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The Social Consequences of Predictive Testing in Educationl

David A. Goslin

Pespite numerous attacks on their efficacy Qﬁd accuracy, standard-
ized tests for the measurement of intellectual abilities have become a
routine and virtuslly universal part of the educational process in the
United States. The evidence of a growing reliance on standerdized tests
for both predictive and eveiuative purposes in schools and colleges hes
been accumulating rapidly during the lust five or six years--to the point
where the relevant question is no longer "should we testi™ but rather,
"when, how much, or for vhat purposes should we test?” In a sample sur-
vey of 750 elementary schools in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut,
we were able to turn up only a single schocl in which standardized
ability tests had never been systematically used, nor contemplated for
use in the immediate future.2 At the high school level the picture is
equally clear, if not clearer.3 It seems to be a fact that once a school
(or school system) initiates a testing program, the chances of its being
abandoned at some point in the future are slim indeed. Further, our
data indicate that with only a few exceptions school administrators,
guidance counselors, and teachers alike are convinced of the usefulness
of ability tests (and, ircidentally, of their general accuracy).

Up to now the debate over testing has been focused primarily on the
issues of validity and reliability: Do tests measure what they are SUp~
posed to measure and do they do their job consistently, both from indi-

vidual to individual and for the same fndividual at different points in
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time? It seems to me that tlie bhattle over thecsc pointe has boen largely . i
won by those who advocatce the use of tests, as is evidenced by their
acceptance throughout our educational system. Criticlsns and complaints
ave st.ill raised, of course, and no doubt there will continue to be Op=
position to tests on the grourds thet they aren't very accurate, that ;
their use results in sorie capable individusls being overlooked, or that
extraordinarily sifted chiliren ere penalized because questions are é
aimed at t¢he rind that works alonz conventionul channels.
The fact of the matter is, however, thut tests probubly constitute . j
as accurate a method for assessing intellectual abilities (at least of
a certain type) as any alternative rieans currently available, including %
school grades, And they are likely to ret better as our psychometric

sophistication increases. Frou the standpoint of the most efficient

ellocation of talent in the socliety, tests are clearly superior to e

variety of riethods that have been used at various points in the history
of man; for example, skin color, fanily affiliation, proficiency at
spear wielding, susceptibility to fits, size of heod, and the like.

It is not the contention of this papex thut we have passed the point
wvhere we should be concerned about the validity of tests. Cleurly
valid criticisms of various uses of test scores (for example, the eme
ployment of cut-off scores or the rigid use of tests with culturally
denrived ¢roups) may be raised in the light of ocur knovledge that tests
are for from being precise instrurents. 3But I do wish to suggest that
ve have come far cnough to vose an additionul set of questions about-

tests-=thnse reluted to the effects of testing, regzardless of validity,
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gnd especiully including those oases in which the test adequately performs
the toux é;fcctcd of 1t; In fact, vith respect to the threc isgues I
vish to aiscuss; ft ray be postulated that the rreater the accuracy of
the test involved, the greuter the seriousmess of the problen.,

Tvo prelirinary points must be made., First, I w: concerned here
only vizh vhat I have defincd (elsewhere) as "standarcized, ability
tests." I include in this defirition all standardized, objective tests
for the measurenment of achieverient and intellicence (that is, IQ and
achieverment tests) and exclude personality tests, interest tests, and
related instruments. And second, my remarks will be concerned prirmarily

with testing that is undertaken with preaictive intent as opposed to

evaluative intent. Although this distinction is sometimes rather

difficult to make in practice (since a test score ray be used for both
purposes), conceptually it mey be seen that tests can be given either
for the purpose of predicting an individual's future performance (for
exarple, the college admissions test), or in order to evaluate past per=
fcrmorce per se, with little or no interest in the irplications of this
perforriance for the subject's behavior in subsequent situations. In the
latter case, the primary reason for testing night dbe to diagnose learn-
ing difficulties on the part of the individual or tc evslustes a new
teaching method. Operationally, a predictive test may sometimes be
distinsuished from uan evaluative test by applying the following eriteria:

predictive tests (1) are not necessarily relatei to previous work, (2)

do not necessarily contain items having a high degree of face validity,

and (3) typically result in rore attention for the child who does well
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on the tests thap for the child who does poorly. éonversely, eveluative

tests urc iore closely related to srevious work, usually contain iters

having & fuir degree of face validity, and are likely to resiilt ih nore

s Ao e o

attention for the low=scorer than for the hiphescorer. thile the dise
tinction Just made may be vicved os hair-splitting, the reasons for it

will, I hope, become &apparent before the end of the paper.

