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“RSITY or
PR

Total-Evidence Rule forces opposing
explanations to compete head-on

The 2 competitors—
e Social privilege theory
e Useful tool theory




Competing explanations for pervasive, persisting IQ-SES links

1. Social privilege theory

IQ differences result mostly from differences in family privilege

Higher IQ and education does not reflect “merit,” but social class in disguise.
Higher level jobs do not require more intelligence to perform well

If everyone had equal opportunities in life, all could perform well and social
inequality would disappear. Unequal outcomes signals unequal opportunity
to develop & use cognitive talent.
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Privilege perpetuates itself by pretending to be “merit”

2. Useful tool theory
a. lQdifferences result mostly from differences in genetic heritage.
b. Higher g level reflects stronger learning & reasoning ability.

Higher g enhances performance in all jobs, but especially more complex
ones.

d. If everyone had equal opportunities in life, people would perform to very
different levels and create social inequality. Equal outcomes would require
unequal opportunity to develop & use cognitive talent.

Human cognitive variation guarantees moderate social inequality in any complex, free society




Total evidence rule

All types of evidence
— Tasks, ages, type inequalities
— Psych, bio, neuro
— Exper, observational
— Pheno & geno
— Variance, covariance, changes in

Novel predictions

Pattern of results

— Consistent

— Consilient

— Mechanistic

— No opportunistic omissions




Individual differences (IDs) at issue
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Causal claims—*“social privilege” theory
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Causal claims—“useful tool” theory
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Which set is most consistent with the full body of
evidence?

 Sample of 9 opposing predictions
e Evidence from different fields

O Psychometrics

O Job analysis

O Personnel selection
O Neuroscience

O Behavior genetics

e Results replicated




1. IDs in intelligence: Trait or socially constructed?
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Variation highly structured, not socially constructed
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Its phenotypic structure appears to be replicated at genetic level
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2. Adult trajectory: Social or biological?
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Fluid g rises, then falls with biological age

All fluid abilities move in tandem
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is very consistent with a biological intelligence, but not one that is sensitive to social privilege.


3. Trajectory of 1Q heritability—up or down?
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Genetic portion of 1Q variation rises with age
Family SES contributions to 1Q variation wash away
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Presentation Notes
This is opposite what social privilege theory would predict. It would predict that environments would have more and more influence as people age.


4. How does intelligence get into the brain?
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g is genetically enmeshed in brain physiology
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Presentation Notes
Shows that g not a psychometric artifact and restricted to test items and their content. Found in physical brain and in speed of performing tasks that no one gets wrong.
And the phenotypic links are mostly genetic. 


5. Are higher jobs really more cognitive?
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Presentation Notes
But what makes a job more complex? This is what job analysts have found. These are mental tasks whose good performance is critical to the organization but which are performed without much supervision or guidance.
Also, as noted before, intelligence predicts job performance better in more complex jobs.  




6. Does g really predict job performance?
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Presentation Notes
But what makes a job more complex? This is what job analysts have found. These are mental tasks whose good performance is critical to the organization but which are performed without much supervision or guidance.
Also, as noted before, intelligence predicts job performance better in more complex jobs.  




7. Do social outcomes have genetic component?
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Social outcomes moderately heritable
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Presentation Notes
Behavior genetic studies find that differences in education, occupation, and income can be traced in part to genetic differences among us. 


8. Is IQ-outcome covariation entirely social?
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Covariation also moderately heritable
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Presentation Notes
What is more important is that this heritability is shared in large part with intelligence.  That means their correlation can be traced to having some genes in common. Social privilege theory would not predict this. 


Covariation also moderately heritable

BACKGROUND PERSONAL  sociq Privilege |00 (0|00 00
INFLUENCES TRAITS
Usefultool |1 (1 (1 (1 {1 111
Environment:
o .
NON- ; hen};clableth o 60 70 50 40 50 Health
SHARED \ o jointly wi
SHARED IQ (adolescent* Acad
achiev
Subjective
Personality well-being
GENES )

Also—

Predictions about geno components of covariance with g



Presenter
Presentation Notes
What is more important is that this heritability is shared in large part with intelligence.  That means their correlation can be traced to having some genes in common. Social privilege theory would not predict this. 


9. Can equal training or experience eliminate 1Q-

performance link?
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9. Can equal training or experience eliminate 1Q-

performance link?
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novel predictions on social interventions aimed at changing variance or covariance




Nomological network for biological,
functional link

e All types of evidence
— Tasks, ages, type inequalities
— Psych, bio, neuro
— Exper, observational
— Pheno & geno
— Variance, covariance, changes in

* Novel predictions

e Pattern of results
— Consistent
— Consilient
— Mechanistic
— No opportunistic omissions




Thank you
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