
13
Giftedness in the

Euro-American Culture

Scott Barry Kaufman
University of Cambridge, England, and Yale University, United States

Robert J. Sternberg
Tufts University, United States

The first author was recently conducting psychological research at a
sixth-form college (which takes in students who are in their last 2 years of
secondary education) in England. During a break from testing, he asked a
few teachers what they thought about giftedness and how it should be as-
sessed and nurtured. The teachers seemed quite perplexed and asked the
author to define what he meant by giftedness. The author remarked that
there surely must be some criteria they use to define giftedness in England.
The teachers responded that they weren’t familiar with the term. They then
explained their system of education.

Compulsory education ends at age 16 years. Those who wish to continue on
to higher education can join a sixth-form college for 2 years, during which they
can choose to specialize in a number of particular areas, master their A-level ex-
ams (which are measures of achievement, similar to the SAT IIs in the United
States), and apply to university. The author asked what sort of test is required
for entry into most of these sixth-form colleges. The response was simply, “No
test, just the desire to pursue higher education and a willingness to work hard.”
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It was at this point that the author realized just how egocentric he had
been to ask such questions. He had been in the United States for so long that
he had gotten used to the prevalence of tests of intellectual potential. In the
United States, normally starting at a very early age, standardized tests are
given to students to judge their potential for school performance. Those stu-
dents who score above a certain cutoff may be labeled as gifted and given
special services. Even if students display high levels of achievement and mo-
tivation, it may be difficult to enter a gifted education program if identifica-
tion on the basis of IQ is not made early on. Students hoping to go on to col-
lege take either the SAT (an acronym that originally stood for Scholastic
Aptitude Test, then for Scholastic Assessment Test, and now for nothing in
particular) or the ACT (American College Test). Most of the prestigious
universities have an SAT or ACT cutoff or at least guidelines, which weigh
the SAT or ACT heavily. Even beyond undergraduate studies, tests of ab-
stract reasoning potential are usually required to continue forward. For in-
stance, students hoping to enter law or medicine have to take tests that have
a strong general abstract reasoning component to them. In addition to dis-
playing high achievement in undergraduate studies, those applying to grad-
uate school in the arts and sciences must also take the Graduate Record Ex-
amination (GRE) that, in addition to verbal and math achievement, mea-
sures general reasoning ability. Tests administered with the aim of
identifying those of high intellectual ability seem to be everywhere in the
United States.

This is not necessarily a bad thing. The identification and nurturing of
high ability is arguably one of the highest priorities a culture should have.
The way a society identifies and cultivates talent has important ramifica-
tions for the progress of that society. Because so much is at stake, it is impor-
tant to understand what exactly is meant by the concept of giftedness and to
critically look at how giftedness is defined, measured, and developed.

The aim of this chapter is to show the uniqueness of the U.S. approach to
giftedness by presenting an overview of the development of gifted educa-
tion, including the various modern conceptions of giftedness that have been
put forward and their implications for the identification and nurturance of
the gifted.

ORIGINS OF MODERN AMERICAN CONCEPTIONS
OF GIFTEDNESS

How did gifted education in the United States become what it is today? Cur-
rent gifted education practices and conceptions of giftedness must be viewed
through the lens of the past. The early theorizing and construction of intelli-
gence tests by Europeans such as Galton, Binet, Spearman, and Thurstone
have had an important influence on the United States, once their ideas about
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intelligence and how to measure it were adopted. An understanding of which
ideas were adopted and in what form is necessary to put current conceptions
and practices in their proper context. What follows is a summary of the impor-
tant people and events of the past 150 years that contributed to the formation
of the modern landscape of gifted education in the United States.

Euro-American Influences

The ideas presented in Francis Galton’s book Hereditary Genius (1869) had
an important influence on subsequent thinking about giftedness. In Heredi-
tary Genius, Galton used the word genius to denote “an ability that was ex-
ceptionally high and at the same time inborn” (Galton, 1892, p. viii).

How did Galton arrive at this conclusion regarding the nature of genius?
He collected data on distinguished European men by looking at obituaries in
the London Times newspaper. He then examined their family lineages. Be-
cause eminence appeared to run in families, Galton concluded that genius
must be genetically inherited, just like physical characteristics. It is impor-
tant to note that Galton measured genius through overtly subjective indices
such as enduring reputation (which according to Galton consisted of a posi-
tive contemporary reputation revised by posterity). He therefore estimated
eminence and did not attempt to measure genius directly through the use of
psychometric tests. Even though Galton devised tests of mental ability, he
never actually used his instruments to understand the nature of genius or to
predict its emergence in young people (Tannenbaum, 1986).

At the turn of the 20th century, an English psychologist, Charles
Spearman (1904), noticed that tests that purported to measure intelligence
tended to intercorrelate positively with each other. He invented a statistical
technique called factor analysis, which allowed him to identify two specific
factors that contributed significantly to the variance on intelligence tests.
According to Spearman, the general factor, g, allegedly pervades all tests of
mental abilities, whereas specific factors s, are each only limited to a single
test. Spearman viewed g as a mental energy and postulated that it had a
strong physical basis. The search for the physical basis of g is still an active re-
search topic today (Neubauer & Fink, 2005). Researchers investigating the
biological basis of g study the relationship between intelligence and speed of
information processing (Deary & Stough, 1996; Jensen, 1998) as well as the
relationship between intelligence and various brain processes (Detterman,
1994). The statistical discovery and underlying assumption by Spearman
that the g factor is general and innate (i.e., has a strong physical substrate) is
in line with Galton’s theorizing on the hereditary basis of genius.

Some prominent intelligence researchers during this time disagreed as to
the importance of the g factor for predicting performance on cognitive abil-
ity tests. One of the first researchers to oppose g theory was Louis Thurstone.
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Like Spearman, Thurstone used the method of factor analysis to understand
the intercorrelations found on tests of cognitive ability. However, he be-
lieved it was an error for Spearman to leave the axes of factorial solutions
unrotated. Instead, he developed a method of rotation called simple struc-
ture. Using this method, factor loadings were forced to be either relatively
high or relatively low. Thurstone analyzed data from 56 different tests of
mental ability by rotating factor axes to simple structure and concluded that
the general factor was not as pervasive as Spearman thought it to be. He
identified seven primary mental abilities (Thurstone, 1938):

1. Verbal comprehension (involved in the ability to understand verbal
material)

2. Verbal fluency (involved in the ability to rapidly generate a large num-
ber of words with specific characteristics)

3. Number (involved in rapid arithmetic computation)
4. Perceptual speed (involved in rapid recognition of symbols)
5. Inductive reasoning (involved in reasoning from the specific to the

general)
6. Spatial visualization (involved in mentally visualizing and rotating ob-

jects)
7. Memory (involved in remembering information)

Around the same time as Spearman was formulating his so-called
two-factor theory (representing g and s factors), a commission was ap-
pointed by the French minister of education to create a way to identify stu-
dents in need of alternative education. Alfred Binet, an active member of
the French group, developed his mental scale to achieve the goal of the
commission.

The Binet-Simon scale comprised a variety of tasks that were thought to
be representative of a typical child’s ability at various ages. The purpose of
the scale was to compare children’s mental abilities relative to those of their
normal peers (Siegler, 1992) and to “measure the intellectual capacity of a
child who is brought to us in order to know whether he is normal or re-
tarded” (Binet & Simon, 1916). Also, Binet made it clear that he was inter-
ested only in the current condition of the child. He stressed the malleability
of intelligence and did not presume to predict either the student’s past
history or future functioning.