Testini and the Right to Privgg;

The first of the three issues I wish to consider centers arournd
the followin; questions:
To what extent does the society have the richt to require
its members to rgveal information about themselves even though
this information may later influence, perhaps in a negative way,

eritical decisions about the opportunities open to them?

And conversely: lhet rights does an individual have to

deterriine vhat information about himself he will reveal and

under what conditions he will reveal 1it?

There seems to me to be little doudbt that individuals, at least in our
society, do have (or are supposed to have) some rights which collectively
we feel should be preserved against all threats and uttempts at erosion.
The rishts of free speech and to freedom from search and seizure without
due process fall into this category. The right to privacy, at least in
regard to some asnects of our life, appears, at first blush, to be a
candidate for the list. But the problem is not so simple. The tradi-

tionel and frequently exercised Justification for the invasion of an
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individual right is that the welfare of the society as a whole demands
it. Thus, the potential operator of a wotor vehicle must submit, at the
very least, to a test of his eyesight; coordination, and knowledge of
the motor vehidle éode,

In preserving any society or proup ve are continually challenged by
the confrontation between the rights of individual merbers of the group
and the dcmards of the group that these rights be relinquished in the
service of the common good. This confrontation is clearly the source of
difficulty in the present instanc<., It is not very hard to demonstrate
that the efficient operation of an educational syster: requires that
those charged with responsibility for its operation have some informa-
tion about the individuale they are charged with educating. And since
the society's members have agreed that a compulsory educational system
is necessary for the well-beins end development ¢f the society, justi-
fication for the gatherin: of mecessury information may be adduced.

So far, s> good. RBut what constitutes information that is necessary
for the operation of this system? Prdbably'gg.ggg_will be inclined to
argue very strongly that information about the progress of children is
unnecessary for the conduct of education., Althoush conceivably a school
migcht be run wvithout ever attempting to meke eny judgrents abcut whether
pupils vere learning anything, the sepmented, step-wise nature of educe~
tional systems in this country makes virtually mandatory estimates of
the accomplishments of pupils at various stares. Thus, at the outset,
we will agree that a stron; cuse can be made for the necessit;y of evalu.~-

tive testing if ve are to maintain a compulsory educational system.
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But the argument is lecs clear-cut, it socems to me, vhen ve consider
predictive testing. Predictive tests are used to estimate the ultimate
performance of individuals prior to their entering a situetion, usually

for one of two purposes: (1) to adept the system in some way £6 the

characteristics of those entering it (for example, tracking or hormogen-
eous ability crouping) or (2) to eliminate those who have a low chance of
success.

llearly everyone is aware of the fact that predictive testing is an

important part of the process of screening applicants to seleciive spe-

PR T

cialized institutions at ell levels, from private elementary and secondary
schools to specialized public schools (for cxample, Bronx High School of j
Science in Nev York City) and most institutions of higher learning. In |
this case the issue of privacy and predictive testing is easily solved.

""here the decision to apply to a selective institution (and, consequently,

to undergo whatever admissions procedures cre necessary) is voluntary, the
individual, by his voluntary act of application, gives up his claim to

a degree of privacy rerarding his personal characteristics. The quese-
tion of Justification based on necessity need not even be raised. FEow= -
aver, regular school attendance is not a voluntary maetter in this

country and a routine school policy, therefore, leaves the individucl

with no real choice about whether or not he will comply. Under these
conditions testing without the consent of those being tected (or their
renresentatives) is an invasion of privacy, which, consequently, must

be justified on the grounds that the school could not carry out its

societal mandate to educate the young (or at the very least would be




T~

severely handicanped) without zmpioying such tea:t.s on a pandatory basis.
Z should agaih nake clear that I an concerned here only with testing
thot 48 carried on without the express permission of the child or his
parents, or both,

Is mandatory predictive testing so integral and necessary & part
of school policy as to Justify the real &rd potential invasion of privacy
that it represents, or should schools be required to obtain the explicit
perrission of parents (and children) to indulge in this forr of testing,

repardless of the test used? As I have indicated, except for screenins

applicants for admission, predictive tests arc used prirarily by
schools to fucilitate the sorting of children into cifferent classes
according to presured ability to handle raterial of different levels of
difficulty or to form sub-groups within regular classes in order to make
it cusier for the teacher to adapt her lesson tc children of varying
abilities. I am referring here to whet is cormonly known as horiogeneous
ability grouping, tracking, or some related policy. Two answers to these
questions may be given.

