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Abstract 

 

Because the term “diversity” has two related but different meanings, what authors mean when they use 

the term is inherently unclear.  In its broad form, it refers to vast variety. In its narrow form, it refers to human 

demographic categories deemed deserving of special attention by social justice-oriented activists. In this 

article, I review Hommel’s critique of Roberts et al (2020), which, I suggest, essentially constitutes two 

claims: 1. that Roberts et al’s (2020) call for diversity in psychological science focuses exclusively on the 

latter narrow form of diversity and ignores the scientific importance of diversity in the broader sense; and 2. 

Ignoring diversity in the broader sense is scientifically unjustified. Although Hommel’s critique is mostly 

justified, this is not because Roberts et al (2020) are wrong to call for greater social justice-oriented 

demographic diversity in psychology, but because Hommel’s call for the broader form of diversity subsumes 

that of Roberts’ et al (2020) and has other aspects critical to creating a valid, generalizable, rigorous and 

inclusive psychological science. In doing so, I also highlight omissions, limitations, and potential downsides to 

the narrow manner in which psychology and the broader academy are currently implementing diversity, 

equity, and inclusion.  
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“Of course, there was the time he sold him a horse, and delivered a mule.” 

Tradition, from the Broadway production of Fiddler on the Roof. 

 

 The Oxford Languages Dictionary provides two definitions of diversity: 

1. The state of being diverse, variety. 

2. The practice or quality of including or involving people from a range of different social and ethnic 

backgrounds and of different genders, sexual orientations, etc. 

Inasmuch as “the state of being diverse” is not very helpful for understanding the meaning of “diversity,” I 

looked up “variety.”  The same dictionary defines “variety” as “the quality or state of being different or 

diverse; the absence of uniformity, sameness, or monotony.”  The first definition is clearly the broader of the 

two and subsumes the second definition. This risks creating confusion about what is being discussed. If 

someone promises “diversity” interpreted in the broader sense, but delivers “diversity” in the narrower sense, 

that person is plausibly interpretable as having, metaphorically, sold a horse but delivered a mule.  

That, in a nutshell, is Hommel’s critique of Roberts et al (2020) paper on “Racial inequality in Psych 

Research,” and it hits the bullseye. Diversity, in the broadest sense, which subsumes and therefore includes the 

narrower sense, is crucial for a valid and credible psychological science. “Diversity” is diverse. Even when 

restricting the term’s usage to people, the ways in which people can be diverse is vast, including 

demographics, political, experiential, expertise, and varieties of cognitive styles, beliefs, and values. 

Restricting the term even more, to focus specifically on psychology, the vastness of diversity is critical for 

understanding and evaluating the quality and validity of psychological science. The vastness of diversity is 

relevant to psychology in diverse ways, including but not restricted to: 1. aspects of human psychology that 

have received scientific attention; 2. the samples of people that have been the subject of empirical 

investigation; and 3. the researchers themselves. The diversity of researchers themselves is important for both 

reasons of justice (excluding people from particular backgrounds is an injustice) and science (a science 

populated by researchers from diverse backgrounds is more likely than one populated by those from a narrow 

set of backgrounds to study a broader diversity of aspects of human psychology and, possibly, to be more 
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highly motivated to ensure that more diverse samples of people become the subject of psychological science). 

Hommel has made three main arguments: 1. Diversity goes so far beyond race (and other marginalized or 

underrepresented demographics) that, even though from a social justice/activism/reparations standpoint 

focusing on race and/or other marginalized or underrepresented demographics makes a great deal of sense, 

scientifically, i.e., from a validity-seeking or truth-seeking perspective, it is not justified; 2. Race may matter 

for some scientific questions vastly  more than others (moderators vs. mechanisms) and Roberts et al (2020) 

did little to demonstrate fundamental differences in psychological processes based on race for scientific 

questions; and 3. Agency, aka as “self-selection,” constitutes an alternative to discrimination as an explanation 

for gaps (i.e., perhaps differences in demographic distributions into various positions at least in part reflects 

preferences and interests) and that Roberts et al completely failed to acknowledge this as even a possibility. 

