a horse thief, the other a sexual 
pervert, having the alcoholic tendency of his father, 
while the daughters are quieter and more passive. 
Their dullness, however, does not amount to imbecility. 
Deborah's mother herself was of a high type moron, 
with a certain quality which carried with it an element of 
refinement. Her sister was the passive victim of her 
father's incestuous practice and later married a normal 
man. Another sister was twice married, the first time 
through the agency of the good woman who attended to 
the legalizing of Deborah's mother's alliances, the last 
time, the man, being normal, attended to this himself. 
He was old and only wanted a housekeeper, and the 
woman, having been strictly raised in an excellent fam¬ 
ily, was famous as a cook, so this arrangement seemed 
to him best. None of these sisters ever objected to the 
marriage ceremony when the matter was attended to 
for them, but they never seem to have thought of it as 
necessary when living with any man. (Goddard, 1912, 

pp. 63-64) 

It is interesting to contrast Goddard's portrayal of Debo¬ 
rah's maternal aunts and uncles with census and court¬ 
house records and with the recollections of two of Deborah's 
half sisters who are still living. Their recollections are cited 

below in quotation marks. 
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Abigail, supposedly feebleminded and the mother of 
feebleminded children, was born February 26th, 1863. She 
was listed in the 1870 census as living in her father's, Justin's, 
home. She married in 1896 and is listed in the census of 1900 
as living with her husband and their two children. Her 
husband's occupation was listed as a laborer, and he was 
renting a farm at that time. "A third child, a boy, little Dickie 
died at the age of three months. Aunt Abigail's husband, 
Uncle Dick, died of rabies about November, 1904. She 
remarried to Uncle William around 1907." According to the 
1910 census, William was a laborer, and he and Abigail 
were renting a house. There were no children by the second 
marriage. 

Goddard remarked about Gaston that he was "feeble¬ 
minded and a horse thief [and] he removed to a distant town 
where he married. He had one child. Mentality of both 
mother and child undetermined" (Goddard, 1912, p. 29). 
The recollection of his niece is that "Uncle Gaston lived at 
Easton. He had a daughter Katherine and a boy Leroy and, I 
think, a girl Edna. When they came down from Easton for 
Aunt Ida's funeral I saw Edna and Leroy. They are my 
second cousins. We got to talking about Mom dying. She 
and Uncle Gaston both died on April 7th." Records show that 
actually Katherine was Gaston's only child and that Edna 
and Leroy were her children. 

Not much information was available on Margaret, the 
supposed victim of Justin's incestuous impulses. Goddard 
wrote that she 

was taken by a good family when a very small child. 
When she was about thirteen, she visited her parents for 
a few weeks. While her mother was away at work, her 
father, who was a drunken brute, committed incest with 
her. When the fact became known in her adopted 
home, she was placed in the almshouse. The child born 
there soon died, and she was again received into the 
family where she formerly lived. . . . When about thirty- 
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five, she married a respectable workingman but has 

had no children by him. (Goddard, 1912, p. 28) 

Her niece knew only that "Aunt Margaret married a man 

named Cochran and lived at Mt. Airy. They never had any 

children." 
Goddard makes a brief reference to another son of Justin 

and Eunice: "Beede, who is feeble-minded. He married a 

girl who left him before their child was born. He lives at 

present with a very low, immoral woman" (Goddard, 1912, 

p. 29). 

According to Deborah's half sisters, Beede was a more 

complete person than Goddard's description would suggest: 

"Yes, Beede was one of Mom's brothers. . . . Beede's wife 

Ida died. They had a daughter . . . she lives in Trenton. 

Uncle Beede got a job in Lambertville and Aunt Ida wouldn't 

go there with him, so he went alone. . . . Pop got Ida and 

Uncle Beede back together. Uncle Beede and Ida were Mil¬ 

lie's parents. Millie married and had a girl, May, who looked 

like Mom." The 1930 city directory of Trenton lists Beede and 

Ida and indicates that he was a rubber worker. In 1935, he is 

listed as a millworker. Both of them were listed in the 1950 

directory. By 1954, Beede had died and Ida was listed as his 

widow. 
Goddard offers a description of Deborah's mother along 

with a bit of a sermon on her irremediable condition in life. 

Although parts of this statement were included in chapter 2, 

it is important in what it reveals about his perception of the 

mother and about his own philosophical and social views 

and is thus presented here in complete form: 

The stupid helplessness of Deborah's mother in regard 

to her own impulses is shown by the facts of her life. Her 

first child had for its father a farm hand; the father of the 

second and third (twins) was a common laborer on the 

railroad. Deborah's father was a young fellow, normal 

indeed, but loose in his morals, who, along with others, 
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kept company with the mother while she was out at 

service. After Deborah's birth in the almshouse, the 

mother had been taken with her child into a good fam¬ 

ily. Even in this guarded position, she was sought out by 

a feeble-minded man of low habits. Every possible 

means was employed to separate the pair, but without 

effect. Her mistress then insisted that they marry, and 

herself attended to all the details. After Deborah's 

mother had borne this man two children, the pair went 

to live on the farm of an unmarried man possessing 

some property, but little intelligence. The husband was 

an imbecile who had never provided for his wife. She 

was still pretty, almost girlish—the farmer was good- 

looking, and soon the two were openly living together 

and the husband had left. As the facts became known, 

there was considerable protest in the neighborhood, 

but no active steps were taken until two or three children 

had been born. Finally, a number of leading citizens, 

headed by the good woman before alluded to, took the 

matter up in earnest. They found the husband and per¬ 

suaded him to allow them to get him a divorce. Then 

they compelled the farmer to marry the woman. He 

agreed, on condition that the children which were not 

his should be sent away. It was at this juncture that 

Deborah was brought to the Training School. 

In visiting the mother in her present home and in 

talking with her over different phases of her past life, 

several things are evident; there has been no malice in 

her life nor voluntary reaction against social order, but 

simply a blind following of impulse which never rose to 

objective consciousness. Her life has utterly lacked 

coordination—there has been no reasoning from cause 

to effect, no learning of any lesson. She has never 

known shame; in a word, she has never struggled and 

never suffered. Her husband is a selfish, sullen, penuri¬ 

ous person who gives his wife but little money, so that 

she often resorts to selling soap and other things among 
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her neighbors to have something to spend. At times she 
works hard in the field as a farm hand, so that it cannot 
be wondered at that her house is neglected and her 
children unkempt. Her philosophy of life is the philoso¬ 
phy of the animal. There is no complaining, no irritation 
at the inequalities of fate. Sickness, pain, childbirth, 
death—she accepts them all with the same equanimity 
as she accepts the opportunity of putting a new dress 
and a gay ribbon on herself and children and going to a 
Sunday School picnic. There is no rising to the com¬ 
prehension of the possibilities which life offers or of 
directing circumstances to a definite, higher end. She 
has a certain fondness for her children, but is incapable 
of real solicitude for them. She speaks of those who were 
placed in homes and is glad to see their pictures, and 
has a sense of their belonging to her, but it is faint, 
remote, and in no way bound up with her life. She is 
utterly helpless to protect her older daughters, now on 
the verge of womanhood, from the dangers that beset 
them, or to inculcate in them any ideas which would 
lead to self-control or to the directing of their lives in an 
orderly manner. (Goddard, 1912, pp. 64-67) 

Martha, the mother of Deborah, was born in April of 1868. 
According to census data, in 1870 she was living with her 
parents, Justin and Eunice. Later she lived and served as a 
domestic and child care helper in the home of a neighbor. 
She is shown living in this home in the 1885 census records. 
Deborah was born to Martha out of wedlock. 

Martha married her first husband in November of 1889 
and divorced him after the birth of two more children. She 
married her second husband around November of 1897, just 
after Deborah was admitted to the Vineland Training 
School. Martha had seven children by her second husband. 
She died on April 7, 1932. Her second husband died in 1942 
and is buried beside her. One of Martha's daughters by her 
second husband (Deborah's half sister) recalls: 
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I look like my mother . . . dark eyes and dark hair like 
Mom. Jenny and Ward look like my father's people. 
Ward's in Harrisburg. Jess died when she was 60 and 
Fred drowned when he was in his 40's. Ward didn't do 
anything. He was the baby. Ward was home and away 
and then back home again. He fooled around just like a 
big baby. Mom spoiled him to death—the youngest one. 
Fred got married. Jess went to stay with Aunt Jane and 
her husband. Aunt Jane was Pop's sister. Jess went to 
school there. They spoiled her. She was stubborn— 
Pop's family were all stubborn. 

In the Kallikak book, Goddard comments on Deborah's 
half brothers and sisters by Martha's second husband: 

The last family of half brothers and sisters of Deborah 
are, at present, living with the mother and her second 
husband. The oldest three of these are distinctly feeble¬ 
minded. Between them and the two younger children 
there was a stillbirth and a miscarriage. The little ones 
appear normal and test normal for their ages, but there 
is good reason to believe that they will develop the same 
defect as they grow older. (Goddard, 1912, p. 28) 

The oldest of these children, one that Goddard described 
as "distinctly feeble-minded," made the following comments 
in an interview in May, 1984: 

I went to Marshall's Corner school, so did Dot, Jess, and 
Fred. When trolley cars came along Mom was afraid 
we'd get run over by one. She told Pop she could just see 
us tangled up under one and couldn't we go to the 
mountain school. Pop went to see the trustees and since 
we lived near the line between the districts—about as 
far from one school as the other—we started going to the 
mountain school. I didn't go too far in school. Mom had 
to help Pop work in the fields and I had to take care of the 
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kids when they came along. I only went to the fifth 
grade. . . . My teacher, Julia Holcombe, said it was a 
shame I couldn't come more often because I could have 
learned. But I did learn how to read and write and 

figure. 

In speaking of her adult life she related: 

My daughter Dot was born in March and I was 21 the 
next July. Eve was born 7 years later. My husband died 
when Eve was little. I was left with two kids. I could go 
home to Mom and Pop whenever I needed to. I did 
practical nursing when babies were born. I got $15 for 
two weeks and board for me and the girls. If I got a job 
where I couldn't take the girls, I left them with Mom. I got 
married again 21 years after my husband died. My 
second husband was Jewish, A1 Katz. I thought we'd 
grow old together. We were married 20 years. We built 
this house and he died two years later. He's been dead 
30 years last October. My husband was in the Army 31 
years so I go to Fort Dix for my doctoring. That's where I 
had my leg off two years ago. They said I recovered 
good. I always took care of myself—never smoked or 
drank. 

At the time of the interview, this woman was 86 years old, 
was about 5 feet 3 inches tall, and weighed about 120 
pounds. Except for her amputated leg, she appeared to be in 
good health. She was lively, alert, and most lucid. Her great 
grandson Ray is a golf professional. He lives with his family 
in Florida. "Jenny [her sister] and I go to Florida every year 
now. I've been going down there for 40 years now. We used 
to have to pay, but now we stay with Ray and his family." 

Jenny was another sibling of Deborah that Goddard con¬ 
sidered to be "distinctly feeble-minded." She married a 
farmer who had a daughter by a previous marriage. 
Together they had one son, Peter. He served in the Army for 
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20 years. After he retired, he operated an airport taxi serv¬ 
ice. He recently retired from that business and moved back 
close to the area where the Kallikak story originated. 
According to Jenny, "even though he is retired he spends his 
week doing lawns and flower beds. He's ambitious and likes 
to keep busy. . . . [we] are going down to Peter's Thursday 
for ten days. His wife will come up and get us and we'll stay 
with them." 

The half brother Fred was the third sibling of Deborah 
from her mother's second marriage that Goddard diag¬ 
nosed as being defective. This man was married, had chil¬ 
dren, and was apparently a responsible worker all of his life. 
He served in World War I and is listed in the Pennington 
honor roll of veterans. According to his half sister, "Fred had 
always wanted to be an automobile mechanic. He ended up 
as boss mechanic at Bob Jones's garage on Main Street for a 
good many years." The 1930 Trenton city directory lists him 
as an auto mechanic. Fred is buried beside his mother and 
father. 

In commenting on Deborah's siblings from her mother's 
first marriage, Goddard remarked: 

The next younger half sister of Deborah was placed out 
by a charitable organization when very young. From 
their records we learn that in five years she had been 
tried in thirteen different families and by all found 
impossible. In one of these she set the barn on fire. 
When found by our field worker, she had grown to be a 
girl of twenty, pretty, graceful, but of low mentality. She 
had already followed the instinct implanted in her by 
her mother, and was on the point of giving birth to an 
illegitimate child. She was sent to a hospital. The child 
died, and then the girl was placed permanently in a 
home for feeble-minded. An own brother of this girl was 
placed out in a private family. When a little under 
sixteen, his foster mother died and her husband mar¬ 
ried again. Thus the boy was turned adrift. Having been 
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well trained, and being naturally of an agreeable dis¬ 
position, he easily found employment. Bad company, 
however, soon led to his discharge. He has now drifted 
into one of our big cities. It requires no prophet to predict 

his future. (Goddard, 1912, p. 27) 

Here is the recollection of one of Deborah's living half 

sisters: 

Mom had Deborah first before she was married. She 
wasn't Mom's first husband's daughter. She was a mis¬ 
take. Then Mom married and had Harry and Anna. I 
don't recall ever seeing either Deborah or Anna. We lost 
track of them. Anna was pretty. Mom had a picture of 
Anna, she had dark eyes and dark hair. I think I have 
that around here somewhere. 

The birth records of Mercer County, New Jersey, show that 
Harry was born in 1890. He died in 1920. According to his 

half sister: 

I only remember Harry—he looked like me. He was my 
half brother. He died in Donnelly Memorial Hospital in 
Trenton of TB. He was only in his thirties. He worked in 
the thread mill at Yardville and got what we called 
"weaver's consumption." He was in Glen Gardner San¬ 
itarium for about two years and left there to come home. 
But the doctors wouldn't allow him to stay at home 
because of the children. So he went into the hospital 
and only lived about two months. His wife Ella had two 
children by her first marriage and she and Harry had 
one together. 

Anna was born in 1892 in Mercer County and, according 
to census listings, lived with her mother and father through 
most of her early years. Consistent with Goddard's account 
that she was "placed out at an early age," the recollection is 
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that "Anna went to Nate Blackwell's, I think—I'm not sure. He 
was the undertaker in Pennington. All the family was buried 
from there. Mom worked for them too, when she was 
young." 

The 1915 census of Landis Township, Cumberland 
County, New Jersey, lists the "inmates" of the New Jersey 
State Institution for the Feeble-Minded. Anna's name 
appears on the list. The census record indicates that Anna 
could read, write, and speak English. Why was she in an 
institution for the feebleminded? Perhaps for the same rea¬ 
son that her sister was living across the street in the training 
school. 

And so we come back to Deborah. The records of the alms¬ 
house, or what was then called a "poor farm," show that 
Martha Kallikak came to the farm in November of 1888. She 
was admitted by order of the overseers. She gave birth to an 
illegitimate female child in February of 1889. The child was 
given the name Deborah. In June of that year the mother and 
infant left the farm. Deborah lived with her mother until 1897 
when she entered the training school at Vineland. God¬ 
dard's story of the Kallikaks had its beginning there. The 
institutions at Vineland would be Deborah's home until her 
death in 1978. A photograph of Deborah in her late years is 
shown in Illustration 12. 

The story of the disfavored Kallikaks is not free of troubles 
and human frailties. The family did have its share of illegiti¬ 
mate children, drunkards, "ne'er-do-wells," and the other 
skeletons that have a way of jumping out of genealogical 
closets. But so do most families, particularly those who have 
been faced with poverty, lack of education, and scarce 
resources for dealing with social change. But the family also 
had its strengths and successes. The tragedy of the dis¬ 
favored Kallikaks is that their story was distorted so as to fit 
an expectation. They were perceived in a way that allowed 
only their weaknesses and failures to emerge. Their story 
was first interpreted according to a powerful myth, and then 
used to bolster further that myth. The myth was that of 
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Illustration 12: Deborah Kallikak at age 73. Reprinted with permission from 

Charity and Corrections in New Jersey: A History of State Welfare Institutions by 

J. Leiby, 1967, New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press. Courtesy of Vineland 

Development Center, Vineland, N.J. 
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eugenics. All the "bad" Kallikaks were bad, and that legacy 
would remain unchanged. 

