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(11:15) 

Jack Cummings: Welcome back to the evening session of the Futures Conference in School Psychology. In terms of the remote sites and also for the Indianapolis folks, as you know Mike Curtis received quite a few questions. While we were working in small groups, he posted answers to the questions in the e-forum. So he typed the question and responded. Before he was even able to post his responses, two more questions came in. The feedback from across the country is really coming in well. So, thank you all of the folks who are not in Indianapolis but are elsewhere. 

(12:09)
It is my genuine pleasure to introduce Robert Sternberg. He is currently IBM Professor of Psychology and Education at Yale University. He is director of the Yale Center for the Psychology of Abilities, Competencies, and Expertise (PACE Center). He has been given just about every award that you can imagine by the American Psychological Association: the Early Career Award and the McCandless Award. By the American Psychological Society he has received the Cattell Award. By the American Educational Research Association he has received the Outstanding Book, Research Review, Scribner & Johnson awards.  By the Society of Multivariate Experimental Psychology he has received the Cattell Award. And the National Association of Gifted Children’s Distinguished Scholar Award. Finally, he has also been the recipient of a Guggenheim Foundation Fellowship. 

(13:25)
In terms of editorial service to the profession, he has been the editor of Contemporary Psychology and the Psychological Bulletin. He has been president of four different APA divisions: General Psychology, Psychology and the Arts, Educational Psychology and Theoretical and Philosophical Psychology. He has held distinguished lectureships including the APA Master Lecturer, the APA G. Stanley Hall Lecturer, and by the British Psychological Society the Broad Bent Distinguished Lecturer. 

(14:08)
He has been cited thousands of times. He is one of the most cited individuals in psychology. He has contributed over 800 refereed publications to the field and is currently involved in over 7 million dollars worth of grants. We are fortunate to have him here to help frame the issues that are major concerns for education. It is my pleasure to introduce Robert J. Sternberg. 

(14:50) 
Sternberg: Well tonight I am going to talk about teaching for successful intelligence and you may wonder what that is. To be concrete, successful intelligence is coming to this hotel and getting a room – and getting it when you just arrived. That is successful intelligence. Or another concrete example is this morning when I woke up I was running late to catch my plane so I grabbed a suit and I grabbed the first one I could find. And successful intelligence is not wearing a suit that is about twenty years old and doesn’t fit. So I am going to take this off so it doesn’t highlight the fact that the suit fit me twenty years ago. I gained a little weight – but who hasn’t. As a third concrete example, there was a principal of a school somewhere in Oregon who had a problem and the problem was that the girls in her school were just learning how to use lipstick. For some reason, they would go into the girls’ room in the school and press their lips on the mirrors and put lip prints all over the mirror. The principle decided that this was an unsatisfactory behavior and she had to do something about it. So she called the girls to the girls’ room and told them that this was really unfair for the janitors because they had to clean up their lip prints ever day and this is really a lot of work for them. She wanted to show the girls how much work it was to clean their lipstick so she asked the janitor to show them. The janitor then took a long handled squeegee and dipped it in the toilet and cleaned the mirror with it. After that, there were no more lip prints. So that is what I mean by teaching for successful intelligence. 

(16:50)
The kind of intelligence that the principal showed by solving the problem with the girls. The kind of intelligence I attempted to show by ridding myself of the jacket. And the kind of intelligence, where if you got a room at all, you’re doing well. In case you have any questions at all, and you don’t get to ask them tonight, or if you want a copy of the transparencies – you can email me at Robert.sternberg@yale.edu.  I am always glad to answer any questions and I am reachable by e-mail. Although I am giving the presentation tonight, I am giving it as president elect of APA, but also as director at the PACE center at Yale because everything that we do is a team effort. I want to acknowledge the people that have been on this team and the work that they put into the research that I am going to talk about tonight. Other people I have to acknowledge are the people who fund us which is the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, the National Science Foundation and so on. 

