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ABSTRACT

The aim of the study is to find out the relatiopsbetween intelligence and wisdom among older adilhe
current article reflects the relationship betweetelligence and wisdom in terms of studying the me#ferences in
wisdom according to the intelligence level and aalying the type of relationship exists betwdessé two. A sample of
180 older adults were selected for the study. Tasuee the intelligence, short form of Wechsler'81(®) intelligence
scale was modified and used. To measure the wiszlder adults, a scale was developed called selsared wisdom
scale. The results of the study indicated thapi@ant chi-square value was observed for age giodicates a significant
differences noticed in age groups and intelligelesel of older adults. A significant mean differescseen in wisdom
along in relation to intelligence score, howeveelilgence was found to be positively and signifitta related with
wisdom and along with its components. Hence it feagd from the study that intelligence was consdeto be an

important aspect and which plays a vital role irking the people wise.
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INTRODUCTION

Traditionally research on aging has focused onctigmitive aspects of age-related changes, a “pienon of
decline”. Old age is associated with declines iany aspects of cognition, as well as with a varigtydetrimental
stereotypes ofincompetence but there is an aspéctiat “holds more promise than present reatitsry reveal”: wisdom
(Baltes and Staudinger, 2000

The concept of wisdom has its roots in religionghidosophy Baltes and Smith, 2008Wisdom is a complex,

multi-faceted construct, there is no consensugsodeifinition and several rating scales for assgssisdom.

There are several major definitions of wisdom. Belin Wisdom Paradigm (Baltes& Smith, 1990) define
wisdom as expert knowledge in the fundamental pedips of life that permits exceptional insight, gudent, and advice

about complex and uncertain matters and expertiigei conduct and meaning of life.

The slight overlap between wisdom and intelligeisceonsistent with most expert and lay definitiofisvisdom
(e.g., Sternberg & Jordan, 2005). A critical eletmefirwisdom is the desire for learning and in-deftlowledge (Ardelt,
200Q Blanchard-Fields& Norris, 199%ternberg, 1990), which requires a certain basiellof intelligence. As noted by
one of the respondents, intelligence is necessatynbt sufficient for wisdomWisdom is often defined as judicious

application of knowledge or intelligence (Staudindepez, &Baltes, 1997).

A study conducted by Sternberg & Jordan (2005) dotimat superior reasoning may in fact be related to

well-being, but that this is true for pragmatic (@gposed to abstract) reasoning. By pragmatic réagowe mean
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reasoning that is influenced by life experienced aituated in a social context. Such reasoningegi@s have been

described as “wise” by both philosophers and pslgafists.

Although wisdom has been defined in many ways,etlisrsome consensus that wisdom involves the use of

certain types of pragmatic reasoning that are miakand which helps to navigate important chaksin social life.

According to Sternberg (2005 wisdom may develop along several possible payswihat follow similar
trajectories to crystallized and/or fluid intelligge. One of these models follows a combined chizdifluid intelligence
pathway. According to this model, crystallized Ihgence increases with age to later adulthoodr aftieich it levels off
until a few years before death. In contrast, flmiklligence reaches its peak in young adulthoad &mereafter, declines

with age, precipitously so near the end of life.

Wisdom, then, increases with lived experiences, hmil@ crystallized intelligence, but then at sopwmint in
early late life, limitations in cognitive, physicalnd social resources contribute to a declineisdem. In this study we
addressed the two aspects between intelligencevmaldm such as a) role of intelligence on wisdonstugdying the mean
scores of wisdom in relation to intelligence levg),relationship between intelligence and wisdonoagnolder adults.

The following methodology was adopted to studyreiationship between wisdom and intelligence.

METHODOLOGY
SAMPLING PROCEDURE

Sampling Criteria
Educated older adults belonging to the age gro§lei5 years were selected for the study.
Technique for Sample Selection

Purposive sampling technique was adopted for thdys{since persons who educated and willing totfii

guestionnaire were included for the study).
Size of the sample
Older adults about 180 members were selected éosttidy.

MEASUREMENT TOOLS

Modified Wechsler's Short form of Intelligence test

To find out the association between intelligencd ansdom, the investigator has modified the shortrf of

Wechsler's (2011) intelligence scale was used.
Scale on Wisdom

To measure the wisdom among older adults, a scale developed by the investigator and standardized.

The Cronbach’s alpha of the scale was 0.81.
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PROCEDURE

The older adults belonging to the age range of ®¥€ars were purposively selected from the Hydetality to
conduct the study. The collected data was codedamadlyzed using Chi-square, ANOVA and Pearson tioa to

identify the wisdom levels among retired profesaisn
RESULTS

Table 1: Intelligence of Older Adults Based on ag&roup (N=180)

Intelligence category
High IQ | Moderate 1Q | Low IQ
Age group
61-65years 26(53%)  22(45%)|  1(2%)  49(27%)
66-70 years| 40(34%)  74(63%)| _ 4(3%)  118(66%) 1, ore | 0 0051
3 | 71- 75 years  1(8%) 10(77%) | 2(15%)  13(7%) - :
Total=180 | 67(37%)  106(59%)|  7(4%)  180(10006)

S.No| Category Total=180 | Chi square | Prob

=

N

*Significance at (P<0.05), **Sifieance at (P<0.05), NS- Not Significant

The above table depicts the intelligence level immdssociation with age group of older adults.gn#icant chi-
square value was observed for age group indicasggnificant differences noticed in age groups amelligence level of

older adults.

