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Making a difference
A new book published
by Cambridge University
Press, Scientists Making
a Difference, includes 100
autobiographical essays
from some of psychology’s
most prominent scholars.
Here, one of its editors,
Robert J. Sternberg, tops
and tails three of the
chapters. You can read
more on our website.

Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, Uta Frith and Richard Nisbett
reveal the roots and fruits of their most famous contributions,
introduced by Robert Sternberg

W

up with new ideas that keep them productive. Some
scientists cast a sceptical eye on the idea of quantity,
believing that highly productive scientists, at least in
terms of quantity of work, often just turn out lots of
articles or books that are of lesser quality. But Dean
Simonton, one of the foremost scientists of all time in
the field of creativity, has shown this folk conception of
quantity to be a myth. In fact, there is a high correlation
between quality and quantity in scientific work.

Impact: The force of the ideas in terms of changing
the ways people think or the things people do. Some
scientists have impact by moving current paradigms
forward in leaps and bounds. Others change the
direction in which a field is moving. And still others
propose that in the future the field has to start over.
Low-impact work is not work people disagree with;
it is work that people do not even bother to cite
because they do not believe it of sufficient importance
to talk about.

Ethics: Nothing destroys a career, even an eminent
one, faster than unethical behaviour in scientific work.
Accomplish your goals always adhering to the highest
standards of scientific ethics.

hen I was a graduate
student, I often
wondered how I could
get from where I was as
an unknown quantity to
where eminent scientists
like my advisers were.
I was not even sure, at
that point, what it was that the field of psychological
science looked for to recognise a scientist as ‘eminent’.
In Scientists Making a Difference, I book-end the 100
contributions with some thoughts of my own on the
characteristics of both the work that led to eminence,
and of the scientists themselves. If you want to be in the
next generation of eminent scientists, think about:

Quality: Does one seek to study big important problems
or just tiny unimportant ones? A second component is
how well one studies the problems one chooses – does
one study them in a rigorous and even elegant fashion,
or in a sloppy ill-considered way that makes it difficult
to draw conclusions? A third component is how well
one communicates one’s data. Does one recognise what
is important in one’s data, and present it so people can
understand it, or does one communicate in a way that
no one can or wants to understand, with the result that
the work never achieves its potential? Not all work of
excellent quality is extremely high-impact. A scientist
could do elegant, innovative and top-quality work that
just happens to be on problems different from those of
interest to many other scientists.
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Quantity: Scientists who are more eminent are generally
not ‘one-idea’ scholars, who have a great idea, only then
to disappear into obscurity. Rather, they keep coming

Visibility: This is different from quality or impact.
Someone can be highly visible for doing inferior work.
But for the most part, visibility is correlated with
eminence. Eminent researchers tend to be those that
scientists, and sometimes laypeople, have heard about.
And to achieve impact, one often needs visibility so
scientists are aware of one’s work and thus in a position
to cite it.