First, research data on the educationel vailue of ability grouping
are at best mixed and at worst nesative with respect to its benmefits.
The value of the school policies which predictive testing mekes possible
hos yet to be conclusively demonstrated. And second, wefe we to establish
the relative advantages of ability grouping, slternative methods of
selection--for exanple, prior cluassroom performanca or even "achievemeht
tests"--are readily availeble and just as accurate. In the light of

these arguuents I find it hard to conclude that predictive testing is
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sufficiently vital to the educutional process to enzage in without asking
saneone's perniissiorn.

As lor: as we repard the results of our tests as explicit measures
of achievement (including a component of motivation, concentration,
interest, and the like--not to ment’.a good teaching), ve can justify
this invasion of privacy on the grounds ttat such measures of a child’s
procress are necessary to the conduct of education. However, if ve in-
tend to impute a deeper and more permanent meaning to the test score
(for cxample, that it has something to do with intelligence), ve nust

not test vithout asking permission since the critical value to the school

of such inferences about individusls has yet to be conclusively demonstra-
teds It is true that I an talking about sn attitude, an approach to the
interpretation of a score, but it becomes a vitally important attitugde

to the child involved vhen it results in s numerical score on his perna-
nent record that may be interpreted at uny tine in the Pfuture as reproe
senting some relatively inherent, perrianent and unchanging attrivute,

In this event, it seems to re that the individuals involved should have
sonething to say ahout what use may be rmade of this information, and,
indeed, even whether it should be collectedl,

Another way of putting the problem is this: ‘hen it comes to
rmatters of critical importance to the individugleelike intelliéence-to
vhat extent should "I" have the right to bluff "you" (for example, by
vorking very hard) into thinkinz that I have more inherent ability than
I "really" have?! Uhy should I have to be tagged ns an "over-uchiever"

when, by refusing to let you write down un I score for re, I could




perheps lead you to believe that I am quite an intelligent person instead
of just a "hard worker" (assuming that I would rather have you consider
me intelligent than an especielly hard worker),

I am arguing that an individual ought to have some prerogatives
in selecting the strategy by which he wishes to present himself to the
world. Some individuals would nc doubt choose to have their high IQ
recorded and then sit back and reap the rewards of being irherently ex-
ceptional persons. Others would prefer to compete purely on the basis
of actual performance in a situation--~be it the classroom or the office--
relying on high motivation to make them look like (possibly) more in-
telligent individuals. The story is told, for example, of the Harvard
undergraduate who disappeared about Christmas time and showad up at his
mid-year exams sporting a deep tan and carrying a tennis racket. He
menaged to get straight A's, much to the amazement of faculty and other
students who were unaware that he had spent the entire time locked in a
local hotel room studying with the aid of a sun lamp. I am suggesting
that we ought to consider the long run impact of the mandatory, universal
use of IQ test scores on this kind of free enterprise one-upmanship in
our society. I shall return to this point liater in the discussion, but
let us move on now to consider the next "dilemma" created by the use of

tests.

Testing and Secrecy

The second problem resulting from the use of tests in schools con-
cerns the disposition of the information created by the administration of

the test., The issue may be phrased as follows:
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Doecs a child or his purent have o rigat to know what
inforration the school has about him? And further, does the
school have an obligution to provide hir (or his parcants) with
this informatioca, whether or not he asks for it?

Related to these central questions is a peripheral icsue that appears
vien one considers the possible effects that the information may have
on its recipient. This latter problen, although conceptually distinct
fzou that of the individuel's rights to know what others know about hin,
is cicarly part of the dilemme, since the hesituncy on the part of the
school to provide parents and children with test scores has tradition~ .
elly been attributed to the fear that such inforration would have &
harmful irmpuct on the individuuals involved (either es ¢ consequence of
their inability to understand the rneaning of the information given, or
because of the nature of the inforration in and of itself). In fact,
the whole problem nay be turned around by sugsesting that the school may
have an obliration to wvithhold fron parents any information it collects-
' —_—
about their children on the grounds that to divulze it to parents cone

stitutes an invasion of the children's rizhts to haeve such information

kept confidentiel!