To evaluate Hommel’s critique, one must first consider Robert et al’s review. It reflects much of what is 

currently wrong with academia in general and the social sciences including psychology in particular. This does 

not mean everything in it is factually incorrect or wrong, but it is an almost surreal mixture of ideologically 

infused anti-racist activism and science. Once upon a time “antiracism” had a simple conventional meaning of 

“against racism” – but what anti-racism even means now depends on one’s ideological worldview. The 

conventional form of anti-racism until very recently has been that of Martin Luther King’s invocation to judge 

people by the content of their character. One can now routinely find arguments to judge people on their 

individual merits rejected by academics (e.g., a Google Scholar search on “the myth of meritocracy” yielded 

over 2600 papers). The modern far left version is that racism is deeply infused into every aspect of America’s 

and indeed most western democracies’ social, cultural, and political life and that King’s invocation seems 

quaintly naïve. 

The Perils of a Politicized Science: A Case Study 

This is not the place to conduct a thorough critique of the Roberts et al (2020) paper. Nonetheless, in order 

to evaluate Hommel’s critique it may be useful to point out some of the more obvious flaws of the Roberts et 

al (2020) article. First, a general principle: activism-infused scholarship can often be detected by its flagrant 

disregard for truth and/or its tendency to highlight facts that actually are true only if they fit the activist 



5 
 

narrative, and to systematically ignore narrative-contesting facts. It has been argued that, because activism 

prioritizes seeking power to implement political goals, and anything goes when seeking power, activism 

inherently compromises truth (Haider, 2022). Although political agendas have a long and ugly history of 

compromising the natural and social sciences (Brothers, Bennett & Cho, 2021; Honeycutt & Jussim, 2020, in 

press; Krylov, 2021; Martin, 2015; Smith, 2014), whether they inherently do so is beyond the scope of the 

present paper. Nor is this the place to navigate the nuances of “everything is political” as applied to 

psychological scholarship, although it is worth stating that, even if everything is political in some senses, this 

does not liberate scholars to engage in distortions or omissions of inconvenient evidence. 

I present two examples of unjustified or inadequately justified claims from the Roberts et al (2020) paper 

and one from Roberts & Rizzo (2020). It starts with Roberts et al’s (2020) very first sentence. “It is well 

documented that race plays a critical role in how people think, develop, and navigate the social world (Roberts 

& Rizzo, 2020).” Roberts & Rizzo (2020) is about racism. It is not about the role race plays in any of the 

myriad of ways that people think, develop or navigate the social world irrelevant to racism. Is there a shred of 

evidence that “racism plays a critical role in how people think” about anything other than race, racism, power, 

status, and hierarchies? There may well be, but Roberts & Rizzo (2020) did not present it.  

Second, Roberts & Rizzo (2020) is itself a deeply flawed analysis. While claiming (p. 6) that “…white 

supremacy is deeply and intricately woven into the fabric of U.S. society…” they systematically overlook 

evidence that is inconsistent with this conclusion. For example, after reviewing evidence on how White people 

disproportionately hold many positions of status and power, they failed to include the evidence showing that 

Asian Americans hold more college and professional degrees than any other U.S. Census demographic group 

(USA Census, 2022a), and also have the highest family incomes (it may be worth pointing out that “Asian 

Americans” includes many groups, including Americans of Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Indian, Pakistani and 

Filipino descent, as well as many others). Similarly problematic for their perspective has been how many 

African immigrants’ education and income exceeds that of White people in the U.S. (USA Census, 2022b). 

Also excluded from their review are studies showing that, controlling for educational attainment, Black 

women actually earn more than White women (Fryar, 2011), and “high school completion and college 
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attendance rates are uniformly higher for black women than for white men across the parental income 

distribution” (Chetty et al, 2019, p. 744). Although this review is not the place to present a richly nuanced 

review of the extent to which this and other similar evidence challenges claims of pervasive White supremacy 

(though see Reilly, 2021, for a brief readable review that is far more extensive than the present article), it 

concretely demonstrates how Roberts & Rizzo (2020) presented facts and studies selectively. 

Third, Roberts et al (2020) bemoan the fact that 83% of editors in several mainstream psychology journals 

were White between 1974 and 2018. Census data (USAFacts, 2022) shows that percent White in the U.S. in 

the 1970s was nearly 90% and it did not dip below 83% until the 1995. As Hommel correctly pointed out, the 

U.S. is not the only country that contributes to psychological science in the English language journals they 

surveyed. Therefore, it is necessary to consider the population of other countries that do so. The Black 

proportion of the population has been (and continues to be) historically even lower in other English-speaking 

countries (relevant to journal editors), such as Canada (3.5% in 2016; Statistics Canada, 2019) and the UK 

(3%, Index Mundi, 2022). Of course, scholars where English is not the primary language also contribute to the 

English language psychological literature. Hommel reported that the overall European percent Black is 1.3%.  