It is important to note a few things here. First, the purpose of Binet’s scale
was to determine whether a child was normal or exhibited retardation. No-
where in Binet’s writings does he declare an interest in identifying those who
are gifted. Second, Binet’s conception of intelligence and the way to mea-
sure it differed quite a bit from Galton’s (1869, 1892). Galton thought the
best way to measure intelligence was through sensory-discrimination tasks,
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whereas Binet thought it was more appropriate to assess higher level cogni-
tive skills. In addition, Binet stressed the idea that intelligence is not entirely
genetic and is malleable rather than fixed. This is in stark contrast to
Galton’s view of intelligence and genius as something largely constrained by
genetics. Binet also believed that intelligence testing should be used only on
children with comparable backgrounds (Siegler, 1992). This is important to
note because many of the eminent individuals Galton used to study genius
were from affluent family backgrounds.

America’s Introduction to Intelligence Testing

Around the same time that Binet was developing his test of mental ability,
business and civic leaders in the United States were facing the challenges of
educating a rapidly diversifying population (Siegler, 1992). The intelligence
tests that were being developed in Europe were seen as a way to make prog-
ress toward becoming a society in which success would be determined by tal-
ent and achievement, not just family background (Minton, 1988). During
this time some researchers were also interested in using intelligence tests for
eugenic means. This point will not be further discussed (see, Gould, 1996,
for an in-depth discussion on the issue) because the point of this brief history
is to trace the development of the concept of giftedness, not of eugenics.
That intelligence tests have sometimes been used for destructive purposes is
unfortunate and has probably contributed to the mistrust of intelligence
tests, which is exhibited by many today. Even so, the misuse of intelligence
tests does not negate the possible use of the tests or the important influences
they had in the founding of gifted education in the United States.

Who were some of the key players in the testing movement? First, Henry
Goddard brought the Binet-Simon scale to the United States and translated
it into English. After using the test with children with mental retardation,
he started distributing it widely across the United States (Zenderland,
1998). Goddard made no pretensions regarding his view of the nature of in-
telligence. He viewed intelligence as “a unitary mental process … condi-
tioned by a nervous mechanism which is inborn … that is but little affected
by any later influences except such serious accident as may destroy part of
the mechanism” (Goddard, 1920, p. 1).

In 1892, Ellis Island in New York Harbor opened its doors to immigrants
eager to settle and work in the United States. The peak year for immigration
was in 1907, when more than one million hopeful immigrants arrived on
Ellis Island. For these immigrants to gain entry into the United States, they
had to prove that they were physically as well as mentally capable of adapt-
ing to the United States and of earning a living. Goddard came to Ellis Island
in 1912 and used a revised version of the Binet-Simon test to screen the in-
telligence of immigrants. The number of immigrants who were deported in-
creased greatly as a result of the measures (Zenderland, 1998).
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Another use of the tests emerged immediately following the entry of the
United States into World War I. Robert Yerkes chaired the Committee on
the Psychological Examination of Recruits. The goal of the committee was
to develop group intelligence tests that could differentiate Army recruits
based on their level of intelligence (McGuire, 1994). Both Henry Goddard
and Lewis Terman were members of the committee. The committee suc-
ceeded in constructing the Army Alpha and Beta tests, which were adminis-
tered to more than two million men throughout the course of the war.

Even though Binet’s tests were adapted for use in America, the spirit on
which the tests were based seemed to be lost. Binet always emphasized the
great diversity of intelligence and the need to study it using qualitative as op-
posed to only quantitative measures. Binet also stressed the variable rates at
which intelligence developed, as well as the large impact of the environ-
ment. When Binet found out about the foreign ideas being grafted on his in-
strument, he condemned those who were promoting the concept of intelli-
gence as a unitary, hereditarily fixed construct (White, 2000).

The United States’ Adoption of Intelligence Tests
for Use With Gifted Students

In none of the previous instances were the test administrators interested in
identifying the gifted. This particular use would come to be associated with
Lewis Terman, who modernized and Americanized the Binet-Simon test to
create the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale (Terman, 1916).

Terman essentially adapted Galton’s theory of genius and the instruments
of Binet. It should be noted that, in the early stages of Terman’s research,
Terman equated giftedness with high IQ and expressed the view on many
occasions that from high-IQ children “and no where else, our geniuses in ev-
ery line are recruited” (Terman, 1924). Based on this line of thinking, a clas-
sification scheme was starting to be used in the schools whereby psycholo-
gists often described a student with an IQ score above 135 as moderately
gifted (Terman, 1925), above 150 as exceptionally gifted, and above 180 as
severely and/or profoundly gifted (Webb, Meckstroth, & Tolan, 1982).

Terman (1916) was specifically interested in studying gifted children and
was the first person in the United States to use these new intelligence tests to
identify gifted children. As for how these tests would be used, he suggested:

Teachers should be better trained in detecting the signs of superior ability. Ev-
ery child who consistently gets high marks in his school work with apparent
ease should be given a mental examination, and if his intelligence level war-
rants it he should either be given extra promotions, or placed in a special class
for superior children where faster progress can be made. The latter is the
better plan, because it obviates the necessity of skipping grades; it permits
rapid but continuous progress. (p. 14)
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Terman also became interested in understanding the developmental path
of gifted children. In 1921, Terman initiated the first longitudinal study of
giftedness. He administered the Stanford-Binet test to select a sample of
more than 1,500 students who scored above 140. Terman wanted to find out
if high-IQ children would on average achieve more success as adults than
those with a lower IQ. His results largely confirmed his prediction. The chil-
dren in his sample were found to be normal or superior in all aspects of intel-
lectual, as well as physical, behavioral, and moral dimensions (Terman &
Oden, 1947, 1959).

Another influential researcher who helped lay the foundation for gifted
education in the United States was Leta Hollingworth. Her research sug-
gested that not all gifted students are alike (Hollingworth, 1929, 1942). In
particular, she showed that moderately and extremely gifted children have
different developmental needs. According to her research, those scoring
within the range of 125–155 on the Stanford-Binet were self- confident,
outgoing individuals. However, those scoring above 180 (those scoring that
high are literally one in a million) in her sample displayed various adjust-
ment problems in school. Of particular note is her work demonstrating that
the social isolation and other adjustment problems displayed by the excep-
tionally gifted disappeared once they received accelerated material and
were put with students who matched their ability level. Hollingworth once
commented, “In the ordinary elementary school situation, children of IQ
140 waste half their time. Those above IQ 170 waste practically all their
time” (Hollingworth, 1942, p. 299).

In summary, the modern state of gifted education in the United States
owes a great debt of gratitude to the early theorizing, test construction, and
research on intelligence by Europeans in the first half of the 20th century. It
would be these ideas and tests that were adopted by researchers in the
United States for the purpose of identifying and nurturing the abilities of
gifted students.

The Sputnik Era

Ever since the founding of the United States, the society has grappled for a
balance between excellence and egalitarianism. A democracy that is too egal-
itarian runs the risk of weakening its commitment to excellence and losing its
competitiveness in the global context. On the other hand, a democracy that is
focused too much on excellence can compromise equality of status and oppor-
tunity and arouse serious civil unrest (Tannenbaum, 2000b).

The launching of the Russian satellite Sputnik in 1957 led to the genera-
tion of federal reports that criticized American education in general and
gifted education in particular. It should come as no surprise which of the two
ideals became the focus of attention during this era. Admiral Hyman
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Rickover, father of the atomic submarine, warned that to compete on an
equal footing America had to overcome its traditional guilt about singling
out the gifted for special opportunities at school (Tannenbaum, 2000b).