While I was doing research in New Jersey during the late 
winter of 1983-1984, a local newspaper carried two articles 
on a young woman from the area who had distinguished 
herself academically and through extracurricular activities 
at a respected midwestern college. She was an honor stu¬ 
dent and had been recognized for her artistic talent. This 
outstanding young person is the great, great, great grand¬ 
daughter of Martin Kallikak, Jr., through his daughter, ''Old 
Sal''—the most recent flowering of the bad seed. 
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Chapter 8 

Immigrants, Morons, 
and Democracy 

E) Y THE BEGINNING OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY, PATTERNS OF 

immigration to the United States had undergone dramatic 
changes. The "old" immigrants had been for the most part 
Anglo-Saxons, Germans, and Scandinavians. They were 
welcomed to America as poor but good stock who would 
add strength and vigor to the society. These were the "hud¬ 
dled masses yearning to breathe free" of the poem by Emma 
Lazarus inscribed on the Statue of Liberty. But by 1900, most 
of the immigrants to the United States were of other stocks. 
They were Italians, Poles, Hungarians, Slavs, and Russians; 
they were "different." Americans of the time, forgetting their 
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own immigrant heritage, began to view the newcomers in 
less romantic terms. They were more likely to think of the 
immigrants from eastern and southern Europe as, in the 
words of a less quoted line from Lazarus's poem, the 
"wretched refuse" of Europe's "teeming shores." Europe's 
human trash was seen to be washing into New York harbor. 

Goddard had created the term moron to explain social ills. 
Morons, the "high-grade" feebleminded, were more difficult 
to detect than seriously retarded people and therefore posed 
a great threat to society. As the primary source of crime, 
poverty, alcoholism, and sexual irresponsibility, they had to 
be detected, segregated, and prevented from reproducing. 
The Kallikak story was a testament to the menace of the 
moron to the United States. 

Thus, Goddard soon turned his attention to the question of 
immigration. He was invited to Ellis Island to observe the 
procedures used in processing the immigrants and deter¬ 
mining their "fitness" to enter the United States. On the basis 
of his observations, he was asked to make suggestions as to 
how immigrants could be examined more effectively for the 
purpose of detecting mental defectives. Goddard came 
away with the impression that the physicians on Ellis Island 
were simply looking the immigrants over for obvious phys¬ 
ical signs of mental deficiency. But Goddard had argued 
earlier that most morons, the real threat to society, look no 
different from other people. In describing his first visit to the 
island, he remarked: 

Both Professor Johnstone and myself were much dis¬ 
couraged. We went home and said we didn't see how 
much could be done because of the great number that 
were coming in every day. There are about 5,000 a day, 
29,000 in a week, and there are comparatively small 
facilities for handling them. I went again last spring, 
and was able to look a little more intelligently at it. 
(Goddard, 1917, p. 105) 



Immigrants, Morons, and Democracy 117 

Goddard decided that the problem of detecting immigrant 
morons could be approached by employing some of the 
same techniques he had used in the Kallikak study. First, he 
would use field workers, women he had trained at Vineland 
in "moron detection," who would be able to recognize 
feebleminded immigrants by simple visual inspection. Sec¬ 
ond, he would use standardized intelligence tests (primarily 
the Binet) to determine the mental ages of various immigrant 
groups. 

Goddard's confidence in the ability of trained persons to 
spot feebleminded people by noting subtle differences in 
appearances was remarkable. In justifying the use of this 
technique, he commented: 

After a person has had considerable experience in this 
work, he almost gets a sense of what a feeble-minded 
person is so that he can tell one afar off. The people who 
are best at this work and who I believe should do this 
work, are women. Women seem to have closer obser¬ 
vation than men. It was quite impossible for others to see 
how these two young women could pick out the feeble¬ 
minded without the aid of the Binet test at all. (Goddard, 

1917a, p. 106) 

Goddard describes placing a young woman at the end of 
a line of people waiting to be processed. As the immigrants 
passed her, she pointed out the ones she thought were 
morons. These people were taken to a separate room and 
tested with the Binet. Goddard boasts that the woman 
picked out nine people whom she judged to be defective and 
that, according to the Binet test, every one of the nine was 

below normal. 
Goddard was confident that the Binet tests that he used to 

confirm his field workers' impressions were equally valid 
when used with newly arrived immigrants. It is interesting to 
note that Goddard expressed some concern about using the 
Binet through an interpreter. He felt that interpreters were 
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inclined to prompt or encourage the immigrant and thereby 
bias the results. He was also concerned that the interpreter 
might not correctly translate the Binet. 

Apparently, however, Goddard largely disregarded the 
effects of language difficulties, fatigue from the long ocean 
voyage, fear, and cultural differences when he interpreted 
the Binet test scores of immigrants. He describes one immi¬ 
grant's test performance: 

We picked out a young man whom we suspected was 
defective, and, through the interpreter, proceeded to 
give him the test. The boy tested eight by the Binet scale. 
The interpreter said, "I could not have done that when I 
came to this country," and seemed to think the test 
unfair. We convinced him that the boy was defective. 
(Goddard, 1917a, p. 105) 

In the spring of 1913, Goddard was provided with funds to 
support a study of newly arrived immigrants based on the 
observation of physical traits and mental testing. He sent 
members of his Vineland staff to Ellis Island where they 
spent two and a half months screening arriving immigrants 
and testing those they suspected of being feebleminded. 

Goddard's workers selected for testing some immigrants 
whom they thought to be feebleminded (these were chosen 
from groups of Russians and Italians being processed on the 
island). In order to assess the intelligence of "average" immi¬ 
grants, the workers also picked out people who appeared to 
them to be representative of the various groups arriving at 
that time (Jews, Hungarians, Italians, and Russians). 

In explaining this selection procedure, Goddard stated: 

In both instances the cases were selected after the gov¬ 
ernment physicians had culled out all mental defectives 
that they recognized as such. On the other hand the 
very obviously high grade intelligent immigrant was 
not selected. Our study therefore makes no attempt to 
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determine the percentage of feeble-minded among 
immigrants in general or even of the special groups 
named—the Jews, Hungarians, Italians and Russians. 
At the same time it must be remembered that these 
superior individuals, who were not included in our 
study, were so small a part of the group that they did not 
noticeably affect the character of the group. As stated 
the physicians had picked out the obviously feeble¬ 
minded, and to balance this we passed by the obviously 
normal. That left us the great mass of "average immi¬ 
grants." (Goddard, 1917b, p. 244) 

So, though inserting a disclaimer and acknowledging that 
the selected samples of immigrants were not representative 
of the groups they were picked from, Goddard believed that 
they really were typical of the immigrants arriving at that 

time. 
The results of the Binet testing of the immigrant samples is 

incredible in more ways than one. As shown below in the 
figures reproduced from Goddard's report, over 83 percent 
of all the Jews tested were feebleminded, as were 80 percent 
of the Hungarians, 79 percent of the Italians, and 87 percent 

Intelligence Classification of Immigrants of Different Nationalities 

Normal Borderline Feebleminded Moron Imbecile 

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 

Jews 3 10 2 7- 25 83 + 23 76 2 7 

Hungarians 0 0 4 20 16 80 16 80 0 0 

Italians 3 7- 7 15- 38 79 38 79 0 0 

Russians 0 0 4 9 39 87 37 82 2 2.5 

Italian F.M. 0 0 1 5 + 17 94 + 12 63 6 32- 

Russian F.M. 0 0 0 0 18 100 14 78- 4 22 + 

Note: The plus and minus signs following percentage figures apparently indicate that the actual numbers are 

slightly higher or lower than those reported. The percentages given for morons and imbeciles are a breakdown of the 

total percentage for feebleminded. 

(Reprinted with permission from “Mental Tests and the Immigrant” by H.H. Goddard, 1917, Journal of Delin¬ 

quency, 2, p. 252.) 
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of the Russians (it is interesting to note that Jews were 
grouped and tested according to religion rather than 
nationality). He provides comparison figures of percentages 
of Italians and Russians diagnosed as feebleminded by field 
worker judgment, or what he calls his "first method" (F.M.), 
which are even higher. 

Goddard himself recognized how difficult it was to believe 
the magnitude of these percentage figures. He made some 
adjustments and invalidated the test scores for some indi¬ 
viduals but still found that around 50 percent of all of the 
immigrants tested were feebleminded. He comments: 

Doubtless the thought in every reader's mind is the 
same as in ours, that it is impossible that half of such a 
group of immigrants could be feeble-minded, but we 
know that it is never wise to discard a scientific result 
because of apparent absurdity. Many a scientific dis¬ 
covery has seemed at first glance absurd. We can only 
arrive at the truth by fairly and conscientiously analyz¬ 
ing the data. (Goddard, 1917b, p. 266) 

A sense of the real absurdity of such mental testing—and 
of the inordinate confidence Goddard had in the results— 
can be derived from an examination of the raw data 
included in the report. As an example of how the information 
was recorded and analyzed by Goddard and his field work¬ 
ers, the report gives test scores for the Jewish group. By 
focusing on information available on a few of these people, 
we can see how the test scores were regarded as much more 
indicative of true mental ability than the actualities of the 
people's lives (see the data reproduced below from God¬ 
dard's report). 

Subject 1 is a 21-year-old man with only five years of 
education. His limited education might well have been due 
to limited opportunities and economic necessity. Whatever 
the case, we would assume that his chances for academic 
learning had not been extensive. He scores a mental age of 
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Data on Jewish Immigrants as Recorded by Goddard’s Field Workers 

Subject Sex Age 

Mental 
Age 

(Binet) School Experience Remarks 

1 M 21 12-1 5 years Tailor, knows three languages 
2 M 21 11-4 Until 13 Tailor 

3 M 21 11-3 6 years Apothecary’s assistant. 

4 M 23 11-1 Until 14 

Diploma 
Works in leather 

5 M 19 11 Synagogue until 13 Tailor 

6 M 17 10-3 Synagogue No occupation. Writes a little. 
7 M 20 10-3 5 years Tin worker. Idiotic look. 

8 F 14 10-3 Until 13, 7th grade 

9 M 22 10-2 Only synagogue Telegrapher 

10 F 16 10-2 None Did not work in Russia 

11 M 15 10-2 Grocery clerk 

12 F 20 10-1 4 years, 4th class Tailor 

13 M 21 10-1 Held as defective. Then 

14 M 19 10-1 Synagogue only 

discharged 
Detained 1 night. Waiter in 

15 M 22 10-1 Synagogue only, until 13 
Poland 

Printer 

16 M 21 10-1 Synagogue only Tailor 

17 M 20 10 Synagogue 6 years Seltzer works. Insane? 

18 M 19 9-9 3 years Farmer 

19 M 17 9-4 Synagogue, until Tailor. Read & Write. Russian 

20 F 22 9-3 

12 years 
None 

& Jewish 

21 M 17 9-3 2 years synagogue Tailor 

22 M 17 9-3 5 years Farmer. Learned Polish & 

23 M 18 9-3 Only synagogue 

Russian 

24 M 20 9-2 Synagogue until 10 Tailor 

25 F 11 9-2 Only synagogue Held overnight. Epileptic. 

26 M 18 8-4 Only synagogue Baker 

27 M 24 8-4 Only synagogue, Tailor 

28 F 9 8-2 
until 12 

1 year 

29 M 10 8-1 None 

30 M 9 8 Only synagogue 

31 M 24 7-4 Only synagogue, Merchant in farm produce 

32 F 11 7-2 
7 years 

Borderline 

33 F 18 7 None 

(Adapted with permission from “Mental Tests and the Immigrant” by H.H. Goddard, 1917, Journal of Delinquency, 

2, p. 246). 
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12 years, 1 month on the Binet. He is thereby classified as a 
moron. When we glance at the remarks column, however, 
we see that the field worker has noted that the man is a tailor 
and that he knows three languages. This information would 
seemingly contradict an image of mental defectiveness. Yet 
the belief in the validity of the test over other information was 
apparently so strong that there was no hesitation in record¬ 
ing what appears to be an absurd contradiction, and no 

need to explain it was perceived. 
Subject 3 is a 21 -year-old man who has a diploma and has 

worked as a pharmacist's assistant. His mental age on the 

test is 11 years, 3 months. He is listed as a moron. 
Subject 9 is 22 years of age. He is a telegrapher whose only 

schooling was in the synagogue. He scores a mental age of 
10 years, 2 months on the Binet. He is recorded as a moron. 

The absurdity and tragedy of classifying people on a sin¬ 
gle abstract measure becomes clear when we look at indi¬ 
vidual cases like these rather than statistical summaries 
about groups of people. The fact that tragic generalizations 
continue to be made about groups of people based on such 

measures is discussed later in the book. 
Calling on his experience in the Kallikak study, Goddard 

intended to follow up on the "feebleminded" immigrants 
who were detected on Ellis Island. He planned to send his 
field workers out to find the immigrants after a year or two to 
confirm that they were indeed morons and that they were 
encountering and causing the social problems he viewed as 
characteristic of that group. That project turned out to be 
unsuccessful for the most part because of the difficulty in 
locating the immigrants after an extended period of time. 
The field workers found that the immigrants had often 
changed or anglicized their names or were living at 
addresses where the household was listed under someone 
else's name, and they found that the language barrier in 
ethnic neighborhoods made it difficult to locate their sub¬ 
jects. The committed and enthusiastic Elizabeth Kite, how¬ 
ever, appears in Goddard's account of the research with 
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information about one of the immigrants she had been 
assigned to find: 

When seen the girl was neat in appearance, seemed to 
be on good terms with the other servants, and though 
rather dull and stolid-looking answered the questions 
put to her fairly well. The reasons she gave for deciding 
to come to America were childish. It seemed to have 
been a matter of "just taking a notion to" and then 
coming. Miss Kite, our investigator, reports: "On Sep¬ 
tember 25th, 1916, I called again at the Academy. The 
housekeeper was not home but I saw two over-servants 
who told me R. had left them six months ago. . . . The 
lady of the house was not at home but I questioned the 
cook, an intelligent Irish woman, who gave a good 
report of R., but as I questioned further she offered to 
find the mother of the lady of the house, who was 
upstairs. She came down and I found her sufficiently 
intelligent to go into a quite thorough analysis of R.'s 
mentality as shown in her work and care of the children. 
She said R. had stayed with them about six months and 
had been in most ways satisfactory. She was perfectly 
honest, reliable and industrious, neat and good to the 
children. 

Why then was she discharged? . . . There was about 
this girl a certain obstinacy, a determination to do her 
own way, of which they had been told when she came 
to them. This peculiar mental state seemed incurable. 
The mistress had often been annoyed by it and finally 
the outbreak came. 

There seems little doubt that this mental state has 
directly to do with intelligence and comes from a certain 
lack of power of comprehension, but apart from this I 
could get no history of anything bordering on what we 
know to be characteristic of feeble-mindedness." (God¬ 

dard, 1917b, p. 265) 
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Shades of Deborah Kallikak! Only the lack of more informa¬ 
tion seems to have prevented a definite diagnosis in R's 

case. 

In his discussion of the results of the research, Goddard 
made statements that were very uncharacteristic of him. Up 
to that point in his career, he had insisted that morons were 
the result of heredity and that the best solution to the prob¬ 
lems they posed was segregation by institutionalization. In 
his 1917 report, he suggests the possibility that the high rate 
of incidence of morons among immigrant groups may be the 
result of the environment, and he argues that there may be a 
place for them in American society. Whether this change 
came about because of the weight of the numbers of immi¬ 
grants classified as morons (it would be impossible to institu¬ 
tionalize 50 percent of the incoming population) or because 
of other factors is not clear. In any case, he would continue to 
develop this line of thought in the years to come. His conver¬ 
sion, however, was not complete nor as dramatic as it might 
have at first appeared. This becomes apparent in our later 
discussion of his political views. It should also be remem¬ 
bered that Goddard never changed his stand on the Kallikak 
study, its meaning, and its validity. He continued through¬ 
out his life to support the hereditary view of most retardation. 

On the question of the immigrant moron, Goddard asks: 

Are these immigrants of low mentality cases of heredi¬ 
tary defect or cases of apparent mental defect by depri¬ 
vation? . . . We know of no data on this point, but 
indirectly we may argue that it is far more probable that 
their condition is due to environment than that it is due to 
heredity. To mention only two considerations: First, we 
know their environment has been poor. It seems able to 
account for the result. Second, this kind of immigration 
has been going on for 20 years. If the conditions were 
due to hereditary feeble-mindedness we should prop¬ 
erly expect a noticeable increase in the proportion of the 
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feeble-minded of foreign ancestry. This is not the case. 
(Goddard, 1917b, p. 270) 

Speaking of the possible role of these immigrants in soci¬ 
ety, Goddard begins to view them as social and economic 
instruments: 

It is perfectly true there is an immense amount of drudg¬ 
ery to be done, an immense amount of work for which 
we do not wish to pay enough to secure more intelligent 
workers. It is a very big social and economical problem 
and one which we cannot at this time discuss, as to what 
kind of adjustment or arrangement society ought to 
make for getting this work done. May it be that possibly 
the moron has his place? (Goddard, 1917b, p. 269) 

Although Goddard may have softened his stand on the 
issues of feeblemindedness and institutionalization, he left 
the basic questions surrounding immigration open to study 
and action. He concludes his report by saying, "All of this 
means that if the American public wishes feeble-minded 
aliens excluded, it must demand that Congress provide the 
necessary facilities at the ports of entry" (Goddard, 1917b, 
p. 271). 