Thus, with respect to a scientific analysis of “inclusion” and “representation,” at least with respect to 

psychology editors in the sample that Roberts et al (2020) studied, the average percent White editors from 

1974-2018 is consistent with a level of representation that approximates or (depending on one’s benchmark) is 

less than that of the underlying population. As such, it debunks rather than confirms the notion that there is 

some sort of unjust gap in the demographics of the psychology editors they found crying for special 

remediation policies. But that assumes that “inclusion” means “no evidence of exclusion”; it also assumes that 

“representation” refers to the statistical representation in proportion to some standard (whether representation 

in the population or some other standard, such as proportion of PhDs is appropriate, is beyond the scope of this 

article). However, if one takes a political activist lens, one demanding reparative social justice rather than a 

scientific one, to atone for historical discrimination, “inclusion” must be satisfied by biases favoring those 

historically marginalized groups. Similarly, when using that same political activist lens, “representation” does 

not mean statistical representation in proportion to the population, it means overrepresentation (in order to 

https://usafacts.org/data/topics/people-society/population-and-demographics/our-changing-population?endDate=2021-01-01&startDate=1972-01-01
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provide reparations for past bias). Inclusion and representation, too, then, can constitute (political social 

justice) mules delivered when (scientific) horses were promised. It would be easy to present more such 

examples because there are so many in the Roberts et al (2020) and Roberts & Rizzo (2020) articles, but it 

would get tedious, so now I turn to an evaluation of whether Hommel’s criticisms are valid. 

From a political activist perspective, Hommel’s criticisms are entirely wrongheaded. All criticisms of 

arguments forwarded to advance a political agenda are wrongheaded to the extent that they are potential 

obstacles to advancing that agenda. Politics is a no-holds barred game; almost anything goes, including lying, 

distorting, and promoting propaganda to justify and advance one’s preferred policies and outcomes. The 

“winner” is determined not by truth or demonstrable improvements to human well-being, but only by who 

gains power and gets to implement their preferred policies. In an excellent analysis of propaganda in science, 

Gambrill & Reimann (2011) developed an index for reviewers to use when evaluating papers submitted for 

publication, and which includes these items (and many more like them, rephrased here as questions).  

Did the paper acknowledge that the nature of the problem addressed is in dispute? 

Did the paper present only one view of the problem? 

Did the paper present their view as established (when it is not)? 

Are possible harms of the view promoted described? 

Are controversies regarding prevalence noted? 

I will leave it to readers to decide the answers to these questions regarding the Roberts et al (2020) and Roberts 

& Rizzo (2020) papers for themselves. 

Hommel’s Scientific Critique 

I now turn to Hommel’s specific criticisms on scientific grounds. They are mostly well-justified. His 

first was that Roberts et al (2020) ignored all forms of diversity beyond the demographic categories of special 

concern to social justice-oriented academics. This is clearly true. Nonetheless, just as a mule is horse-like 

(indeed, genetically, it is half horse), Roberts et al make some scientifically valid and important points. For 

example, they are on solid scientific ground when they call for greater transparency (e.g., providing info on the 

demographics of samples) and acknowledgements of limitations. They are also on sound scientific grounds to 
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argue that, if one only studies White people, one cannot possibly know the same phenomenon would hold 

among non-White people. Of course, scientifically, exactly as Hommel implied, one cannot possibly know the 

same phenomenon would hold across any two identifiable groups unless those groups were studied.  

Roberts et al (2020, p. 1302) are probably right when they attribute variation in sample racial identity 

composition to “...authors of color [being] more invested in communities of color...” Less clear is the scientific 

justification of their lauding of research that includes massive underrepresentation of White people in their 

samples (e.g., 19% for developmental psychologists of color). I note here that, even in 2021, when the U.S. is 

more racially/ethnically diverse than ever, the population is 75% White (including what the Census refers to as 

Hispanics, who can be of any racial identity) or 59% White (excluding Hispanics; USAFacts, 2022).  