In the schools of the late 1950s and early 1960s, a substantial amount of
research emerged dealing with the characteristics and education of gifted
children. French (1959) claimed that there were more articles published in
the 3-year period from 1956 to 1959 than in the previous 30 years.

Also, Terman’s longitudinal study started producing results, showing the
potential of those who are identified as gifted at a young age. These longitu-
dinal results were used as further evidence for the need to improve the state
of gifted education in the United States.

All of this set off the great talent hunt of the post-Sputnik era, a time in which
efforts from every level were made to identify gifted students and to educate
them. The feeling during the early years of the Cold War was that gifted scien-
tists were people who could help protect national security and that all efforts
should be made to find them and nurture their talents. It is interesting to note
that during this particular time period, a particular type of giftedness—scientific
giftedness—was considered more worthy than any other type of giftedness.
Therefore, historical events can have an important impact on which type of
giftedness will receive the most support and nurturance.

Civil Rights Movement and Vietnam

As much as the pendulum swung to the side of excellence during the Sputnik
era is as much as it swung to the side of egalitarianism during the 1960s and
early 1970s. During this time, an interest in national issues such as creating
freedom and equality within its borders became more of a priority than inter-
national issues.

Decreased interest in the gifted became prominent during the time of the
civil rights movement, school integration, and compensatory education.
Also, the Vietnam War spurred a lot of disenchanted youths to distrust scien-
tific discovery and focus on improving society to combat social injustice. Fur-
thermore, because there tended to exist gross underrepresentation of minor-
ity and female students in gifted education programs, interest in funding gifted
education programs lost much of its momentum (Tannenbaum, 2000b).

The Influence of the Marland Report

In 1972, a major boost to gifted education would come with U.S. Commis-
sioner of Education Sidney P. Marland, Jr.’s report on the deteriorated state
of gifted education (Marland, 1972). He estimated that only a small per-
centage of the 1.5 to 2.5 million gifted school children were benefiting from
special educational services. The report increased the awareness of the gen-
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eral public that the needs of the gifted were being neglected. At the time,
such services had low priority at virtually all levels of school administration.

The report also supplied a broadened definition of giftedness:

Gifted and talented children are those who demonstrate achievement and/or po-
tential ability in any of the following areas:

1. General intellectual ability
2. Specific academic aptitude
3. Creative or productive thinking
4. Leadership ability
5. Visual and performing arts
6. Psychomotor ability (Marland, 1972, p. 10)

Psychomotor ability has subsequently been dropped from the list. Also,
general intellectual ability has most often been interpreted to mean highly
intelligent and is often operationalized as the top 3–5% of students as mea-
sured by intelligence tests (Abeel, Callahan, & Hunsaker, 1994).

The Marland report has been the target of various criticisms (Renzulli,
1978). One criticism is that the categories in the definition are independent
of each other, resulting in the development of separate identification
schemes for each category. Another criticism is the omission of
nonintellective factors, such as task commitment.

Despite these criticisms, the Marland report was landmark in a few re-
spects. First, it became the first federal definition of giftedness that included
multidimensional criteria for the identification of the gifted. Second, it fu-
eled the first legislative action for the gifted and talented. As much as $2.56
million of federal money was allocated in 1974 for improving the state of
gifted education in America. Third, as a response to the report, the National
Office of the Gifted and Talented was established.

A more recent report was released by the National Department of Educa-
tion in 1993 entitled National Excellence: A Case for Developing America’s
Talent (U.S. Department of Education, 1993). Just like the Marland report,
this one presented a multidimensional conception of giftedness and reiter-
ated the shortcomings of gifted education in America. Secretary of Educa-
tion Richard Riley described the state of gifted education as the “quiet crisis”
and remarked, “youngsters with gifts and talents that range from mathemat-
ical to musical are still not challenged to work to their full potential. Our ne-
glect of these students makes it impossible for Americans to compete in a
global economy demanding their skills” (p. iii).

MODERN CONCEPTIONS OF GIFTEDNESS

The Marland and National Excellence reports brought attention to the idea
that gifted education in America may not be achieving its intended purposes.
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This has led to the proliferation of new conceptions of giftedness and research
over the past 25 years. However, just as there is great diversity among defini-
tions of intelligence (Sternberg, 2000a, 2004a; Sternberg & Detterman,
1986), so is there much variation among modern conceptions of giftedness.

Some modern researchers have gone so far as to argue that the concep-
tion of gifted should be dropped altogether. According to Borland (2005),
“The concept of the gifted child is logically, pragmatically, and—with re-
spect to the consequences of its application in American education—mor-
ally untenable.” He bases this conclusion on a few premises. First, he argues
that the construct of the gifted child is a social construct of questionable va-
lidity, which is not supported empirically or logically. Borland’s second
premise is that current pull-out methods for gifted students have proven
largely ineffective. His third premise is that the practice of gifted education
has demonstrated unfortunate social and moral consequences. To address
these issues, Borland advocates for a paradigm shift in gifted education in
which the construct of gifted children is eliminated and students receive dif-
ferentiated curriculum and instruction according to their demonstrated
ability level. Hence, he argues for gifted education without gifted children.
Along similar lines, Robinson (2005) feels that “the term gifted and the term
talented has outlived its usefulness” because there is “little to no consensus
about what constitutes these concepts.”

Even so, there is some common ground in that most modern researchers
believe in a conception of giftedness and have attempted to define the con-
struct. In the following sections, we summarize eight conceptions of
giftedness, presented chronologically, that have significantly influenced
(and continue to influence) gifted education in the United States. This list
is by no means meant to be exhaustive (see Sternberg & Davidson, 2005, for
a more comprehensive listing).

Psychometric, Hierarchical Theories of Cognitive Abilities

Further analyses of intelligence test correlation matrices suggested that the
early theorizing of both Spearman and Thurstone were partly right but also
partly wrong. Because all mental ability tests correlate positively, factor
analysis always yields a general factor. Even though this seems to support
Spearman’s view, in any large test battery there will be clusters of subtests
that correlate more highly with one another than they do with other clus-
ters. Therefore, Thurstone’s group factors will also be found. The resulting
compromise produced hierarchical theories of intelligence, which took into
account the importance of both general and group factors. Two hierarchical
theories that have had the most influence on modern intelligence tests are
the Cattell-Horn model and Carroll’s theory of cognitive abilities. Each one
will be discussed in turn.
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Early versions of the Cattell-Horn gf-gc theory proposed that general in-
telligence has two major parts: fluid intelligence (gf) and crystallized intelli-
gence (gc) (Horn & Cattell, 1966). Fluid intelligence is thought to be de-
pendent on the efficient functioning of the central nervous system, rather
than on prior experience and cultural context. Crystallized intelligence, on
the other hand, is thought to be more dependent on experience and cultural
context. The gf-gc hierarchical model is a two-stratum model in which these
two broad second-order factors make up the top stratum and more than 40
(including Thurstone’s primary mental abilities) first-order factors make up
the bottom stratum. The theory has more recently been expanded (Horn,
1994) to incorporate additional second-order factors. Among the list of ad-
ditional second order factors are visual thinking (gv), auditory thinking (ga),
and speed (gs).

The most recent hierarchical model of intelligence and the one that has
arguably been the most widely accepted is Carroll’s three-stratum theory
(Carroll, 1993). Carroll proposed this model after an extensive analysis of
more than 460 data sets from the psychometric literature. This model differs
from that of the Cattell-Horn model in that it posits the need for a third stra-
tum. Carroll places g at the top, in Stratum III. The middle stratum consists
of eight broad abilities that are similar to the second-order factors in gf-gc
theory. They include (in order of decreasing relatedness to g) fluid intelli-
gence, crystallized intelligence, general memory and learning, broad visual
perception, broad auditory perception, broad retrieval ability, broad cogni-
tive speediness, and processing speed. Stratum I consists of highly specific
abilities, some of which represent Thurstone’s primary mental abilities.
Therefore, Stratum I reflects highly specialized skills, Stratum II reflects
somewhat specialized abilities that occur in broad domains of intelligent be-
havior, and Stratum III has only one ability, g, that underlies all aspects of
intellectual activity.