By facilities, Goddard meant centers for mental testing 
that would detect feeblemindedness not diagnosed through 
medical examination. It is also important to note that in his 
conclusion Goddard reported with obvious pride that 
"beginning at about the time of our experiment, the number 
of aliens deported because of feeble-mindedness . . . 
increased approximately 350 percent in 1913 and 570 per¬ 
cent in 1914 over what it had been in each of the five preced¬ 
ing years" (p. 271). He attributed these increases to the work 
of the physicians who became inspired by their belief in the 
use of mental tests for the detection of morons. 

During the summer of 1917, Henry Goddard participated 
in another project that was to have far-reaching social con- 
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sequences. He was invited by Robert Yerkes (a fellow psy¬ 
chologist who also was interested in mental testing and the 
heredity of intelligence) to help in the design and construc¬ 
tion of mental tests for the U.S. Army; the tests were to be 
used with recruits during World War I. Goddard, Yerkes, 
Lewis Terman, and several others worked on the tests at the 
training school in Vineland. The results were the Army 
Alpha and Beta. The Alpha was in written form for use with 
literate recruits, and the Beta used pictures to test those who 
could not read. More than a million and a half recruits were 
given these tests during the course of World War I. 

The results of this massive screening of American men 
were published in several army reports beginning in 1918. 
On the basis of these reports, Goddard began to argue that 
the average intellectual level in the population was a mental 
age of 12. For an adult male, a mental age of 12 years 
placed him within the moron classification. Goddard 
argued that the results of the army testing showed "beyond 
dispute" that "half the human race exists at a level little 
above the moron" (Goddard, 1919, p. 234). Later he became 
more specific; he presented data from the army testing indi¬ 
cating that 45 percent of all the recruits tested had mental 
ages below 13 years. On this basis, he projected that 45 per¬ 
cent of the entire population, if tested, could be classified as 
morons. He concluded that, even though the average Amer¬ 
ican adult had only the mentality of a 13-year-old child, 
almost half were even less intelligent. He felt that the pros¬ 
pects for universal education for all American children was 
poor, since 45 percent did not have the capacity to go 
beyond elementary school and 70 percent could not go 
beyond the eighth grade (Goddard, 1920). 

Goddard's interpretations of the Alpha and Beta test 
results, together with those of Terman and others, created 
considerable concern about the state and possible decline of 
the "American intellect." In 1923, C.C. Brigham of Prince¬ 
ton, following up on these reports, examined the army test 
results in his provocative and influential book, The Study of 
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American Intelligence. He examined the results in relation 
to immigration and concluded that immigrant recruits 
scored lower than American-born recruits and that immi¬ 
grants from southern and eastern Europe scored lower than 
those from northern Europe. He argued that continued 
immigration from the south and east of Europe posed a 
serious threat to the level of the American intellect and that 
immigration from these areas should be stopped (Brigham, 
1923). 

Walter Lippmann, the journalist, was probably the 
strongest critic of these interpretations of the army test data. 
He believed that the intellectual and theoretical biases of the 
psychologists who were making these interpretations had 
blinded them to the differences in the environmental back¬ 
grounds of the men taking the tests and to the influence of 
these differences on their test scores. He was particularly 
incensed by Brigham's book. He accused Brigham and other 
psychologists who were making hereditarian interpreta¬ 
tions of the test results of "offering yellow science to the 

public" (Pastore, 1978). 

The Immigration Restriction Act was passed in 1924. Some 
scholars have questioned the degree to which Goddard's 
research on immigrants and his interpretation of the army 
test results influenced the passage of that legislation 
(Snyderman & Herrnstein, 1983). It is known that the army 
data were quoted in congressional debate on the issue and 
that Brigham's book was submitted to the Committee on 
Immigration during hearings on the act. More important, 
however, was the impact of Goddard's work in shaping 

public opinion about immigration. 

In its final form, the Immigration Act placed the heaviest 
restrictions on eastern and southern Europeans. The 
national groups that Goddard had found to be filled with 
feeblemindedness—Italians, Russians, Hungarians, and 
Jews from all over eastern Europe—were among those who 
were no longer welcome in the United States. 
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Stephen Jay Gould eloquently portrays the impact of the 
restrictions: 

The quotas stood, and slowed immigration from south¬ 
ern Europe to a trickle. Throughout the 1930s, Jewish 
refugees, anticipating the holocaust, sought to emi¬ 
grate, but were not admitted. The legal quotas, and 
continuing eugenical propaganda, barred them even 
in years when inflated quotas for western and northern 
European nations were not filled. . . . We know what 
happened to many who wished to leave but had 
nowhere to go. The paths to destruction are often indi¬ 
rect, but ideas can be agents as sure as guns and 
bombs. (Gould, 1981, p. 233) 

In his book, Psychology of the Normal and Subnormal, 

published in 1919, Goddard explored the political implica¬ 
tions of his work on feeblemindedness. He discussed the 
indications from the testing of draftees that the average 
intelligence was that of a 13-year-old and questioned 
whether democracy could truly exist with such a populace. 
He commented: 

It certainly is an argument against certain theories of 
democracy. ... To maintain that mediocre or average 
intelligence should decide what is best for a group of 
people in their struggle for existence is manifestly 
absurd. We need the advice of the highest intelligence 
of the group, not the average, any more than the lowest. 
(Goddard, 1919, p. 236) 

Democracy, according to Goddard, means that people 
select the wisest and most intelligent to "tell them what to do 
to be happy. Thus Democracy is a method for arriving at a 
truly benevolent aristocracy" (Goddard, 1919, p. 237). He felt 
that the truest democracy he had observed was in an institu¬ 
tion for the feebleminded. In a speech at Princeton Univer¬ 
sity, he said: 



Immigrants, Morons, and Democracy 129 

The inmates of the Vineland Training School, imbeciles 
and morons, did not elect Superintendent Johnstone 
and his associates to rule over them; but they would do 
so if given a chance because they know that the one 
purpose of that group of officials is to make the children 
happy. (Goddard, 1920, pp. 98-99) 

In some ways, Goddard's vision was that society should 
function more like an institution. The army data should pre¬ 
pare us to accept that there are many more morons in society 
than previously thought, almost equal in numbers to the 
normal population. He said that recognition of this fact 

will prepare us to accept the findings . . . showing that 
large groups of so-called menials really fall into the 
moron class. This again enables us to understand their 
shortcomings, their follies, their blunders and failures. 
And, what is still more important, it points the way to a 
wise and satisfactory treatment of these classes by the 
more intelligent group. (Goddard, 1919, p. 238) 

In discussing the management of the vast numbers of 
feebleminded people that he had come to believe existed in 
society, Goddard was pessimistic about the efficacy of edu¬ 
cation. He felt that "lives and fortunes" had been spent 
attempting to educate these people to no avail. He felt that 
special methods, special schools, and instruction in institu¬ 
tions had failed to make a difference in the ability of morons 
to function more effectively in society. His solution to the 
problem was, once again, to see that they were controlled 
and treated compassionately by the intellectual aristocracy. 

In speaking to a group of Princeton students, Goddard 
continued his analysis of the relationship between mental 
ability and participation in a democracy; 

Whenever the four million choose to devote their supe¬ 
rior intelligence to understanding the lower mental lev- 
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els and to the problem of the comfort and happiness of 

the other ninety-six million, they will be elected the 

rulers of the realm and then will come perfect govern¬ 

ment—Aristocracy in Democracy. . . . While we all 

believe in democracy, we may nevertheless admit that 

we have been too free with the franchise and it would 

seem a self-evident fact that the feeble-minded should 

not be allowed to take part in civic affairs; should not be 

allowed to vote. (Goddard, 1920, p. 99) 

It is important to note that the implication of this statement is 

that nearly half of the adult population should be disen¬ 

franchised and lose the right to vote. 

Goddard told the students that other ideas about equality 

were equally ridiculous. For example, he said that appeals 

for equality in housing were as absurd as insisting that every 

laborer receive a graduate fellowship. He felt that people of 

differing levels of intelligence not only had different capaci¬ 

ties but also different requirements for happiness. Goddard 

emphasized that mental levels are fixed and cannot be 

altered by education or changes in circumstance: 

Much money has been wasted and is continually being 

wasted by would-be philanthropists who give liberally 

for alleviating conditions that are to them intolera¬ 

ble. . . . They do not understand that it is being wasted 

because the people who receive it have not sufficient 

intelligence to appreciate it and use it wisely. Moreover, 

it is a positive fact that many of these people are better 

contented in their present surroundings than in any that 

the philanthropists can provide for them. (Goddard, 

1920, p. 103) 

By 1928, Goddard had apparently softened his views on 

the fixed nature of feeblemindedness and the necessity of 

institutionalizing morons. Writing in the Journal of Psycho- 
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Asthenics, he said that he had reached a point where he no 
longer believed in the incurability of the moron. He felt that 
the right kind of education and training could prepare the 
moron to function better in society. Although intelligence 
could not be raised (a "poor” brain would still be a "poor" 
brain), the moron could be taught to use what he had more 
effectively. His opinion on the necessity of segregating 
morons and preventing marriage and reproduction among 
them had taken a dramatic turn. He had come to believe 
that, since most people of inferior intellect married and had 
children, those identified as morons should not be denied 
that privilege. In the same vein, he noted that if "moronity is 
only a problem of education and the right kind of education 
can make out of them happy and useful hewers of wood and 
drawers of water, what more do we want?" (Goddard, 1928, 

p. 223). 

But Henry Goddard's conversion once again was far from 
total or permanent. Four years later, in the anniversary 
address at the Vineland Training School, his remarks had 
the flavor of his preconversion views: 

A few years ago William Allen White, of Kansas, star¬ 
tled the country by an article in Collier's Weekly in 
which he asked the question, "What is the matter with 
America?" His answer, in brief, was "the moron major¬ 
ity. " In the main he was right. . . we know now that the 
so-called civilized nations are made up of people of a 
wide range of capacity and, consequently, of responsi¬ 
bility. One half of the world has not the intelligence, the 
capacity, to become even interested in the great social 
problems. It requires the entire mental energy of these 
people to get enough to eat, clothes to keep them warm 
and automobiles to transport them. ... It is perfectly 
clear to those who understand this situation that half of 
the world must take care of the other half. (Cited in Doll, 

1932, pp. 58-59) 
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In his address, Goddard also reaffirmed the importance of 
the army mental testing project and endorsed the interpreta¬ 
tion he had made of the results: 

And so I repeat that, in my judgment, the knowledge 
derived from the testing of the 1,700,000 men in the 
Army is probably the most valuable piece of informa¬ 
tion which mankind has ever acquired about itself. The 
information has been hard to accept. We could not 
believe it. It was thought that the tests were wrong, but 
more than a dozen years of experience, criticism and 
testing the tests has strengthened their validity rather 
than weakened it. (Goddard, 1932, p. 59) 

In 1949, The Nature-Nurture Controversy by Nicholas Pas- 
tore presented an analysis of the views of a select group of 
prominent social scientists on the nature-nurture issue and 
their attitudes on social, political, and economic issues. The 
chapter on Goddard examined his study of the Kallikaks and 
his later work. As would be expected, Pastore classified 
Goddard as a hereditarian on the nature-nurture question; 
he categorized him as a conservative on social and political 
issues. Pastore found that most hereditarians were politi¬ 
cally conservative (Pastore, 1949). 

During the summer of 1983, I found a draft of Pastore's 
chapter on Goddard in the Goddard papers in the Archives 
of the History of American Psychology at the University of 
Akron. I discovered that the book was first written as a 
dissertation by Pastore while he was a student at Teachers 
College, Columbia University. The dissertation was spon¬ 
sored by Professor Goodwin Watson. Pastore had appar¬ 
ently sent the draft to Goddard for his critique and 
comments. 

In Goddard's papers, there is a copy of a letter that he sent 
to Pastore in response to the draft. In the letter, dated April 3, 
1948, Goddard expresses his dissatisfaction and disturbance 
from his reading of the manuscript. He seems to resent the 
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way in which he was characterized relative to the nature- 
nurture issue and even denies that the controversy existed at 
the time of the Kallikak study. We should probably keep in 
mind that Goddard was 82 years old when he wrote the 
letter. I mention this because of anecdotal comments I have 
heard indicating that he was ill during his later years. Here 
are some excerpts from the 1948 letter: 

I think perhaps you may have been misled by having 
the answer, before you had the problem. . . . Did you 
realize that my work was done some forty years ago 
when the problem of nature-nurture was not formu¬ 
lated? . . . 

It is perfectly natural that you should interpret my 
language in terms of today's experiences. But unfortu¬ 
nately that does not give you facts as much as it gives 
you what you judge to be the facts, or even what you 
wish had been the facts; we all do much wishful think¬ 
ing. . . . 

[I] was NOT led to "emphasize heredity and deem- 
phasize environment." [I] was studying heredity and 
had no inclination to deemphasize environment, 
because in those days environment was not being con¬ 
sidered. ... A little farther on you fall into the error of 
perhaps hasty writing thereby misrepresenting [my 
words]. It is not the criminal that is unmodifiable. Much 
can be done for the criminal and the pauper. It is their 
inferior brain which they have inherited that cannot be 
modified. . . . 

The defective brain cannot be changed anymore 
than an inherited absence of eyes. (Goddard, 1948, p. 6) 

Finally, in questioning Pastore's ability to comprehend 
how he executed his work and made his interpretations, 
Goddard includes a statement reminiscent of those he had 
made earlier in his career: "The feeble-minded are very 
difficult to understand. Like so many other problems, it is the 
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expert, the person who has lived among a group of known 
feeble-minded, who gets to know them." (Goddard, 1948, 

p. 6) 
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Chapter 9 

Eugenics, 
Sterilization, and 
the Final Solution 

^3oddard's study of the Kallikaks not only led him to 

find feeblemindedness in various quarters, it also stimulated 
others to search for evidence that would confirm that the 
existence of the moron was the basis of most social prob¬ 
lems. While Goddard was testing immigrants, mental defec¬ 
tives were being discovered with amazing frequency in 
America's jails and slums. In Boston, a study of criminals 
found that less than 8 percent had normal intelligence; a 
Kansas prison reported that over 68 percent of the white 
inmates and more than 90 percent of the black inmates were 
morons; a jail in Virginia found that 64 percent of the inebri- 
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ates and criminals arrested were feebleminded. Consistent 
with Goddard's portrayal of the sexual misbehavior of the 
bad Kallikaks, a study in Albany, New York, indicated that 
at least 85 percent of the local prostitutes were feeble¬ 
minded. A Pennsylvania field worker found that 98 percent 
of the unwed mothers she studied were morons (Wallin, 

1917). 
Henry Goddard created not only the term but also the 

concept of the moron. His work on the Kallikak family, and 
later on immigrants and draftees, fortified that concept. The 
moron as a menacing social sore became a powerful and 
pervasive image. The idea that a multitude of social prob¬ 
lems could be attributed to a single source, feebleminded¬ 
ness, was most appealing. The concept of the menacing 
moron evolved into a corpus of conventional wisdom. That 
moronity was usually hereditary and could not be cured 
was widely accepted (this remained true even after God¬ 
dard had modified some of his own views). The idea that 
intelligence tests could be used to fairly and accurately 
diagnose feeblemindedness was rarely challenged. The 
argument that morons were the primary wellspring of social 
problems gained widespread popularity, even among 
social workers and social reform groups. The proposal that 
these people should be segregated and that their reproduc¬ 
tion should be prohibited came to be seen as a reasonable 
solution to the problems they created. 

The result was a proliferation of social policy recommen¬ 
dations based on the belief that the moron constituted the 
primary source of ills of society. In their book, Applied 

Eugenics, Popenoe and Johnson suggested a number of 
social reforms. Compulsory education and restriction of 
child labor were advocated, based not on the humanitarian 
and equalitarian principles with which they had become 
associated but on the assumption that these changes would 
make children more expensive for parents. This would in 
turn have the effect of pressuring the poorer classes to have 
smaller families. Fewer children among the poor, an 
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obviously inferior class of people, would then reduce the 
burdens they placed on society. For the same reason, 
Popenoe and Johnson opposed such aid to poor children as 
free school lunches and textbook subsidies. Such programs, 
they argued, would lower the cost of children to poor fami¬ 
lies and encourage irresponsible reproduction (Popenoe & 
Johnson, 1918). 

In reading the eugenic literature produced in the first four 
decades of the twentieth century, one is often struck by the 
zeal and passion of the writing. Eugenics had the spirit of a 
religious cause or a political reform movement. The 
eugenics enthusiasts pushed vigorously for government 
action that would protect and promote the overall good of 
society. In the process, some individual liberties might have 
to be restricted, but the destiny of the nation must come 
foremost. 

Goddard's conception of the moron, the menace of the 
feebleminded, would thrive and grow for many years. 
Eventually, society would come to view the sacrifice of the 
rights of those considered defective for the benefit of the 
culture—for the preservation of better "human stock "—to be 
not only allowable but desirable. 