(18:06)
Let’s turn now to the rest of the talk such that it is. When I was in England quite recently, I was asked to speak to an audience of educational psychologists and I thought they meant APA Division 15 types – people who, for the most part, do university teaching and support in educational psychology. Turns out that is not what they meant by educational psychologists in England. What they meant were psychologists who go into classrooms and help kids learn. They distinguish educational psychologists from school psychologists. My first reaction was that this was really great because, as they told me, the school psychologists never have time to go into the classroom to help with learning because they are always giving kids tests, mostly for special education. So I thought it was really great to have this other type of a person who can go into the classrooms and help with the learning. Then the more I thought about it, the more I thought “what is going on here” because this is what a school psychologist is suppose to do. But what can happen is that the school psychologists can get so caught up in the need for testing, especially for special education, that they don’t have time to go into the classroom. So I realized that an important thing is for us to go into the classrooms if we can somehow find the time and the authorization to do it, and ask how we can help kids learn better. So that is what I am going to be talking about tonight. 
(19:33)
A major argument that I am going to make is that traditional education tends to metaphorically shine the spotlight on certain kids almost all of the time and on other kids, almost none of the time. And the kids that traditional education tends to shine the spotlight on are kids that do well on traditional tests and traditional teaching which emphasize memory and analytical abilities. So there is a certain kind of kid that tends to do well in school and on tests and those kids get very highly rewarded by our system. So the result is that some children are placed in a much better position to achieve than others, mainly the kids who these kinds of kids. 
But the children who are not placed in an optimal position to achieve, I am going to argue tonight, may be just as able to achieve at high levels as the students who are placed in a position to achieve. Moreover, the advantaged children may not necessarily be more successful in life. So this is really what my main argument will be. 
(20:38)
Let me explain more about that. In our US society, we put a lot of emphasis on memory and analytic skills. So if we think about ability tests, they tend to measure memory and analytical skills. If you look at what’s on a Stanford-Binet or a Wechsler, a lot of the emphasis is on information or vocabulary or analyzing similarities or analyzing performance problems. And those are important skills and nobody is going to argue that. And so what we have decided as a society is that we really count that a lot because it is important to us. There is nothing wrong with that, but the thing to remember is that other societies emphasize different things. They create different systems. Just as we think, as a society, that are system is pretty good – they may think that their system is good. So in other societies it might be money or parental standing. For example, the average SAT scores at Harvard University went up 100 points per test, or 1 SD from the 1950’s to the 1960’s. Well this is a lot. Why did they go up 1 SD per test? The reason was because they changed the system. In the 1950’s the main way you got into Harvard was on the basis of your parent’s name or how much money they made, their social standing or which prep school you went to. That’s what got you in – it still does. But now it is a less powerful because in the 1960’s they started counted test scores more.  So in essence, there is a closed system whereby you say these are the people we are going to shine the spotlight on and these are the people we are going to give opportunity to. You may ask which is the better system? Many people think that testing is a better system and certainly if you do well on traditional tests, you will think it is a better system because people who do well in a system tend to think the system is good. 
If you ask a Harvard professor who is making $100,000 a year and had high 700’s on the SATs and has an IQ of 145, he will say “Yeah, it’s a pretty good system. Look at me – I’m a Harvard professor, pretty hot stuff!” 
But then you ask a guy who dropped out of school and is making 100 million dollars a year as an entrepreneur whether he thinks if tests scores are more important than money, he’ll say money. A Harvard professor who makes $100,000 a year is peanuts to him – he makes that in a day. Who do you think is smart? Who do you think is giving money to both parties in order to get legislation passed in his favor – the entrepreneur. So for him, money shows how smart someone is, not test scores. 
There are some societies where success is measured by religion. In many countries what determines whether or not you can go to the top is your religion, not IQ or SAT scores – not money, but religion. If you are not a certain approved religion than you’re in trouble. If you are, you can go to the top. If you’re not then tough cookies on you. And it can be any religion. In some countries its Christian in others it is Jewish in some it is Muslim and in some it’s Hindu. But the people at the top are virtually all of that religion while those of other religions are at the bottom. Now you might say well clearly that’s a bad system because that’s not merit based. At least with SATs scores and money there is some merit but religion is usually what you are born with. You might say that that is a bad system. But the people in that country who are that religion think it is a great system. Why? Because they were chosen by God and what better credential is there for success than being chosen by God – if you think about it. And the other people who weren’t chosen, well the hell with them because they are going to go to hell and so if they go a little earlier, then so what. You could do it by cast or by gender. Until fairly recently, women were not allowed into higher education. You could do it by socially definable racial groups. In whatever system you create, people who do well think it is a good system. You can even do it by, how I think is good since I have a psychometrical background, you can do it by height. 
(25:02)

Now why am I here to recommend height tonight? Because if you think about it, first of all we know what height is – do you know what intelligence is? I don’t think you know what intelligence is. In 1986, Doug Detterman and I edited a book called “What is intelligence?” We asked 2 dozen experts in the field of intelligence what it is. Everyone said something different. That is ridiculous, two dozen experts with two dozen different answers. Everyone agrees what height is. You get a ruler.
(25:30)
A second thing is height can be measured objectively. None of this crap about is it really measuring intelligence. A third thing is it can be measured as exactly as you want and you don’t worry about all of this standard error of measurement stuff. A forth thing is that it is very reliable. I am 5′11 today and I will be 5′11 tomorrow. Sure my weight varies but my height doesn’t. Height doesn’t favor rich kids. Rich kids can’t buy the Princeton Review course to get taller.  It’s hard to cheat. A lot of kids these days cheat. I don’t know if you are aware of that but they put answers on their hands, they have these little pagers, and if you were elevator shoes or platform shoes it is hard to detect it. You may ask “What is the point here?” The point is this: let’s say we start as a society to allocate awards based on height instead of the kinds of abilities that our tests measure. What will happen? Now to get into Harvard you have to be 7′ tall or to get into Yale you have to be 6′11but good looking. Then you go all the way down to Squeedunk where you only have to be 3′2 and that’s the way you do college admissions. Then to get into grad school or law school or medical school you have to be even taller. If you get a terrific job you have to be even taller than that. Twenty five years later you do a Herrnstein and Murray kind of a thing and you look at who are the people who are succeeding in society and low and behold they are all tall. And then you say God or nature, as Herrnstein and Murray did, favors tall people. I mean that proves - 
(27:00)

You may think that this is some kind of twisted logic. Some years ago I got into this argument with my colleagues at Yale about the GRE and I said, you know look, I don’t think it works that well. I mean, it doesn’t seem to be working. And they would say in return that every student at Yale who succeeds has scores over 600-650. I said yah, but that’s because you never admit the students who score below that so you never find out if they could succeed. I mean, they don’t get a chance and then it’s true that only those with high scores succeed. 

(27:35)

My point is this, in every society you have some targeted groups for whom you have low expectations. It can be low test scores, the wrong color, the wrong gender, the wrong religion – whatever. As a result of those low expectations, at least in part, you get low achievement. You are all school psychologists, you know about self-fulfilling prophecies. There is just a new book by Ronald Weinstein that is a summary of the literature on self-fulfilling prophecies. You get low achievement, then a funny thing happens, you get a reward. To give you an example, what happened to me, I got interested in intelligence because when I was a kid, I did poorly on a group IQ test. They gave me the Coleman-Anderson IQ test almost every year and I was very test anxious. When the school psychologists came in and gave it, I just froze. So I did poorly, in fact I did so poorly that in sixth grade I was sent back to a fifth grade classroom to take the fifth grade test because they thought the sixth grade test was too hard for me. So I was targeted for low expectations, I was a dummy. And I gave the teachers what they wanted, low achievement. They were rewarded because they thought I was a dummy and they were right. Good. Everyone likes to be right. They were happy and I was happy because I wanted to make them happy. Everybody was pretty happy and it cycled around. Their expectations went down and my achievement went down. This is what happens to a lot of kids. As you know as a psychologist, the more you keep getting fed low expectations the lower your achievement goes. In my case I got out of the cycle by having a fourth grade teacher, Mrs. Alexa, who for whatever reason believed I could do better. But what if you don’t have that teacher? What if the other kid for whom the expectations are low – could be the test scores, could be the gender, the height, the weight – whatever it is that is targeted, and they get into this vicious cycle. And that is what I see as the problem with much of traditional education. 