Recently, Carroll’s model and the Horn-Cattell model have been synthe-
sized into the Cattell-Horn-Carroll (CHC) theory (Flanagan & Harrison,
2005). Even though the CHC model still incorporates a g factor, its main
emphasis is on the measurement of middle stratum factors. The CHC theory
has been influential in the development of the fifth edition of the Stan-
ford-Binet (Roid & Barram, 2004), the second edition of the Kaufman As-
sessment Battery for Children (KABC-II; Kaufman, Lichtenberger,
Fletcher-Janzen, & Kaufman, 2005), and the third edition of the Wood-
cock-Johnson Cognitive Abilities Assessment (WJ III; Mather, Wendling,
& Woodcock, 2001).

Because hierarchical theories of intelligence view all of the different as-
pects of intelligence as being related to a common g, they are the most do-
main-general of all contemporary models of giftedness. In addition, they in-
corporate a vast number of factor-analytic results. As a result, they have en-
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dured the longest and probably are the most valid. (Reasons for the
popularity of the intelligence models of giftedness are further discussed in
“Implications and Issues” section later in this chapter.) However, it must be
noted that these models are intended to represent the factor-analytic struc-
ture of human intelligence, not of giftedness. Therefore, they do not specifi-
cally address the additional factors, such as creativity, motivation, and
environment that other contemporary theories of giftedness address.

Julian Stanley’s MVT:D4 Model of Giftedness

Professor Julian Stanley’s experiences with precocious youth led him to es-
tablish the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (SMPY) at John
Hopkins University in 1971. The purpose of SMPY is to identify youths with
precocious math ability and to help find the educational resources they need
to achieve their full potential. The success of SMPY has led to similar pro-
grams geared toward students who exhibit exceptional verbal, spatial, and
mechanical reasoning as well as other specific abilities (McGin, 1976; Shea,
Lubinski, & Benbow, 2001; Stanley, 1994).

The talent search was expanded in 1979, when a special center at John
Hopkins was created—the Center for Talented Youth (CTY). CTY started
by offering the SAT to seventh graders nationwide, and as a result of the tre-
mendous success and popularity of the program, today approximately
85,000 second through eighth graders throughout the world participate in
the talent-search program annually (Barnett & Juhasz, 2001).

As a result of all this work, Julian Stanley formulated the MVT:D4 model
of giftedness, which stands for building on Mathematical and/or Verbal Tal-
ent through Discovery, Description, Development, and Dissemination
(Brody & Stanley, 2005). The Discovery stage refers to the identification of
talent through annual searches. The Description stage refers to the assess-
ment of individual characteristics that help to evaluate programmatic inter-
ventions. The Development stage refers to providing gifted students with
the programs that will allow them to develop their potential more fully. This
has so far taken the form of challenging summer courses and distance learn-
ing. The Dissemination stage refers to sharing the principles, practices, and
research results by means of publications, consultations with schools, and
e-mail correspondence.

This conception of giftedness focuses on specific areas of aptitude and the
needs of those who are precocious in those areas through the accelerating of
subject matter. Therefore, Stanley’s work has made an important contribu-
tion by allowing precocious children to receive the resources they require to
progress at an advanced rate. Like the hierarchical modelers, Stanley does
not include additional factors such as creativity that may lead to giftedness,
nor does he see them as necessary. In his view, true creative production can
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only come about after a significant amount of content has been mastered. In
fact, Stanley chooses to avoid the word gifted in favor of precocious. There-
fore, Stanley’s work is limited to developing one important aspect of
giftedness—childhood or schoolhouse giftedness.

Joseph Renzulli’s Three-Ring Definition

Joseph Renzulli’s three-ring definition views giftedness as something that
develops in certain people, at certain times, and under certain circum-
stances. This view of giftedness is very similar to Binet’s original conceptual-
ization of intelligence (see section titled “Origins of Modern American
Conceptions of Giftedness” earlier in this chapter).

Renzulli (2005) defines two types of giftedness: schoolhouse giftedness
and creative-productive giftedness. Schoolhouse giftedness is test-taking or
lesson-learning giftedness and is the form of giftedness most often empha-
sized in school. According to Renzulli, because scores on IQ tests and other
measures of cognitive ability account for only a limited proportion of the
common variance with school grades and real-world creative productivity, it
is necessary to posit a creative-productive form of giftedness. Creative-pro-
ductive giftedness differs from schoolhouse giftedness. Those who display
creative-productive giftedness are excellent producers of knowledge,
whereas those high in schoolhouse giftedness are superior consumers of
knowledge. According to Renzulli, “History tells us it has been the creative
and productive people of the world, the producers rather than consumers of
knowledge, the reconstructionists of thought in all areas of human en-
deavor, who have become recognized as ‘truly gifted’ individuals. History
does not remember persons who merely scored well on IQ tests” (Renzulli,
2005, p. 256).

Like Stanley, Renzulli reserves calling a child gifted until the child actu-
ally displays superior performance in a field. Also like Stanley, he believes
that traditional achievement is a necessary but not sufficient condition for
creative production. However, whereas Stanley focuses on developing
schoolhouse giftedness, Renzulli has chosen instead to focus also on the
traits that define creative-producers. By focusing on the development of
creative-productive giftedness, Renzulli aims to increase the chances that
more students will become creative in a way that will have an impact on
others and cause a change in the real world.

Based on his distinction between the two types of giftedness, Renzulli
proposed the three-ring definition, which asserts that the creative-produc-
tive gifted individual possess three interactive clusters of traits:
well-above-average ability, creativity, and task commitment. According to
Renzulli, each cluster plays an important role in the development of gifted
behaviors. Well-above-average ability is defined by Renzulli as either gen-
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eral ability that can be applied across all domains or specific ability, which
consists of the ability to perform at a high level within a specific domain.
Renzulli defines above-average ability as that possessed by those individuals
performing in the top 15–20% of any domain. This view differs from the tra-
ditional view of giftedness as comprising those scoring in the top 3–5% on a
standardized measure of intelligence (i.e., Marland, 1972).

Renzulli’s model benefits from its inclusion of multiple interacting factors
and the broadening of criteria used in selection of gifted students. However,
the model does have some notable limitations. First, Renzulli first proposed
the three aspects of giftedness based on data from accomplished adults
(Renzulli, 1978). Renzulli has been criticized for not demonstrating correla-
tions between these later-life achievements and the traits or experiences of
children with various levels of IQ (Delisle, 2003). Another criticism of the
model is that motivation, task commitment, and creativity should be sec-
ondary considerations because they are not part of giftedness but rather are
born out of the talent-development process (VanTassel-Baska, 2005). A re-
sponse to various criticisms can be found in a recent issue of Journal for the
Education of the Gifted (Renzulli, 1999).

Howard Gardner’s Model of Multiple Intelligences

In 1983, Howard Gardner published his first edition of Frames of Mind, which
became extremely popular among some educators. This and subsequent edi-
tions of his book (Gardner, 1983, 1993, 1999) described the multiple
intelligences model of intellectual ability, which stressed the need for educa-
tors and psychologists to broaden their definitions of human intelligence.