Initially, as we have noted, Goddard felt the problem of 
moronity could best be managed by segregation and the 
prevention of reproduction. The technique he proposed to 
accomplish this was institutionalization. Through separa¬ 
tion and control, he felt that the number of feebleminded 
people in the population would be dramatically reduced in 
a single generation and could practically be eliminated 
eventually. He considered sterilization to be a less desirable 
solution. 

Goddard's colleagues at the Eugenics Record Office, 
however, were enthusiastic advocates of sterilization. They 
lectured and wrote in favor of sterilization on the basis of the 
hereditary research that had been done by their office, by 
Goddard, and by other eugenicists. The most zealous of 
these supporters of compulsory sterilization was Harry H. 
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Laughlin. He was brought to the Eugenics Record Office by 
Charles Davenport, the founder, in 1917. Soon Laughlin 
became deeply committed to the movement to pass state 
laws requiring sterilization of people judged to be hereditary 
defectives. In this category he included tramps, beggars, 
alcoholics, criminals, the feebleminded, the insane, epilep¬ 
tics, the physically deformed, the blind, and the deaf. It is 
interesting to note that Laughlin himself was epileptic. He 
was married but had no children. Whether the latter situa¬ 

tion was voluntary or not, I do not know. 
During the 1920s, Laughlin widened his interest to include 

the issues of race and immigration. In 1920, he appeared 
before the House Committee on Immigration and Natu¬ 
ralization. There he testified that immigrants from the east¬ 
ern and southern parts of Europe were disproportionately 
feebleminded and were therefore contributing inordinately 
to the social problems of the country. He expressed his strong 
concern that they were a threat to the quality of the Ameri¬ 
can stock. He was subsequently appointed as the commit¬ 

tee's "expert eugenics agent" (Voorhees, 1981). 
Laughlin developed a model for sterilization laws that he 

presented to state governments as well as to foreign govern¬ 
ments. In developing this model, he hoped to influence 

law-makers who have to decide upon matters of policy 
to be worked out in legislation regulating eugenical 
sterilization; . . . judges of the courts upon whom, in 
most states having sterilization statutes, devolves the 
duty of deciding upon the constitutionality of new stat¬ 
utes, and of determining cacogenic [genetically defec¬ 
tive] individuals and of ordering their sexual 
sterilization; . . . administrative officers who represent 
the state in locating, and in eugenically analyzing per¬ 
sons alleged to be cacogenic, and who are responsible 
for carrying out the orders of the courts; . . . individual 
citizens who, in the exercise of their civic rights and 
duties, desire to take the initiative in reporting for official 
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determination and action, specific cases of obvious fam¬ 
ily degeneracy. (Laughlin, 1922, p. vii) 

Obviously Laughlin had laid out some very broad goals. 
In addition to influencing public officials and professionals, 
he hoped to enlist ordinary citizens in advancing the cause 
of sterilization by reporting their neighbors. That last state¬ 
ment in the above extract, obviously made with no reserva¬ 
tion, has an ominous ring to it. 

By 1938, more than 27,000 compulsory sterilizations had 
been performed in the United States (Marks, 1981). Thirty of 
the state governments had passed sterilization laws, most of 
them influenced by Laughlin's lobbying efforts and many 
based on his model law. Although the first sterilization law 
was enacted in Indiana in 1907, the constitutionality of com¬ 
pulsory sterilization was not fully tested until 1927. In that 
year, the Supreme Court upheld the right of a state to 
enforce sterilization against the will of an individual judged 
to be defective. The case, Buck v. Bell (1927), involved the 
state of Virginia and Carrie Buck, a young woman who had 
been committed to the State Colony for Epileptics and Fee¬ 
ble-Minded near Lynchburg. Carrie, an 18-year-old Cauca¬ 
sian girl, had been chosen as the first person to be sterilized 
under Virginia's new law. The right of the state to perform 
the operation was challenged, and the case was taken to the 
Circuit Court of Amherst County. The Eugenics Record 
Office sent a field worker, Arthur H. Estabrook, to assist the 
state by collecting information on Carrie's heredity. This 
information was analyzed by Laughlin, who then presented 
his findings to the court in support of the state's sterilization 
law (Chase, 1977). 

In his statement to the court, Laughlin testified that Carrie 
was feebleminded, as 

evidenced by failure of mental development, having a 
chronological age of 18 years, with a mental age of 9 
years, according to Stanford Revision of Binet-Simon 
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Test, and of social and economic inadequacy; has a 
record during her life of immorality, prostitution, and 
untruthfulness; has never been self-sustaining; has had 
one illegitimate child, now about six months old and 
supposed to be mental defective." (Laughlin, 1929, 

p. 16) 

In his account of Carrie's mother, Emma, Laughlin pre¬ 
sented a test score indicating that the 52-year-old woman 
had a mental age of only 7 years, 11 months, and that she 
was socially inadequate. He described her as immoral, 
untruthful, maritally unworthy, and a prostitute. He asserted 
that she had been divorced by her husband on the grounds 

of infidelity. 
In commenting on Carrie Buck's heritage, Laughlin said, 

''These people belong to the shiftless ignorant, and worth¬ 
less class of anti-social whites of the South . . . [they are an] 
ignorant and moving class of people, and it is impossible to 
get intelligent and satisfactory data'' (Laughlin, 1929, p. 17). 

Even though he complained of the difficulty of acquiring 
satisfactory data on the family, Laughlin apparently felt he 
had enough evidence to testify that Carrie Buck was feeble¬ 
minded because of genetic factors: 

Generally feeble-mindedness is caused by the inheri¬ 
tance of degenerate qualities; but sometimes it may be 
caused by environmental factors which are not heredi¬ 
tary. In the case given, the evidence points strongly 
toward the feeble-mindedness and moral delinquency 
of Carrie Buck being due, primarily, to inheritance and 
not to environment. (Laughlin, 1929, p. 17) 

When I examined the records of Carrie Buck's case in the 
Amherst County courthouse, the direct impact of the Kalli- 
kak study on the trial was obvious. Dr. J.S. Dejarnette, the 
superintendent of Western State Hospital in Staunton, Vir¬ 
ginia, testified on behalf of the state. When asked to give 
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evidence that feeblemindedness was hereditary, he cited 
the Kallikaks. The transcript of his statement is made even 
more interesting by his incorrect recollection of the story and 
by the court reporter's problems with the spelling of the 
family name: 

An illustration was had in New Jersey, called the Call- 
icac case. Old man John Callicac in 1775 had an illegiti¬ 
mate child by a feeble-minded woman. He also had 
offspring from his wife, and none of them were feeble¬ 
minded. There were 480 offspring as a result of the child 
he had by this feeble-minded woman—(Dr. Dejarnette 
at this point consults his notes) there were 143 feeble¬ 
minded, 44 normal, and 293 undetermined; probably 
couldn't get the history on them—this occurred in 1775. 
That is a report that was generally published through¬ 
out most of the books on heredity. (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, 
p. 45) 

Dejarnette was then questioned by the lawyer represent¬ 
ing the state colony concerning the Kallikaks: 

Question: In other words, the ancestor Callicac was 
normal? 

Answer: Supposed to be. 

Question: Mated with a wife that was normal? 
Answer: Yes, sir, and had 496 descendants. 

Question: None of them feeble-minded? 

Answer: No. 

Question: None criminal? 
Answer: Not so far as we know. 

Question: And then he mated with a feeble-minded 

girl? 
Answer: And their descendants were 480—143 of them 

were dependents of the state of New Jersey—that is 
about one-fourth—that is a little over one-fourth. 
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Question: Now on the side of the mating with the nor¬ 
mal woman, what was the type of offspring as illus¬ 

trated in the examples? 
Answer: Normal all the way through. 

Question: Did any of them reach eminence, do you 

know? 
Answer: I don't remember. (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, 

pp. 46-47) 

Arthur Estabrook not only collected the information on 
Carrie Buck's family that was used in Laughlin's deposition, 
he also testified at the trial. The state colony's counsel, A.E. 
Stroud, came back to the Kallikaks when he questioned 

Estabrook: 

Question: Dr. Dejarnette made some references to the 
Callicac family of New Jersey. Have you any knowl¬ 
edge of the history of that family? 

Answer: I have. 

Question: I wish you would supplement what Dr. 
Dejarnette said about them. 

Answer: The only point to be added is that on the good 
side of the Callicac family there were found among 
the members several that have been college presi¬ 
dents, at least one governor of the state, and a 
number of senators. 

Question: Were there any such types found among 
those who were descended from the feeble-minded? 

Answer: No. (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, p. 73) 

The successes of the favored Kallikaks had increased since 
1912! Estabrook's testimony (erroneous as it was) painted an 
even more glorious picture of the effect of good genes than 
Goddard's portrait had. 

Thus, even though Goddard himself had been mild and 
cautious on the question of compulsory sterilization, his 
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myth was very instrumental in legitimizing it. In the process 
of serving as an example of why sterilization laws were 
needed, the myth grew to even larger proportions. 

In his deposition, Harry Laughlin also referred to God¬ 
dard's work. It is clear that the intent of his statement was to 
influence the court through the scientific credibility that God¬ 
dard's research gave to the arguments being made in favor 
of sterilization: 

I submit herewith Bulletin No. 1 of the Eugenics Record 
Office, by Henry H. Goddard, on the subject "Heredity 
of Feeble-mindedness." This bulletin of 14 pages con¬ 
tains 15 pedigree charts showing the family distribution 
of feeble-mindedness in these families, and demon¬ 
strating the hereditary nature of the defect. At the time of 
preparing this bulletin, namely in 1911, Dr. Goddard 
was the director of the scientific studies then being con¬ 
ducted in feeble-mindedness by the Training School at 
Vineland, N.J. (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, p. 11) 

On page 13 of the cited bulletin is the pedigree chart of 
Deborah Kallikak. The chart shows only the disfavored 
Kallikak line; it was prepared before the connection to the 
favored line was discovered, or at least before it was 
revealed. 

Attorney Stroud called several witnesses who knew some 
of Carrie's relatives. His purpose in having them testify was 
to demonstrate that defectiveness was spread throughout 
the family and was, indeed, hereditary in Carrie's case. 
These witnesses were obtained through investigations of the 
family conducted by Estabrook. As one reads the testimony, 
the techniques that Estabrook used and the manner in which 
he attempted to influence people's judgments about his 
fieldwork become obvious. 

Three elementary school teachers testified during the 
trial. As each appeared before the court, a pattern devel¬ 
oped in their remarks. The first to speak was Eula Wood. She 
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was asked to talk about Carrie's younger half sister, Doris. 
She explained that she had been Doris's teacher for only 
6 weeks and, therefore, had only limited knowledge of the 
child. Stroud asked if Miss Wood would call her a dull child. 
She replied, "Well, she is dull in her books—I would call her 

dull in her books." (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, p. 14) 
Following Miss Wood, a second teacher, Miss Virginia 

Beard, was asked to give information about Roy Smith, 
Carrie's half brother. She testified that he did not do passing 
work in her fourth-grade class. She said that his behavior in 
school was a problem because he "tried to be funny—tried to 
be smart" (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, p. 15). When Stroud asked 
Miss Beard about how Roy would compare with other boys 

his age in school: 

Answer: Well he is below the grade of other boys of his 

age in school. 

Question: Basing your reply on your experience as a 
school teacher, would you consider him weak- 

minded? 

Answer: Well, I don't know. (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, p. 16) 

The third teacher, Miss Virginia Landis, was asked to give 
her assessment of the mental ability of one of Carrie s cous¬ 
ins. She said that she considered him "a dull child, but a 
normal child." (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, p. 17) When asked to 
explain, she focused on his poor school work saying that he 
was dull because he was slow in grasping his work in school 
and that he dropped out while in the fifth grade. 

The impression I have from reading these court transcripts 
is that A.E. Stroud was seeking a clear pronouncement of 
feeblemindedness from these teachers and was far from 
satisfied with the qualified statements they gave him about 
the intellectual levels of Carrie's relatives. Stroud s exam¬ 
ination of the next witness is indicative of his frustration at not 
getting the concrete and simple diagnosis he was seeking. 
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John W. Hopkins, a neighbor of Carrie's family and superin¬ 
tendent of the Albermarle County Home, was asked to talk 
about Carrie's brother, Roy Smith. He explained that the 
only thing he could say was that he had once observed the 
boy acting strangely on his way to school one day. This 
seems to have disturbed Stroud: 

Question: Did you tell Dr. Estabrook that you consider 
that boy mentally defective and foolish? 

Answer: I think so, yes. 

Question: Then why don't you tell us that, then, Mr. 
Hopkins? Are you averse to testifying? 

Answer: No, sir, but that is all I know about him. (Buck 
v. Priddy, 1924, p. 21) 

Hopkins was then asked to testify about another relative 
on Carrie's mother's side of the family: 

Question: What do you know about Richard Dudley? 
Answer: Well I don't know very much about Mr. 

Dudley. He strikes me as being right peculiar, and 
that is all I know about him, but as to why, I couldn't 
tell you any particular case at all. 

Question: Is he a man above, or below, the average 
intelligence? 

Answer: Well I don't know sir. I don't know whether I 
am capable of judging that. . . . 

Question: Didn't you tell Dr. Estabrook yesterday. . . . 
Answer: I did—I told him I thought so, but since consid¬ 

ering that thing. . . . 

Question: It is natural that it would be embarrassing to 
you to testify about these people being neighbors— 

Answer: I know, but I don't mind telling you what I 
know to be fact. (p. 21) 
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In asking Hopkins to testify about the relative s son, Stroud 

uses the same type of questioning: 

Question: Do you consider him above or below the 

average? 
Answer: Well, that question is exactly like the other, 

and I answer it the same way. 

Question: Yesterday you thought he was below, and 

today you don't know? 
Answer: Well, I don't know. That is right, (pp. 21—22) 

Samuel Dudley was another neighbor called to the trial. 
As it turned out, apparently to Stroud's and Estabrooks 
surprise, he was also Carrie's great uncle. He was asked to 
make comments on Carrie's grandfather, Richard Harlow: 

Question: What did you—what was your opinion of 

Richard mentally? 
Answer: I suppose Richard had just as good ordinary 

sense as the generality of the people. Now, Mr. 
Stroud, he wasn't a thorough educated man. He had 
some little joking ways sometimes, but outside of that 

he was all right. 

Question: Did you regard him as at all peculiar in any 

way? 
Answer: No, no more than just in a joking manner, sir. 

Question: Didn't you tell Dr. Estabrook yesterday or the 
day before, that you considered Richard peculiar, or 

below the average? 
Answer: No, sir, 1 just told him that he had those pecu¬ 

liar ways. That gentleman there (pointing) asked me 
Saturday night, and pressed me about a lot of things I 

didn't know anything about. 

Question: Didn't you tell him you thought Richard was 

peculiar or below the average? 
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Answer: Just in this joking way and the manner he had. 
He was a man that transacted his own business up 
until his death. 

Question: But you did tell Dr. Estabrook he was pecu¬ 
liar? 

Answer: Well possibly I did. He kept quizzing me about 
different things, and I thought I would just let him go. 
(Buckv. Priddy, 1924, pp. 25-26) 

The testimony of Miss Caroline Wilhelm, a social worker, 
probably comes closest to telling the truth of Carrie Buck's 
case. It is unlikely that Carrie would have been institu¬ 
tionalized if she had not gotten pregnant and had an illegiti¬ 
mate child. The combination of her poverty, lack of a 
protecting family group, limited education and skills, her 
youth, and her pregnancy resulted in her commitment to the 
state colony. Her foster family initiated the procedure to 
institutionalize her only when they discovered that she was 
pregnant. Had there been some means for her to hide, 
explain, or legitimize her condition, Carrie Buck would not 
have been classified as feebleminded. Nor would she have 
become the victim of and precedent for compulsory steriliza¬ 
tion. Miss Wilhelm's statements demonstrate the circular 
and inescapable reasoning that led to Carrie's separation 
from society and her eventual sterilization: 

Question: Now, there are records down in Charlottes¬ 
ville in connection with social work—have they any 
records against Carrie Buck, the girl here, which 
would tend to show that she was feeble-minded or 
unsocial or anti-social, or whatever the term is, other 

than the birth of this child? 

Answer: No sir, our record begins on the 17th of Janu¬ 
ary of this year, and that is the first knowledge we 
have of her. 
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Question: Basing your opinion that the girl is unsocial 
or anti-social, on the fact that she had an illegitimate 
child—the point I am getting at is this—are you basing 
your opinion on that? 

Answer: On that fact, and that as a social worker I know 
that girls of that type— 

Question: Now, what is the type? 
Answer: I should say decidedly feeble-minded. 

Question: But the question of pregnancy is not evi¬ 
dence of feeble-mindedness, is it—the fact that, as we 
say, she made a miss-step—went wrong—is that evi¬ 
dence of feeble-mindedness? 