In our book (written under the auspices of the
Federation of Associations in Behavioral and Brain
Sciences), we asked some of the most eminent
psychologists of the modern era what psychological
science looks like as it goes on in their heads. The list of
invitees was based on rankings compiled by Ed Diener
and colleagues (2014), using criteria such as number
of major awards, total number of citations, and pages
of textbooks devoted to the scholars’ work. Such lists,
of course, would have different members depending
on the criteria used, but the list seemed to us as good a
basis for recognition as any we could find. We invited all
living members of that list to tell us what they consider
their most important scientific contribution and why,
how they got the idea, how it matters for the world,
and what they would like to see next. We have tried to
capture personal stories of the authors’ involvement in,
and excitement about, the scientific process.
We hope you enjoy the three extracts, which the
editor of The Psychologist selected. You can find three
more in the version on The Psychologist website, and,
of course, 100 in the book itself!
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The rediscovery of enjoyment
Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi
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Personally, I think that my most important
conceptual contribution to science might turn out to
be the work I have done trying to adapt evolutionary
theory to human development, and particularly to
creativity; and in terms of methodology, the work
with the Experience Sampling Method, or ESM,
which has resulted in the beginnings of a systematic
phenomenology that I expect will be widely used in
psychology. I must repeat, however, that this is only
my personal opinion. In terms of how others evaluate
my work, I am quite sure that those who have heard
about it at all would single out the concept of flow
as being my main contribution – however small. As
defined here, flow is complete
absorption in what one is doing.
So let’s talk about flow. I think
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One small island of rationality remaining was that I
had just learned how to play chess. The game was like
an oasis in which rules provided predictable outcomes
to one’s actions. I remember that once I made the
opening moves in a game, the ‘real’ world seemed
to disappear, and you could plan the future without
having to fear irrational violence. In retrospect, I
realize that losing myself in the game constituted a
denial of the larger reality of my surroundings; yet
the experience of order within chaos that playing
chess provided left a lasting – albeit almost entirely
unconscious – impression: It suggested an alternative
possibility to the senseless reality that humankind had
chosen when opting for war.
It took several decades for this seed of intuition
to bring any fruits. After the war, when we became
refugees fleeing the approaching Soviet armies, the
problems of daily survival were too pressing for giving
much thought to the human condition in general.
Just having enough food so as not to go to bed on an
empty stomach was a success. Still, whenever I could,
I also read extensively from the work of philosophers,
spiritual leaders, historians, and political scientists,
hoping to find an explanation as to why a race that
could build nuclear bombs and devise trigonometry
was unable to find a peaceful and fair way to live. But
I did not have much time to devote to such questions.
By the time I was fifteen years old, I had to drop out
of school and start working at various jobs. My father,
who had became the head of the Hungarian Embassy
in Italy, resigned his job in 1948 when the Soviets
imposed a Communist Government in Hungary. So
I had to serve tables at a restaurant in Rome, pick
peaches for canning near Naples, manage a hotel in
Milan, and lead trains full of pilgrims to Lourdes and
Fatima. In the meantime, however, I stumbled on
some books by C.G. Jung, and discovered psychology.
Reading Jung’s work suggested the possibility that
psychology might be a key to understanding why
human beings behave so strangely.
I decided to study psychology, but there were a few
obstacles to overcome. First, at this time psychology in
Italy was taught only as part of doctoral programs in
medicine or philosophy. Second, even if there had been
courses in psychology I could take at the University,
I would not have been able to take them, given that I
had quit school when I was fifteen. To get around these
obstacles I decided to apply for a visa to the United
States, start a college career while I worked at night,
and then become a psychologist. It took a few years to
get a visa, but in 1956, just as I turned 22 years of age,
I finally was able to set foot in America – specifically
Chicago, Illinois, where I arrived with $1.25 in my
pocket, but full of good intentions.
Working 8 hours each night was not very pleasant,