Gardner defined intelligence as “an ability or set of abilities that permit an in-
dividual to solve problems or fashion products that are of consequence in a par-
ticular cultural setting” (Ramos-Ford & Gardner, 1997, p. 55). He based his
conclusions on a selective analysis of the research literature using eight criteria:

1. Potential isolation by brain damage
2. Theexistenceof idiot savants,prodigies, andotherexceptional individuals
3. An identifiable core operation or set of operations
4. A distinctive development history
5. An evolutionary history and evolutionary plausibility
6. Support from experimental psychological tasks
7. Support from psychometric findings
8. Susceptibility to encoding in a symbol system

Gardner concluded that there were eight separate intelligences.
The eight intelligences he proposed are linguistic, logical-mathematical,

spatial, musical, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, and natu-
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ralist. Additional intelligences are currently being considered, such as exis-
tential intelligence.

Howard Gardner’s theory is largely domain specific in the sense that
Gardner highlights certain domains in which each of his intelligences is
most important. However, his theory also has a domain general component
because many of his intelligences can apply to a variety of different domains
and in different combinations (Connell, Sheridan, & Gardner, 2003).

Even though Gardner’s theory has had an important influence in the
broadening of educators’ views of intelligence, various criticisms have been
proposed. First, there currently exists no published empirical test of the theory
as a whole. Second, the intelligences that Gardner proposes are based on se-
lective literature that supports his hypothesis. Also, the literature he used is
distinctly different from the psychometric literature, which was specifically
designed to test psychometric theories of intelligence. Third, even though as-
sessments exist to test the various intelligences (e.g., Gardner, Feldman, &
Krechevsky, 1998), they have not proven to be psychometrically valid. There
is some evidence to suggest, however, that they are of acceptable reliability
(Plucker, Callahan, & Tomchin, 1996). Without valid tests though, it is diffi-
cult to evaluate the success of interventions. Lastly, it is not clear that the dif-
ferent intelligences are truly separate from one another and that each serves
an independent adaptive function.

Abraham Tannenbaum’s Psychosocial Definition

Abraham Tannenbaum proposed a psychosocial definition that synthesizes
a large amount of literature on the contributing factors linking the promise
to the fulfillment of giftedness. In presenting his psychosocial definition of
giftedness, Tannenbaum made a clear distinction between child precocity
and adult giftedness (Tannenbaum, 1986). He argues that children cannot
be evaluated on universal criteria of giftedness (such as that judged by an
adult expert in a field) but must only be compared with others of their age.
According to Tannenbaum, early schooling is reservedly for consuming
knowledge, whereas producing knowledge comes later in a person’s growth
cycle.

For the student with great potential to become a producer of knowledge,
his or her internal qualities need to interact with external conditions.
Tannenbaum proposed five psychological and social links between promise
and fulfillment. They are superior intelligence, exceptional special apti-
tudes, nonintellective facilitators, environmental influences, and chance,
or luck. These five factors are posited to interact to produce high levels of
productivity, and all are necessary to become truly outstanding.
Tannenbaum also notes that specific areas of excellence vary in the extent to
which each of the five factors is important.
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Tannenbaum’s theory is helpful in synthesizing a large amount of litera-
ture to further clarify the factors linking childhood and adulthood
giftedness. The theory is purely theoretical, however, and no efforts have
been made to test the theory as a whole.

Françoys Gagné’s Differentiated Model of Gifted and Talented

Françoys Gagné noted that the words gifted and talented are often used inter-
changeably (i.e., Marland, 1972) in the field of gifted education. He uses the
idea that the two words have independent meanings as a basis for his differen-
tiated model of gifted and talented (DMGT). The DMGT is developmental
in nature. It posits that talent development corresponds to the transformation
of outstanding natural gifts into the skills characteristic of a particular occupa-
tional field (Gagné, 2005). Gagné argues that giftedness (or aptitudes) can be
described as natural ability in a particular domain, whereas talent (or achieve-
ment) is systematically developed skills in a particular talent field (Gagné,
1999). According to the model, natural abilities or aptitudes act as the raw
material, or the constituent elements of talents (Gagné, 1993). Gagné posits
that those who belong to approximately the top 10% of the relevant reference
group in terms of aptitudes (for giftedness) or achievement (for talent) merit
the label gifted or talented. Gagné also stresses the importance of identifying
different levels of giftedness, pointing to the research showing that extraordi-
narily gifted children (children in the top 0.001% of the population) have dif-
ferent needs than mildly gifted children (those in the top 10% of the
population). This is in line with the early research by Hollingworth (1929,
1942), showing the differences between mildly and extraordinary gifted stu-
dents as measured by the Stanford Binet (see section titled “Origins of Mod-
ern American Conceptions of Giftedness” earlier in this chapter ).

On the giftedness side of the model, Gagné defines four aptitudes that
have a clear genetic substratum and can be observed in every task children
are confronted with in school because environment and learning have not
exerted much influence on them yet. These aptitudes are intellectual, cre-
ative, socioaffective, and sensorimotor. On the talents side are systemati-
cally developed skills such as academics, leisure, technology, arts, social ac-
tion, business, technology, and athletics.

During the course of the development of gifts into talents, the DMGT
consists of four components that help represent the talent-development
process. These include four catalysts: intrapersonal catalysts, environmen-
tal catalysts, chance, and learning/practice. Catalysts are defined as ele-
ments that contribute to the final gifted product. They also vary in the de-
gree to which they make a positive or negative contribution to the final
product and make a causal impact on the developmental process.

Intrapersonal catalysts include six parallel subcomponents: physical char-
acteristics, motivation, volition, self-management, personality, and self-man-
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agement (Gagné, 2003). Environmental catalysts exert their positive or nega-
tive impact in many different ways. The DMGT makes a distinction between
four distinct environmental inputs. They include the milieu, persons, provi-
sions, and events. Chance factors are included in the DMGT as an important
catalyst for talent development. For instance, chance manifests itself in the
socioeconomic environment in which children are born, the quality of
parenting they receive, or in the transmission of hereditary characteristics.

Learning and practice have to do with the strong relationship between
the traditional definition of expertise (Ericsson, 1996) and the DMGT’s
conception of talent. Learning and practice are posited to take four different
forms: maturation, informal learning, formal noninstitutional learning, and
formal institutional learning (Gagné, 2005).

The DMGT makes a strong contribution to the field of gifted education
for a number of reasons. First, it helps clarify the definitions of giftedness and
talent, two terms that have often been used synonymously in the field. Sec-
ond, the model incorporates a great number of factors that serve as catalysts
in the development of talents from gifts.

As is the case with any theory of giftedness that incorporates many factors
and a large literature, the theory is not without its critics. Some researchers
have criticized the model as being an oversimplification. Simonton (2004)
points to the need for the model to incorporate the literature on how factors,
components, and processes change over time. Other researchers have ob-
served the complexities in distinguishing between natural abilities and sys-
tematically developed skills (Baer & Kaufman, 2004; Dai, 2004; Porath,
2004), even suggesting that for all practical purposes, talent and giftedness
indeed are equivalent (Guenther, 2004). A third major criticism is that the
prevalence estimates proposed by the theory seem arbitrary (Baer &
Kaufman, 2004; Feldhusen, 2004). A fourth major criticism is that the abso-
lutist conception of giftedness should be replaced with a more relativistic
conception. According to Porath (2004), Gagné emphasizes an absolutist
conception of giftedness in which a child is either gifted or not gifted. This is
in contrast to a relativistic conception of giftedness, in which the question is
not “Is the child gifted?” but rather “Is there an appropriate match between
the child and the programme, and if not, what needs to be done to make the
program appropriate?”. Note the similarity in thinking between Porath and
Borland. Borland, however, takes things one step further by suggesting the
need to do away with a conception of giftedness altogether, presumably be-
cause any conception of giftedness will be an absolutist one.