(29:30)

So the goal or the mission of the presentation is to demonstrate how to teach or assess students using the theory of successful intelligence to help all children achieve at an optimal level. My argument is that we need a broader conceptualization of intelligence than what we have and I am suggesting successful intelligence. So what is that? I talked about it concretely, now I will talk about it a little more abstractly. 

(29:52)

It is the ability to achieve success in life, given one’s personal standards within one’s personal sociocultural context. And all that means is that successful intelligence is a little bit different for everybody. Kids or adults decide what it is that they care about. It could be being a school psychologist, it could be being a politician – for my son it is being a business man and for my daughter it is being a law professor. Whatever it is, successful intelligence is the ability to achieve whatever you want for your life within your sociocultural context. Meaning if your goal in life is to become an axe murderer, that doesn’t count. 

(30:29)
In order to adapt, to shape, and to select environments . . . and what that means is that part of intelligence is the traditional definition that you learned ever since psych 101 which is that intelligence is the ability to adapt to one’s environment. And certainly that is part of it. It is the ability to change yourself to fit the environment. So when you came here and you couldn’t get a hotel room, how do you adapt? A lot of kids came here from Alabama and a lot of them were on the floor and stretched out on blankets; I don’t know if you saw them. They were adapting to the environment. They were having a live-in as we used to say in the 1960’s. Some of you weren’t around in the 1960’s and that is alright. That is why you are not as heavy as I am. Once you get to the 2000’s you’ll be like me. 
So part of it is changing yourself to fit the environment and part of it is shaping and saying that life isn’t just about fitting in; it is partly about changing the environment to make it a better environment.  So your in a job, your in a relationship, or wherever and you say, look, there are certain things that are not as good as they could be – things are not ideal. How can I change the environment in a meaningful way to make it a better place to be? And part of it is selecting environments. It’s saying that sometimes it is the wrong job, the wrong place to live or it’s the wrong interpersonal relationship. In my case, it was the wrong kids, they’re in an orphanage now. No, I’m not serious. They are not in an orphanage. It is different things for different people. But it is a balance between adaptation, shaping and selecting. 

(32:00)

Via recognition of and capitalization of strengths, and remediation over compensation for weaknesses. . . What that means is that there is moreover, the best thing that teachers and school psychologists can do for kids, I think, is help them figure out what they do really well. Because there isn’t one formula for success. If you ask how can I be a great psychologists, a great teacher, or a great spouse and you buy a book, its not going to work. Because if you think about it and you ask yourself who are the best teachers you ever had or who are the best lecturers you ever heard, you see that it isn’t one formula. We all have to find something that works for us. 

(32:40)

I was once listening to a talk and I said to the woman next to me, “This guy is a really great lecturer. I wish I could lecture like him.” And she said well that’s the wrong way to think, that I should wish to be a great lecturer like myself.  And I said to her that that was really funny, I should have said that because that’s my theory. The point being that you don’t want to be great like somebody else. A lot of going through graduate school and getting your self esteem back is realizing that you are not going to be your mentor. In my case that I was not going to be Gordon Bower who was my mentor and forget it. That shouldn’t be my goal. My goal should be to try and find out who I am and make the most of that and live with that fact that I am not going to be like them – I am not going to be my parents, thank God. But that is another story. I would probably have to $100/hour to go through that one. So part of it then is figure out who you are and make the most of it. And help children and students who need to remediate and compensate for weakness. Figure out the things you don’t do well and find ways to make yourself good enough to get by or compensate for the weaknesses. 
(33:51)

I said at the beginning that at the PACE Center we do everything in teams. One of the reasons is because we are following this precept. There are some things I do well, but there are other things I do badly. I would say that everybody at the PACE Center can do something better than I can. So we compliment each other. I do the things I do well and other people do things I don’t do well and it is the same for each of them. And that, I think, is the formula for success in life. It is to figure out the things that you do well and for the things you don’t do well, find someone else or make yourself good enough to get by. And when you see people who are very successful and who take a big fall, whether it be Nixon or Clinton or Enron, whoever it is, a lot of times it’s because they are not willing to admit to themselves their weaknesses. They have a lot of strengths, but they become so strength-based that they just refuse to acknowledge that they are greedy or sexually predacious or whatever it is and it drives them down. 
(34:51)
Through a balance of analytical, creative, and practical abilities . . . And this is something that we are going to be talking about for the rest of the talk. So, the way I came up with this theory is the way that I come up with all of my theories, is almost all things I’ve had problems with in my life. So that is how I started studying intelligence, love and wisdom and so on. But again, that is for another day or for drinks afterwards. So what I realized is that when I started studying intelligence is that it seemed like there was something missing. Some people would come into our programs in undergraduate or graduate studies at Yale and would have high test scores and grades, and it would seem that either they’d cheated on the tests or they had someone else take the tests for them or that they were brain damaged over the summer because it was hard to believe that some of these people, in terms of their functioning - there was a big mismatch from what they had done on some of the tests.  

(35:48)

Alice was a student, that’s not her real name but she was a real student, who was very high in test scores and very high in grades. She was admitted to our program. She looked great and she was great her first year or two when the emphasis was on courses because that’s what tests predict really well – course performance. But when it came to the time that she had to have some really creative ideas to do her dissertation, she just really wasn’t very good at it. And I think that the reason she wasn’t very good isn’t because she lacked creative genes, but because ironically our system penalizes “Alices.” It gives them all of these rewards and all these rewards. But it penalizes them in a funny way and that is when you are continually rewarded for something, there is no incentive to try and find other things that you could do well. And so in school they are continuously rewarded for being analytically smart and so they don’t develop another game and the problem is you can’t get through life on your IQ. Anyone who has ever had a job for at three months knows that you can’t get through a job just on the basis of your IQ. What happens to them, really in a way, is that we kinda screw them because we place so much value on IQ that when they need something else, they don’t have it. In a way, it’s even worse than that because they go from continuous reinforcement system to an intermittent reinforcement system where sometimes that are rewarded and sometimes they are punished. As we know from our psychology courses and from gambling machines, intermittent reinforcement is great in sustaining maladaptive patterns of behavior. So you can get people who get into an argument with their spouse, but they did really well on their SAT’s, and then their way of solving it is to show them how much smarter they are then the other person – but it doesn’t work. 
(37:29)