Answer: No, but a feeble-minded girl is much more 
likely to go wrong. (Buck v. Priddy, 1924, pp. 33-34) 

Carrie Buck's trial was obviously a test case arranged by 
the administration of the state colony, probably with the 
encouragement and support of the Eugenics Record Office. 
The man who served as Carrie's guardian in the case, R.G. 
Shelton, was appointed at the request of the colony. No 
witnesses were called on Carrie's behalf. The only argu¬ 
ments in her favor were references to legal questions, and 
these were brief and technical. But perhaps the most telling 
part of the case was a comment from A.S. Priddy, superin¬ 
tendent of the state colony. 

Priddy gave examples of people at the colony who had 
been sterilized for medical reasons and who had been 
placed successfully outside the institution. In an aside, he 
indicated that Carrie's attorney, Mr. Whitehead, knew the 
"inmates" he was talking about. Mr. Whitehead acknowl¬ 
edged quickly that he did know these people. He seems to 
have wanted to clarify why he knew them; he told the court 
reporter, "Yes, put in there that I know them through being a 
member of the Special Board of Directors (Buck v. Priddy, 
1924, p. 90). Carrie Buck's counsel, then, was not a real 
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counselor for her but was, instead, merely another player in 
a legal charade. 

Attorney Stroud reported to the court that he had inter¬ 
viewed Carrie concerning sterilization. Years later, Carrie 
would say that she had not understood at the time what the 
operation would do to her. But Stroud, in reporting on his 
conversation with her, seemed to want to convey the impres¬ 
sion that Carrie was unconcerned about being sterilized: 

Question: Do you care to say anything about having 
this operation performed on you? 

Answer: No, sir, I have not, it is up to my people. (Buck 
v. Priddy, 1924, p. 29) 

Carrie must have thought that her family would be involved 
in making the decision of what was best for her. Tragically, 
in this case, Carrie had no "people." 

The court decided in favor of the state and ordered Car¬ 
rie's sterilization. The case was appealed in Virginia, and 
the circuit court's decision was upheld. Finally, the case was 
heard by the U.S. Supreme Court. The majority of the court 
ruled that Virginia's compulsory sterilization law was con¬ 
stitutional (Buck v. Bell, 1927). Thus, the precedent was set 
giving state governments the right to intervene in the 
reproductive practices of citizens who were deemed defec¬ 
tive in some way. 

In delivering the majority opinion in this landmark deci¬ 
sion, Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes said: 

We have seen more than once that the public welfare 
may call upon the best citizens for their lives. It would be 
strange if it could not call upon those who already sap 
the strength of the State for these lesser sacrifices, often 
felt to be much by those concerned, in order to prevent 
our being swamped with incompetence. It is better for 
all the world, if instead of waiting to execute degenerate 
offspring for crime, or to let them starve for their 
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imbecility, society can prevent those who are manifestly 
unfit from continuing their kind. The principle that sus¬ 
tains compulsory vaccination is broad enough to cover 
cutting the Fallopian tubes. . . . Three generations of 
imbeciles are enough. (Buck v. Bell, 1927, p. 50) 

During the 1970s, Dr. K. Ray Nelson was director of the 
institution in which Carrie Buck was sterilized. It is now 
known as the Central Virginia Training Center. While 
administering the programs at the institution, he began to do 
research on the center's records relating to the practice of 
sterilization. He was interested in finding out what he could 
about Carrie and her sister Doris, who had also lived in the 
institution and been sterilized there. In the process of review¬ 
ing the files, he discovered that, following the Buck v. Bell 
decision and Carrie's sterilization, more than 4,000 people 
had been sterilized in that one institution. The practice was 

not completely abandoned there until 1972. 

Nelson finally found Doris and Carrie in 1979. Doris Buck 
Figgins and her husband, Matthew, were living near Front 
Royal, Virginia. They had been married for 39 years. In his 
visit, Nelson brought copies of institutional records in which 
Doris was interested. He read to her some important dates, 
including her birthdate, which she had not known. When he 
read the date of her sterilization, he heard a cry; looking up 
from the records he was reading, he found Doris and Mat¬ 
thew sobbing: 

"They didn't know she'd been sterilized," Dr. Nelson 
said. Mrs. Figgins told him that when she was wheeled 
into an operating room at the Lynchburg hospital at the 
age of 16 in 1928, doctors indicated only that they were 
going to perform an appendectomy. 

"Here was this lady," Dr. Nelson said, "who for years 
had been feeling that she had failed because she 
couldn't have children." (Robertson, 1980, pp. A-l, D-4) 
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Through Mrs. Figgins, Nelson was able to locate Carrie 
Buck Detamore, who was living at that time in Albemarle 
County near Charlottesville, Virginia. In subsequent news¬ 
paper interviews, Carrie told reporters that the operation 
was performed on her because she got pregnant and had a 
baby by a boy friend who had raped her. She explained that 
she was told only that she had to have an operation, not that 
it would mean that she would never be able to have children 
again. She did not find out that she had been sterilized until 
several years after the operation was performed. "I didn't 
want a big family," she said in an interview, but "I'd like to 
have a couple of children." She said, "I was surprised. Oh 
yeah, I was angry. ... I just didn't like the idea of being 
operated on to keep from having children" ("Case Led," 

1980, p. 24). 
Paul A. Lombardo of the University of Virginia, a legal 

scholar, has studied the Buck v. Bell case. He visited Carrie 
Buck during the last years of her life. In a letter to Stephen Jay 

Gould, he remarked: 

As for Carrie, when I met her she was reading news¬ 
papers daily and joining a more literate friend to assist 
at regular bouts with the crossword puzzles. She was 
not a sophisticated woman, and lacked social graces, 
but mental health professionals who examined her in 
later life confirmed my impressions that she was neither 

mentally ill nor retarded. (Gould, 1984, p. 16) 

The statement by Harry Laughlin recorded in the original 
circuit court's proceedings includes only a brief mention of 
Carrie Buck's daughter (the "third generation of imbeciles"), 
who became so important eventually in reaching the 
Holmes decision. Carrie was said to have "had one illegiti¬ 
mate child, now about six months old and supposed to be 

mental defective" (Laughlin, 1929, p. 16). 
Carrie's baby was adopted by the same people who had 

raised her—J.T. and Alice Dobbs. It was the comparison of 
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this baby with Dobbs's own grandchild on which the diag¬ 
nosis of mental deficiency was based. Miss Wilhelm, the 
social worker, testified in the circuit court trial that the baby 
did not seem quite normal to her. At the time of the original 
trial, the baby was only 7 months old. Miss Wilhelm said 
that, compared to the Dobbs grandchild, who was only a 
few days older than Carrie's baby, there was a decided 
difference in development: "There is a look about it that is not 
quite normal, but just what it is, I can't tell" (Gould, 1984, 

p. 17). 
Little has been known about Carrie's child until the recent 

collaborative efforts of Stephen Jay Gould and Paul Lom¬ 
bardo. In a startlingly revealing article, Gould explains that 
Carrie's child was a girl named Vivian who continued to live 
with the Dobbs family throughout her short life. She died at 
the age of 8 from a not clearly diagnosed childhood disease. 
Before her death, Vivian attended public school for four 
terms, from September 1930 until May 1932. The records 
from her school indicate that she was a normal little girl and 
an average student. She progressed well in her academic 
subjects and consistently received high marks for ' deport¬ 
ment." In the spring of 1931, she was on the honor roll of her 
school. Both Gould and Lombardo conclude that, not only 
was Vivian a quite normal child, but there is no reasonable 
evidence that either Carrie or her mother was retarded. In 
other words, the existence of "three generations of 
imbeciles" was patently untrue. 

Gould concludes his revisit to the Carrie Buck case with 

words that are well worth repeating here: 

Carrie Buck died last year. By a quirk of fate, and not by 
memory or design, she was buried just a few steps from 
her only daughter's grave. In the umpteenth and ulti¬ 
mate verse of a favorite old ballad, a rose and a brier— 
the sweet and the bitter—emerge from the tombs of 
Barbara Allen and her lover, twining about each other 
in the union of death. May Carrie and Vivian, victims in 
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different ways and in the flower of youth, rest together in 
peace. (Gould, 1984, p. 18) 

Following Nelson's disclosure of the number of steriliza¬ 
tions that had been performed at the Lynchburg institution, 
a series of newspaper articles appeared on the subject. One 
included an interview with a man who had lived there and 
who had been sterilized when he was 15 years old. In the 
article he is called Buck Smith. 

Buck was born in Richmond to a couple who could not 
support him. He lived his first 8 years in various city institu¬ 
tions. For reasons he does not understand, he was then sent 
to the Lynchburg colony: 

"They separated us according to ability," Smith 
recalled. "Most of the kids seemed to come from broken 
homes. There wasn't, to my mind, that many retarded. 
They were just sort of lost. . . . 

"Eventually, you knew your time would come," he 
said. "Everybody knew it. A lot of us just joked about it. 
There was a lot of kidding and joking. We weren't 
growed up enough to think about it. We didn't know 
what it meant." (McKelway, 1980, pp. A-l & B-l) 

Buck recalled that one day a group of boys and girls met in 
the basement of one of the buildings: 

"We were just beginning to find out what life was all 
about," Smith said, explaining that some sexual activity 
took place. 

"Then the girls told on us," he said, "and they put me 
in confinement for a month. They said I had to be taught 
a lesson. Two weeks later they came to me and told me 
they were going to have to sterilize me." (McKelway, 
1980, p. B-l) 

Buck goes on to describe his recollections of the steriliza¬ 
tion procedure and of his departure from the institution a 
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short time later. He was married at age 18. That marriage 
ended in divorce after 13 years. He felt that his wife was 
unable to accept the fact that they could not have children, 
and yet could not bring herself to talk with him about her 
feelings. Buck remarried shortly afterward to a woman who 
had two children by a previous husband. The article closes 
with Buck Smith's expression of regret at not having children 

of his own: 

"Having children is supposed to be part of the human 
race. Sometimes I feel like there s a part that I m miss¬ 

ing." 
Tears welled up in his eyes, surrounded by creases of 

a life of hard work. 
Behind him, pasted to a mirror, was a dollar bill Smith 

said might bring him luck. And below that was a card 

from his stepchildren. 
"Thinking of you Daddy," it reads. They call me 

Daddy," Smith said. (McKelway, 1980, p. B-l) 

As this chapter is being written in July of 1984, a proposed 
settlement in a class action suit has just been filed in the U.S. 
District Court in Lynchburg, Virginia, on behalf of people 
who were involuntarily sterilized in Virginia. The terms of 
the settlement provide for a media campaign to notify former 
residnts of state institutions that they can inquire and deter¬ 
mine if they were sterilized. They also provide for psycholog¬ 
ical counseling for persons who were sterilized against their 
will or without their knowledge—seemingly small restitution 
for a great injustice. But even greater injustices must be 
examined in order to understand the legacy of the Kallikaks. 

In 1927, the model sterilization act developed by Harry 
Laughlin and used by Virginia was held to be constitutional 
by the U.S. Supreme Court. On July 14, 1933, the same 
model became law in Germany. On that day Adolf Hitler 
decreed that the Hereditary Health Law was in force. The 
law was intended to ensure that "less worthy members of 
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the Third Reich did not pass on their inferior genes. Heredi¬ 
tary health courts were established to decide which persons 
were to be sterilized. Each court was to consist of two doctors 
and one judge—all government appointed (Ludmerer, 
1972). 

The Law for the Protection of German Blood and Honor 

September 15, 1935 

Imbued with the knowledge that the purity of German blood is the 

necessary prerequisite for the existence of the German nation, and 

inspired by an inflexible will to maintain the existence of the German 

nation for all future times, the Reichstag has unanimously adopted the 

following law, which is now enacted: 

Article 1. (1) Any marriages between lews and citizens of German or 

kindred blood are herewith forbidden. Marriages entered into despite 

this law are invalid, even if they are arranged abroad as a means of 

circumventing this law. 

(2) Annulment proceedings for marriages may be initiated 

only by the Public Prosecutor. 

Article 2. Extramarital relations between lews and citizens of German 

or kindred blood are herewith forbidden. 

Article 3. lews are forbidden to employ as servants in their households 

female subjects of German or kindred blood who are under the age of 

forty-five years. 

Article 4. (1) lews are prohibited from displaying the Reich and 

national flag and from showing the national colors. 

(2) However, they may display the Jewish colors. The exer¬ 

cise of this right is under state protection. 

Article 5. (1) Anyone who acts contrary to the prohibition noted in 

Article 1 renders himself liable to penal servitude. 

(2) The man who acts contrary to the prohibition of Article 2 

will be punished by sentence to either a jail or penitentiary. 

(3) Anyone who acts contrary to the provisions of Articles 3 

and 4 will be punished with a jail sentence up to a year and with a fine, 

or with one of these penalties. 

Article 6. The Reich Minister of Interior, in conjunction with the Deputy 

of the Fuehrer and the Reich Minister of Justice, will issue the required 

legal and administrative decrees for the implementation and ampli¬ 

fication of this law. 

Article 7. This law shall go into effect on the day following its pro¬ 

mulgation, with the exception of Article 3, which shall go into effect on 

January 1, 1936. 
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The German law was implemented swiftly and broadly. 

By the end of the first year that the law was in effect, over 

56,000 people had been found to be defective by the health 

courts and were sterilized (Holmes, 1936). Hitler's actions 

were applauded by American eugenics proponents. Paul 

Popenoe felt that the Germans were following a policy that 

was consistent with the thinking of eugenicists throughout 

the world (Popenoe, 1934). Ludmerer quotes an editorial 

statement from the Eugenical News that concluded, "It is 

difficult to see how the new German Sterilization Law could, 

as some have suggested, be deflected from its purely 

eugenical purpose, and be made an 'instrument of tyranny' 

for the sterilization of non-Nordic races" (1972, p. 117). 

It has been estimated that, between 1933 and 1945, two 

million people were deemed defective and sterilized in Ger¬ 

many. In testimony at the Nuremberg war trials, a German 

doctor cited Virginia's Buck vs. Bell case as the precedent for 

Nazi race hygiene and sterilization programs (Booker, 1980). 

In 1935, the Nazi government passed the Nuremberg 

Laws. These were based on the continuing German 

research in Rassenhygiene (race hygiene). The laws 

banned interracial marriage between Germans and lews 

and elaborated on the original sterilization act. The articles 

of the laws addressing the issue of interracial marriage are 

chilling in the extent to which they reflect the influence of the 

American eugenics movement (Snyder, 1981, pp. 213-214): 

If, at this point, the connection between the eugenics 

movement in America and the Nuremberg laws is not yet 

clearly traceable, it may be helpful to consider the Act to 

Preserve Racial Integrity, which was enacted in Virginia in 

1924. The act was written and guided through the state 

legislature by W.A. Plecker. Plecker, a strong believer in 

eugenics, served for many years as the registrar of vital 

statistics for Virginia. He worked closely with the Eugenics 

Record Office and was a member of several eugenics orga¬ 

nizations. A.H. Estabrook called upon Plecker for assistance 

in a study of racially mixed families. In his book, Eugenics in 
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Relation to the New Family, Plecker quotes Estabrook in 

language typical of the eugenicists: 

Dr. A.H. Estabrook in a recent study for the Carnegie 

Institute, of a mixed group in Virginia, many of whom 

are so slightly negroid as to be able to pass for white, 

says: "School studies and observations of some adults 

indicate the group as a whole to be of poor mentality, 

much below the average ... on the basis of the army 

intelligence tests. There is an early adolescence with 

low moral code, high incidence of licentiousness and 

twenty-one percent of illegitimacy in the group." 