David Feldman’s Developmentalist Position

Through his studies of prodigies, David Henry Feldman has decided that
creativity is an important aspect of giftedness and is best studied through a
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multidimensional, interactive, and developmental perspective. Creative ac-
complishment, after all, is nothing if not a developmental shift, a significant
reorganization of knowledge and understanding, which can lead to changes
in product, ideas, beliefs, and technologies. Creativity is a quintessentially
developmental matter (Feldman, 2000).

Feldman noted that the scope of creativity research is exceptionally
broad and proposed seven dimensions of development that all contribute to
the development of giftedness: cognitive processes, social/emotional pro-
cesses, family aspects (i.e., birth order and gender), education and prepara-
tion (informal and formal), characteristics of the domain and field, so-
cial/cultural contextual aspects, and historical forces, events, and trends
(Feldman, 2000). This is more of a position than a complete testable theory.
Nevertheless, Feldman’s extensive review of the developmental and cre-
ativity literature makes a significant contribution to the field of giftedness.

Sternberg’s WICS Model of Giftedness

One of the most active research centers on giftedness in the United States is
that of the PACE (Psychology of Abilities, Competencies, and Expertise)
Center, directed by Robert Sternberg. The model underlying the PACE
Center’s research on gifted education is the WICS model (Sternberg, 2003).
The WICS theory is domain general in nature, in that the aspects are not
tied to a particular domain, but are thought to cut across many different do-
mains of learning.

According to the WICS model of giftedness, (w)isdom, (i)ntelligence,
and (c)reativity are all necessary components but need to be (s)ynthesized
to achieve giftedness. Sternberg argues that without these three attributes,
someone can be a decent contributor to society, but never a great one
(Sternberg, 2003, 2005).

The first component, wisdom, is defined as the application of intelligence
and creativity as mediated by values toward the achievement of a common
good through a balance among (a) intrapersonal, (b) interpersonal, and (c)
extrapersonal interests, over the (a) short and (b) long terms, to achieve a
balance among (a) adaptation to existing environments, (b) shaping of ex-
isting environments, and (c) selection of new environments (Sternberg,
2005). According to Sternberg, the wise individual must balance various
self-interests (intrapersonal) with the interests of others (interpersonal) and
of other aspects of the context in which one lives (extrapersonal). Note here
the similarity to Kohlberg’s (1969) fifth stage of moral reasoning, in which
the individual’s moral decision is based on what results in the greatest good
for the greatest number of people. Without wisdom, Sternberg believes the
gifted individual may apply his or her intelligence to achieve wholly selfish
ends. To be fully worthy of the label gifted, the individual needs to seek out-
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comes that achieve the common good. However, individuals can be gifted in
any one or two of the three components, or even in the three but without
being able adequately to synthesize them.

Tannenbaum (2000a) also recognized that the gifted individual can use
his or her talents for good or evil. Like Sternberg, he argues for the need to
teach moral reasoning to schoolchildren and encourages gifted children,
when they become adults, to use their talents for the good of society.
Tannenbaum uses the term rogue’s gallery to describe people such as Adolph
Hitler and Joseph Stalin, who achieved greatness while living evil lives. He
emphasizes the importance for students of learning about these people and
remembering them in infamy for the rest of their lives.

The second component, intelligence, is based on the theory of successful
intelligence, according to which intelligence is defined as the ability to
achieve success in life by capitalizing on strengths and correcting or com-
pensating for weaknesses to adapt to, shape, and select environments
through a balance of analytical, creative, and practical abilities (Sternberg,
1985, 1997, 2000b, 2002). Analytical intelligence is required to solve prob-
lems and to judge the quality of ideas. Creative intelligence is required to
formulate good problems and solutions. Practical intelligence is needed to
use the ideas and analysis in an effective way in one’s everyday life.

The third component of the WICS model, creativity, is based on the in-
vestment theory of creativity, which views creativity largely as a decision
(Sternberg, 2003; Sternberg & Lubart, 1995, 1996). Creative individuals
generate ideas that are initially undervalued and may be rejected by the pub-
lic. After convincing other people of an idea’s value, the creative person will
then sell high by leaving the idea to others and moving on to another idea.
Also, because creativity is viewed largely as a decision, strategies to develop
creativity have been proposed (Sternberg & Grigorenko, 2000). The list of
strategies includes (but is not limited to) redefinition of problems, question-
ing of assumptions, willingness to surmount obstacles, willingness to take
sensible risks, tolerance of ambiguity, and self-efficacy.

The different components of the WICS model have been studied in a
number of educational and cultural settings, with promising results. Even
though research into the wisdom component is relatively recent (Sternberg,
1998), the most extensively researched component is the successful-intelli-
gence component, which shows particular promise in the identification and
education of gifted students, even minority students and those coming from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds (see “Implications and Issues” section).

The WICS model has received various criticisms (see Sternberg, 2004b,
for a response to these criticisms). One criticism is that the WICS model
does not address the relationship between creativity and psychiatric disor-
ders (Dai, 2003; Kaufman & Baer, 2003). Another criticism is that the
WICS model doesn’t specify prediction of all aspects of all kinds of
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giftedness, such as elite athleticism (Baker & Cote, 2003). Another criti-
cism is that the WICS model does not provide a readily purchasable detailed
assessment procedure for identifying or instructing gifted children
(Feldhusen, 2003; Heller, 2003). Last, the construct of wisdom has been
called overloaded and heterogeneously operationalized (Heller, 2003).

IMPLICATIONS AND ISSUES

The history of gifted education as well as modern conceptions of giftedness
all have important implications for how business is currently conducted in
the schools in the United States. Most of the implications are represented by
various issues that have been a hot topic of discussion and debate through-
out the history of gifted education. Some of these issues remain even today.
Four such highly interrelated issues are discussed in the following sections.

Childhood and Adulthood Giftedness

Doing easily what others find difficult is talent; doing what is impossible for
talent is genius.—Henri-Frédéric Amiel

Twenty years ago, Siegler and Kotovsky (1986) noted the division be-
tween research conducted on gifted children and research conducted on
gifted adults. Today, discussions still ensue regarding the notable differences
observed between childhood and adulthood giftedness, also conceptualized
as the difference between giftedness and genius (e.g., Jensen, 1996;
Simonton, 2000).

Most contemporary models of giftedness explicitly take into account the
division between childhood giftedness and adulthood giftedness. Renzulli
distinguishes between schoolhouse giftedness (which is obviously most im-
portant during the grade-school years) and creative-productive giftedness
(which is most important for adult, real-world achievement). Tannenbaum
notes the distinction between those who are consumers of knowledge (such
as schoolchildren) and those who are producers of knowledge (such as gifted
adults). Gagné makes the distinction between giftedness (which can be con-
ceptualized as childhood potential) and talent (which may be conceptual-
ized as adulthood achievement). Even Sternberg’s theory of successful intel-
ligence differentiates between analytical intelligence (the type of intelli-
gence valued most highly in a school setting), on the one hand, and the
combination of analytical, creative, and practical intelligence, on the other.
The last of these is postulated to be required for success in the real world.

