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Brief descriptions of each of these intelligences are given in Table 6.1. The h'nguis:
ric and Iogfcal—mathemacical intelligences seem co fit with other definitions of
intelligence in terms of mental abilities; but the other six are controversial; many
psychologists see these as talents or skills instead of types of intelligence. In addi-
tion, many of these intelligences are difficult to quantify (such as intrapersonal
inrelligence) and present measurement problems-

According to Sternberg’s triarchic theory of intelligence, there are three types
of intelli gence——analytical, practical, and creative. Analytical intelligence is essen-
cially what is measured by standard intelligence rests, the skills necessary for
good academic performance. However, the other two types of intelligence are
ptions of Gardner’s Eight Intelligences

writing, and speaking

Table 6.1 Brief Descri
Language ability as in reading;
Mathematical problem solving and scientific analysis

Linguistic
-spatial relationships

Logical-mathemaﬁca!

Spatial Reasoning about visual
Musical Musical skills such as the ability to compose and

understand music

Bodily—kinesthetic Skill in body movement and handling objects
Intrapersonal Understanding oneself
Interpersonal Understanding other people

Ability to discern patterns in nature

Naturalist
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thinking, that are necessary to think rationally). Ac‘cordmg to Stanow.ch, many
intelligent people never acquite the appropriate mindware. Finally, given such
causes, Stanovich chinks that rational thinking and behavior can be taught and
that they ought to be taught at every stage of the educational system. Richard
Nisbett, in his 2015 book Mindware: Tools for Smart Thinking, provides a guide to
the most essential mindsware tools and how to frame common problems so that

these tools can be applied to them.
The six theories of intelligence that we have discussed are briefly summarized
in Table 6.2. Next we will consider the controversial nature-nurcure debate on the

basis of intelligence.
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discussed eatlier. This debate was popularized by Galton, a strong p
th? nature side of the argument, over a cencury ago. Most contemporary psychol-
ogists, however, believe that both heredity (nature) and environmental experiences
(nurture) are important. The disagreement now is over the relative contribution