(Plecker, 1924, p. 15) 

The Virginia Act to Preserve Racial Integrity states in part: 

It shall hereafter be unlawful for any white person in this 

State to marry any save a white person, or a person with 

no other admixture of blood than white and American 

Indian. For the purpose of this act, the term "white 

person" shall apply only to the person who has no trace 

whatsoever of any blood other than Caucasian; but 

persons who have one-sixteenth or less of the blood of 

the American Indian and have no other non-Caucasian 

blood should be deemed to be white persons. All laws 

heretofore passed and now in effect regarding the inter¬ 

marriage of white and colored persons shall apply to 

marriages prohibited by this act. (Plecker, 1924, p. 31) 

Shortly after the Nazis took power, they took control of all 

major German universities. In June 1936, Heidelberg Uni¬ 

versity held a celebration commemorating its 550th anniver¬ 

sary. Honorary degrees were awarded to a number of 

European and American scholars. Harry Laughlin was one 

of those honored. The degree was conferred in appreciation 

of his services to the science of eugenics and his efforts to 

purify "the human seed stock." Laughlin's invitation from the 

dean of the Heidelberg faculty of medicine reads: 
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The Faculty of Medicine of the University of Heidelberg 

intends to confer upon you the degree of Doctor of Medi¬ 

cine h.c. (honoris causa) on the occasion of the 550 year 

Jubilee (27th to 30th of June, 1936). I should be grateful to 

you if you would inform me whether you are ready to 

accept the honorary doctor's degree and, if so, whether 

you would be able to come to Heidelberg to attend the 

ceremony of honorary promotion and to personally 

receive your diploma. (Schneider, 1936) 

Laughlin responded with dispatch and enthusiasm: 

I stand ready to accept this very high honor. Its bestowal 

will give me particular gratification, coming as it will 

from a university deep rooted in the life history of the 

German people. ... To me this honor will be doubly 

valued because it will come from a nation which for 

many centuries nurtured the human seed-stock which 

later founded my own country and thus gave basic 

character to our present lives and institutions. (Laugh¬ 

lin, 1936a) 

After the degree was awarded, Laughlin again wrote to 

the dean expressing his deep appreciation for the honor: 

I consider the conferring of this high degree upon me not 

only as a personal honor, but also as evidence of a 

common understanding of German and American sci¬ 

entists of the nature of eugenics as research in and the 

practical application of those fundamental biological 

and social principles which determine the racial 

endowments and the racial health—physical, mental 

and spiritual—of future generations. (Laughlin, 1936b) 1 

Marian S. Olden of the Association for Voluntary Steriliza¬ 

tion recalls in positive terms her exposure to the Nazi ster¬ 

ilization program: 
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At home I had read everything available on the subject 
and had a well founded conviction that it was admin¬ 
istered scientifically and rationally, not emotionally or 
racially. 

[The law] had been extensively discussed and 
approved by the Prussian Ministry of Public Health and 
Social Welfare in 1932. It stipulated that every doctor in 
the nation must report every case of hereditary disease 
that came to his attention. The law applied to: 1) Con¬ 
genital Feeble-mindedness, 2) Schizophrenia, 
3) Manic-depressive insanity, 4) Inherited epilepsy, 
5) Huntington's chorea, 6) Severe hereditary malfunc¬ 
tions, 7) Severe alcoholism, 8) Hereditary blindness, 
9) Hereditary deafness. . . . 

A good sterilization law must carry safeguards for its 
proper administration. ... If sterilization were done 
without medical or eugenic indications, it was consid¬ 
ered malpractice and would be prosecuted under the 
German Criminal Code. In Germany in 1937 there were 
196 Health Courts, functioning quite apart from the 
Criminal Courts. Each Health Court was composed of a 
district judge, a public health officer, and a physician 
specializing in medical genetics. They conducted in¬ 
quiries into the condition of the entire family as well as 
examinees the person brought before them. (Olden, 
1974, p. 65) 

It is important to note that Ms. Olden related these positive 
impressions of the Nazi program in a book published in 1974. 
The book is essentially a contemporary version of the origi¬ 
nal eugenic arguments for sterilization. Indeed, eugenics is 
still flourishing in many ways, as we document in the follow¬ 
ing chapter. Even the realities of the Nazi race hygiene 
program that were revealed following World War II did not 
shake Olden's faith in eugenics and sterilization. In her 
book, she speaks with great pleasure of her meeting with 
Henry Goddard, ''the author of the famous little book The 
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Kallikak Family which in the 20's did much to promote inter¬ 

est in the subject of eugenics" (Olden, 1974, p. 95). 

Olden includes quotations from Dr. Marie Kopp, an Amer¬ 

ican of Swiss heritage who received a fellowship to study the 

administration of the German sterilization program in 1935. 

Kopp reportedly traveled widely in Germany and inter¬ 

viewed a wide assortment of people. According to Olden, 

Kopp reported: 

The sterilization law is accepted as beneficial legisla¬ 

tion, designated to minimize the difficulties of the 

afflicted. All possible safeguards are taken to forestall 

miscarriages of justice in whatever form they may 

occur. ... I am convinced that the law is administered 

in entire fairness and that discrimination of class, race, 

creed, political or religious belief does not enter into the 

matter. I say this with confidence. (Olden, 1974, p. 65) 

While looking through the papers of Edgar Doll in the 

Archives of the History of American Psychology, I dis¬ 

covered an interesting aside to Marie Kopp's enthusiastic 

appraisal of the Nazi sterilization program. Kopp wrote to 

Doll, Goddard's assistant and eventual successor at the 

Vineland Training School, asking for the real name of the 

Kallikaks and any other information he could provide about 

the family. Like me, she was interested in revisiting the 

Kallikaks. I imagine, however, that the nature of her interest 

was quite different from mine. In his reply, Doll did not 

address her request for the real name. He referred her to 

Elizabeth Kite as a possible source of information. He also 

commented that "we have done nothing on this since the 

book was published except for a somewhat casual field 

followup by Dr. Goddard in 1917" (Doll, 1941, p. 134). 

With respect to the strongly supportive views of Olden and 

Kopp regarding the Nazi sterilization program, we know 

that in fact the program was administered in a racist and 

capricious fashion. People from groups held in disfavor by 
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the government were much more likely than others to be 

found to be defective in some way and sterilized. Anyone 

who was not Nordic in background and appearance was at 

risk. Allan Chase cites the observations of Wallace Duell, 

Chicago Daily News correspondent: 

In examining supposedly feeble-minded persons to 

decide whether or not they are subject to compulsory 

sterilization, the Nazis gave them an intelligence test 

devised by the Reich government. The tests, however 

. . . had to be frequently changed since the supposedly 

feeble-minded persons who took them were passing 

answers along to their friends. This did them little good, 

as they would now be sterilized for moral deficiencies. 

As the official report enforcing the sterilization law 

(quoted by Duell) indicated: "Among the feeble-minded 

there is a large number who have a certain mental 

agility and who answer the usual easy questions 

quickly and apparently with assurance, and who only 

after a more searching examination betray the utter 

superficiality of their thinking and their inability to rea¬ 

son and their lack of moral judgment." (Chase, 1977, 

p. 350) 

Goddard's conception was enduring. Although it was 

clearly difficult at times, some way could always be found to 

create a moron. 
Die Familie Kallikak, the first German edition of God¬ 

dard's book, was published in 1914. The second edition was 

published in November 1933, after the Nazis came to power. 

The full text of this second edition, together with an introduc¬ 

tion, appeared in a special issue of an academic journal, 

Friedrich Mann's Pedagogisches Magazin. The translator, 

Karl Wilker, makes very clear the impact of the Kallikak 

study in Germany: 

The first printing of this book aroused considerable 

attention. This attention often was expressed even in 
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doubts about the genuineness of the study. How could 

the history of this family be true when they lived in the 

"land of unlimited possibilities." In the meantime 

research on genetic inheritance has undergone an 

entirely unforeseen blooming. Questions which were 

only cautiously touched upon by Henry Herbert God¬ 

dard at that time . . . have resulted in the law for the 

prevention of sick or ill offspring dated the 14th of July, 

1933 [the sterilization law]. These questions then, have 

since become generally interesting and significant. Just 

how significant the problem of genetic inheritance is, 

perhaps no example shows so clearly as the example of 

the Kallikak family. (Wilker, 1934, p. ii) 

At the end of the book there is an illustration portraying the 

two Kallikak lines. The illustration was apparently done in 

1925 by Professor Martin Fogel of the German Hygienic 

Museum. Fogel's rather Gothic-looking representation, 

reproduced here as Illustration 13, is interesting in the man¬ 

ner in which the "good" and "bad" Kallikaks are pictured: 

The favored line has the appearance of a robust Nordic 

group; the disfavored line seems to look less Aryan.2 

In Justice at Nuremberg, Robert Canot quotes the observa¬ 

tion of a German medical economist: 

The care of a deaf-mute or cripple costs 6 marks a day, 

that of a reform school inmate 4.85 marks, and that of a 

mentally ill or deficient person 4.5 marks. The average 

earnings of a laborer, on the other hand, were only 2.5 

marks, and those of a civil servant 4 marks daily. . . . 

The state spends far more for the existence of these 

actually worthless compatriots than for the salary of a 

healthy man, who must bring up a healthy family. 

(Conot, 1983, p. 205) 

The compulsory sterilization laws of Nazi Germany set the 

stage for what was to become the most comprehensive and 

vigorous eugenics program the world had ever known. In 
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1937, Hitler authorized certain officially appointed physi¬ 

cians to grant mercy deaths to incurable persons. The first to 

be given this grant were physically handicapped children in 

a hospital near Wurthemberg. The children were killed with 

overdoses of drugs mixed in their food. Those who would not 

eat were killed with injections or suppositories. Soon, ques¬ 

tionnaires were sent to all institutions that housed children. 

On the basis of the questionnaire results, children who were 

deemed incurable or genetically defective were picked for 

"besondere Heilverfahren" (special healing procedures). In 

1940, the exterminations were expanded to include handi¬ 

capped adults. Every institution caring for mentally, emo¬ 

tionally, or physically disabled persons was required to fill 

out patient questionnaires. Doctors and medical students 

selected the people they judged to be incurable or genet¬ 

ically tainted, and those selected were then transported to a 

euthanasia center. Soon the selection procedure became a 

mere formality; the institutions were cleared en masse. 

According to a physician who worked in the program: 

Most institutions did not have enough physicians, and 

what physicians there were were either too busy or did 

not care, and they delegated the selection to the nurses 

and attendants. Whoever looked sick or was otherwise 

a problem patient from the nurses' or attendants' point 

of view was put on a list and was transported to the 

killing center. (Conot, 1983, p. 207) 

At the beginning of 1941, William Shirer, then a corres¬ 

pondent for Life, reported: 

Never related before in this country and known to few 

people in Germany itself, has been the execution of tens 

of thousands of the mentally deficient throughout the 

Reich. Few details of these fantastic "mercy killings" are 

known, but it has been established that the Gestapo is 
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now carrying out the systematic murder of thousands of 

mental misfits dragged from both private and state sani¬ 

tariums. Only Hitler and a few men at the top—and of 

course the relatives who are told to fetch the ashes— 

know of it yet. (Hackett, 1941, p. 138) 

The mass elimination of handicapped people—that is, of 

people judged to be defective in some way—was not a 

unique Nazi invention. It was the culmination of a eugenic 

philosophy that had been building in strength for decades. 

As one observer has pointed out, it was not a specific Ger¬ 

man creation or even a Nazi creation but a phenomenon of 

western thought and science (Wolfensberger, 1981). 

Years before Hitler came to power, a euthanasia program 

was proposed by two German professors in a book titled The 

Release of the Destruction of Life Devoid of Value. Writing in 

the eugenic tradition, the authors point to the economic 

drain created in society by defective people and to the social 

costs such people extract from fit citizens. Their work devel¬ 

oped the perception of the weak, poor, and handicapped as 

"useless eaters" and "superfluous people." The message 

was that there should be a social obligation to find and 

eliminate the misfits and the unfit (Binding & Hoche, 1975). 

The Nazi eugenics program was explained to the young 

people of Germany in a government publication, the Official 

Handbook for Schooling the Hitler Youth. Seven million cop¬ 

ies of the book were distributed to youngsters between 14 

and 18 years of age. A chapter on heredity stresses the 

central role of inheritance in the perpetuation of desirable 

and undesirable human traits. It also gives an extensive list 

of defects that are "known" to be hereditary (Hackett, 1941). 

Noting that there were one million feebleminded people in 

Germany at that time, the handbook discusses the implica¬ 

tions of the increasing number of defectives: 

Most of these congenitally diseased and less worthy 

persons are completely unsuited for living. . . . They 
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cannot take care of themselves and must be maintained 

and cared for in institutions. This costs the state enor¬ 

mous sums yearly. And in this connection some figures 

might well be given. The outlay for an inmate of an 

institution for hereditary diseases is eight times as high 

as it is for a sound person. Just about as much money is 

needed for an idiotic child as for four or five sound 

children. The instruction of a pupil for eight years costs 

about 1,000 marks, the educational outlay for a deaf 

mute about 20,000 marks. Altogether Germany pays 

every year about 1,200,000,000 marks to care for and 

support comrades afflicted with hereditary maladies. 

(Hackett, 1941, pp. 140-141) 

On the basis of economics and the taint of bad blood, then, 

the necessity of killing handicapped people was justified. 

The same arguments would shortly be used as rationales for 

the elimination of Jews. In fact, most authorities on the Nazi 

program of genocide point to the fact that the killing of handi¬ 

capped people evolved into the devastation of Europe s Jews 

(Wolfensberger, 1981). The philosophy, personnel, and 

equipment—and the deadened consciences—required for 

the Holocaust were developed through the process of killing 

handicapped people, those who were perceived to be 

defective, and those who were assumed to be morons. 
It has been estimated that as many as a million people 

died in the Nazi euthanasia campaign against ''defectives." 

About 400,000 of these were classified as either mentally ill 

or mentally retarded (Wertham, 1966). The program was 

very comprehensive and effective. Indeed, the program 

was so successful that Wolfensberger (1981) notes: 

my visit to a large German institution for the mentally 

retarded in 1963 revealed the presence of relatively few 

living units for mature adults because few mentally 

retarded adults were then to be found in Germany 

(p. 3). 



Eugenics, Sterilization, and the Final Solution 167 

NOTES 

1. The correspondence between Harry Laughlin and Carl Schneider 

quoted here first appeared in a report by Randall Bird and Garland 

Allen in the Journal of the History of Biology (Fall 1981), Vol. 14, No. 2. 

2. I would like to express my appreciation to Professor Wayne Thompson, 

formerly of Lynchburg College in Virginia, now at the Virginia Military 

Institute, for his assistance in translating material from Die Familie 
Kallikak. 
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Chapter 10 

The New Eugenics 

A.fter World War II, the eugenics movement declined 

in popularity and power. The decline was due in large part 

to the growing awareness in scientific and intellectual cir¬ 

cles of the awful realities of the Holocaust. The role of 

eugenic philosophy and practices in Nazi Germany 

alarmed those who saw the connection and led to much 

greater caution in the polemics surrounding the nature- 

nurture question. Even those who continued to believe in the 

tenets of eugenics were more careful and quiet in their 

advocacy of genetic solutions to social problems. The 

eugenics movement and the legacy of the Kallikaks were, 

however, far from dead. 

169 
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Even in the awful light of the Nazi atrocities, the story of the 

Kallikaks persisted as a sort of primal myth. Henry Garrett, 

former president of the American Psychological Association 

and chairman of the Department of Psychology at Columbia 

University, continued to present the Kallikak study as a legit¬ 

imate source of data supporting the genetic basis of intel¬ 

ligence. In his textbook, General Psychology; the Kallikak 

family is used to portray the connection between mental 

retardation, immorality, and genetics. Garrett included a 

drawing of Martin Kallikak's two lines of descendants: Those 

in the "bad" line are shown with horns and evil grins; those 

in the "good" line, as might be expected, wear Puritan hats 

and pious expressions (see Illustration 14). 

Garrett's book was widely used as an introductory text in 

psychology courses. It is hard to imagine, and of course 

impossible to measure, the influence that the Kallikak myth 

continued to have on college students because of its 

authoritative legitimization by Garrett. There can be no 

doubt, however, that Garrett's textbook portrayal helped to 

preserve and foster the concept of hereditary defectiveness 

and degeneracy in a new generation of students—students 

who, in their turn, were to become leaders and shapers of 

future public opinion (Chase, 1977). 

Thus, during the 1960s, Garrett carried the academic ban¬ 

ner for eugenics. What might otherwise have been rejected 

as a simple prejudicial notion was given credence in many 

sectors because of Garrett's background and supposed 

expertise. Following his textbook portrayal of the Kallikaks, 

he wrote a series of pamphlets in which he described the 

degenerative effects that racial integration would have in 

the United States. In one of these, titled Breeding Down, he 

used two arguments that had long been standards of the 

eugenics tradition: one, that intelligence is primarily heredi¬ 

tary; second, that some groups have less of it than others. 

Stephen Chorover, in his important book, From Genesis to 

Genocide, quotes from the pamphlet: 
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He married a 
worthy Quakeress 

She bore 
seven upright 

worthy children 

from these seven worthy 
children come hundreds 

of the highest types 
of human beings 

He dallied with 
O feeble-minded 

tavern girl 

She bore a son 
known as "Old Horror 
who hod ten children 

From Old Horror’s 
ten children come hundreds 

of the lowest types of 
humon beings 

Illustration 14: A textbook portrayal of the Kallikaks. Reprinted with permission 

from General Psychology (rev. ed., p. 65) by Henry Garrett, 1955, New York: 

American Book Company. 



