This is not written in any of my formal writing. It looks more academic, but trust me

this is worth going over and over again. You will realise how smart you are...

The Initial observation from a third party:

The core observation: Given a diverse group and varied tasks, people distribute across
competencies and that distribution tends to be uneven and task-specific rather than one person
dominating everything.

The ideas this touches

1. Multiple Intelligences (Howard Gardner) Gardner's theory argues that intelligence isn't one
thing it's at least 8 distinct types (logical, linguistic, spatial, interpersonal, etc.). My experiment
would surface exactly this. The person who solves for pi isn't necessarily the one who finds the

accounting discrepancy.

2. Comparative Advantage (from economics) Even if one person is better at everything,
specialization still produces better collective outcomes. My group of 10 solves more problems

together than any one person could alone.

3. The Long Tail of Talent Across enough tasks, almost everyone finds something they're
exceptional at. The person who looks mediocre on tasks 1-9 might be the only one who cracks
task 10.

4. The Edge Case You Noticed The person who can't complete either of two tasks isn't
necessarily incompetent they may just not have found their task yet. Or, more interestingly,

their value might be relational coordinating others, not executing themselves.
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Abstract

This paper presents a thought experiment and a set of structured observations about the
nature of human intelligence. Beginning with a simple scenario: ten people, one room, ten
different tasks. | argue that intelligence is not a single measurable quantity but a wide,
uneven landscape on which every person occupies a peak somewhere. The experiment
surfaces a consistent pattern: when the task changes, the person who excels changes with it.
This pattern, | argue, has significant implications for how we define intelligence, how we treat
people whose abilities fall outside conventional measurement, and how our education and
hiring systems fail us by rewarding a narrow slice of human capability.

|. The Experiment

Imagine a room. In it, ten people are drawn at random from a wide cross-section of
backgrounds, ages, and experiences. They share no particular history, no common training, no
obvious unifying characteristic. They are simply ten people.

Now give them a task. Not a trivial one. Ask them to solve for pi to derive, from first principles,
the ratio of a circle's circumference to its diameter. Watch what happens. Most will struggle.
Some will not begin at all. But one person in the room will find a thread and pull it. They will
work with a kind of quiet certainty that is difficult to explain but impossible to miss. They will
stand out.

Now clear the board. Give the same ten people a different task: find the missing R10.00 in a
company's budget. A small discrepancy, buried in a spreadsheet of hundreds of line items.
Again, watch. The person who derived pi may stare blankly at the numbers. But someone else,
perhaps someone who said nothing during the first task, perhaps someone who seemed
disengaged will find the error. Quickly. Almost instinctively.

Repeat this across ten tasks. Ask the group to negotiate a conflict. To design a room from
memory. To calm a distressed child. To write a paragraph that moves people. To build
something from broken parts. To lead others through uncertainty. To truly listen to someone in
pain.

What you will find, consistently, is this: the person who stands out changes with every task.
The distribution is not random, it is structured. Each task reveals a different peak. And across
all ten tasks, the landscape becomes clear: everyone in the room is exceptional at something.

There is one further observation worth noting. Occasionally, one person will stand out on two
tasks showing a breadth that is unusual. And this means, by simple arithmetic, that someone
else stands out on neither of the tasks those two share. That person is not incapable. They
have simply not yet been given the right task. The experiment has not run long enough.



Il. What This Tells Us About Intelligence

We have inherited a thin idea of intelligence. In most of the institutions that shape our lives
schools, universities, corporations intelligence is treated as a single axis. You are smart or you
are not. You are capable or you are not. The evidence for this judgment is almost always drawn
from the same narrow set of tasks: mathematical reasoning, verbal fluency, logical analysis,
and the ability to perform these under time pressure.
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Faded circle = below their peak Every peak sits at the same height — no task ranks higher

The room of ten exposes this as a category error. Solving for pi and finding a budget
discrepancy are both acts of intelligence but they are not the same intelligence. One
requires the construction of abstract relationships from almost nothing. The other requires
a meticulous, patient sensitivity to pattern within a dense system. These are different
cognitive instruments. To rank them to say that one is higher or more valuable than the other is
to mistake the type of work for the quality of the mind doing it.

What the experiment suggests is not that everyone is equally good at everything. That would
be a comfortable lie. Rather, it suggests that intelligence is distributed across a far wider range
of human activities than we typically acknowledge. Emotional attunement is intelligence.
Spatial memory is intelligence. The ability to negotiate to read a room, to hold competing
needs simultaneously, to find the third option no one else saw is intelligence. The person who
builds something broken back to working order is exercising a form of reasoning that no
standardized test has ever adequately captured.



Howard Gardner proposed something like this in 1983 when he outlined a theory of multiple
intelligences. He was largely right about the distribution, even if the exact taxonomy has been
debated since. What the room of ten adds to his framework is an empirical texture: it is not
enough to theorize that these intelligences exist. When you actually watch people across
varied tasks, the theory becomes observation. You can see it happen in real time.

lll. What This Means for How We Treat People

The consequences of a narrow theory of intelligence are not abstract. They play out in the daily
experience of people who are told, in various ways and from an early age, that they are not
smart enough when what is actually being said is that they are not smart in the specific way
this institution, this system, or this evaluator is equipped to recognize.