was an underlying pattern between different forms
but then going to school each day (I did pass the high
of play, and also the creative process of artists. The
school equivalency exams, so I was admitted to the
University of Illinois at Chicago) made it an exhausting result of all these studies – which were facilitated by
many students, friends, and colleagues – has been the
drill that left no time for anything else. What was
recognition that some of the best moments in human
worse, however, was that the psychology taught in the
life are the results of acting in ways that express who
1950s was nothing like the books by Jung I had read
we are, what we are good at doing – as athletes, artists,
. . . much about rats, nothing about the human spirit.
thinkers, mothers, healers – or simply, as just good
It looked like coming to the USA had been a mistake;
the miserable life in Chicago was much more miserable human beings. This way of acting is what I ended up
calling flow, and the history of how the idea evolved
than the miserable life in Rome had been, and the
has been chronicled elsewhere, and need not be
psychology I had come to study turned out to be
repeated here.
a dud.
The recognition that human beings are motivated
After two years of college, I decided to transfer
by the intrinsic rewards of the flow experience, and
to the University of Chicago. I knew by then the
not just by external rewards, has had a reasonably
reputation of that school, and read some of the work
strong impact on psychology, and
of teachers at that school that
on society as a whole. The book
promised to be quite rat-free.
“I also read extensively
I wrote 25 years ago for a general
It turned out to be a good
audience, Flow, has been translated
decision; at Chicago I became a
from the work of
into 23 different languages, plus
student of Jacob W. Getzels, who
philosophers, spiritual
two different translations in
wrote about values and creativity,
leaders, historians, and
Portuguese and in Chinese. An
and soon we started to write articles
together. In 1963 I was writing
political scientists, hoping extensive flow research network
been organized in Europe.
my dissertation in psychology on
to find an explanation as has
IPPA, the International Positive
a group of young artists, trying
to why a race that could
Psychology Association, which was
to understand how they moved
from a blank canvas to a finished
build nuclear bombs and built on conversations I had with
Martin Seligman of the
painting. During this study, I was
devise trigonometry was Professor
University of Pennsylvania and now
struck by the fact that these young
unable to find a peaceful has tens of thousands of members
artists were deeply involved with
among psychologists all over the
the process of painting, to the point
and fair way to live”
globe, was strongly influenced by
of not eating or sleeping for long
flow research.
periods of time, but as soon as the
Outside of academic psychology, flow has also
painting was finished, they just seemed to immediately
lose interest in it, and stack it against a wall with all the found an unusual number of applications. In the field
of education, it has influenced U.S. magnet schools,
other canvases they had painted before. What made
Montessori, and public education; studies of flow and
this behavior so interesting was the fact that it seemed
learning in schools have been conducted in Denmark,
to contradict the generally accepted paradigm of
Japan, Korea, Hungary, Finland, and France. Clearly
psychology. According to behaviorist theories, people,
young people all over the world learn more when
like other organisms, were motivated to behave by the
they can experience flow in the process. In business,
expectation of a desirable external state, such as food
organizations that have adopted flow as a management
or the cessation of electric shocks. The young artists,
tool have reported very encouraging results in the
however, knew that their work was very unlikely to be
United States, Sweden, and South Korea. Makers of
noticed or bought – yet as soon as they finished one
computer games have modeled many of their products
painting, they were eager to start a new one. Clearly
on flow theory, and an interactive management
they were not motivated by having the painting, or by
simulation game based on flow has won the Gold
selling it for money; instead, it looked very much like
Medal at the U.S. Serious Play Association meetings
what motivated them was making the painting.
in 2013.
From that point on, I became more and more
And this is clearly just a start. The possible uses of
focused on understanding this apparent anomaly in
the flow perspective to improve the quality of life are
human behavior. What did the artists get from the
truly innumerable. It is poetic justice, perhaps, that an
process of painting that made them so eager to engage
idea and concern born amidst the ruins of an inhuman
in the activity for its own sake? There were similarities
conflict should blossom into a set of practices that help
between the artists’ work and children’s play, and for
several years I studied various play-forms to see if there make the world a better place.