Similarly, it is not clear that Roberts et al’s (2020) dim view of the methods used by White social 

psychologists that produced a 69% overall proportion of White participants is justified. Given that the studies 

they examined went from the 1970s (when the U.S. was nearly 90% White) through the 2010s, when the U.S. 

ranged from about 60-75% White (USA Facts, 2022), the samples collected by White social psychologists 

more closely corresponded to American national demographics than did those of any other combination of 

field and author demography that Roberts et al (2020) reported. If one includes the racial demographics of the 

countries in which the research was performed in Robert et al’s (2020) sample of articles, the proportion of 

White people in the population is likely even higher given the very low levels (about 1%) of Black people (and 

other people of color) in European samples. Although relatively few psychology publications report truly 

representative samples, the samples collected by White social psychologists did the best job of the fields 

Roberts et al (2020) examined with respect to capturing racial demographics that approximate the underlying 

population demographics during the time period they studied. Scientifically, representativeness is clearly a 

methodological strength, so why the dim view? From a reparative social justice activist perspective, population 

demographic representativeness is a liability because it fails to massively overrepresent demographics of color, 

as Roberts et al (2020) document is the case, e.g., with developmentalists of color.  

To be sure, if some psychologists in some fields wish to devote extra effort and attention to samples of 

color, I have no objection. Special attention to samples of color deserves a place in psychological science. 
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Let’s not pretend, however, that such samples are somehow inherently scientifically more rigorous than ones 

that more closely approximate the demographics of the underlying population. Scientists who wish to plow 

their fields with mules should permitted to do so; they should not, however, pretend that those mules are 

horses or suggest that, unless others give up their horses, they are doing something scientifically suboptimal.  

Similarly, when Roberts et al (2020) call for things like positionality statements and diverse 

individuals in the review process, their exclusion of the vast array of characteristics highlighted in Hommel’s 

review is not at all justified from a scientific standpoint (even though it is entirely justified from an activist 

standpoint of reparative justice). Given that a person’s positionality is some combination of the very long list 

of statuses, demographics, identities, beliefs, values, and experiences Hommel lists, indeed, it is the sum total 

of everything they are, identify with, have experienced, and have done and accomplished, it is hard to see how 

this will be implemented in any scientifically serious way (although it is quite easy to see how, restricting it to 

statuses relevant to progressive activist views of reparative justice and who is in protected v. unprotected 

categories, it could be implemented briefly). Adding “diverse individuals” in the review process makes a great 

deal of scientific sense if Hommel’s and the dictionary’s broad definition of diversity is used; and that includes 

(but is not restricted to) the far narrower types of diversity for which Roberts et al (2020) call. 

Hommel’s second criticism, that racial identities may matter for some scientific questions but not 

others and that Roberts et al (2020) did little to demonstrate fundamental differences in the psychological 

processes based on race for scientific questions is also valid. Roberts et al (2020) failed to demonstrate or 

review evidence demonstrating widespread racial differences in any psychological phenomena or processes. 

Again, centering race without providing evidence that doing so makes much of a difference for many 

psychological phenomena is another tell that what is going on here is more activism than science. Do Black 

people simply not use the availability heuristic? Do Black people’s visual neurons respond differently to 

geometric shapes? These would be examples of fundamental psychological differences. It is surely true that, 

unless someone tests those possibilities we will never know, and doing so is just as surely worthwhile science. 

Scientifically, it would indeed be surprising if there were no differences at all in some of the psychological 

characteristics of Black and White people. Of course, scientifically, and consistent with Hommel’s critique, the 
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same speculation about the potential existence of fundamental psychological differences applies to all the 

characteristics Hommel lists (such as sex/gender, culture, religion, SES, politics, intelligence, motivations, 

upbringing, experience, personality to name some, and there is probably an infinity of additional ones that he 

did not mention). The reasons to center race, ethnicity, or people of color are political/activist (reparative 

justice), not scientific, even though there are indeed good reasons to study people from every sort of 

background that exists (diversity in the first definitional sense, which does not reject but subsumes the second 

and certainly includes racial/ethnic identities). 

Hommel’s final point, that agency (sometimes referred to as “self-selection”) may play some role in 

demographic distributional differences (for anything) is on solid scientific grounds, which should be obvious 

to anyone who has ever studied anything in psychology. He has not even argued that it does play a role, only 

that it might, and that this possibility isn’t considered in the Roberts et al (2020) paper at least with respect to 

editors, and with respect to their call for a variety of policies to eliminate what they believe are obstacles to 

psychologists of color. Anyone can see that Hommel’s criticism of this glaring omission is obviously true just 

by reading the Roberts et al (2020) paper.  

