London Conference on Intelligence Report Forward

UCL is today releasing a redacted version of the internal report into the London Conference on
Intelligence. We have not released this before now because of the significant amount of personal
information contained in the report.

However, in the interests of ensuring transparency in the public interest, we are now releasing
information from that report about the university’s relationship to that series of conferences, which
ran on our campus, without our knowledge, between 2014-17, and which was proposed, but did not
run, in 2018.

The conferences were hosted by an honorary senior lecturer at UCL. The university was not
informed in advance about the speakers and content of the conference series, as it should have
been for the event to be allowed to go ahead. The conferences were booked and paid for as an
external event and without our officials being told of the details. They were therefore not approved
or endorsed by UCL.

Following the disclosure that the London Conference on Intelligence had been held at UCL, UCL
immediately set up an investigation team led by the head of the relevant Division of Psychology and
Language Sciences, with three other senior academics.

The information which is being released has been extracted from the university’s investigation
report in order to remove the personal data of some individuals involved in the investigation —
reflecting the need to balance the public interest in being transparent with the personal data rights
of individuals.

UCL views the right to debate and challenge ideas as fundamental to the nature of a university, and
is committed to ensuring that free and open discussion can take place in an atmosphere of tolerance
for different viewpoints.

Our Code of Practice on Freedom of Speech underlines our commitment to securing freedom of
speech within the law for all staff, students and visiting speakers. It makes clear that freedom of
expression is protected by the law, but is not unfettered. We expect speakers to be sensitive to the
diversity of our inclusive community and to show respect to all sections of that community.



https://www.ucl.ac.uk/srs/sites/srs/files/ucl_code_of_practice_on_freedom_of_speech_v1.0.pdf
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6. The London Conferences on Intelligence

What the team was able to learn about the LCI comes largely from studying the handouts distributed at the
meeting, a limited search of published versions of the papers presented, a cursory view of some videoed
presentations which have since been removed and Dr Thompson’s eloguent verbal accounts of the history and
current status of these meetings. Not having been at the conference it is of course impossible to be certain
what was said at these closed meetings about some very challenging topics.

Dr Thompson developed the plan for the London Conference on Intelligence at an earlier meeting (The
International Studies of Intelligence Research). Dr Thompson’s initial plan was to host an open meeting,
including PhD students, where research reporting group differences in intelligence could be presented and
discussed. Dr Thompson quickly recognised that this topic could easily “draw heat and criticism”. The
speakers he intended to invite indicated that they were reluctant to speak in an open forum as they were
researching in “an unpopular area’, addressing possible group differences linked to race and gender. Potential
speakers felt participation in an open forum might lead to negative impacts on their reputation and ultimately
impact their career.

As a result, Dr Thompson planned a ‘by invitation only’ meeting. He identified a small group of people who
he viewed as “‘doing interesting work’. Three London Conferences were held in 2015, 2016 and 2017. A
further conference was planned for 2018. Each conference involved invited 20-24 attendees. Attendees paid
for their own travel and accommodation, while Dr Thompson paid from his own resources the room charges,
refreshments and dinner for conference speakers. The table below summarises conference attendance based on
the speakers (App 7). Dr Thompson was clear that the list of attendees comprised the speakers and ‘two or
three’ invited guests. Speakers gave 30 minute papers over 3 days, listening to each others presentations.

The programme for the London Conference on Intelligence (2015) included 16 talks. It was held over three
days (8th-10th May) The book of conference abstracts was badged with the UCL logo. Speakers were
international (e.g. Finland, Denmark, Sweden, United States, Brazil, Germany, Slovakia, UK, Japan).
Abstracts for talks were available to the panel. On the basis of information in the abstracts, some contributions
appeared unlikely to cause controversy or offence (e.g. [REDACTED]: The effects of methylmercury on
general intelligence in young adults and children), while others appeared likely to be controversial (e.g.
[REDACTED]: A meta-analysis of Roma intelligence; [REDACTED]: Race and sex difference in intelligence
and occupational achievement). Their content would require an indication on the room booking form that the
‘speaker or topic [is] likely to be controversial’. For example, [REDACTED], who published his findings in
[REDACTED] claimed that observed IQ and educational and occupational differences could be accounted
for in terms of gene copy numbers, brain size and steroid hormones and proposed an evolutionary account of
sex and race differences which frustrate attempts at eradicating such differences by social interventions.