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Why study autism?
Uta Frith
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This question occupied me for a long time. Some
I first met autistic children as a trainee clinical
years later, it became a theory that I termed ‘weak
psychologist, and I was captivated for life. I thought
central coherence.’ Briefly, the information we process
them hauntingly mysterious. How could they do
is usually pulled together by a strong drive to cohere.
jigsaw puzzles straight off, and yet never even
We like things to make sense, we like a narrative, we
respond to my simple requests to play with them?
like the big picture. In autism, I proposed, this drive
What was going on? How could they be tested? Here
is less strong. The downside is that individuals with
was a challenge that cried out for basic research.
autism do not see the forest for the trees. But there is
My mentors, Beate Hermelin and Neil O’Connor,
also an upside: Not being hampered by a strong drive
knew how to do elegant experiments with children
for central coherence could actually give you far better
who hardly had any language and were more than a
attention to detail. You are not lured away by an overall
little wild. I was elated when they offered to supervise
Gestalt to forget about its constituents, and you won’t
me, and I got my dream job in their lab after I
fall prey to certain perceptual illusions. For the first
finished my PhD. I was hooked on the experimental
time, here was a way to think about autism not just in
study of cognitive abilities and disabilities in young
terms of disabilities but also in terms of special talents.
children with autism and I wanted to know how they
As I was developing this idea, I was worried that
differed from other children. One of the innovations
in all our experiments we were
that O’Connor and Hermelin
missing the social features of
had introduced me to was the
“Mentalizing is not all
autism. My search for a glitch
mental-age match. They argued that
in processing social information
comparing bright and intellectually
there is to being social.
would have been a hopeless quest,
impaired children would get us
There are other cognitive had it not been for Alan Leslie
nowhere. The brighter would do
processes that underpin
and Simon Baron-Cohen. Alan
better, and this told us nothing that
had asked the exciting question
we didn’t know already. Instead,
our social behavior that
how young infants were able to
they compared, say, 8-year-old
might be faulty and give
understand pretend play while
children who on psychometric
rise to different problems they were still learning about the
tests had a mental age of 4, with
real world. How on earth could
4-year-old, typically developing
and possibly different
they distinguish which was what?
children with a mental age of 4.
forms of autism”
This reminded me of a finding
I was proud of one memory
nobody had paid much attention
experiment I did during my
to: Autistic children show little,
apprenticeship as a PhD student.
if any, pretend play. Alan proposed a cognitive
We observed that autistic children often had a
mechanism that could underpin the ability to decouple
remarkable facility in remembering words by rote.
representations of an event so that they could become
This allowed us to compare autistic and non-autistic
second-order representations. They could then be
children who had the same short-term memory span.
freely embedded into an agent’s mental states: the
What we found gave me a key insight: Typically
agent can wish, pretend or believe the original event.
developing children could remember many more
Could it be that the decoupling mechanism was
words when these words were presented in the form
missing in autistic individuals? In that case, they
of sentences than if the same words were presented
should not be able to understand that another person
in a jumbled up fashion, but autistic children failed
can have a false belief.
to show this advantage. I followed up this finding
Why should this matter? Beliefs and other mental
in experiments with binary sequences, with clear
states, such as pretense, wishes, and knowledge, are
structure, e.g. abababab vs those without, such as
what enable us to predict what others are going to do.
aababaaa. The results suggested that structure or
We don’t predict this on the basis of the physical state
‘meaning’ allowed stimuli to be packaged into bigger
of affairs. So, John will open his umbrella because he
units and thereby extended memory span. Did autistic
believes it is raining, regardless of whether it is actually
children not see meaning in the way other children
raining. Tracking mental states is grist to the mill of
did, I wondered? Did meaning not exert the same
our everyday folk psychology, also known as Theory of
dynamic force in their information processing?
Mind. To be able to talk about this ability, we coined a
new word, mentalizing.
Simon, Alan, and I were excited to find out more
about this ability. One of the tasks we developed was
the Sally Ann task. It is played out with two dolls, Sally