Barbara was a student with very high creative abilities. She didn’t test well but she applied to our program. I said look, she is really creative, she did great projects and has great letters of recommendations, let’s take her. But no one else wanted to take her because of the test scores and they didn’t want to take the risk. So I hired her. She did terrifically well as a research associate and then they took her. It was at that point that Wendy Rhodes and I did a study, later published in the American Psychologist, on the predictive value of the GRE’s and our program and we found that it was actually quite modest. It predicted first year grades and not much more. So it’s not to say that it didn’t work at all. To the extent that it cared about first year grades, it was a decent predictor, it just didn’t go a heck of a lot beyond that. 

(38:13)

Then there was a student I will call Ophelia who was unlike Alice or Barbara. Her test scores were good but not great, her letters of recommendation were good but not great, her grades were good but not great. Everything about her was good but not great. We figured we needed some people who were good but not great and so we took her. And for her, this time we turned out to be right because she was good but not great. Then she goes out into the job market and she cleans up. The reason she cleans up is because she knows exactly in a job interview what to do. And everyone wants to hire her. And I realized that what Ophelia was good at was her practical side. She wasn’t the analytic like Alice and she wasn’t as good at the creative as Barbara. But she was really practical and it has gotten her far. 
(39:00)
The last person I mention is Paul who was high in analytical and creative abilities and a lot of the other professors thought that he was going to be really successful because he was so smart. I said you gotta be kidding, he is going to be a dud. They asked why I thought he was going to be a dud and I said because he is really low in practical intelligence; he has no common sense. His problem is that he is really arrogant. He is smart and he knows it. But that’s not intelligence. The reason he is going to have a problem is because he is so low in practical intelligence that he won’t be able to hide his arrogance the one day you need to hide it which is your job interview. Sure enough, he got the interviews but then he botched them.   
So you need some combination of these skills and what I believe is that the school should help develop these skills in children. So what I am arguing is that these three aspects of intelligence, the creative, the analytical, and practical work together. So it’s not a Gardner theory where there is this intelligence and this intelligence and this intelligence all separate. Rather, there are these three things and most of your life, they work together. 

(39:58)

If you think of a learning experience that was really valuable to you and what made it valuable, most of the time the learning experiences that people come up with are not something they did in some class or read in some text book. Rather, they are something that had some practical and some creative twist to them. So in terms of meaningful learning experiences, often there are some combination of creative, analytical, and practical. You use the creative to come up with the ideas, you use the analytical to decide if they are good ideas, and you use the practical to make the ideas work. And that is what you do in your work. You need to come up ideas; if you are dealing with a kid that is a problem kid, you need to come up with some good ideas about how to handle the kid. You then have to decide which of the ideas are good because you may have several ideas, some may be bad and some better than others. And then the hardest thing is to make them work. And so that’s what life is about. You need all three. 

(41:00)

In terms of instructional and assessment techniques, the argument would be you want instruction and assessment to be balanced among memory, analysis, creative thinking and practical thinking. You want some kind of a balance, not just memory and analytical. 

(41:17)

So we now all know what memory based learning is; it is when you recall and recognize. It is pretty straight forward. It’s remember who, what, when, where, why and how. It is just very standard. From my own classroom on a psychology test, an example might be: The cerebellum is in the a) hindbrain b) midbrain c) left brain d) right brain – a pretty straight memory question. If you don’t know it, chances are you are not going to get it. 

(41:47)

What is analytical intelligence? Analytical intelligence is when you analyze, compare and contrast, evaluate, explain, judge, and critique. Again, it is very relevant to IQ tests, achievement tests, and various other tests we give and to various kinds of curriculum. So some examples here would be analyzing a literary plot or a theory in the sciences or a mathematical problem; comparing and contrasting two characters in a novel, two systems in the government, or the styles of two artists. 
(42:29)

Analytical instruction and assessment should enable students to first of all identify the existence of problems. So the very first thing you need to do is know if we even have a problem. What that means is a lot of times the problems we have in life are because we don’t know we have a problem. It’s like when your spouse asks for a divorce and you’re really surprised. You say, “What are you talking about?” And he or she says, “I have been telling you for years I am unhappy.” That is when you didn’t identify the existing problem. Or, when some people get fired and they are really shocked and the employer says, “I have been telling you this for years.” And the employee says, “I don’t know what you are talking about.” 

(43:12)

Defining what the problem is . . . And this is what we need to help kids do. It is not only identifying the problem, it is finding out exactly what the problem is. Often we try to solve a problem but can’t. It’s like when you have an argument with your spouse over and over and over again, even with your kids, but you can’t resolve it – it is often because that is not the problem. You are defining the problem wrong so you never solve it because what you are trying to solve isn’t it. 

(43:38) 

Allocating resources for solving problems . . . how much time it is worth, how much effort? Mentally representing problems, formulating strategies, monitoring and evaluating. . . So those are just basic kinds of analytical skills that in our instructional programs we try to foster in the kids. When we evaluate analytical products and we do an evaluation, we look at things like: to what extent is the product informed because knowledge is at the base analysis – you can’t analyze something if you don’t know anything. Is it logical, organized and valid? Those are the things that we look for. 
So this is an example from tests I have given: Critique the ethics behind Stanley Milgrim’s studies on obedience discussing why you believe that the benefits did not outweigh the costs of the research. That would be mostly an analytical problem - what are the costs and what are the benefits and why? 
(44:35)