Fran a lepgal standpoint, early indications are that the courts vill
be inclined to affirz the rights of parents to heve access to their
children's pernanent record, including ony test scores that may be a part
of that record. 1In a recent and relatively celcbrated Lievw York decision,
a Long Island parent won the rights over the onposition of the school to

1ook ut his child's record and in perticular the child's I0 test score
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(which vag part of the record). The reactfon of the Mew York State i
Psychological Association to this decision ias been to acecept it srace-
fully, with the entirely reasonable proviso that no parents should be
allowed access to raw test scores without interpretation by qualified ]
school personnel. So fur, no school administrator or psycholopist hes
suggested openly that schoole right avold the issuc by redefining what %
constitutes the child's "permunent record.”

Up to novw, few parents have been inclined to press their advantage 1

in this area, a fact vhich is probably due pertly to the school's fore

bidding attitude ubout such things, but mostly to the fact that parents *
either don't know thut their children's intellirence is being tested in
school or are not really intereated im knoving what it is. I suspect that
as tests becore more accurate and are rore extensively used, they will

becore nore visable and of more concern to parents und children. As

e Sl

this occurs, schools are likely to be faced with increasins pressure to i

provide parents and children vith test scores, a pressure to vnich they

it b ak

; vill probably be forced to accede.

Lecel and noral oblization aside, vhat are the effects of telline
a child (or his parents) how well he did on an IO test? More than
three-fourths of the high school students in our sarplc were aware that
they had taken an intellipence test at one tire or ancther in school.
Of these, well over hulf hod received information about their perfore
mance, rancing frow specific scores (37 per cent) to "seneral informae
tion." Vhat cffect this inforration hud on them, hovever, is a ruch

rore difficult question to answer. Thus fer, relatively few concrete
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data have been gathered on this topic. Our work indicates that although
children are able to rank their peers on intelligence with remarkable
accuracy, those wvho themselves are in tite lower half of the distribution
tend to evaluate their own intelligence rather optimistically cempared
to their acquaintances or children in general. This is, of course, not
an unexpected finding. Hoever, in our sample.of high school students
ve £ind a small but significant number of boys and girls who either
over-estimate or under-estimate their intelligence rather drastically,
Thus, while ar IQ test score probably would not come as tco greatf a sur-
prise to the majority of children and their parents; for some (if we
can believe our results) it would contrast sharply with their privately
held view of their abilities.

As long as tests generally are perceived as being relatively inaccurate
by children and their parents (only 10 per cent of our high school students
felt that IQtests were "very accurate"), a test score that diverges
significantly fram an individual's self conception may be dismissed as
being in error without too much difficulty. However, as our testing
technology improves and more information about tests becomes avallstle
tc the public, the attitudes of parents and children are likely to be-
ccme more like those that are now held by teachers, ccunselors, and
other school personnel, who, ingeneral, tend to view tests as useful
and accurate measurement devices. Under these conditions, test scores
may have a far greater impact on self-estimates of intellectual capa~-

cities.
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Fron a practical standpoint, this does not present much of a prob-
lem vhere test scores are higher than the individuel's self esti:ate.
Aside from the small possibility that such information might cause the
individual to become corplacent or arrogent (not a very likely possibile
ity in viev of the current corpetition for scholastic and occupational
achieverent in our society, especially at very hich ability levels),
the overall impact can be expected to be beneficial. The problen is more
serious, however, vhen the test-taker holds a much higher opinion of his
abilities than is verranted by his perforrmance on the test. It may be
argued rather forcefully that in the long run a more realistic uppreisal
of one's own abilities is an edvantage, liowever, the society may pay a
price for this disillusionment in lowered aspirations and mctivation to
achieve. This is a point on which careful research is urgently needed.