The programme for the London Conference on Intelligence (2016) included 19 talks. The book of conference
abstracts was again badged with a UCL logo which adopted the outline rather than the filled banner - making
the link to UCL even more recognizable. An unfortunate, and to many, unjustifiable and offensive quote from
E.L Thorndike was placed on the front page (“Selective breeding can alter man’s capacity to learn, to keep
sane, to cherish justice or to be happy. There is no more certain and economical a way to improve man’s
environment as to improve his nature”). The association of Thorndike’s statement, unchallenged by reference
to at least a proposed debate, clearly leaves the impression of tacit approval by ‘the host institution’ whose
large banner decorates the page.

The 2016 conference was again held over three days (13th-15th May). Speakers were again drawn from a
range of countries. Some presentations appeared to be uncontroversial (e.g., [REDACTED]: Functional
architecture of visual emotion recognition ability [REDACTED]. Others were consistent with a classification
of “‘speaker or topic [is] likely to be controversial’ (e.g., [REDACTED]: Sex differences in intelligence whose
paper in [REDACTED] presents the developmental theory of sex differences in intelligence suggesting that
boys and girls have about the same 1Q up to the age of 15 years but from the age of 16 the average 1Q of males
becomes higher than that of females with an advantage increasing to approximately 4 1Q points in adulthood.
[REDACTED] claiming that the welfare state creates the problem that each generation living under its



protection has lower work motivation than the previous one and argues that welfare- induced personality mis-
development is a significant part of the problem. [REDACTED]).

The programme for the London Conference on Intelligence (2017) included 22 talks. The book of conference
abstracts was again badged with the UCL logo. It was held over three days (12th-14th May). 13 of these
presentations were from individuals who had already presented in the two previous years. Speakers again
represented a range of countries. As before, some presentations appeared to be uncontroversial, but a number
of abstracts had titles or content which were clearly controversial and could potentially result in serious
reputational risk to UCL (e.g., [REDACTED]: Differential immigrant performance: a matter of intelligence?
This is an unpublished study of PISA test scores (which indicates educational attainment) although the paper
is semi-accessible through citations in an OSF preprint, reporting the correlation between fiscal contribution of
an immigrant group and their desirability to the native population in Denmark and a paper in [REDACTED]
predicting employment rates in immigrant groups on the basis of average 1Q in countries of origin.
[REDACTED]: Eugenics, a case for it as the lesser of evils. A paper that seems to be linked to a 2018
publication in The American Journal of Public Health (January 2018, Vol 108, No. 1) on The Nazi Physicians
as Leaders in Eugenics and “Euthanasia”: Lessons for Today). It is hard to imagine circumstances under
which either of these papers would not require an indication on the room booking form that the ‘speaker or
topic [is] likely to be controversial’. It is important to point out that by controversy, we do not imply that legal
boundaries have been transgressed. Again, this would be impossible to say on the basis of evidence available
to this investigation.

Video recordings of some talks were previously available on YouTube, but these had been taken down prior
to the meeting of the review panel and their content was not available for review. [REDACTED] reported on
four of the videos before they were taken down. ([REDACTED] on the cultural stereotyping of Danish
citizens; [REDACTED] on Christian beliefs and physical attractiveness and intelligence; [REDACTED] on
the relative 1Qs of white colonisers and indigenous people in far eastern Russia; [REDACTED] on IQ and
criminality in immigrants). Having seen these videos, [REDACTED] was of the view that they had no
scientific or rational basis and they were edited in such a way that they could incite racial hatred. We note
once again that these recordings all included a version of the UCL logo which was linked to this YouTube
channel.

Dr Thompson forwarded a manuscript of an editorial under review by Intelligence, an Elsevier publication
(App 6). The editorial is enclosed as an appendix. The editorial disputes that eugenics was a major theme of
these conferences and asserts that the key topics had been racial, ethnic and national differences in 1Q. A
significant minority dealt with sex differences but only two were concerned with reproductive or genetic
interventions. The claim is also made that about as many papers appeared in peer review journals from the
LCI as might be expected from most scientific meetings. The arguments in the editorial do not concern us
directly as it intends to be a dismantling of the arguments from the media against LCI. Dr Thompson is not an
author of the editorial and UCL’s role is not addressed. As pointed out above, our concern is with the
potential reputational damage to UCL via an unmoderated scientific presentation in a public forum. As it will
be made clear below, Dr Thompson endeavoured for LCI to be a private meeting and this has been asserted in
a number of contexts. Thus the only material issue is if through carelessness or other motives UCL became
associated with a meeting where individuals expressed strong, and for many challenging, opinions without
the kind of mitigation and moderation that would be expected from a public UCL event. It is to the LCI-UCL
links that we shall now turn.