High 1Q levels were observed among (53%) of 61-6aryg old and also (45%) of 66-70 years old. It mdagh
IQ levels were observed more among 1st df&@ge group sample. Moderate 1Q levels were founceramong (77%) of

71-75 years old. Similarly low 1Q levels were afsand among 71-75 years old (15%).

The results indicate that IQ was decreasing witlidase of age, this could be attributed very fespoadents
form 71-75 years age group. The main reason ferfthding was majority of the sample were betwe##66 years and
this particular age group of sample were very activ solving the questions, had good mental hestibus and high

educational background which helped them to gagh bhind moderate 1Q scores.

Table 2: Distribution of mean differences in wisdonbased on intelligence of older adults (N=180)

S.No Dimension Intelligence Means SD F value Pr>F

High 40.66a 3.72

1 Self-knowledge Moderate 37.06¢ 3.81 -
Low 33.71b | 0.76 | >n/7" | <0.0001
High 41.21a 2.82

2 Life knowledge Moderate 39.09c 3.31 -
Low 35430 | 2.88 | Lot | <0.0001
High 40.93a 2.44

3 Life skills Moderate 38.49c¢ 3.11 -
Low 35.14b | 2.9 | 22667 |<0.0001
High 43.18a 1.88

4 Judgement Moderate 41.73c 2.29 -
Low 39.14b | 3.30 | 10887 | <0.0001
High 41.46a 2.49

5 Emotional maturity Moderate 38.65¢ 2.76 -
Low 35200 | 206 | o2 /4" | <0.0001

6 Reflection High 35.45a 2.66
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Moderate 35.59a 2.19 0.08NS 0.921B
Low 35.43a 3.31
High 35.67a 3.44

7 Interpersonal understanding- AltruismModerate 33.04b 2.98 -
Low 31.14b 219 | 1738 | <0.0001

Interpersonal understandir‘“—High 34.61a 3.19
8 Ins iFr)ationaI engagement T Moderate 31.24c 3.6 24.84** | <0.0001
P 9ag Low 28.43b 2.76 : '

High 313.16a 13.73

9 Wisdom Moderate 294.88c 14.72 -
Low 27371b | 148 | 2627 | <0.0001

*Significance at (P<0.05), **Significance &<0.05), NS- Not Significant

The results of the table-2 shows the differenceméan scores of wisdom with reference the scomgoates of
intelligence.

The significant mean differences seen in wisdorma@lavith its dimensions such as self-knowledge,- life
knowledge, life skills, judgement, emotional matyidltruism and inspirational engagements with nesfee to the score
levels of intelligence. The high mean score wasplesi on wisdom and its dimensions on high scoiietefligence and

low mean score was seen on low score of intelligenc

It means the older adults who had high IQ also lhigth mean score on above stated dimensions folldwed
moderate and low 1Q. It indicates high intelligengas resulted in increased performance on wisddadittgensions.
Because the older adults especially in 61-65 yaeats66-70 years age group are kept their mindseaatid fit, continue
to learn and grow, this might helped them to gaghtscore on intelligence further it has assisteht to acquire higher

mean score on all the aspects of wisdom.

Sternberg, (2000) in his study also found that ligence and creativity are the basis for wisdom.
Similarly, Kramer (200) representing the neo-Piegetview of reasoning formulated a set of cognitsghemas they
believed to be involved in wise thinking, includirecknowledgment of others’ points of view, appation of contexts
broader than the issue at hand, sensitivity tgtiesibility of change in social relations, acknadgment of the likelihood
of multiple outcomes of a conflict, concern withndlect resolution, and preference for compromise agfposing

viewpoints.

Table 3: Intelligence Relationship with Dimension®f Wisdo006D

. . . Intelligence

S:No|  Dimensions of wisdom Pearson Correlation (r) | Sig. (2-tailed)
1 Self-knowledge 591 ** 0.000
2 life knowledge .490%* 0.000
3 Life skills 551 0.000

4 Judgement A45** 0.000
5 Emotional maturity .566** 0.000
6 Reflection 0.017 0.82
7(a) | Altruism 534 0.000
7(b) | Inspirational engagements 517 0.000
8 Wisdom 710 0.000

**Correlation is sificant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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*Correlation is sificant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

Intelligence was found to be positive, highly anghdicantly related to wisdom and its dimensioramely self-
knowledge, life-knowledge, life-skills, judgemeninotional maturity, altruism and inspirational egg@aents at 1% level
of significance. It means with increase in intadlige there was increase in wisdom by improvindsskih all the aspects

of wisdom.

It indicates intelligence was found to be the sfrefement which increases wisdom. The componemtisifom
combines cognitive, affective (emotional) and retilee (insightful) areas. The important aspect iisdem is that, the
individuals who are wiser must show the curiositygarn new things and one should also have albstrasoning abilities,

here the intelligence has a key role increasinguise reasoning abilities.

This finding was in line with the study of Arde®q00) who found that a critical element of wisdantlie desire
for learning and having an in-depth knowledge, Wwhiequires a certain level of intelligence. Furthige results also

suggests that intelligence is necessary but igegilie alone is not sufficient for wisdom.
CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, both wisdom and intelligence are rlapping constructs, however the findings suggéis,
intelligence is an important element which is pgesly influences wisdom because the findings sugted higher the 1Q
levels, higher the mean score on wisdom. The highmmscore indicate high wisdom. But to become witaligence
alone is not sufficient because wisdom requiresofigiency and outstanding performance in many sfea that certain
level of intelligence is required. Finally wisdorashbeen considered an optimal outcome of humariagewent and is a

useful construct which has important implicatioosifidividuals, the healthcare system, and so@etgrge.
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