Roberts et al (2020) do not refer to “self-selection” or “agency” explicitly anywhere in their paper. 

They nonetheless did present an example of agency in action. Their analysis of the relation between author 

race/ethnicity and the racial/ethnic makeup of the samples under study is clearly an example of an agency-

based gap. The systemic racism hypothesis predicts biases favoring White people generally and, therefore, 

White participant samples. Therefore, when, developmental psychologists of color undersample White 

participants (Roberts et al [2020] reported this as 19%), presumably, they are choosing to do so. They are not 

being coerced into doing it by White supremacist individuals, policies or practices. If so, this is agency, and it 

obviously does explain part of the “gap” in racial sample composition across different race/ethnicity of author 

by field combinations. 

As another example of how self-selection can at least partially explain some gaps that are routinely 

attributed to systemic biases, consider the gender gap in STEM. High achieving high school girls self-select 

into STEM fields less than do high achieving high school boys, at least in part, because high achieving girls 
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tend to have more skills and therefore more options; having more options they are more likely to choose non-

STEM options (Wang, Eccles & Kenny, 2013). High achieving boys, in contrast, are more likely to only be 

good at math and science and are more likely to pursue STEM fields because they have fewer other good 

options for professional careers (Wang et al., 2013). Evaluating the extent to which this explains gender gaps 

in STEM is beyond the scope of the present paper. It is sufficient to point out that the evidence that self-

selection sometimes at least partially accounts for some gaps means that one cannot attribute gaps to bias 

unless one first rules out alternative explanations, such as self-selection. As Hommel argued, ignoring the 

possibility of self-selection (and other alternative explanations) should not be an option for scientific papers 

seeking to explain gaps. 

The Epistemic Consequences of Politicizing Psychological Science 

Just as manifestly obvious to anyone who has been paying attention, Hommel’s point about agency, 

however valid, is often on very dangerous political grounds, at least within academia. Even considering the 

possibility that underrepresentation in some desirable attribute stems from something about group differences 

(choices, culture, attitudes, skills etc.) rather than their victimhood constitutes grounds for social justice 

academics to denounce, mob, and ostracize (Honeycutt & Jussim, 2020; Stevens, Jussim & Honeycutt, 2020). 

If it is viewed as legitimate to only attribute gaps to discrimination, and, within academia, some sort of 

sacrilege to view them as resulting from other sources (except when those other sources are flattering to 

groups social justice academics deem worthy of favor), our “scientific” literature will be compromised to the 

point of uselessness.  

Even when discrimination is the only source of some gap, we will never be able to know it with 

anything approximating scientific certainty, if researchers fear studying alternative explanations. Those 

alternatives can only be ruled out if they are studied; if many scientists fear to study them, they will not be 

studied or will be understudied. If they are not studied or are understudied, they cannot be ruled out. Similarly, 

even if alternatives to discrimination can be studied without fear of punishment, but only by researchers who 

either are members of the underrepresented group or have established reputations as fully committed to social 

justice as construed by activists, the risk of biased studies and unjustifiably canonized conclusions becomes 
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high (Honeycutt & Jussim, 2020, in press). As such, the scientific benefits of diversity that come from clashing 

perspectives, dueling biases, and motivated skepticism will have been lost to psychological science. In such a 

situation, the extent to which the “scientific” literature reflects the underlying reality risks being severely 

compromised (Joshi, 2022).  

These issues are all controversial. My view of the relative merits of the Roberts et al (2020) and 

Hommel articles may be a minority, at least in academia (although last I looked, truth is not determined by 

majority vote). Nonetheless, the best way to resolve controversies is to air them so people can see the evidence 

and arguments. Referring to the modern development within academia of denouncing claims that gaps and 

inequalities result from anything except oppression (and not referring to the Roberts et al, 2020 article per se, 

which did not denounce anyone), suppression is often something sought by political activists seeking power 

(Stevens et al, 2020); but it is terrible for science (Joshi, 2022; Krylov, 2021). 