and Ann. Sally has a marble and puts it in her basket.
She then leaves the scene. While she is out, Ann takes
the marble from the basket and puts it into her box.
Sally comes back and wants to play with her marble.
The critical question is: ‘Where will she look for the
marble?’ The right answer is, of course, ‘in the basket’,
because that is where she believes it is.
The results amazed us, as they were so clear cut:
Typical 4-year-olds and older learning disabled children
passed this task, while autistic children didn’t. They
had failed to understand that Sally had a false belief
and therefore made the wrong prediction of where she
was going to look. This and other experiments threw
new light on the social communication problems in
autism: If you don’t understand mental states, then
you wouldn’t understand deception nor get the point
of most jokes. You wouldn’t get the point of keeping
secrets, nor would you understand any narratives
that depended on ‘she doesn’t know that he knows’
scenarios. It would limit ordinary social interactions
in just the way that interactions with autistic people
are limited.

With the advent of the new neuroimaging methods,
we could now try to visualize this cognitive mechanism
in the brain. One of the pioneers in neuroimaging was
my husband, Chris Frith, and he and his colleagues
were sufficiently interested to set up a then still daring
series of studies. We designed stories, cartoons, and
animated triangles, which could be presented in
carefully matched conditions, which either did or
did not require mentalizing. This allowed us to see a
difference in brain activity in critical regions, forming a
mentalizing network. Other labs replicated this.
One disappointment was that we could not
immediately see what was different in the brains of
autistic people during mentalizing. But to unravel
this required many studies by many people in many
different labs. This led us to a better understanding of
mentalizing, and has already resulted in differentiating
two forms: an apparently innate and unconscious form,
and an acquired conscious form that is influenced by
culture. This second form can be acquired by autistic
people through compensatory learning.
Is there a lesson from my studies beyond the world
of autism? I believe that the studies have demonstrated
the usefulness of the cognitive level of explanation.
The purely behavioral level is not sufficiently
transparent for us to deduce the underlying causes;
there are just too many. But, we can predict what
behaviors might arise if a particular cognitive process
were faulty. This was the point of the Sally Ann test:
Nobody before had observed that autistic children
failed to understand false beliefs. The beauty of this
result was that it suddenly made sense of a range of
hitherto unconnected behavioral observations, such as
the poverty of pretend play, the inability to tell lies, and
the incomprehension of irony.
Our concept of autism has changed enormously
since the 1960s. There are likely to be many different
phenotypes hidden in the autism spectrum. It is now
time to split up subgroups and relate specific cognitive
processes to specific causes, in the brain and in
characteristic patterns of behavior. Mentalizing is not
all there is to being social. There are other cognitive
processes that underpin our social behavior that
might be faulty and give rise to different problems
and possibly different forms of autism. We simply
need the right theoretical glasses to see differences in
the spectrum, which are now blurred. Whether these
subgroups conveniently map onto specific biological
causes is another question. It is likely that there are
hundreds of genetic and other biological causes,
too many to make meaningful subgroups. At the
behavioral level, each individual is in a class of his or
her own. In contrast, at the cognitive level, there is
a nexus, which might hold a manageable handful of
phenotypes. My money is on cognition.
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The incredible shrinking conscious mind
Richard E. Nisbett
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In the first experiment I ever conducted, I gave
people a placebo and told some of the subjects it
would cause heart palpitations, rapid breathing,
and sweaty palms. These are the symptoms people
experience when they’re undergoing strong emotion.
I then gave subjects a series of steadily increasing
electric shocks, with instructions to tell me when the
shocks became too painful to bear. I anticipated that
subjects who were told the pill would cause arousal
would mistakenly attribute their shock-produced
arousal to the pill. They would consequently find
the shock less aversive and would be willing to take
more of it than control subjects who could only
assume their arousal was being produced by the
shock. And that was the finding. After removing
the electrodes I asked the subjects in the arousalinstruction condition who had taken a great deal of
shock why they had taken so much. A typical answer
would be, ‘Well, I used to build radios and I got a
lot of shocks so I guess I got used to it.’ I might then
say, ‘Well, I can see why that might be. I wonder if it
occurred to you that the pill was causing you to be
physiologically aroused.’ ‘Nope, didn’t think about
the pills and didn’t think about the arousal.’ I would
then tell them what the hypothesis was. They would
nod politely and say they were sure that would work
for a lot of people. ‘But see, I used to make radios…’
It was perfectly clear that subjects had no idea of
what had gone on in their heads. At the time, believe
it or not, this claim seemed to most people to be quite
radical. There was just a bedrock presumption that
thought is basically linguistic. To show this assumption
was mistaken, and that quite elaborate cognitive
processes can go on without people’s awareness of
them, I began to do experiments with Tim Wilson
in which we would manipulate some aspect of the
environment that would affect subjects’ behavior
in some way. For example, we might have people
examine an array of nightgowns and tell us which
they preferred. The order of the nightgowns had a
big impact on preference: the later in the array, the
more the subject liked them. Subjects had no idea
this was true and when we asked them if the order of
the nightgowns could have had an influence on their
preference, they would look at us as if we were crazy.
Or we would have subjects participate in a study in
which they were to memorize word pairs, for example,
parrot-bread. Later the subjects participated in ‘another
study’ – this one on word association. They were to say
the first word that came to mind when we asked them
to provide an example of a category we suggested.
Subjects who had studied the word pair ocean-moon
were much more likely to respond with ‘Tide’ when
asked to name a detergent than subjects who had not
studied that particular pair. When asked why they

came up with Tide, subjects were likely to say, ‘that’s
what my mother uses,’ or ‘I like the Tide box.’
By now psychologists have done hundreds and
hundreds of experiments where we find people
engaging in unconscious cognitive processes. People
tend to reject a persuasive communication when there
is a ‘fishy’ smell in the room where they read it. People
choose more orange products in a consumer survey if
they’re answering with an orange pen. People are more
likely to put the coffee money in the honest box if
there is a picture of a human face above it.
It became clear to me fairly early that we have no
direct access to any kind of cognitive process that goes
on. We understand that perceptual and memory
processes are hidden in a black box, yet claim mistakenly
that we can ‘see’ the thoughts that produce judgmental
and behavioral responses. But the unconscious nature
of these thoughts shouldn’t seem surprising when you
consider the question, ‘why should we have access to
our cognitive processes?’ Being able to observe the
complicated inference processes that go on would
use up a lot of valuable real estate in the brain.
We nevertheless feel that we have access to our
cognitive processes. Why is that? It’s because I know
I was seeing X and thinking about Y and then I did
Z, and any fool would know that if you’re seeing X
and thinking Y you’re going to do Z, because that’s
the sensible thing to do. ‘I saw the squirrel and I put
on the brakes because I didn’t want to hit it.’ ‘I was
nervous because I had to give a talk.’ And in such
cases I’m usually right. It’s just that I’m right because
I know what was in my (conscious) mind and I know
what people do or feel in those circumstances. But
a correct theory about process needn’t come from
inspection of process. (Plus, I hate to tell you, but we
have a tremendous number of incorrect theories about
our cognitive processes. And in novel situations we’re
as likely to call on one of those as to apply a correct
theory.)
If you believe what I’m saying here, it’s scary. I’m
constantly being influenced by things I hardly notice
– many of which I would rather not be influenced
by. Moreover, I can’t know by direct inspection why I
believe anything I believe or do anything I do.
But there it is, and we’ve got to make the best of it.
We can start with the fact that if it’s the case that we
have very imperfect knowledge of why we do what we
do we’re better off knowing it than not. In my book
Mindware: Tools for Smart Thinking I spell out some
of the advantages of knowing how little we know
about why we do what we do. It’s valuable to know
that I should be less confident about the accuracy
of my opinions than I’m inclined to be. That makes
me more likely to consider other people’s possibly
more valid views. And it makes it more likely that I