7. What is the relationship of LCI to UCL?

What remains controversial is not the nature of these meetings which were private events which a member of
UCL’s honorary faculty is entitled to organise, this being one of the ‘perks’ of such an honorary position which
is usually part of a quid pro quo where honorary status brings advantages to the University in terms of
contributions to its educational or research activities. What remains controversial is if a) the events were
organised according to the rules that are expected to be followed in making these arrangements and b) if LCI
could reasonably be seen as private events given the circumstances that surrounded their organisation.

The report on the LCI has been completed by UCL Estates and is appended to this report. Our narrative here is
based on this report, the email correspondence in relation to arrangements and records provided by Room
Bookings for this investigation. All of these materials are available for scrutiny in the appendix.

The LCI meetings at UCL in 2015, 2016 and 2017 were booked by Dr James Thompson using the standard
room bookings form, and giving his UCL email address (see App 5). The room was paid for by Dr Thompson
(at associate rate, appropriate given Dr Thompson’s long-standing association with UCL). [I]f meetings occur
on UCL premises, UCL is obliged to ensure that views presented are legal and do not transgress regulations
which UCL always wishes enthusiastically embrace such as the Prevent agenda. For this reason, the room
booking form contains the question: ‘Is speaker or topic likely to be controversial?” Affirmative responses
trigger a higher level of scrutiny of the content of presentations.

The corresponding tick box was not checked. As we have seen in the section above, even without being
present at these meetings, the inquiry team could readily identify major controversial topics based on the
limited information available in the abstracts and the more extensive information that tracing the publication
trajectory of the conference presentations yielded. In addition of course, there were the edited highlights of
the conference on the YouTube channel, underscoring a very public presentation of extremely controversial
ideas.

[This] deprived UCL of the opportunity of taking appropriate action to mitigate the risk of reputational
damage. A correct answer would be to acknowledge the controversial nature of the topic and speakers, and to
note that the organiser hoped the private nature of the meeting would mitigate any potential negative impact.
The booking request could have then been dealt with from an informed position.

The remainder of the section of the room booking form asking for event details, including its title, attendees
and entry requirements etc was also not filled in. We have already noted that in line with Dr Thompson’s
claim, the presenters at the conference were from a small circle. There were only 45 names on the list of
presenters and the majority attended more than once.

Dr Thompson felt that privacy was necessary for his meeting. This may have contributed to his reticence in
filling in the form. Nevertheless, even if for understandable reasons, the failure to follow procedure in
completing the booking form was a very substantial one. It allowed UCL to be associated with a particular
approach to a controversial issue in a way that was evidently unbalanced. Were the event a genuinely private
event a view could have been taken in relation to the desirability of offering space to the particular views and
particular individuals which participated in the LCI. Because the form was inadvertently or for inappropriate
reasons incompletely filled in, UCL was deprived of the opportunity to make this decision and was thus
exposed to considerable negative media attention and its reputation may have suffered in consequence.

The Investigating team certainly agree that proposing to organise such a meeting at a university would
require careful consideration by the university, which was precluded in this case by Dr Thompson’s failure to
correctly follow room booking procedure.



9. List of Appendices

Appendix 1: [Information redacted — personal data]

Appendix 2: [Information redacted — personal data]

Appendix 3: Media articles relating to London Conference on Intelligence (3 documents) [document 1 redacted —
personal data]

Appendix 4: Content of London Conference on Intelligence (3 documents)

Appendix 5: Information relating to the booking of the London Conference on Intelligence (6 documents)
Appendix 6: Publications relating to the London Conference on Intelligence (3 documents)

Appendix 7: List of attendees at LCI (1 document)

Appendix 8: Minutes of initial meeting of UCL investigation into LCI (1 document)














































































































































































































































































Appendix 6
MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 9-42

Sex Differences in Intelligence: The Developmental Theory

Richard Lynn*
University of Ulster, UK

It is a paradox that males have a larger average brain size than
females, that brain size is positively associated with intelligence, and
yet numerous experts have asserted that there is no sex difference
in intelligence. This paper presents the developmental theory of sex
differences in intelligence as a solution to this problem. This states
that boys and girls have about the same 1Q up to the age of 15 years
but from the age of 16 the average 1Q of males becomes higher than
that of females with an advantage increasing to approximately 4 1Q
points in adulthood.