Consider the person in the room who excels at calming the distressed child. This is not a
simple skill. It requires reading non-verbal signals with precision, regulating one's own
emotional state under pressure, knowing when to speak and when to be quiet, calibrating
words to a specific person in a specific moment. This is a high-functioning cognitive and
emotional act. But it will not appear on any performance review, it earns no credential, and the
person who does it will often describe themselves and be described by others as "not really an
academic person."

This is the human cost of a narrow theory of intelligence: people spend their lives in the wrong
rooms. They are given tasks that do not fit their peak, evaluated against criteria built for
someone else's strengths, and they internalize the gap as personal failure. They do not think:
this task is not my task. They think: | am not enough.

The observation from the room of ten asks us to be more careful. It asks us to consider that
when someone appears to be struggling with a concept, with a role, with an environment we
may be witnessing a mismatch, not a deficit. The question worth asking is not "why can't this
person do this?" but "what room are they actually built for?"

IV. The Questions This Observation Raises

The experiment is useful not just as a demonstration but as a generator of questions. Each of
the following questions is grounded in a specific aspect of the observation, and each points
toward a different domain of inquiry.

Question 1: If everyone peaks on a different task, why do our evaluation systems use only
one or two tasks?

Observation: Across ten tasks, ten different people lead. A system that measures only two
tasks will systematically miss eight out of ten kinds of exceptions. What would change if we



designed evaluations in schools, in hiring, in performance reviews to span ten genuinely
different cognitive and relational domains?

Question 2: What happens to the person who has not yet found their task?

Observation: In the experiment, the person who stands out on neither of two shared tasks is
not proven incapable; they simply haven't encountered their task yet. How many people have
been written off by institutions that ran the experiment too short? What responsibility do those
institutions carry for the conclusions they draw?

Question 3: Is the person who excels at two tasks more intelligent, or differently
positioned?

Observation: One person occasionally stands out on two tasks. This could mean broader
intelligence or it could mean that two of the ten tasks happened to share an underlying
cognitive structure that maps to their particular strength. What looks like breadth may be a
single capability applied to two adjacent domains. This is worth distinguishing carefully before
we begin ranking people again.

Question 4: How do we design environments where more peaks are visible?

Observation: The room of ten only works because the tasks are genuinely varied. A room
where every task is a version of the same task where every task requires the same instrument
will always produce the same winner. What would a school, a workplace, or a team look like if
it were deliberately designed to surface as many kinds of exceptional as possible?

Question 5: What do we lose when the wrong person leads?

Observation: Leadership in most institutions flows toward those who are visible under the
dominant evaluation criteria. But the person who finds the missing R10 is not usually given
authority over the budget process that authority goes to the person with the right credential.
What quality of decision-making do we forfeit when capability and authority are chronically
misaligned?

V. What Education and Hiring Systems Get Wrong

The education system, as it is currently structured in most parts of the world, is built on a
sorting logic. Its primary function is not to develop the full range of human capability, it is to
identify and credential a specific subset of that capability, and to route people accordingly. The
tasks it uses for sorting are heavily weighted toward abstract reasoning, verbal performance,
and memory under pressure. These are genuine capabilities worth developing. But they are not
the only ones.

The result is a system that produces clear winners and, necessarily, clear losers not because
the losers lack capability, but because the tasks chosen for evaluation are not the tasks where



those people peak. A child who would find the missing R10.00 in thirty seconds, who would
negotiate a playground conflict with surgical precision, who would read the emotional
temperature of a room with the accuracy of an instrument that child will likely score average on
the exams we give, and will carry that averageness with them into adulthood as a settled fact
about their worth.

Hiring systems replicate this failure at scale. The credential, the degree, the grade point
average, the standardized score functions as a proxy for capability, and a lazy one. It tells you
something about performance on a narrow set of tasks under specific conditions. It tells you
almost nothing about what a person will do when the task changes.

Some organizations have begun to notice this. Work samples, structured problem-solving
tasks, and multi-format interviews are partial corrections in the right direction. But they remain
exceptions. The dominant logic of hiring credential first, task performance second, human
range not at all has not fundamentally changed.

VI. Conclusion: The Landscape, Not the Ladder

The observation that begins with ten people in a room points toward a simple but
consequential revision of how we think about intelligence. Intelligence is not a ladder with one
dimension of up and down. It is a landscape wide, varied, and full of peaks. Every person, given
enough tasks, will stand at the top of one of them. Some peaks are more visible in our current
systems. Some are almost entirely invisible. But the peaks exist regardless of whether we can
see them.

The theory of relativity is an extraordinary achievement of human intelligence. So is the ability
to find a ten-rand discrepancy buried in a hundred-line spreadsheet. So is the ability to sit with
someone in the worst moment of their life and make them feel less alone. These are not
comparable in the sense of one being higher than another. They are different instruments, each
requiring its own kind of extraordinary.

What the room of ten teaches us, ultimately, is that we have been running the experiment too
short. We have been giving people two or three tasks and drawing permanent conclusions.
The person who has not yet stood out has simply not yet been given the right task. That is not
a statement about them. It is a statement about the limits of our imagination.

The correction is not complicated. Give people more tasks. Make them genuinely different.
Watch who stands up when the task changes. Then build systems, schools, organizations,
teams that are wide enough to hold the full landscape of what people can do.

The room is already full of exceptional people. We have simply not been asking the right
questions.
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