would try to encounter people and objects in as many
circumstances as possible. Abraham Lincoln once said,
‘I don’t like that man. I must get to know him better.’
To which I’d add, see him in as many different contexts
as I can. We are particularly blind about the extent to
which other people influence us. Realizing this makes
it clear how important it is that you carefully select the
folks you choose to hang around with.
A big advantage of believing that the unconscious
mind is what’s driving the bus is that you can make
more effective use of it than you do. There’s evidence
that the conscious mind can make poor decisions –
in part because it attends overly much to stimuli that
can be described in words. Hard-to-verbalize stimuli
may get less of a say than they should. So think over
a decision consciously and then hand it over to the
unconscious mind before signing off.
A second big advantage is that the unconscious
mind can actually learn things that the conscious
mind can’t. Pawel Lewicki and his coworkers showed
subjects a box divided into four quadrants and asked
them to predict, for dozens of trials, where an X would
appear. There were rules – extremely complicated ones
– determining where an X would come up on each
trial. Subjects learned those rules but had no inkling
of what the rules were or even that there were any.
They said they ‘just got a feel for where the X would
come up.’ So expose yourself to situations where you
know there’s something to learn even though it’s not
obvious just what it is.
A third big advantage is that the unconscious mind
is a great problem-solver – if you give it a chance.
Brewster Ghiselin has collected essays by some of
the greatest thinkers, artists and scientists in history
reporting on how they came up with their ideas. It
turns out that the greatest discoveries are produced by
the unconscious mind. Solutions typically appear out
of nowhere when the thinker is occupied with some
unrelated task or relaxing in a cafe.
What’s true for geniuses is also true for the rest of
us working on mundane problems. But you can’t just
tell your unconscious mind to go solve a problem.
You have to do your homework and then pass the
results along to the unconscious. Sit down and think
about what the problem is and make a rough sketch
of what a solution might look like. The noted writer
James McPhee has said that he has to begin a draft of
an article, no matter how crummy it is, before the real
work on the article can begin. Once you do knock off
a hasty sketch, you may subsequently be doing very
little conscious thinking about the article, but your
unconscious mind is working for you for free 24/7.
A good way to kick off the process of writing, McPhee
says, is to write a letter to your mother telling her what
you’re going to write about!

Conclusions
Robert Sternberg
Reviewing the contributions
in the book we found that
the contributors, collectively,
show the characteristics
that theories of
creativity identify
are critical for doing
creative work. What are
at least some of these
characteristics? Hard
work. Willingness to
formulate an extended
program of research.
Willingness to set their
own, often idiosyncratic
paths. Willingness to
surmount obstacles.
Above-average
analytical intelligence.
Intellectual curiosity.
Openness to new
experiences. Intellectual
honesty and courage.
Collaborative skills.
Willingness to take
intellectual risks. Taste
in scientific problems.
Finding what you love
to do. Communication
and persuasion skills.
Tolerance of ambiguity.
Self-efficacy. Knowing your
strengths and weaknesses.
Picking a niche. And when all
is said and done, luck plays a
much greater part in success
than any of us would like
to admit.
We all are malleable. If
you think you can develop
these characteristics within
yourself, you are on your way,
if not to becoming one of the
top psychological scientists,
at least toward becoming a
distinguished psychological
scientist who can take
great pride in his or her
accomplishments.
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