172 Minds Made Feeble 

You can no more mix the two races and maintain the 
standards of White Civilization than you can add 80 (the 
average IQ of Negroes) and 100 (the average IQ of 
Whites), divide by two and get 100. What you would get 
would be a race of 90's, and it is that 10 percent differen¬ 
tial that spells the difference between a spire and a mud 
hut; 10 percent—or less—is the margin of civilization's 
"profit"; it is the difference between a cultured society 
and savagery. Therefore, it follows, if miscegenation 
would be bad for White people, it would be bad for 
Negroes as well. For, if leadership is destroyed, all is 
destroyed. (Chorover, 1979, p. 47) 

Desegregation of the schools must be prevented, argued 
Garrett, because it may encourage intermarriage, and 
intermarriage will destroy the purity and quality of the white 
race. The white race will be "bred down." Garrett's pam¬ 
phlets were distributed free by opponents of integration to 
educators all over the country. In 1975, in the heat of the 
busing controversy, Henry Garrett's IQ and Racial Dif¬ 

ferences was published. An advertisement encouraged 
people to buy the book to gain "sufficient ammunition to 
answer and demolish . . . arguments for school integration 
point by point" (Chorover, 1979, p. 48). 

In accepting the validity of Goddard's work, Garrett was 
not alone. In 1965, Sheldon and Elizabeth Reed of the Uni¬ 
versity of Minnesota produced a voluminous work, Mental 

Retardation: A Family Study. The book contained informa¬ 
tion on over 80,000 people, all of them descendants of a 
group of 289 residents of the Faribault State School and 
Colony in Minnesota who had first been studied in 1911. The 
original study had been conducted under the auspices of the 
Eugenics Record Office. In their book, they wrote of Charles 
Davenport: 

Dr. Charles B. Davenport had one of the most brilliant 
minds of the early day geneticists. It should be recalled 



The Ne w Eugenics 173 

that Mendel's laws were rediscovered in 1900. Many 
famous biologists failed to comprehend the significance 
of the laws of heredity for years after, and even today 
their significance has not penetrated to all branches of 
learning. Dr. Davenport understood at once the impor¬ 
tance of Mendelism and espoused it with all the tremen¬ 
dous vigor he possessed. His main failing was his 
overenthusiasm for his cause—the importance of the 
gene to mankind. The vilification which he received is 
the usual reward for crusaders. (E. W. Reed & S. Reed, 
1965, p. viii) 

The Reeds go on to explain that Miss Sadie Deavitt and 
Miss Marie Curial were trained as field workers at the 
Eugenics Record Office and were then assigned to Faribault 
where, from 1911 to 1918, they collected family histories, did 
interviews, and constructed pedigrees on the original 
289 subjects. The study was reopened in 1949, and the 
Reeds traced the descendants until 1965. 

The book is an amazing document. It contains page after 
page of family charts that are simply elaborations and 
extensions of those used by Goddard and the early workers 
at the Eugenics Record Office. The manner in which people 
are described is reminiscent of the Kallikak study. And the 
grand leap of faith is there also—10 scores and subjective 
judgments go unquestioned; poor performance and prob¬ 
lems in adjustment are attributed to heredity. 

In their introduction, the Reeds pay their respects to God¬ 
dard as the person who produced the "first family study of 
mental retardation we wish to mention"; they remark that 
the study was an "important and valuable contribution at 
the time" (E.W. Reed & S. Reed, 1965, p. 2). Then, after they 
discuss how their study was conducted, display their charts, 
and summarize their findings, they present some rather 
sweeping and startling conclusions: 

We end our discussion with the perhaps euphoric opin¬ 
ion that the intelligence of the population is increasing 
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slowly, and that greater protection of the retarded from 

reproduction will augment the rate of gain. The eleva¬ 

tion of the average intelligence is essential for the com¬ 

prehension of our increasingly complicated world. 

(p. 79) 

The Reeds' view, then, was that institutionalization was 

resulting in an overall gain of intelligence in the population 

and that, as more defective people were institutionalized 

and prevented from reproducing, that gain would be 

increased. (It should be noted here that the Reeds reached 

these conclusions in a period when many mildly retarded 

people with no organic brain damage were still being kept 

in institutions and before deinstitutionalization had become 

a substantial force.) 

In discussing the importance of their study, the Reeds felt 

that a significant "humanitarian" aspect of it was that it 

demonstrated that a better legal basis should be provided 

for the sterilization of "higher grade retardates" in the com¬ 

munity. They even went beyond the argument that steriliza¬ 

tion should be used to prevent hereditary problems: "Few 

people have emphasized that where the transmission of a 

trait is frequently from parent to offspring, sterilization will 

be effective and it is irrelevant whether the basis for the trait 

is genetic or environmental" (p. 77). In effect, they were 

advocating that the problem of environment as well as that 

of heredity could be resolved through sterilization: Both 

nature and nurture could be improved with this technique. 

Taken literally—and we have no reason to do otherwise— 

they were saying that the problem of poverty could be 

resolved by sterilizing the poor, the problem of ignorance 

could be remedied by sterilizing the ignorant—the applica¬ 

tions seem limitless! 

The Reeds' vision of the positive effects of sterilization was 

expressed in one of their summary statements: "When vol¬ 

untary sterilization for the retarded becomes a part of the 

culture of the United States, we should expect a decrease of 



The New Eugenics 175 

about 50 percent per generation in the number of retarded 

persons" (pp. 77-78). A staggering percentage decrease, if it 

were possible; and a seemingly easy, fast, and inexpensive 

way of "curing" a major social ill. Once again, however, it 

must be recognized that the Reeds' claim is an echo from 

1912. 

The extent to which the Kallikak myth survived the terrible 

truths of World War II and manifested itself in diverse areas 

of scientific and social thought is, at times, difficult to believe. 

One of the earliest books on ecology, Road to Survival, was 

written by William Vogt and published in 1948. Vogt had 

been much influenced by eugenic ideas; in his book he 

applied the ideas of the economist Thomas Malthus to natu¬ 

ral resources and conservation. The central themes were 

that overpopulation posed the greatest threat to our 

exhaustable supply of natural resources and to economic 

and social stability worldwide. Vogt argued that, only by 

curbing population growth in "backward cultures" and in 

the lower classes of all societies, could humankind survive. 

He proposed harsh measures to control population. For 

example, he opposed foreign aid that would provide food 

and medical care to China or India. He felt that a high death 

rate in such countries was a "national asset." In short, he 

thought death should be allowed to do its work in bringing 

population growth under control (Vogt, 1948). 

In a section of the book headed "Kallikaks of the Land," 

Vogt transposed eugenic thought to two occupational 

groups that he believed were ecologically and economically 

destructive—sheepherders and cattlemen: 

The question of how to solve our forest problems opens 

up the wide, grim vista of ecological incompetence. The 

Jukeses and the Kallikaks—at least those who are 

obtrusively incompetent—we support as public 

charges. We do the same with the senile, the incur¬ 

ables, the insane, the paupers, and those who might be 

called ecological incompetents, such as the subsidized 
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stockmen and sheepherders. These last, in so far as they 

deteriorate and destroy the grasses, expedite erosion, 

and contribute to flood peaks, are worse than paupers. 

They exist by destroying the means of national survival; 

were we really intelligent about our future, we would 

recognize such people as Typhoid Marys—the source of 

environmental sickness with which they are infecting us 

all. ... In our national interest they must be liquidated, 

at least in part. In the process, a good many people are 

certain to be hurt, as in any liquidation. But the longer it 

is postponed the more people will suffer. (Vogt, 1948, 

p. 145) 

Assuming that Vogt was speaking only of the "liquidation" 

of the jobs of these people, not the people themselves, it is an 

interesting twist of the old eugenic idea that at times social 

action must be taken toward certain types or classes of 

human beings. Vogt also, however, held to some of the more 

traditional concepts. On the issue of sterilization, for exam¬ 

ple, he observed: 

There is more than little merit in the suggestion ... of 

small but adequate amounts of money to be paid to 

anyone—especially the males—who would agree to 

the simple sterilization operation. . . . Since such a 

bonus would appeal primarily to the world's shiftless, it 

would probably have a favorable selective influence. 

From the point of view of society, it would certainly be 

preferable to pay permanently indigent individuals, 

many of whom would be physically and psychologi¬ 

cally marginal, $50 or $100 rather than support their 

hordes of offspring that, by both genetic and social 

inheritance, would tend to perpetuate the fickleness. 

(Vogt, 1948, p. 145) 

In 1956, William Shockley was awarded the Nobel Prize 

for Physics. The award came as a result of his work with Bell 

Laboratories in the development of the transistor. Shockley 
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has held teaching and research positions in several major 

universities and is presently on the faculty at Stanford. 

Today, however, he is known less for his accomplishments 

in physics than for his views on race and intelligence. 

Shockley argues that intelligence is largely hereditary 

and that the black race is innately inferior in intellect. Like 

many of the early eugenicists, Shockley has no credentials 

in genetics, nor does he have a background in the social 

sciences. He simply began to voice his views on intelligence, 

genetics, and race; and many people have listened recep¬ 

tively. 

In 1966, in a lecture at Stanford University, Shockley stated 

that the Kallikak study should not be dismissed lightly, that 

the 

bad hereditary concept may have been too enthusi¬ 

astically rejected by perfectionists. . . . Can it be that 

our humanitarian welfare programs have already 

selectively emphasized high and irresponsible rates of 

reproduction to produce a socially relatively unadapt¬ 

able human strain? (Chase, 1977, p. 158) 

In the mid seventies Shockley proposed a "thinking exer¬ 

cise" about sterilization. He hoped the exercise would stimu¬ 

late thinking about dealing with the problems created by 

inherited defects in intelligence. His plan involved the 

award of cash bonuses to people who scored low on intel¬ 

ligence tests and agreed to be sterilized: 

At a bonus rate of $1,000 for each point below 100 I.Q., 

$30,000 put in trust for a 70 I.Q. moron potentially capa¬ 

ble of producing 20 children might return $250,000 to 

taxpayers in reduced costs of mental retardation care. 

Ten percent of the bonus in spot cash might put our 

national talent for entrepreneurship into action. 

(Shockley, 1976, p. 166) 
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Note that Shockley's connection with old-line eugenics 
extends even to using the term moron. Most other contempo¬ 
rary hereditarians seem to avoid identification, at least pub¬ 
licly, with what they might consider the historical excesses of 
the movement. Shockley speaks unabashedly of eugenics, 
dysgenics, and morons. 

In his sterilization proposal, Shockley anticipates the prob¬ 
lem of reaching those who most need to have the surgery 

done: 

A feature that might frustrate the plan is that those who 
are not bright enough to learn of the bonus on their own 
are the ones most important to reach. The problem of 
reaching such people is what might be solved by pay¬ 
ing the 10 percent of the bonus in spot cash. 

Bounty hunters attracted by getting a cut of the bonus 
might then persuade low I.Q., high-bonus types to vol¬ 

unteer. (Shockley, 1976, p. 166) 

In a 1980 interview, Shockley discussed his donation to the 
Nobel-laureate sperm bank established by eugenics advo¬ 
cate Robert Graham. In defending his participation and the 
reasonableness of Graham's project, Shockley explained: 

Graham's interest in the declining quality of people 
goes back at least to the Sixties, when he wrote a book 
called The Future of Man. He did studies of what went 
on during the French Revolution and the elimination of 
the elite class, which probably removed some of the 
brilliant people of France. I don't know that one can say 
France has significantly less intellectual potential now 
than it did before the Revolution, but this is what some of 
Graham's studies were concerned with. Anyway, 
Graham had for some time been urging more intelligent 
people to have more children. We had talked about 
these things and my concern about possible down¬ 
breeding, or dysgenics, struck a responsive chord in 
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him. I knew about his plans for a sperm bank and when 
it was set up, I had no particular problem in making a 
decision. (Jones, 1980, p. 72) 

The Nobel-laureate sperm bank received a great deal of 
attention from the press at the time of its establishment. 
Much less has been heard of it recently. The idea of creating 
"superhumans" by inseminating outstanding female 
human specimens with the sperm of men who have demon¬ 
strated their superiority by receiving Nobel prizes is an eso¬ 
teric idea but clearly in keeping with the eugenic tradition. 
Shockley was obviously a dedicated contributor to the bank 
and to the tradition. 

Graham's book, The Future of Man, which Shockley cited, 
contains a passage that seems to embody the rationale for 
establishing the sperm bank: 

We may lift our eyes unto lofty goals ahead but the path 
toward them is to be trod one step at a time. Nor is ascent 
as easy as descent. Is it possible, then, voluntarily and 
within our laws and mores, to put intelligent selection to 
work for the sake of man? There are indeed many good 
ways to do so. 

The plenary solution to the great problem described 
in this book, and the essence of intelligent selection is for 
the intelligent to release much of their natural fertility 
which they have repressed so long, and at the same 
time assist the mentally deficient voluntarily to reduce 
their output of offspring. (Graham, 1970, p. 157) 

In the earlier-cited interview with Shockley, he refers to 
Elmer Pendell, the demographer, who argues that civiliza¬ 
tions decline when "problem makers" multiply at a greater 
rate than "problem solvers." In his book, Sex Versus Civiliza¬ 

tion, Pendell proposes a law that would prevent the mar¬ 
riage and reproduction of problem makers. Among those 
not allowed to marry unless sterilized would be "those who 
cannot earn a living" and "those of very low IQs or less than 
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four years of education" (Pendell, 1967, p. 198). The prohibi¬ 

tion imposed by the law, even its wording, are strikingly 

similar to the Virginia miscegenation law of the 1920s and 

the German law of the 1930s forbidding marriage between 

Jews and Aryans. The philosophical intentions are the same: 

the preservation of the "quality" of the culture and the pre¬ 

vention of degeneracy. 

In his book, Pendell illustrates the potential power of an 

idea combined with a teacher. In a college class he taught 

on population, he covered various propositions for control¬ 

ling the growth of a population, or certain parts of a popula¬ 

tion. These included sterilization, limitations on immigra¬ 

tion, and restrictive marriage laws. In the spring of 1965, 

near the end of the semester, Pendell handed out ballots and 

gave each student the opportunity to vote for or against each 

of these measures. The results he reported are sobering; 

88 percent of the students were in favor of increased 

restrictions on immigration, 76 percent were in favor of laws 

restricting marriage, and 73 percent supported the idea of a 

bonus plan to encourage sterilization (Pendell, 1967, 

pp. 204-205). This is another example of the power, appeal, 

and persistence of eugenic concepts and the seeming social 

amnesia regarding the tragedies they have engendered in 

the past. 

Eugenic programs have often been proposed in ways that 

make them appear to be not only for the good of society but 

also for the good of the victim. I suspect that in some cases 

the proposers of such measures sincerely believed that they 

were looking out for the best interests of the inferior. In any 

case, from the Kallikaks onward, eugenic actions have often 

been presented as being "for their own good": The retarded 

should be institutionalized for their own protection. They 

should be sterilized so that they can be released. They 

should be allowed a "good death" so that they do not have to 

bear the pain of a "life devoid of meaning." 

In this vein, here are William Shockley's views on the 

inferiority of black people: 
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The phrase that I now use is the The Tragedy for Ameri¬ 
can Negroes. My emphasis is on the tragedy for the 
Negroes themselves arising from their greater per-cap- 
ita representation in statistics for poverty, welfare, edu¬ 
cational failure and crimes. The relief burden related to 
these statistics could be called a National Negro Trag¬ 
edy if the intent is to focus upon the concerns of taxpay¬ 
ing citizens. But that is an unfair focus. I believe society 
has a moral obligation to diagnose the tragedy for 
American Negroes of their statistical I.Q. deficit. Fur¬ 
thermore, this is a worldwide tragedy, and in my opin¬ 
ion, the evidence is unmistakable that there is a basic, 
across-the-board genetic disadvantage in terms of 
capacity to develop intelligence and build societies on 
the part of the Negro races throughout the world. (Jones, 

1980, p. 81) 

Shockley states repeatedly that his aim is to limit human 
misery. He never, however, addresses the fact that the 
means by which he proposes to reach that aim have pro¬ 
duced human misery on an unbelievable scale. He insists 

that he believes in the equality of people: 

Yes, I believe in the created equal assertion of the Dec¬ 
laration of Independence, when it is interpreted in terms 
of equal political rights, but I would qualify it some: I 
don't think the right should be given equally to everyone 
to have children, if those people having children are 
clearly destined to produce retarded or defective chil¬ 

dren. (Jones, 1980, p. 98) 

William Shockley has enjoyed considerable popularity, 
and his ideas have been accepted in certain sectors of the 
general population and, of course, among those special 
interest groups who find his arguments appealing and 
useful to their causes. He has not, however, had much 
impact in academic circles. In fact, he has been criticized 



182 Minds Made Feeble 

and his ideas have been repudiated by members of the 
faculty teaching genetics at his own university. Indeed, he 
has been asked not to speak on eugenics by several profes¬ 
sional organizations who recognize his contributions as a 
physicist but not as a geneticist or psychologist. 