Even though most contemporary giftedness researchers at least acknowl-
edge the difference between the two types of giftedness, there is a bit of dis-
agreement along a few lines that muddy the water in the field. One line of

392 KAUFMAN AND STERNBERG



disagreement is whether giftedness is childhood potential, adulthood
achievement, both, or neither. Researchers such as Sternberg and Feldman
view creativity as adult achievement. Sternberg does not believe that some-
one is fully worthy of the label gifted unless he or she synthesizes wisdom, in-
telligence, and creativity. Because these three abilities probably do not fully
develop until adulthood, Sternberg’s theory seems to view giftedness as
achievement. Indeed, Sternberg believes that all abilities are achievements,
at some level. To Feldman, creativity is part and parcel of giftedness, and
therefore truly gifted behavior is that which fundamentally reorganizes a
field. On the side of potential are researchers such as Gagné, who explicitly
defines giftedness as the potential, provided by genes, to master talents. Re-
searchers such as Renzulli acknowledge the importance of both school-
house and creative-productive giftedness. Last, researchers such as Stanley
have decided to abandon the label of giftedness entirely and to replace it
instead with the notion of precocious youth.

Another line of disagreement is how, exactly, the childhood and adult-
hood giftedness pie is divided. Not all researchers who study talent develop-
ment cut up the pie in the same way. Researchers such as Renzulli, Gagné,
and Tannenbaum essentially make a two-way distinction between those
with potential and those who are achieving at a very high level. They are in-
terested in the factors linking one to the other. Other researchers have de-
cided to cut up the talent development pie into more pieces. Subotnik and
Jarvin (2005) view giftedness as consisting of three stages—two stages of
childhood giftedness and one stage of adulthood giftedness. The first stage
consists of the transformation of ability into competence in a domain. The
middle stage involves older school-aged children who have demonstrated
precocious achievement of expertise. Their last stage consists of scholarly
productivity or artistic contribution and is the stage potentially achieved by
adults performing in a domain that is judged by universal standards of excel-
lence. Cross and Coleman (2005) also cut up the childhood pie into two
pieces—an earlier childhood stage consisting of potential and a later
childhood stage consisting of achievement.

Whether childhood giftedness is divided into separate stages or not has
important implications for identification. That intelligence test results are
relatively stable has often been used as a reason why students are rarely re-
tested over the course of their schooling. Oftentimes, the scores children re-
ceive on an intelligence test when they are just starting school determine
whether or not they will receive gifted education support throughout their
entire 12 years of schooling. However, the talent development research that
divides childhood giftedness into two stages brings with it the implication
that children should be continually reassessed through their school years.
Perhaps the criteria for entrance into a gifted education program at one age
are not appropriate criteria for an older age. If further research supports the
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need to differentiate different stages in the development of talent during the
childhood years, then the criteria that may be valid for entrance into a gifted
education program during the elementary and middle school years (e.g., re-
sults of a standardized intelligence test) may have to be different from the
criteria that are required for entry into gifted education during high school,
where actual achievement may have to take priority over ability.

Childhood giftedness and adulthood giftedness are judged by a different
set of criteria. Context is the key to this distinction. Childhood giftedness is
associated with high performance relative to other students of the same age.
This performance can take the form of either a test of potential at a young
age or a test measuring acquired knowledge in the classroom at a later school
age. Adulthood giftedness is often judged by universal standards in a field.
Once an individual leaves school, a high score on a standardized intelli-
gence test or the ability to learn at a faster rate may increase an individual’s
chances of achieving eminence in a particular field, but it is not enough in it-
self to achieve adulthood giftedness status. For the child in a school context,
however, it is enough to be classified as a gifted child.

The field needs a few things to improve our understanding of both types
of giftedness and how one develops into the other. First, researchers should
be clearer about what type of giftedness they are referring to. Second, re-
searchers should be clearer as to what type of achievement they are referring
to. Not all achievement is alike. In school, achievement is more closely asso-
ciated with students’ demonstrating their high expertise base in reference to
a particular subject. In the real world, achievement is more closely associ-
ated with adults applying their expertise base in novel ways that are useful to
society (a term that also requires a more precise definition!). Both types of
giftedness are important. However, it will be beneficial to the field if it is ac-
knowledged that initially demonstrated potential can take the form of high
performance on a standardized measure of intelligence or a school achieve-
ment test. Both are important, but at the same time both are fundamentally
different from what is often thought of as adult accomplishment.

The Identification of Gifted Students

Here’s the reality: In the United States, standardized tests of intelligence are
still the dominant criterion used for acceptance into gifted programs at the
grade-school level (Abeel et al., 1994; Feldhusen & Jarwan, 2000;
Tannenbaum, 1986). In fact, several states still prescribe a minimum score
on an intelligence test to be eligible for funding (U.S. Department of Educa-
tion, 1993). This reality has sparked considerable criticism, from psycholo-
gists to the public at large. The reliance on standardized tests of intelligence
has important implications for how giftedness is defined and nurtured.
Therefore, it is important to take a critical look at why the situation is the
way it is.
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First, measures of IQ are among the best predictors of academic achieve-
ment (Jensen, 1998; Walberg, 1984) and work performance (Gottfredson,
1997; Schmidt & Hunter, 1998, 2004) that are widely available. Therefore,
when it comes to predicting childhood giftedness, IQ tests are potentially
valuable. After all, standardized tests of intelligence measure at least some
aspect of intelligence reasonably well, and intelligence is an important con-
tributing factor to childhood and adult giftedness. Also, to the extent that
certain real-world jobs require the same skills that are learned in school,
there will be a high correlation between intelligence test results and work
performance. Note, however, that the extant research generally links IQ to
work performance, not eminence or creative productivity. In some fields of
endeavor, a particularly high IQ may actually be detrimental. One particular
mathematical model predicted that for those areas of accomplishment
where a person must appeal to the masses (such as in leadership roles), the
functional relation between IQ and effectiveness is curvilinear, with a
maximum point around 119 (Simonton, 1985).

This poses a problem for contemporary definitions of giftedness that in-
clude an adulthood giftedness component. Clearly, adulthood giftedness in-
cludes more than just intelligence as measured by conventional tests. Intel-
ligence plays a much more prominent role in school because school is a more
restricted environment, one in which students with high intelligence can of-
ten do well on tests and achieve high grades without simultaneously display-
ing high creativity or even particularly high motivation for the subject.

To be sure, the original intelligence test constructors only intended on
measuring childhood giftedness. Terman essentially adapted Binet’s test of
intelligence, which was formulated with the intention of finding students
who would not benefit from normal education. Even though Terman practi-
cally equated high IQ with adulthood as well as childhood giftedness, the
evidence from his own longitudinal study did not support this notion. Not
every intellectually gifted child grew up to be an eminent adult, and differ-
ences in IQ could not discriminate between those who were successful and
those who failed to realize their potential (Terman & Oden, 1959).

However, this makes the issue no less thorny. Even though most contem-
porary giftedness researchers emphasize the importance of looking beyond
IQ for understanding the nature of giftedness, there are at least two probable
reasons why educators still rely so heavily on the IQ measure. First, the ma-
jority of modern intelligence tests are based at least in part on the CHC the-
ory, which has gained wide acceptance by psychometrically oriented intelli-
gence researchers. This is in contrast to theories of giftedness, which differ
remarkably along the actual dimensions that comprise giftedness. Are
nonintellectucal factors important? Is creativity important? Does an indi-
vidual need to be wise to be gifted? Educators undoubtedly find it easier to
administer a test based on a theory that is backed by years of factor-analytic
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research rather than to have to pick and choose among the many contrast-
ing theories of giftedness. Another reason is simply that tests based on
alternative assessments of giftedness are not plentiful.