Diversity, Equity, and the Political Exclusion of the Vast Majority of Americans from Academia 

I prefer a psychological science that, when it promises a horse, delivers a horse. In this spirit, it is worth 

considering some data that can be used to compare academic claims about “diversity, equity, and inclusion” 

with an assessment of how diverse and how inclusive academia is on one of the dimensions highlighted by 

Hommel – politics. As we (Honeycutt & Jussim, in press) wrote: “Academia skews heavily left and the social 

sciences skew massively left (Langbert & Stevens, 2021). The skew is so extreme that, to those unfamiliar 

with the data, claims about the skew may sound like propaganda intended to delegitimize academia. In fact, 

some research has demonstrated that Americans–even those on the political right–underestimate just how 

massive the skew is (Marietta & Barker, 2019). But if extreme left skew constitutes justification for 

delegitimizing academia, then academia has delegitimized itself.”  For example: 

• Langbert & Stevens’ (2021) study of party registration of over 12000 faculty found that the ratio of 

Democrats to Republicans in most elite social science departments ranged from a low of 3:1 in 

economics to a high of 42:1 in anthropology (in between was sociology, at 27:1). 

• Buss & von Hippel’s (2017) survey of over 300 social psychologists found that they voted for Obama 

over Romney by a ratio of 75:1. 
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• Furthermore, many academics are not just on the left, they are on the extreme left. Honeycutt (2022) 

found that, in a survey of almost 4000 faculty from across the disciplines, 40% self-identified as 

radicals, activists, Marxists, or socialists (or some combination). In contrast, national surveys of 

Americans typically find that only 4-15% are on the far left (Hawkins, Yudkin, Juan-Torres, & Dixon, 

2018; Pew Research Center, 2014). 

Figure 1 is a visualization that captures the state of “inclusion” and “diversity” in academia on the political 

dimension: 

 

This then shows part of the mule that was delivered when the horse was sold. It seems unlikely to me 

that most Americans will view the academy as particularly inclusive if it functions, intentionally or not, to 

exclude the vast majority of Americans on political grounds. To be sure, self-selection/agency plays a role 

here, too, and perhaps the major role, but to the extent that the academy has created a hostile environment for 

those who dissent from far left politics, it bears more than a little responsibility for that self-selection 

(Honeycutt & Jussim, 2020). Furthermore, the historical facts are that it was not always this way (Duarte, 

Crawford, Haidt, Jussim & Tetlock, 2015), meaning that there is nothing inherent to academia that produces a 

massive skew of far left activists. Thus, the academy’s proclamations about inclusion, while the academy writ 

large functions to exclude most Americans, are likely to ring hollow and be viewed as the disingenuous 

propaganda of far left activists. 
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Science and Policy 

Most Americans Reject Affirmative Action 

Diversity in the narrow progressive sense advocated by Roberts et al (2020) and currently being 

implemented throughout academia is plausibly viewed as an extreme form of affirmative action. Pew has 

repeatedly found that large majorities of Americans of every racial/ethnic group they surveyed (including but 

not restricted to Black and Hispanic [the term they used] Americans) oppose use of race in college admissions 

and hiring (Graf, 2019; Horowitz, 2019). Similarly, California, a majority-minority state, and one of the most 

liberal, recently re-affirmed its ban on affirmative action ((Friedersdorf, 2020). From the purely scientifically 

valid “racial inclusion of participants is important for psychological science” standpoint that Roberts et al 

(2020) advocated, they should welcome such inclusive research (given how racially inclusive it was of 

participants); but from a political activist standpoint of advancing progressive values and academic DEI 

policies, such findings should be denigrated, dismissed, or ignored. 

Build Effective Policies on Sound Science 

None of this is to deny the ongoing presence of discrimination and other obstacles that uniquely affect 

members of some groups more than others. However, even Roberts et al (2020, p. 1306) declare that their “… 

work is not an indictment of psychological scientists…” Such problems are not likely to be solved, therefore, 

by targeting interventions at individual scientists. Inasmuch as recent research in both laboratory and real 

world contexts shows nonzero but very low levels of acts of discrimination in dyadic interactions (Campbell & 

Brauer, 2021; Nodtvelt, Sjastad, Skard & Thorbjornsen, 2021; Peyton & Huber, 2021), academia’s 

commitment to targeting individual behavior, such as requiring DEI statements for everything from job 

applications (Berkeley, 2022) to conference submissions (Society for Personality and Social Psychology, 

2022) seems not merely misguided, but likely to do more harm than good. In the absence of evidence of high 

levels of individual acts of discrimination, such policies are not only a colossal waste of human time and effort 

but likely to accelerate the exclusionary functions highlighted here by dissuading individuals who refuse to 

profess allegiance to narrow progressive worldviews from entering academia (Thompson, 2019). If, however, 

professional organizations and institutions can identify ways in which their policies actively discriminate or 
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create unfair obstacles that fall disproportionately on some groups, those organizations and institutions should 

identify and extirpate those policies.  