So creative intelligence is when we create, design, invent, imagine and suppose. Examples would be creating a sculpture, a poem, a game; designing a new system of government for the classroom, a scientific investigation, or a comfortable home; imagining what life would be like in another country or what it would be like to be a president of another country; or suppose world-wide temperatures increase 5 degrees on average, what would happen? Or suppose the ozone layer was depleted, what would happen? The point is that creative stuff is not just for gifted kids. These are things that are happening. In a world that is changing really quickly, everybody has got to think flexibly and creatively. These are important skills for everybody to have. The problem with creative thinking is that it often gets you into trouble. To some extent we look at creative thinking as a decision to defy the crowd. I learned that very early. We were talking about an experience I had when I was very young. After I did poorly on the IQ tests, I wanted to figure out why I did so badly so when I was in seventh grade I did a project on the development of the mental test. I discovered in the adult section of the library in my hometown, the Stanford-Binet IQ test in the book Measuring Intelligence by Terman and Merrill and I thought it would be good practice to give it to some classmates.
So the first classmate I chose, I don’t like to brag, I actually tend to be self deprecating, but in this case I think it is fair to balance off my comments about being fat, I was actually quite socially astute. There was this girl I was romantically interested in and I didn’t know how to break the ice and I finally figured out that what I could do is give her an IQ test sort of as a way to establish a relationship. So I gave her the IQ test and she did really well, but the relationship did not get off the ground. One practical thing that I can tell you because I know many of you give IQ tests is don’t use it to start a relationship – it is not a good strategy. The second person I gave it to was this guy I knew from cub scouts and unbeknownst to me, I have never been good at picking people, we were discussing this at the dinner table, I am on my 27th marriage – no not really. I am only kidding, it has only been 26. But, this guy it turns out was mentally ill. So since you are all psychologists, I can tell you the DSM-IV classification- the guy was a tattle tale. He told on me. He told his mother that I had given him an IQ test. Apparently being a tattle tale is inherited because she then told my junior high school guidance counselor. And it turns out it is also contagious because she then went and told the head school psychologist in the school system who proceeded to come into my school and take me out of my Social Studies class and bawled me out for fifty minutes. He ended with he would personally burn the book if I ever brought it into school again. That is usually what happens when you have creative ideas! And it is actually true. Creativity is hard; it is largely a decision. It is actually a decision that you want to do something in a different way than how most people do it; not because they are not creative but because they are afraid of the consequences and justifiably so. Most of the time when we have creative decisions you get slapped out. So a lot of creativity is just having the guts to persevere despite the fact that you are getting slapped down. 
(48:20)

So creative instruction needs to do things like help students learn to redefine problems, ensure that they are solving good problems, solve their ideas and so on. I will give you a few examples of the things I am talking about to make it more concrete. Redefining problems is really essential. What that means is that when you have a problem and you are hitting your head against a wall because you just can’t solve it, is to say is there some totally other way to see it. An example would be a story that was told to me, which is a true story, by a woman whose husband at the time was a big shot in one of the three major auto companies in Detroit. He was in a very high position and he loved his job, loved the money he made on his job, but hated the guy he worked for. After years of working for a guy he couldn’t stand, he decided to get himself into another job. He goes to a head hunter and the head hunter says no problem, we will get you another job. The guy goes back and talks to his wife who is a teacher and is teaching about redefining problems and they realized that there is another way to define his problem. This guy, the big shot in one of the big three, goes back to the head hunter and gives him the boss’s name and the headhunter looks for a job for the boss. The next day the boss gets a call offering him a job and the sucker takes it. So what the guy did is he redefined the problem of not liking his boss by finding his boss a new job and then he got his boss’s job. That is an example of redefining the problem. 
(49:42)

It’s very important, like I said, to sell ideas.  You can’t expect that if you have a very creative idea that people are just going to like it. My second colloquium as a professional was at a very large testing company, but I am not going to say which one because I think it would be better to remain anonymous. But it was a testing company in Princeton, New Jersey that I won’t identify. So they asked me to give this talk and I figured it was going to be a great opportunity to talk about my work in intelligence because I figured who needs to hear more about new ideas in intelligence than the people who work for testing companies because they have been doing the same test for years. So I figured they would really enjoy this talk – right! I gave the talk. It was a total bomb. I am very depressed. It was my second colloquium and already I was a failure. And then I begin to realize that I am at this place, they have these huge lawns, they have all these fancy buildings and gardens through the caboose and why would they want to listen to me? They are making all of this money. What did I expect? These guys who are sixty-five are going to come up to me and say, “I have wasted 40 years of my life doing this stuff. I sure am glad that you came along and told me, even though you are only twenty-five, what I should have been doing all along and thank you very much.”  That was not likely to happen. So one of the things I came to realize then was that ideas don’t sell themselves, you have to sell them and it’s hard. But you have to have the guts and the persistence to sell them. 
I will give one more example about knowledge being a double edged sword which is an important realization if you want to be creative. Years ago I realized that in order to be creative you have to be knowledgeable because in order to go beyond where things are, you have to know where they are. So once I was invited to go to this other country. Once I was in this other country there was this very famous psychologist and he asked me to go to the zoo in his country in his city. So we went to the zoo and when we were there, we walked pass the cages of the primates. And it turns out that as we are walking past the primates they are engaged in what might be euphemistically called strange and unnatural sexual behavior. They were doing this stuff in cages. So the guy starts staring at them. I don’t know if you noticed, but I am pretty cultured and refined; I came from New Jersey and it shows. And so I averted my eyes because I have a certain level of refinement that he didn’t have. And after he stood there staring at them for a minute, he began to relate their behavior in terms of his theory of intelligence. And I stood there thinking this is really weird because there are very few things that I think I know for sure, but one of them is that whatever it is that motivates sexual behavior, it has nothing to do with his theory of intelligence or anyone else’s either; Clinton showed that. There is a real disconnect between intelligence and sexual behavior. Although with all of the intelligences we will probably have one for sexual intelligence soon. So what I realized is that knowledge can hurt your creativity. You can become so used to seeing things in a certain way that you just can’t see them any other way. He was just stuck. It is important because one of the reasons you are here is to develop you own horizons. You need to constantly be asking yourself, “Is the reason I don’t like an idea because it is not my idea or because it is a little novel, or is it because it is really not a good idea?” 