The work of Professor Arthur Jensen is different in tone and 
style from that of Shockley. Rather than advocating specific 
eugenic solutions, such as sterilization, to the problem of low 
intelligence, Jensen has concentrated his efforts on building 
a statistical case for the heritability of mental ability. He has 
done so in a careful, scholarly fashion and has, therefore, 
enjoyed acceptance in some quarters of the academic com¬ 
munity. Because of this greater receptivity at higher levels of 
influence, Jensen's work has probably had more impact on 
public attitudes and policies than has Shockley's. 

In 1969, the Harvard Educational Review published 
Jensen's now famous article, "How Much Can We Boost IQ 
and Scholastic Achievement?" In the article, Jensen main¬ 
tained that compensatory education programs aimed at 
minority and poverty populations had failed to make any 
difference. The reason, he argued, is that I.Q. is hereditary 
and fixed—it cannot be significantly changed through edu¬ 
cational intervention. The major points of his article have 
been summarized by Chorover: 

1. Scholastic achievement (success in school) depends 
upon mental ability (commonly called "intel¬ 
ligence"). 

2. Intelligence is a complex trait and is difficult to define 
but it can be measured independently by perform¬ 
ance on IQ tests. 

3. IQ test scores correlate strongly with scholastic suc¬ 
cess, family income, parents' occupational status, 
and other sociocultural indices. 
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4. Differences in IQ scores (whether between indi¬ 
viduals or groups) are mainly attributable to genetic 

factors. 

5. Because the differences in mental ability responsible 
for the differences in IQ test performance and scho¬ 
lastic achievement are attributable to genetic fac¬ 
tors, efforts to "boost" them have been (and must 
forever be) largely unsuccessful. (Chorover, 1979, 

p. 31) 

Jensen's claims here and in subsequent publications rest 
largely upon his detailed reviews of studies done over the 
years using intelligence tests with minority groups, particu¬ 
larly with black subjects. His analyses of these studies have 
led him to assert that the differences found between blacks 
and whites on intelligence tests is hereditary in origin. Fur¬ 
ther, he believes that black people on the average inherit a 
lesser capacity for dealing with abstractions and symbolic 

material. 
Jensen's work is meticulous and sophisticated. To many 

who have examined his analyses, their scientific precision is 
either convincing or intimidating, or both. It is thus helpful to 
look at what Jensen presents with an eye to separating what 
he says from how he says it. What he is saying is not new; it 
amply reflects the influence of eugenics on his thinking. 
Examination of two examples of such influence may serve to 

clarify the nature of Jensen's work. 
In his book, Genetics and Education, Jensen gives credit to 

Audrey Shuey for having produced the most comprehen¬ 
sive review of studies of the intelligence of black subjects. 
Having analyzed and reported on 382 such studies, Jensen 

observes that 

the basic data are well known: on the average, Negroes 
test about ] standard deviation (15 IQ points) below the 
average of the white population in IQ, and this finding is 
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fairly uniform across the 81 different tests of intellectual 
ability used in the studies reviewed by Shuey. (Jensen, 
1972, p. 161) 

Jensen cites extensively from Shuey's work. In fact, he 
bases his estimate of the JO gap between black and white 
Americans on Shuey's earlier findings—an average IQ of 
100 for whites and an average IQ of 85 for blacks. In discuss¬ 
ing the causes of this gap, Jensen says: 

In view of all the most relevant evidence which I have 
examined, the most tenable hypothesis, in my judg¬ 
ment is that genetic, as well as environmental, dif¬ 
ferences are involved in the average disparity between 
American Negroes and whites in intelligence and edu¬ 
cability, as here defined. All the major facts would seem 
to be comprehended quite well by the hypothesis that 
something between one-half and three-fourths of the 
average IQ difference ... is attributable to genetic fac¬ 
tors, and the remainder to environmental factors and 
their interaction with genetic differences. (Jensen, 1973, 
p. 363) 

Audrey Shuey was a professor and chairman of the 
Department of Psychology at Randolph-Macon Women's 
College in Lynchburg, Virginia. Her book, the one referred 
to so often by Jensen, is entitled The Testing of Negro Intel¬ 

ligence. It was first printed in 1958; a second edition was 
published in 1966. Shuey's concluding statement in the sec¬ 
ond edition clearly indicates the substance and significance 
of her study: 

The remarkable consistency in test results, whether they 
pertain to school or preschool children, to children 
between Ages 6 to 9 or 10 to 12, to children in Grades 1 to 
3 or 4 to 7, to high school or college students, to enlisted 
men or officers in training in the Armed Forces—in 
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World War I, World War II, or the Post-Korean period— 
to veterans of the Armed Forces, to homeless men or 
transients, to gifted or mentally deficient, to delinquent 
or criminal; the fact that differences between colored 
and white are present not only in the rural and urban 
South, but in the Border and Northern states; the fact 
that the colored preschool, school, and high school 
pupils living in Northern cities tested as far below the 
Southern urban white children as they did below the 
whites in the Northern cities; the fact that relatively 
small average differences were found between the IQ's 
of Northern-born and Southern-born Negro children in 
Northern cities; the fact that Negro school children and 
high school pupils have achieved average IQ's slightly 
lower in the past twenty years than between 1921 and 
1944;... all taken together, inevitably point to the pres¬ 
ence of native differences between Negroes and whites 
as determined by intelligence tests. (Shuey, 1961, 
pp. 520-521) 

Audrey Shuey did her graduate study in psychology at 
Columbia University. She received her doctorate there in 
1929. During her years at Columbia, she studied and 
worked with Henry Garrett. The foreword to her book was 
written by Garrett. In it, Garrett states: 

The question of Negro-white differences in mental test 
performance has been the subject of lively debate in 
recent years. Unfortunately, the subject has often been 
confused with social and political issues of racial 
inferiority, desegregation, civil rights and other extra¬ 
neous matters. Moreover, a number of well meaning 
but often insufficiently informed writers have taken the 
untenable position that racial differences ought not to 
be found; or if found should immediately be explained 
away as somehow immoral and reprehensible. With 
this attitude I am in sharp disagreement. I welcome 
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every honest effort to help Negroes improve their lot, but 
I do not believe it is necessary to "prove" that no racial 
differences exist, nor to conceal and gloss them over, if 
found, in order to justify a fair policy toward Negroes. 
The honest psychologist, like any true scientist, should 
have no preconceived racial bias. He should not care 
which race, if any, is superior in intelligence, nor should 
he demand that all races be potentially equal. He is 
interested simply in uncovering differences in perform¬ 
ance when such exist and in inferring the origin of these 
differences. And this is certainly a legitimate scientific 

enterprise. (Shuey, 1966, p. vii) 

It is ironic that the strongest advocate of the Kallikak myth at 
that time and the promoter of the "breeding-down mis¬ 
cegenation warning should speak of no "preconceived 
racial bias" as the hallmark of an honest psychologist. 

Garrett, who by this time had retired from Columbia and 
was a visiting professor at the University of Virginia, con¬ 
cluded his remarks in the foreword to Shuey's book with 
these words: "We are forced to conclude that the regularity 
and consistency of these results strongly suggest a genetic 
basis for the differences. I believe that the weight of evidence 
(biological, historical and social) supports this judgment" 

(p. viii). 

Another person who was influential in the development of 
Arthur Jensen's thinking and techniques was Sir Cyril Burt. 
A British psychologist, Burt was an enthusiastic investigator 
of the concept of the genetic transmission of mental traits. He 
believed that low IQ and poor academic performance were 
the result of "inborn inferiority of general intelligence" 
(Chorover, 1979, p. 49). Burt was best known for his studies 
of identical twins who were raised apart. His data showed 
that, even when twins were raised in very disparate 
environments, their IQs were not significantly different. 
According to Burt, this was evidence that the genetic inheri- 
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tance of the twins, not the environment in which they were 
raised, determined their intelligence. 

In Genetics and Education, Jensen cites Burt's work more 
than that of any other source except himself. In fact, Jensen 
explains, it was Burt who first inspired his interest in the 
inheritance of intelligence: 

While in London, I had had the privilege of attending 
the Walter Van Dyke Bingham Memorial Lecture, spon¬ 
sored by the American Psychological Association, and 
delivered that year (May 21, 1967) by Professor Sir Cyril 
Burt, whose topic was "The Inheritance of Mental Abil¬ 
ity." I did not go to the lecture out of any special interest 
in the topic but simply because Sir Cyril Burt, who was 
then in his seventies, was one of England's most famous 
psychologists, and I merely wanted to see him in per¬ 
son. His lecture was impressive indeed; it was probably 
the best lecture I ever heard, and I recommend it to all 
students of psychology and education. . . . 

So in preparation for writing the one chapter of my 
book on the culturally disadvantaged that was to deal 
forthrightly with the genetics of intelligence, rather than 
ignore the subject or dismiss it cavalierly as so many 
writings in this field had done, I began by reading Burt's 
masterful Bingham Lecture, which led me to all his 
other excellent articles in this area, and soon I found 
myself engrossed in reviewing the total world literature 
on the genetics of human abilities. (Jensen, 1972, 

pp. 8-9) 

Later in the book, Jensen praises Burt as the most dis¬ 
tinguished exponent of the study of the heritability of intel¬ 
ligence and says that his writings are a "must" for all 
students of individual differences. Jensen saves his greatest 
praise, however, for Burt's studies of twins, and he reports 
on them extensively. That Burt was a central figure in 
Jensen's thinking is apparent throughout the latter's works. 
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After Burt's death, Professor Leon Kamin of Princeton 
reviewed the data from the studies of twins (Kamin, 1976): 

Correlations Reported by Cyril Burt in His Studies of Twins 

Year of Identical Twins Raised Apart Identical Twins Raised Together 
Report No. of Pairs IQ Correlation No. of Pairs IQ Correlation 

1955 21 .771 83 .944 
1958 “over 30” .771 Not 

Available 
.944 

1966 53 .771 95 .944 

Adapted with permission from The Science and Politics of 1.0. by L. Kamin (p. 38), 1974, 
Potomac, Md.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Kamin noticed that, although the number of pairs of twins 
that Burt used in the studies varied, the correlations he 
reported between the intelligence test scores of twins raised 
apart remained the same. The chances of this kind of statis¬ 
tical consistency occurring in separate studies using differ¬ 
ent sample sizes is infinitesimal. Kamin looked more closely 
at Burt's work and discovered that this sort of statistical 
constancy was to be found throughout the research. Kamin 
finally came to the conclusion that Burt's work on the twins 
simply could not be accepted with any confidence in its 
scientific validity. In 1976, Oliver Gillie, a medical reporter 
for the London Sunday Times stated that he had found 
evidence that the assistants Burt said had worked with him 
on the twin studies never existed. Gillie said that the people 
who Burt claimed had seen the raw data from the studies, 
had helped him perform the statistical analyses, and who 
were listed as coauthors of the final reports either never 
existed or could not have been in contact with Burt when the 
work was done. In his biography of Cyril Burt, L.S. Hearn- 
shaw corroborated the charge that Burt had doctored the 
findings in the twin studies and had created mythical 
assistants. He also found other instances of fraud and distor¬ 
tion in Burt's work (Hearnshaw, 1979). Thus, one of the cor¬ 
nerstones of Arthur Jensen's work was discredited. 

In fact, Jensen's work is based squarely on the same con¬ 
cepts that were central to Goddard's research and his inter- 
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pretation of his findings: Intelligence tests yield a valid 
measure of intellectual capacity, and differences in intel¬ 
ligence as measured by the tests are innate. Seymour 
Sarason has referred to Jensen's attachment to standardized 
testing as the "Achilles heel" of his position (Sarason, 1984, 
p. 21). Regardless of Jensen's meticulous methods and statis¬ 
tical accuracy, if his assumptions about the validity of test 
results and the unmodifiable nature of intelligence are 
weak, the whole edifice based on his data crumbles, or 
should. 

Leon Kamin has called the existing literature on the 
heritability of IQ disgraceful. He maintains that there is no 
convincing evidence of the genetic nature of intelligence. He 
goes on to say: 

The conceptual and empirical errors of the "scientists" of 
10 and heritability have done real mischief. They may 
be capital fellows personally, but the objective conse¬ 
quence of their invalid work is a furtherance of racism 
and of class exploitation. (Kamin, 1975, p. 491) 

Jensen has never claimed that he has the final word on the 
nature-nurture question. He does, however, argue for the 
strength of his hypotheses concerning intelligence and for 
the validity of the data he uses to support those hypotheses. 
His assertions that "scientific evidence" indicates that there 
are racial differences in the genetic endowment of intel¬ 
ligence thus have had a profound impact. 

From Goddard to Jensen, the designation "scientific" has 
lent a credibility to arguments that have influenced the 
thinking and behavior of people far removed from the actual 
research studies with all of their limitations and weaknesses. 
For generations, teachers who must decide what is possible 
to accomplish with their students, politicians who make 
decisions about the most effective allocation of funds, and 
racists who seek validation of their prejudices have all been 
influenced and bolstered in their opinions by the eugenic 
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conceptual tradition. The name, the religion, and the race 
may vary, but the Kallikaks are still being hunted, found, 

and blamed for the ills of society. 
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Epilogue 

In the manuscript division of the Library of Congress 

I found a letter from Henry Goddard to Arnold Gesell. 
GeselL of course, is remembered for his work on child devel¬ 
opment. Goddard apparently had known Gesell since they 
were students together at Clark University. Gesell visited 
with Goddard at Vineland in the summer of 1909, and he 
later gave credit to that visit for stimulating his interest in 
child psychology. Goddard's letter contains a reference to 
an honorarium. This is in relation to an earlier letter from 
Gesell in which he declines an informal offer to make a 
presentation because he felt the honorarium offered was not 
sufficient. The Goddard letter is dated December 30, 1928: 

191 
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My Dear Gesell: 
Your good letter of last November was duly received 

and you have long since guessed the answer. I fully 
appreciate and agree with your position. Now I can 
save you the annoyance of having to decline an hono¬ 
rarium that really does not meet the situation. When¬ 
ever we can reach a figure that makes it worthwhile I 
will let them call you. Until then I [will] simply say you 
find it hard to leave your work, and it is no use asking 
you. 

I am sorry that we could not get to New York and see 
you and Mrs. Gesell, but it was impossible. Mrs. God¬ 
dard had a mild attack of the flu and I had to be nurse 
and cook. She is better now, so that I am going to run up 
to Battle Creek next Tuesday to "preach" a little at the 
Eugenics Conference. You see Kellogg entertains the 
whole association and there is just enough Scotch or 
Jew in me that I could not miss a free dinner! . . . 

We must somehow get together and have a powwow 
and gabfest before very long. I am off duty the spring 
quarter also. Have not yet decided what to do. We 
should start west at once but again that Jewish blood (I 
think it is Jewish—look at the nose!) makes me wait until 
the summer excursion tickets are on sale—May 15th. 

Well, if I cannot tell you what we are going to do I will 
tell you later what we did do. 

Yours with the Goddards' best wishes for a Happy 
New Year for all the Gesells. 

I am including this letter here after previously deciding not 
to make reference to it. I thought earlier that it was not 
important enough to mention, that it might be construed as 
an unnecessary slap at Goddard's character, and that it 
would serve no purpose. I have come, however, to conclude 
just the opposite—that it serves a very important and instruc- 
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tive purpose. Goddard, in writing to a professional friend 
and colleague, shows no hesitation in making remarks that 
can only be described as slurs against Jews. He obviously 
has no reluctance in making these defamatory references in 
correspondence with one of the most influential and 
respected social scientists of the time. Perhaps Goddard's 
words would not have stood out as unusual or inappropriate 
in academic and professional circles in 1928. Unfortunately, 
they would probably still be acceptable in some of those 
same circles today. Goddard, I am certain, would have seen 
no great harm in what he jokingly said about Jews. He would 
have had great difficulty in seeing how the stereotypes 
expressed in his letter would be one of the seeds that led to 
the Holocaust. He would also never see the connection 
between the Kallikak myth he created and the needless 
sterilization of thousands of Americans or the German race 

hygiene program. 
I do not believe that Henry Goddard was a sinister man 

intent upon doing harm to the poor, the foreign-born, the 
uneducated, or people with different racial or religious 
backgrounds. He was as much a product of a powerful idea 
as he was the creator of a social myth. He took the idea, cast 
it with characters, and embellished it with stories of what he 
wanted to be true of the characters—he saw what he wanted 
to see in the Kallikaks. The idea that shaped Goddard and 
from which he shaped his story has produced tragic results: 
It has perpetuated the idea that some families, some 
nationalities, some races, some religious groups, some 
social classes are naturally, inherently, and unmodifiably 

inferior. 
In this book, I have attempted to describe the making of a 

social myth and to illustrate how lives were restricted, 
damaged, and even destroyed as a result of that myth. In the 
process of researching and writing it, I have been reminded 
of, and made more sensitive to, how careful we must be in 
the sciences and in human service professions about the 
myths that we accept, foster, or even create. Myths have a 
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way of becoming reality. Myths have a way of gathering 
force as they are passed along. They have a way of surviv¬ 
ing the intent and lifetime of their creators. 
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