In doing so, however, it will be important to keep in mind that the mere existence of policies in place 

when a gap has been identified does not constitute any evidence whatsoever that those policies discriminate or 

that removing or changing them is inherently beneficial. Consider traffic laws. Police can and have abused 

their power to issue more tickets to Black motorists (Pierson et al, 2020). The idea that this means we should 

abandon speed limits would be absurd. The dangers of eliminating speed limits are, perhaps, so obvious that 

my even mentioning it might seem like hyperbolic overreach. However, proposals far more extreme than 

eliminating speed limits have been taken quite seriously by progressive activists, including many in academia. 

The “defund the police” and related movements had enough credibility and success to be predictably followed 

by what has become known as “police retreat or pullback.” This was predictably followed by dramatic crime 

spikes, which themselves disproportionately victimized the very communities for whom such movements 

sought justice (Cassel, 2021; Reilly, Maranto & Wolf, 2022).  

The implication for activist academics seeking to change the world should be clear: Tread lightly. Do 

not rush into implementing policies untested by rigorous research assessing effectiveness, costs, and 

unintended side effects. Do not rush into implementing even promising research-based policies without giving 

enough time for the findings to be vetted by skeptical scientists and policymakers (see, e.g., Sampson, Winship 

& Knight, 2013 for a detailed discussion of the complexities in doing so). As Fryar (2022) recently put it, 

“This is the key step that is missing in every DEI initiative I have seen in the past 25 years: a rigorous, data-

driven assessment of root causes that drives the search for effective solutions. In other aspects of life, we 

would not fathom prescribing a treatment without knowing the underlying cause.”  

Diversity (Broad Form) Can Improve Psychological Science 

The cognitive arguments for diversity are often well-justified. Assuming a shared commitment to 

truth, evidence, and logically coherent interpretations of evidence, there are good reasons to believe that 

different experiences, values, and views can contribute to improving the quality of psychological science. This 

is likely a major reason why ethnically diverse teams have produced more influential papers (AlShebli, 
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Rahwan & Roon, 2018) and politically diverse teams produce better Wikipedia articles, especially on political 

topics (Shi, Teplitskiy, Duede, & Evans (2019). Furthermore, different biases are necessary in order to 

maximize the skeptical vetting that is so crucial to the long-term scientific processes capable of producing 

valid conclusions (Merton, 1942/1973; Stanovich, 2021). The current political monoculture threatens the 

ability of psychology to produce valid conclusions on politicized topics (for reviews replete with concrete 

examples of the canonization of demonstrably false conclusions on politicized topics, see Crawford & Jussim, 

2018; Honeycutt & Jussim, 2020, in press; Martin, 2015; Smith, 2014).  

This then has the downstream consequence of undermining the credibility of psychology and other 

social sciences as the wider public begins to understand it. In a large national survey, for example, Marietta & 

Barker (2019) found that the greater the political skew that people believe characterizes academia, the less 

credibility is given to its scholarship.  

It should therefore not be surprising that, as psychologists and other social scientists embrace and 

justify embedding full-throated political activism in their scholarship, academia will come to be justifiably 

viewed as an engine for progressive politics. This is already evoking exercises of political power by those who 

oppose progressive politics, exemplified by Florida’s Republican governor and legislature recently voting to 

undermine tenure protections in the Florida system (Tampa Bay Times, 2022). As ham-handed and harmful as 

this may be, it is a politically inevitable response to academia’s embrace of a progressive monoculture and 

political activism. Political battles will be fought using political tools, and not exclusively in the pages of peer 

reviewed journals or DEI committees. It would not be surprising to discover that cuts to government funding 

of social science are among the next targets in the sights of politicians who oppose the academic far left. 