Key Words: Sex differences, Intelligence, Developmental theory



MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 43-68

Male and Female Balance Sheet

James R. Flynn*
University of Otago, New Zealand

This paper isolates gender differences in 1Q that refer to the
current generation of women in developed nations and where
samples appear large and representative. Atno age do suchwomen
begin an 1Q decline vis-a-vis males. They suffer from a spatial deficit
that might dictate fewer of them in “mapping jobs”. Against a male
average of 100, they have a fluid intelligence of 100 (university
Raven’s data) to 100.5 (Raven’s data from five modern nations); and
a crystallized intelligence of 97.26 (WAIS data plus non-Wechsler
IQ) to 100 (non-Wechsler GQ).

No matter whether we take the lower values or a mean value,
we would expect females to match males on mathematics and do no
better than males at school. Both expectations are false. If there
are genetic differences between men and women, these have more
to do with character than intellect. First, women tend to be less
violent and combative than men. Compared to schoolgirls, boys
hand in assignments late, miss school more often, drop out more
often, and must be disciplined more often. Second, women from
infancy are more sensitive to other human beings. The ratio of
women falls from dominant to rare as we go from social science to
medicine and biology, to chemistry, to math and physics. There are
two ways of viewing this progression: either women value math less
insofar as it has no immediate human application; or women are
deterred by the fact that math gets more difficult as you go from
psychology to mathematics. Since either of these traits could be
genetic in origin, | can see no easy way of obtaining conclusive
evidence one way or the other.

Key Words: Sex differences, Intelligence, Raven test, Wechsler test
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MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 69-75

Counting is not Measuring:
Comment on Richard Lynn’s Developmental Theory of Sex
Differences in Intelligence

Roberto Colom*
Universidad Auténoma de Madrid, Spain

Lynn’s developmental theory of sex differences in intelligence
provides one tentative explanation for the observed small male
advantage in average |Q scores. Relying on indirect evidence, Lynn
suggests that because a) brain size is positively associated with
intelligence, and b) men have a larger brain size than women, ¢) men
should have higher average 1Q scores than women. However,
straightforward evidence obtained using neuroimaging approaches
shows that men's larger brains might be devoted to highly
demanding visuospatial processing required by tasks on which they
excel. Men's greater cortical values are not related to the general
factor of intelligence (g). This advantage is translated into group
abilities and specific skills.

Key Words: Brain size, brain structure, g factor, sex difference,
measurement
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MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 76-82

Common Paradoxes in the Study of Sex Differences in
Intelligence

Helmuth Nyborg*
Aarhus University, Aarhus, Denmark (1968-2007)

The study of sex differences in intelligence reveals a paradox.
Data-oriented researchers consistently document reproducible
differences, whereas leading textbooks, academics, and media
consistently deny them. Perhaps, Lynn's extensive compilation of
data on sex differences (this issue) will solve this paradox.

Key Words: Sex differences, Intelligence, ASVAB
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MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 83-92

Cognitive Sex Differences: Evolution and History

David Becker*
Heiner Rindermann
Chemnitz University of Technology, Chemnitz, Germany

*Corresponding author: David Becker, Department of Psychology,
Chemnitz University of Technology, Wilhelm-Raabe-Str. 43, D-09107
Chemnitz, Germany;

We add results from studies in Germany and Brazil supporting
Lynn’s theory on cognitive sex differences and their development.
We show that there are associations between hormonal transitions
during adolescence, especially in women, and increasing sex
differences in cognitive abilities, particularly spatial ability, during
adolescence. We suggest that such maturation-related changes
make sense from an evolutionary perspective, as cognitive and
ecological specializations of the sexes, with the benefit of increasing
group fitness due to differentiation of social gender roles. However,
historical and cultural change has reduced male-favoring gender
differences in education and in many cases reversed them. Together
with changes in the job market this has modified formerly stable sex
differences.