(53:20)

So these are the kinds of things we try to teach kids: to persevere, to surmount obstacles, to tolerate ambiguity, to obtain self efficacy, to develop new perspectives, to defy the crowds and to continue to grow. Creativity is something that you have to grow throughout your whole lifetime and not just stop. When we score for creativity, we’ll look for the extent to which a product is informed, novel, compelling and task appropriate. So an example from my classroom: suppose you gave the Wechsler Intelligence Scale to children growing up in a remote African village in Kenya whose school language, but not home language, is English. What kinds of results might you expect in comparison to results from a large mid-American city such as Minneapolis? Why? This is to get them to think a little beyond the normal classroom.

(54:16)

Practical intelligence is involved when we use, apply, implement, employ, and contextualize what we learn. An example would be: use a lesson that a literary character learned in your life; a mathematical lesson in the supermarket; a lesson learned on the playing field in everyday life; apply what you learned in a foreign language class to an interaction with a foreigner; apply a lesson from history to the present; apply a scientific principle to your everyday life. 

(54:52)

Practical instruction and assessment should enable students to use what they learned and put problems into real-world contexts. And we score them by the extent to which the products are informed and feasible – feasible with respect to time, place, materials, and human resources. An example from an exam I gave: how do gambling casinos apply reinforcement techniques to keep people gambling at slot machines? This is very practical in CT because they have two huge casinos that are huge revenue generators, how do they do it? Intermittent reinforcement. 

(55:25)

So the basic principles behind teaching for successful intelligence is first that the goal of instruction is the development of expertise through the creation of a well and flexible organized easily retrievable knowledge base - the same thing you learned in a course on learning and memory. You want people to have a knowledge base that they can retrieve in various ways. Instruction should involve teaching for analytical, creative and practical thinking as well as memory learning. And assessment should involve creative, analytical and practical as well as memory components because you want the assessment to match the instruction. Instruction should enable students to identify and capitalize on strengths and to identifying, correct, or compensate for weaknesses. And so basically it’s the kinds of principles I have been talking about.  What I do in my own courses is I have some straight memory questions because memory is an important part of learning. But I also give them some choice. I’ll usually use two out of three essays; I have one that is primarily creative, one that is primarily analytical, and one that is primarily practical. They know that I teach according to my theories so they get some choice but not total choice. They can capitalize on their strengths but you can’t just do the kind of essay you find the easiest because you have to do two out of three. I also do a term paper, usually on an unassigned topic which emphasizes the creative. And, an oral presentation because some kids are just better orally then writing because their just not writers.  

(57:00)

So what are the advantages? The advantages to triarchic teaching are that it enables students to capitalize on their strengths and to remediate of compensate for weaknesses. It enables students to encode wording material more deeply. It enables them to encode learning material more elaborately. It enables them to encode the materials in multiple ways. And it is more motivating to the kids and it better prepares them actually for job requirements because that is what jobs are. Jobs are not just memorizing a book. 

When I took Introductory Psychology, I got a grade consistent with my IQ. I got a C. I was very motivated as a freshman to study psychology then I hit this disaster when I got the C in the introductory course. And at that point I thought I better switch to another major because clearly the tests were right, I didn’t have the abilities to be a psychologist. Fortunately I switched to math. I took the introductory analysis course for math majors and I actually did worse in that than I did in psychology and then the C looked pretty good. So I went back to psychology and continued in psychology and my grades in upper term courses were better. But, I then asked myself over the years, to what extent is what I need to do as a psychologist related to what I needed to do to get an A in that introductory course? And the answer is nothing. I’ve never had to memorize a book or a lecture since I have become a psychology professor, not once. So if I ask myself what are the kinds of things that I need to do – they are things like you need to know how to write grant proposals, you need to know how to teach kids, you need to know how to mentor kids, you need to know how to get along in an impossible system. That means how can I get a bigger office, how can I get resources instead of somebody else, when they want to take stuff away from the PACE Center, how am I going to get it back. A lot of the stuff is very creative and very practical, but it is not so much memorizing books. In a way the skills that you really need day to day in your job are not the skills by which we are selecting people. My concern is that the people who could do a really good job on the job never get to do the job in many cases because they are not so good in memorizing books.  
Systemically I think we have a very big problem because I think we select very heavily for Alices and we need to go beyond that. The Alices being the high analytical.  

(59:33)

Some people say that they can’t teach for successful intelligences. I am not going to go through all of the reasons why. The main one is because tests scores will suffer - sorry Charley, but all that the state counts is tests. What I am going to show you is that in fact, they do better in tests. 

(59:51)

So what we have done is a series of studies; they have been published. If you want the studies, I can get you the studies. One was a triarchic instruction/aptitude interaction study. So what we did is we had 199 high school students; they were either high analytical, high practical, high creative, high in all three, or low in all three. 5 ability groups: high analytical, high practical, high creative, high all three, low all three. We taught them advanced placement psychology in a way that either emphasized memory learning, analytical learning, creative learning, or practical learning. And then we assessed their achievement from memory, analytical, creative and practical learning. What did we find? We found rather simply that students learn better when at least part of the time, they were taught using a pattern that fit their abilities; which makes sense.

(1:00:45)

So when I took Introductory to Psychology I was a more creatively oriented learner in a memory course and it didn’t work so well. So what we are saying is if at least part of the time you teach to kids’ strengths, they will do better. 

(1:01:00)

In a second study with kids in grades 3 and 8 we taught social studies and science either triarchically which is creative, analytic, and practical, or primarily from critical thinking or primarily from memory. What did we find? We found that kids who were taught triarchically did better on all forms of assessment including memory assessments. In other words, even if you goal is to have kids just memorize the book, they do better when taught triarchically for the reasons I mentioned: they can capitalize their strengths, compensate for weaknesses, they encode the material more deeply, more broadly, and so on. So even if they only care about memory, triarchic teaching was better. 

