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Abstract

In light of the articles we have all read and our classroom discussions, I find Sternberg’s Triarchic Theory to be the most intuitive. Sternberg’s incorporation of human experience as connecting the three aspects of intelligence (analytical, creative, and practical) seems particular reflective of the uniqueness of each individual. His theory gains additional support from the works of both Deary and Flynn. Overall, Sternberg’s conclusions on the development of cognitive potential encompasses my ideas of the true nature of intelligence.
The Experiences Behind Intelligence


Psychologists have long striven to figure out exactly what that nature of intelligence is. Even though only a few theories predominate in the psychological field, these encompass a wide range of thoughts, making it increasingly difficult to analyze one theory in relation to the next. One’s personal assessment of intelligence, then, rests on one’s ability to synthesize all of the information and make a reasonable judgment based on that knowledge. Throughout the semester, we have read a number of articles in this class, each with a somewhat unique look at intelligence. As our foundational knowledge on cognitive abilities grew and as our class discussions became more in-depth and more critically oriented, we each had to sort through all of the details in our heads such that now we can articulate what we think intelligence really is. I have concluded that Sternberg’s Triarchic Theory (1995) fits most closely with my idea of cognitive abilities, for he recognizes the multifaceted nature of humanity and the impact of one’s experiences on these dimensions.

Just as the name of the theory suggests, Sternberg’s Triarchic Theory identifies three fundamental pieces to intelligence – the analytical, the creative, and the practical. Of these, the analytical is the only piece that is measured by everyday intelligence tests. Sternberg suggests that each individual should work toward developing a good balance of strengths among these three categories, as this will best maximize one’s capabilities (Neisser et al., 1995). While these branches all exist separately, Sternberg admits that these three sides are correlated. The key that connects the analytical, creative, and practical dimensions of intelligence is human experience (Sternberg). This statement is surely the most insightful component of his theory. 

In acknowledging the significant impact experience has in one’s daily life, Sternberg demonstrates his clear understanding of human maturity. Every individual will witness an event at least somewhat differently from the next person to see it; thus, each observer will have his or her own interpretation of the event, as well. For instance, if a classroom of college students were to all read the same assigned novel, every student would pull specific lines out of the text that he or she found particularly noteworthy, depending upon how the text relates to that person. I contend that intelligence must function largely the same way. How a person grows from his or her experiences, whether that growth is exhibited at school or at work, is surely exclusive to that particular person.


Furthermore, Deary’s (2001) own work provides coincidental support for the argument for the influence of human experience. In chapter four of his book, Deary addresses the nature versus nurture debate with studies on twins and adopted children. Of the three correlates he examined for their impacts on intelligence formation, the last one was U, which stands for unique experiences. Deary describes these unique experiences in his own words as “the environmental effects we do not share with our siblings” (2001, p. 70). Sternberg essentially takes Deary’s assessment of U one step further by saying that U not only influences one’s intelligence but that it connects the three aspects of intelligence as well.

Sternberg’s model receives additional support from Flynn (2003). Flynn is the man responsible for discovering the Flynn Effect:  the increasing trend of intelligence test scores across the population over the past 50 years (Deary, 2001). As Flynn (2003) reflected upon the soaring trends occurring, he particularly noted the sociological dimension behind intelligence shaping. Flynn even goes so far as to call for a theory of intelligence that includes this sociological element in addition to moving beyond the notion of the general intelligence factor (Flynn, 2003). Essentially, Flynn feels that g is insufficient to capture the multiple aspects of human intelligence. One could further extend Flynn’s appraisal onto that of Sternberg. Sternberg’s three-pronged model encompasses a span of human capabilities that would otherwise not be considered under g. Moreover, Flynn’s perspective denotes the significance of environmental factors that shape one’s life experiences sociologically everyday – the crucial link to Sternberg’s model.

Altogether, a discussion on the nature of intelligence can be very confusing and can end without any clear resolution. Pulling from all of the articles we have considered for class, I find Sternberg’s Triarchic Theory to be the most reasonable. His explanation of how human experiences shape each facet of intelligence seems very astute. No one would argue that events within his or her life have not affected them at least in some manner. What’s more, my own experiences are likely influencing my warm reception of this theory, which, in turn, bolsters Sternberg’s position even more. Overall, the analytical, creative, and practical components of an individual’s abilities fully incorporate human cognitive potential. This may explain why Sternberg’s theory prevails with a few others as being among the most accepted theories on intelligence.
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