Key Words: Sex differences, Intelligence, Brain development,
Hormonal transitions, Adolescence, Gender roles; STEM
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MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 93-100

The Male Brain, Testosterone and Sex Differences in
Professional Achievement

Edward Dutton*
Ulster Institute for Social Research

Lynn argues that sex differences in intelligence and drive
(underpinned by testosterone) help to explain sex differences in high
achievement. This comment proposes that this view can be
developed by looking at Baron-Cohen’s concept of the ‘male brain’,
which in its extreme manifestations presents as autism-spectrum
disorders. It shows that this personality type — specifically a
moderately strongly male brain combined with the outlier high 1Q
also more common among men — is associated with genius, and so
the highest levels of achievement, and is partly a reflection of
elevated testosterone. Thus an optimally high level of testosterone,
also associated with faster life history strategy, is behind both
elevated male drive and a greater ability to innovate, systematize
and make important breakthroughs, leading to the highest levels of
professional achievement. The comment shows that the ‘male brain’
is independent of intelligence and that even the highest echelons of
the ‘oldest profession’ are male dominated, as the male brain model
would predict.

Key words: Male brain; Autism, Asperger’s; Genius, Life history
theory
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MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 101-108

Sex Differences in Intelligence:
Developmental Origin Yes, Jensen Effect No

Gerhard Meisenberg*
Ross University Medical School, Dominica

Richard Lynn's developmental theory of sex differences in
intelligence is evaluated using the administration of the Armed
Services Vocational Aptitude Battery in the NLSY79. Score
increases between age 15 and age 23 are found to be greater in
males than in females, supporting an essential element of the theory.
On the other hand, neither the sex differences themselves nor their
developmental changes are related in any consistent way to the g
loadings of the subtests. Therefore sex differences should not be
conceptualized as differences in “general” intelligence (g).

Key Words: ASVAB, NLSY, Intelligence, Sex differences, g
loadings, Development

101



MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 109-111

Sex Differences in Self-Estimated Intelligence,
Competitiveness and Risk-Taking

Adrian Furnham*
University College London, UK

Studies of self-estimated intelligence have consistently shown
that males estimate their intelligence higher than do females, and
people estimate the intelligence of male family members higher than
that of female family members. A number of studies have also shown
that males are more competitive and greater risk-takers than
females.

Key Words: Sex differences, Self-confidence, Intelligence



MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 112-116

Sex Differences in Intelligence: A Genetics Perspective

Davide Piffer*
Ben Gurion University, Israel

Richard Lynn’s paper on the existence and the magnitude of sex
differences in general intelligence proposes that among adults men
have a higher average 1Q than women and greater variability, and
these contribute to the greater number of men among high
achievers. The greater variability of males may be attributable to X-
linked transmission of intelligence and/or to higher testosterone that
could increase the expression of genes related to neurological
development or cognition.

Key Words: Intelligence, Sex differences, X-linked inheritance



MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 117-138

Presumption and Prejudice:
Quotas May Solve Some Problems, but Create Many More

Guy Madison*
Department of Psychology, Umea University, Umed, Sweden

Some Western countries contemplate, or have already
implemented, legislative means to counter group differences. Here,
| consider the arguments for, and consequences of, sex quotas. |
find that it is logically incoherent to impose selection based on group
membership, such as quotas, unless one acknowledges that there
is a group difference in some trait that affects the outcome in the
domain in which the selection takes place. If such a group difference
is acknowledged, a quota might decrease the proportion of
individuals who are more likely to have undesirable traits that are
difficult to measure. However, the fact that traits are normally
distributed and overlap across groups means that it is more effective
to select for desirable traits than for group membership. Also, quotas
inevitably entail negative consequences that should be weighed in.
From the perspective of the individual, it is fairer to be selected on
the basis of traits one actually has, rather than a stereotype of the
group one belongs to. From the perspective of society as a whole,
focusing on group differences and selecting based on group
membership is divisive and conflict-driving. It stirs hostility by
encouraging competition over resources and social status between
groups instead of between individuals. These arguments and
conclusions are applicable to other groups and group differences in
general.

Key words: Affirmative action; Cognitive ability; Intelligence;
Interests; Sex differences; Quotas; Equal opportunity; Legislation;
Sweden
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MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 139-141

Sex Differences in Cognitively Demanding Games:
Poker, Backgammon and Mahjong

Heitor B. F. Fernandes*
University of Arizona, Tucson, USA



MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 142-144

Sex Differences in the Performance of Professional
Go Players

Mingrui Wang*
Independent Researcher, Beijing, China



MANKIND QUARTERLY 2017 58:1 145-156

Sex Differences in Intelligence: Reply to Comments

Richard Lynn*
University of Ulster, UK
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