(1:01:40)

In a third study we did in a working class middle school and high school New Haven, which is about at the bottom of the reading spectrum in Connecticut, we found that triarchically taught students outperform students who were taught conventionally in both vocabulary and reading comprehension. And when we taught Alaskan, Yup'ik, Eskimo high school students geometry concepts, if they were taught triarchically they did better than if they were taught in a regular way. Collaborating with Jerry Lipka in Alaska, what we did was if we taught them using fish racks, which was something familiar to them, they learned better. And this whole issue of familiarity is really key. 

(1:02:25)

I just want to mention one other study. I was a study that we did in Kenya. As you know one of the things that many of us believe about intelligence is that oral cognitive tests are suppose to correlate positively, right? That is the positive manifold; it is supposed to give you the “g” component. And we, in our work, have questioned that for many years. We said that the reason you get that, in large part, is because of the system of schooling that we have that teaches you all of the stuff. And, the way it works is if you’re good in one thing then you tend to be good in the others within a narrow range. So we give the kids in Kenya a test of academic intelligence, the Mill Hill Vocabulary Scale and the Raven Color Progressive Matrices and we give them tests of reading and math achievement. Then we give them a test of practical intelligence. The test of practical intelligence is a test of their knowledge of natural, herbal medicines that are used to fight parasitic illnesses. What we found is that the practical tests were negatively correlated with the academic tests of intelligence and achievement. In other words, you get a negative correlation, not a positive correlation. Why? Well we think there is an important lesson and the lesson is this: if kids all valued instruction a lot then it would be one thing. If kids all value instruction, then the best kids are going to put their effort into school. But let’s say that not all kids value school. They think that school is not important. Of the Kenyan kids, none of them are going to college. They are going to be carpenters or plumbers, they are going to fish or mine, they are going to be house workers, but they are not going on to school. They think if they want to make a living, getting A’s in school isn’t the ticket, it’s learning a trade. The smart kids don’t put time into school, they put time into learning a trade. The kids that are not so smart don’t learn a trade, they put their time into school. Therefore, you get an inverse relationship. 
You may say that’s only in Kenya. That doesn’t really apply over here. But here, they don’t really want to put time into school either. They want to be carpenters or plumbers, or musicians or dancers, or athletes or politicians – they want to be lots of things where the ticket to success is not doing well in school. They may be really smart, but it doesn’t necessarily show up in their school work. 

(1:05:00)

I just want to say one thing in closing. I have been talking about successful intelligence and I thought for many years that what you want is to be successfully intelligent and that was the end of the story. My most recent work is actually on wisdom. And I got into wisdom because I realized that a lot of smart people were fools. I was actually thinking I would talk about wisdom here but we decided that I wouldn’t do that but I still put in a slide. Here’s the point. One of the things I realized during the Clinton administration was that there were an awful lot of smart people doing some very stupid things and they were both democrats and republicans alike. And then if you look at the people at Enron, WorldCom, Global Crossing or Arthur Anderson, you see that they are very smart people but that they are doing incredibly dumb things. I actually edited a book called “Why Smart People Can be so Stupid” because I got interested in this question. What is going on here? Why are these people doing such idiotic things? And the conclusion I came to is that many successfully intelligent people who fall into fallacies. 
If you look at Enron or some of these politicians, the egocentricity fallacy is that they have been so rewarded for being smart that they start to think that life is just about them and that they are the only people who matter. So then they become very self-centered and they act as though only they can. They will bankrupt a company and it is like how many billions do you need? But they need more and more while other people are loosing the money. The omniscient fallacy is that they think they know everything and they know some things, but they start to think they know everything. The omnipotent fallacy is that they think they can do anything they want. And the invulnerability fallacy is that they think they will get away with it because they are like superman. “I am so smart that no one can figure me out and even if they do, they can’t get to me.” The last point that I wanted to make, quite simply, is that you can be very smart but very foolish. 

(1:07:02)

These are just some books for further reference: Successful Intelligences and Teaching for Successful Intelligences. These are our websites. 

(1:07:10)

The conclusion is that individuals are better recognized for and are better able to make use of their talents when we teach for successful intelligence; schools teach and assess children with better results; and society that utilizes instead of wastes the talents of its members. So to the extent that our goal is not to just shine the spotlight on a few kids but to shine the spotlight profusely and value all kids and teach them in a way that they can learn, teaching for successful intelligence is one way to go.

(1:07:42)

I just wanted to say that we welcome the opportunity to collaborate with individuals all over the world. We have programs for teaching and programs for testing. One of our largest projects right now is with the College Board. It is called the Rainbow Project. We developed a test, sponsored by the College Board of Creative and Practical Abilities, and gave it to a 1,000 students throughout the country and we found that we could improve the prediction of college achievement and create more equity in the admissions process if we used a broader test. So the principles I have talked about today apply to testing as well as teaching and our goal is to try to change the way that education is done. Thank you. 
Questions

Jack Cummings: High stakes achievement tests are sweeping the Country. In listening to your comments I was wondering about strategies to address this? Teachers are against them. Administrators are worried about them. What thoughts do you have? 

Sternberg: Yeah. I am worried about them too as you might guess. I think that high stakes testing is problematic for a number of reasons. First of all they fail to take into account error of measurement; that is one of the first things you learn as a psychologist. Often they operate as though there is no error of measurement and I am just talking about standard error of measurement, a very simple statistical concept. Another thing, which I think you can guess just based from this talk, is that they are very narrow. They measure only a limited set of skills and often not the skills that matter the most. But the worst part is that teachers, instead of educating kids, are teaching to the test. 