Conclusion: Free Inquiry is Crucial to Psychological Science and 

Maximally Inclusive of the Diverse forms of Diversity 

Although individual scientists surely have their biases, as a field, maximizing the validity of 

psychological science can best be accomplished by free inquiry. Free inquiry in psychological science 

inherently involves embracing credible and rigorous voices, regardless of identity status or other group 

memberships or personal characteristics. Free inquiry includes the intense organized skepticism that Merton 
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(1942/1973) argued was a critical norm of science; as such, it is some insurance that bad policies and bad 

conclusions will be identified. It is insurance against the epistemic follies identified by Joshi (2022) that can be 

produced by an academic culture of denunciation and suppression. As such, free inquiry by a diversity of 

voices in the first, broad definitional sense of diversity, unfettered by the demands and sanctions of those who 

would impose their subjective values on others, is maximally inclusive in the most meaningful sense. 

The best of Roberts et al’s (2020) arguments constitute a call for including the excluded, at least if 

they are committed to the norms of science and to making coherent, evidence-based, logical arguments. I 

endorse these best arguments. In this spirit, I end this piece with quotes from scholars of color whose ideas and 

views relevant to issues in psychology closely related to those raised by Roberts et al (2020) and Hommel, and 

which I almost never see referenced or discussed in academic psychology literatures (especially ironic, since at 

least one, McWhorter, is a linguist and is highly influential on psychology-related topics [such as racism and 

intolerance] outside of academic psychology). None are psychologists, and I list their fields in a spirit of 

diversifying the field of ideas from which academic psychology draws. I note that this is not a sample of 

quotes representative of anything at all; it is a convenience sample of voices of people of color that have been 

largely excluded from scientific psychology.  

Wilfred Reilly (2021, political science): “…people of color are successful in modern America to an 

almost surprising degree, which is rarely discussed—for different reasons—by either the “social-

justice” left or the contemporary hard right. As of 2019, seven of the top 10 American ethnic groups in 

income terms—Indian, Taiwanese, Filipino, Indonesian, Persian, and Arab Lebanese Americans—

were “people of color” as this term is generally conceptualized…” 

 

Hrishikesh Joshi (philosophy, 2022): “…social pressure to avoid sharing evidence against a particular 

claim undermines the confidence we can place in that claim, because it makes more likely the 

possibility that the (first-order) evidence that does make its way to us is a lopsided subset of the total. 

This has the perhaps tragic implication that we can typically be less confident of morally and 

politically laden issues than we can about ‘dry’ subjects like chemistry or cell biology.’” 

 

George Yancey (sociology, quoted in Kristof, 2016): ““Outside of academia I faced more problems as 

a black,” he told me [Kristof]. “But inside academia I face more problems as a Christian, and it is not 

even close.” 

 

Luana Maroja (2022, biology): “Extreme emphasis on sexual harassment stifles productive scientific 

discourse between men and women.” 

 

Musa al-Gharbi (2020, sociology): “Diversity is important. Diversity-related training is terrible.” 

Marisol Quintanilla (2022, entomology): “It is very strange that the surveys assume that race is fixed 
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when it is really a spectrum (for example I have Spanish, Chinese, North African, and Native 

American ancestries) and the same forms pretend that gender is on a spectrum (11 options in most 

Michigan State surveys) when it is clearly binary (mammals are sexually dimorphic).” 

 

John McWhorter (2021, linguistics): “Woke racism: How a new religion betrayed Black America” 

(book title). 

 

Roland Fryar (2022, economics): “More corporate leaders should be trying to solve diversity 

challenges in the same way they solve problems in every other aspect of their business: through 

intelligent use of data, rigorous hypothesis testing, and honest inference about what is working.” 

 

Amna Khalid (2022, history): “Having grown up under a military dictatorship in Pakistan, I know well 

what happens when freedom of expression is threatened and people are bullied into silence. It pains 

me deeply to see this happening in my adopted country.”  

 

Sarah Haider (2022, Founder, ex-Muslims of North America): “The activist game, to sum in one 

sentence, is about results… The thinker game is about truth… Years ago I was asked on a podcast 

whether it was possible to be effective and intellectually honest in the activist space. I said no.” 

 

As psychology and academia embrace activism in the name of social justice, calls to include 

the previously excluded will likely accelerate. In that spirit, I look forward to responses by academics 

calling for DEI that celebrate the inclusion in this article, and therefore, in the psychology peer 

reviewed literature, of the heretofore excluded voices of people of color quoted above, and, more 

important, their substantive views.  Doing so might help psychology to deliver that horse it sold. 
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