In either case, as hus been suggested above, it seerms highly proe
bable that schools will finé increasingly that they have little choice

in the matter once the decision has been made to pive u test. Under

these conditions it is conceiveble that there may be occasions when
visdom will dictate the non-use of tests on the grounds that having o
little less information about an individual might be preferable to the
inevitable irpact of the informetion once. it has been created.

e thus return to our earlier impiicit hypothesis that a certain
arourt of ignorance riay be functional for the society, an idea that was
proposed by Yilbert )oore and Melvin Tunin some fifteen years ago.s
Along with a rumber of other contexts in which ignorence was vieved as

teing a prime requisite for certain institutional forms in society, floore
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and Tumin noted that ignorance was a necessary component of most free
campetitive markets owing to the fact that "3ifferential access to knov=-
ledgi destroys the freéedom and fairness of ccmpetition."s They suggested
thit too much knowledge on the part of participdiits in e situAtIOn un-
avoidably undermines the process of campetition either through the crea-
tion of overvhelming power combinations or, in other circumstances, by
making the outcome so certain that no further action is required., Thus,
a8 ve acquire information about an individual's intellectual capacity, ve
run the risk of taking some of the fun out of the game of life; and

with it, perhaps, the elements of risk and striving and uncertainty

that give our society much of its vitality. This is a point to which

wve shall return as ve discuss the third dilemma that is created by the

use of standardized tests.

Testing and the Rise of Meritocracy
The major rationale for the use of standardized tests is that

they constitute the most accurate and efficient means thus far devised
for sorting people--adults as well as children--into different cate-
gories according to their abilities to perform the various tasks in
society. As we have pointed out, tests are vastly superior to skin
color, religion, or even, in most cases, family background for this
purpose, especially if one's criterion performance bears some resem-
blance to the test situation, for example, school accomplishment.

I would now like to make explicit three additional assumptions that
are fundamental to the argument that follows--it is my opinion that in
no case does their acceptaice require any significant stretching of

one's credulity.

R P TTPE T ay




«15-

First, I vould like you to entel;tain the hypothesis that we will | 1
continue to utilize intelligence and general aptitude tests (that is,
predictive tests) for differentiating smcng individuals and, further 3
that the present trend toward their use at earlier and earlier ages will,
at the very least, not be drastically reversed. As the society becomes
technologically more complex, it seems reasonable to predict that the
pressures for the earlier "identification of talent” will not abate and
that, 1f anything, there will be & tendency to put children onto educa-
tional tracks at even earlier ages.

Second, I would like for you to assume that an individual's general 3
intellectual capacity is influenced to a more than trivial degree by his ;
genetic endowment. Although geneticis%s and psychologists still disagree
about the precise nature of the genetic component in intelligence as well

as about the number of specific "factors" that go into an individual's

intellectual makeup, the evidence from twin studies and other research
that such a component exists appears to be 1ncontrovert1b1e.7

The third major assumption is that the proclivity of individuals
to marry individuals like themselves (for example, those who come from
similar occupational and educational backgrounds) will not be signifi-
cantly altered.

If tests continue to piay a major role in determining the cduca=
tional and occupational opportunities available to & member of the so-
ciety, if individuals choose marriage partners like themselves, and if
one's intelligence is determined in part by the intelligence of one's
parents, ve may expect, over time, a gradual sorting out of the popula~

tion on the basis of general intelligence. Those members of the society
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who inhetrit thd grantest dmseazcctual eapadity will constitute a new und
increusingly exclusive uvper cluss, while those individuals who find
themselves lucking in intellicence will be relegated to the lower
classes. Theoretically, the class structure may remain quite open,

with every oprortunity available to the child with talent. But in prac-
tical terms, it seems quite possible that there will be a steedy decrease
in the number of lower class children who will achieve high status simply
because there will be fewer and fever lower class children who are intel-
ligent enough to meet the standards required for allocation to a higher
status position.

Ir addition, as the lenpth of time necessary to acquire the skills
needed for the rmujority of positions in the society increases (due to
technological advences), earlier decisions will have to be made concerne
ing which children will be peruitted to train for higher status positions,
Consequently, children and their parents are likely to become avare, at
& very early age, of their chances for social advancement and of the
kind of career that ultirately awaits them. Once aguin, it is apparent
that ve are faced with the prospect of decreased chanciness in our -
society--vith the fact that our capecity to evaluate individuuls wore
systenatically and accurately makes possible both incrcased predictae
bility end, alpost by definition, increased rigidity in the social syster.,

Vhat effect might these developrents have on our society? Iz not
predictability, witk or without ri;idity, a rood thins for both indivi-
duals and groups? Tvo scpurate points may Le rade in answer to these
questions: The first concerns the degree of diversity of talents and

abilities sought by the predictive system reperdless of how uccurute it
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is and the relative value assigued to each. The second concerns tle
absolute effect of knowledge about one's 1ife chances on individual mo-
tivation, happiness, creativity and the like: Let us consider these in

turn. fichael Young ended his novel, The Rise of the !‘eritocracys with

the revolt of the lower clusses who, in their revolution, rejected abso-
lutely the rrinciple that eany single human characteristic such us intel-
ligence should be the basis on vhich critical eveluations of individuals
verce made. These fictional lower class’members phrased their pocint of
viev as follows:

The classless society would be one vhich both possessed and
acted upon plural values., Vere we to evzluate people, not only
according to their intellirence and their cducation, their occupa-
tion, and their pover, but according to their kindliness and their

‘~couruge, thelr imosination and”sécsitivity, their synpathy and
ienerosity, there could be no classes. 'Jho would be able to say
that the scientist was superior to the porter with admnirable
qualities as a father, the civil servunt with unusual skill at
gaining prizes superior to the lorry=-driver with unusual gkill at
growing roses? The classless socliety would also be the tolerant
society, in which individual differences were actively encouraged
as wvell as pussively tolerated, in which full reanin; was at last
given to the dignity of man. FEvery hurman being would then have
equal opportunity, not to rise up in the world in the light of any
nathenatical measure, but to develor his own special capacities
for leading a rich life.B

The goal clearly is a simple one: <to achieve 2 status system in
which every rierber of socicty =ay uchicve hirh status on o sceially ©
valued characteristic. Just as the aim of the developers of the Army
General Classification Test was to create enouszh subetests of different
and important nbilities to ensure that every recruit would attain g
better-than-average score on at least one part of the test, so would

riichucl Young's radicals hope to provide tests on which every man wight

excel and for which he would then receive equal high status. Leaving
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aside the question of whether cnough significant and different abilities
may be identificd to make it possible for every society menbdber to score
kigh on at least one subesculc of some future ;lant aptitude test (the
Army has panaged to creatc enouszh tests so that 75 per cent of its
personnel do better than average on one part), it seems to me highly
unlikely that all of the nbilities ve rcy identify vill ever be accorded
coual stutus or tha% the pervesive influence of a fev central abilities,
such as intsiligence, will be ignored in the ellocetion of positions of
pever and responsibility,

On the contrary, my cuess is that althouch in many ureas concertions
of human abilities may become more diversified due to greater occupational
specialization, the sociul value attributed to a few core abilities like
intelligence and creativity will grow alonz with the téchnoldpical
sophistication of the socicty. The redical's dream therefore appears to

be a futile vision from the start, vhile the intellipence test in all its

various forms seems fated to take on even greater sirnificence. Short
of the abandonment of testing (and even this might not be enough) or the
establishment of a giant soclety-wide sveepstakes in which sowe Propor-
tion of the highest status positions are distributed randorilly, one is
forced to conclude that we are indeed likely to rmove in the direction of
k 8 meritocracy during the next two or three generations.

What about the lon;-range effect of all this knowledge about indi-
; vidual capacities, howvever diverse, on societal values and individual
aspirations? A more rigzid class structure, buttressed by the early
clasgification of children according to thei# abilities, seems likely

to have major consequences for such fundamental social values as the
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belief that all it takes to succeed in America is hard vork and a little
luck. The potential consequences of such vulue chanres, in turn, for
the productivity, energy, and general level of optirisms of the society
are difficult to estimate, but nevertheless these issues appear to nerit
serious considcration. One conclusion nay be advanced vith some confi-
dence. As we strive to attain more rational and at the sare time more
equitable reans of evaluating individunls, ve nust make doudbly sure that
our technigues, no matter how accurate they ray dbecome, do not inhibit
the individual initiative on which our social system is based. John
Calvin managed to reconcile the notion of predestination and a ,bel:lef

in the benefits of hard work and a virtuous life by suggesting that ale
though no one could be sure vho was saved and vho wasn't, one could be
certain that, since God helped the choscen grour to live a virtuous life,
if one was not living such a life one was not seved. As we move toward
a nev forn of predestination in our society, one can only hope that we
will be cble to do as well as Celvin did in devising ways to sustain

the motivation of 81l of socicty's merbers, vhatever their abilities.

If not, we Just night have to comsider giving up the notion of predes-

tination!
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pressed herein have evolved in the contexf of a program of research on
the social conséggencei of Ebility testing, whichi is being carried out at
Rissell Sage Foundation with the coope#ation of Carnegie Corporation of
Nev York, the University of Pittsburgh, and the U.S. Office of Education.
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