(1:09:54)

The other side of the coin is that they are not going to go away soon. So what do you do? What we are trying to do is since politicians say they are not going to go away, we are trying to make them get broader. One of my major initiatives for APA is to try and convince the powers that be that we need to be assessing, at least, a broader range of skills. So that is a partial solution, but I don’t think that Congress is about to change its’ laws because Bob Sternberg and others of us think they ought to – even though that is plenty reason. 
Harrison: Bob, we have another question here from a participant that relates to this. The triarchic theory apparently does away with the need to rank order students. How would if fit with the need to make special education eligibility decisions? 
Sternberg: Well it changes what you mean by a kid who needs special education. We’ve written a book called “How to Label Children” which maybe some of you have read, probably most of you haven’t. It is about our views on learning disabilities and special education. It would be a whole lecture to talk about the book. But the basic idea is that we don’t think much of difference scores for a whole bunch of reasons. We think that they are invalid. One of those reasons is because they assume, aside from the statistical ones, that the achievement/IQ discrepancy really tells you a lot. But what we’ve said is that there is more to intelligence than just IQ. So you would have to think about learning disabilities in terms of, is it possible that some of these kids have skills that we are not picking up on? Maybe it is possible that a kid could be very creative and taught in a way that would really work. A lot of kids with LDs really are creative; they have to be because they are trying to compensate for their learning disabilities. Or, they may have practical skills. So we view learning disabilities in a somewhat different way – that there are more ways to reach these kids. 

(1:12:00)

Harrison: Another question from an on-site participant. What role would you see psychology taking to changing the current US school system to move to a triarchic teaching focus? 

Sternberg: Well that is what we’re trying to do. We have a grant from the National Science Foundation where we have worked with hundreds of schools and thousands of kids teaching triachically and we think that triarchic teaching is not so strange to teachers. It is something that they all know how to do; it’s just that they don’t do it. So there is nothing that I have talked about tonight that you could say to a teacher that would be really new to them that they haven’t done before. I think for the most part they know how to do it but they are afraid to do it. So part of the battle is to convince them it will actually improve test scores since that is what most of them care about, rather than make them worse. But we work with many schools. We don’t work with kids; we work with teachers and administrators to get this kind of teaching into the schools. 
(1:13:03)

Harrison: Another question here from New Hampshire, one of our remote participants. There would seem to be a difference in teaching analytical, practical and creative thinking and setting up activities and questions that call for such thinking. Your presentation and article gives examples of ways that teachers could elicit such thinking, but not so much about how to teach each style of thinking. Do you think we have to have a good understanding of how to teach these intelligences to students?  

Sternberg: At the end of the talk I gave some references. One of the books was called “Teaching for Successful Intelligence.” It is published by Skylight. It is by myself and Elena Grigorenko and the whole book is on teaching techniques for teaching these things. But I basically talked about what some of them are. For example, when I was talking about analytical thinking, they way you teach kids to identify and define problems is by having them do it. The way you teach them to realize that you have to persevere is by giving them examples and asking them where they have had to persevere. So we think that these things are teachable. 
(1:14:15)

Harrison: Another question from an on-site participant. How does successful intelligence interact with basic reading, writing, spelling and math in the elementary school grades? Including teaching for reading, writing, spelling and math and assessing these basic skills. 

Sternberg: At the end I was probably going to fast. But, we don’t do any interventions that are abstract in teaching for successful intelligence. Rather, we intervene through mathematics instruction, literature instruction, reading instruction, social studies instruction, and science instruction. I think the best thing is, if anyone is interested, I mentioned the book “Teaching for Successful Intelligences” but our curriculum modules are also publicly available. So if anyone wants to look at the modules we can send them and they actually show how we do it. If you e-mail me, we can e-mail you back attachments or send you teaching modules and you can actually take a look at these different kinds of skills. 
(1:15:26)

Harrison: A question from a remote participant here in Indiana. You mentioned that there were several barriers in actually using this theory and developing an effective curriculum. Do you have any recommendations or suggestions for psychologists in overcoming those barriers? 

Sternberg: I didn’t talk about them in detail. One barrier is that people say it will lower test scores. We show them data that shows that it is just not true - it actually raises test scores. Another is that people say it is only for kids who are gifted. That other kids could never think creatively. And we show them data that says the opposite; that it is often kids who are from non-standard environments who benefit the most from creative and practical instruction. If you have a kid that has grown up in very difficult circumstances, they have to develop practical and creative skills. Kids who come from middle to upper class environments usually don’t have to. So they have the luxury of developing analytical skills. So that argument doesn’t work. Another argument is that teachers don’t have time to teach everything three ways. The answer to that is, no one said you should. The idea is not to teach everything three times. It is simply to alternate your styles of teaching. Some of the times you teach one way. Some of the times you teach another way. Some of the times you teach a third way. Another argument is, well I’m analytical. Doesn’t it make sense for me to teach in the way I am strongest. That’s me, so that’s the way I teach the best. The problem with that is, a lot of your students aren’t. So what you end up doing essentially, is teaching to yourself. And that’s not helpful to the kids. In fact, I mentioned that when I was teaching Intro to Psych that I got a C in the course. I decided that I was never going to teach the kinda crappy course my teacher taught. So when I started teaching Intro to Psych I decided I was going to teach it the right way so I taught it for creative kids. After two weeks I realized that the class was bombing, even worse than his was. The reason was because I was making the same mistake he made. I was teaching to myself. 

I remember my own son saying he hated history. I asked him why and he said it was because he couldn’t memorize dates. If you don’t teach in ways other than the way in which you are strong, it may work for some kids but it is not going to work for all of them. Ultimately, if the kids aren’t learning then you’re not teaching. 

(1:17:55)

Harrison: A question from an onsite participant. Could you comment on the outcomes of your NSF funded project?
Sternberg: This is a little different than the other studies that I told you because these results are not final yet. We are finding that in math, triarchic is the best, memory is second best and critical thinking was worst – which surprised us. Then when we thought about it, we think the reason is that most teachers and most students are used to learning math (this is 4th grade) pretty much by rote and by drill. So triarchic works more, but critical thinking is worse than memory because they are not used to it. In the language arts, triarchic is best, but not so different than critical thinking and memory is the worst. The common thread in both is that the triarchic is working better than the others on average. 
(1:19:00)

Harrison: We have a question from Colorado from one of our remote sites, referring to the study with children in grades 3 through 8. Were there differences and which type made the most growth? What happened with the children who had no identifiable strengths within this theory? 

Sternberg: I just want to say that if you are in Colorado, I would rather actually be there personally. I am better in a one-on-one setting. I am better in person – really.  . . . . end of telecast. 