With all this said, it is important to emphasize a few things. Theories of
giftedness that do not have available measuring instruments are nonethe-
less quite useful. If anything, contemporary research suggests the need for
factors other than a high IQ for adulthood giftedness. Researchers of
giftedness and even contemporary researchers of intelligence understand
this. There is an increasing need, however, for educators to fully understand
it. Often educators rely strongly on an IQ score for identification into gifted
programs because they do not have a full understanding of what information
really should and should not be gleaned from an IQ score. It is also impor-
tant for educators to not lose sight of the ultimate goal of education. Making
the honor roll may be the ultimate goal in school, but it certainly shouldn’t
be the ultimate goal in life. The purpose of education is to prepare students
for life after school. Even though the IQ score is an excellent predictor of
schoolhouse giftedness, other factors are clearly going to be necessary to
achieve eminence in the real world. Educators who lose sight of this impor-
tant fact are doing an injustice to students who show childhood giftedness as
well as those who do not show childhood giftedness.’

Linking Theory to Practice

As mentioned earlier, not all contemporary researchers of giftedness have
attempted to test their theories empirically, let alone to develop educational
interventions based on their theories. If educators are ever going to include
measures of giftedness other than IQ and school achievement, they will
need more than just a theory to work with. The research programs of Stern-
berg, Stanley, and Renzulli are some of the most active approaches (see
VanTassel-Baska, 2000, for a more complete listing) to putting the theories
into practice and therefore deserve at least to be briefly mentioned.

Successful Intelligence Model. In one study, high school students
were identified by their schools as gifted and were invited to participate in a
summer program at Yale University (Sternberg, Grigorenko, Ferrari, &
Clinkenbeard, 1999). Students completed a pretest that measured analyti-
cal, creative, and practical abilities (Sternberg, 1993), based on the theory of
successful intelligence. Based on their pretest performance, the students
were then classified into five groups. The first three groups comprised those
students who were high in one of the three aspects of intelligence (analyti-
cal, creative, and practical, respectively). The fourth group comprised those
who were high in all three aspects (they scored above the group average for
all three abilities), and the fifth group consisted of those who scored at or be-
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low the average in all three aspects. The summer program lasted 4 weeks and
consisted of a common lecture during the day, with an afternoon discussion
section that emphasized analytical, creative, or practical thinking. All stu-
dents attended the same lecture during the day but were randomly assigned
to the discussion section. Using such a design, some students happened to be
matched to their strength, whereas others were not. All students were as-
sessed for analytical, creative, or practical achievement by way of two assign-
ments, a final project, and a midterm and final.

Several relevant results came out of this study. First, all three ability tests
significantly predicted course performance. Also, students who were placed
into an instructional condition that matched their pattern of successful intel-
ligence abilities performed better than those who were poorly matched. An-
other finding was that by emphasizing all three skills, all three aspects of intel-
ligence were improved. For instance, those in the high-analytical condition
improved their creative and practical abilities, and those in the high-creative
and high-practical skill conditions improved their analytical abilities.

Also important for gifted education was the initial observation that stu-
dents in the high creative and high practical groups were more diverse in
terms of racial, ethnic, socioeconomic, and educational background than
were students in the high analytical group, suggesting that the measurement
of creative and practical abilities in gifted identification methods holds the
potential to create a more balanced group of students.

A recent study of more than 1,000 students at 15 different institutions
also found that inclusion of creative and practical ability tests in addition to
SAT scores, GPAs (grade point averages), and gender and socioeconomic
status information significantly and substantially increased prediction of
freshman grades (Sternberg & the Rainbow Project Team, in press).

Three-Ring Definition. Renzull i ’ s three -ring conception of
giftedness has served as the basis for a series of practical models (see Renzulli
& Reis, 1994, for a full description of the models as well as their research
findings). First, he put forward the enrichment triad programming model
(Renzulli, 1977) and the revolving door identification model (Renzulli,
Reis, & Smith, 1981).

The enrichment triad offers three types of enrichment experiences for
students. Type I enrichment involves general exploratory experiences for
students such as field trips and guest speakers. Type II enrichment includes
instructional methods and materials designed to promote the development
of thinking, feeling, research, communication, and methodological pro-
cesses. Type III enrichment is the most advanced level and allows the stu-
dents to participate in investigative activities and artistic production. Type
III was designed to allow gifted students to work at as advanced a
professional level as possible.
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Using a population of 1,162 students in Grades 1–6 in 11 school districts,
Reis and Renzulli (1982) examined several variables related to an identifica-
tion process based on the enrichment triad programming model and the re-
volving door identification model. Above-average ability students at each
grade level were divided into two groups: Group A consisted of students
scoring in the top 5% of standardized tests of intelligence and achievement;
Group B consisted of students who scored from 10 to 15 points below the top
5% on a standardized intelligence test or were rated highly by teachers using
the Scales for Rating the Behavioral Characteristics of Superior Students
(Renzulli, Smith, White, Callahan, & Hartman, 1976; Renzulli et al.,
2002). Both groups participated in all program activities.

The Student Product Assessment Form (SPAF) was used to compare the
quality of products from each group. The instrument provided ratings for eight
characteristics of product quality and seven factors relating to overall quality.

There was no significant difference between the two groups with respect to
the quality of students’ products. The results from this study supported the ef-
fectiveness of a model that focuses on creative productivity, in addition to
lending support to the three-ring conception of giftedness as comprising stu-
dents who represent larger proportions than the traditional top-5% approach.

In addition, questionnaires and interview were administered to assess
feelings about the program. Many classroom teachers reported that high in-
volvement in the program influenced their teaching practices in a positive
way. Also, the opinions of the parents of children who were placed into
gifted programs based on traditional criteria did not differ from the opinions
of parents of children who were selected under the expanded three-ring cri-
teria. Finally, special education teachers indicted their preference for the ex-
panded talent pool approach compared to the strict reliance on IQ scores.

In another study, Delisle and Renzulli (1982) found that nonintellective
factors were just as important for creative production as were intellectual
factors. This was also supported by the work of Gubbins (1982), who showed
through stepwise multiple regression that above-average ability is a neces-
sary but not sufficient condition for high-level creative productivity. Also of
importance were factors such as task commitment, time commitment, as
well as student interest, which are factors that are directly related to
Renzulli’s model.

Most recently, Renzulli combined the enrichment triad model and the re-
volving door identification model with the schoolwide enrichment triad
model (SEM; Renzulli & Reis, 1985, 1997). A central aim of the SEM model
is to apply the general enrichment techniques that were used in the triad/re-
volving door identification model to help all students, not just those
identified as gifted.

The SEM model offers educators three service delivery components
(Renzulli & Reis, 1994). The first component is the total talent portfolio
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(TTP), which is used as a way of gathering and recording students’ abilities,
interests, and learning style preferences. The second component involves a
series of curriculum-modification techniques that are designed to assess
each student’s mastery of material, adjust the pace and level of required ma-
terial to accommodate variations in learning, and provide enrichment and
acceleration alternatives for students who master material at a faster rate.
The third component involves a set of strategies designed to promote active
engagement in learning.

The SEM model has been implemented in several hundred school dis-
tricts across the United States (Burns, 1998) and has demonstrated effec-
tiveness under widely differing socioeconomic levels and program organiza-
tion patterns (Olenchak, 1988; Olenchak & Renzulli, 1989). In addition,
more than 600 educators are trained on the model each summer at the
Universtity of Connecticut.’

MVT:D4 Model. As already discussed, Julian Stanley believes in focus-
ing attention on identifying students who are displaying high achievement
in a particular domain, with the aim of helping those individuals develop to
their full potential. He emphasizes the use of content-specific criterion-ref-
erenced measures for identification instead of standardized measures of in-
telligence that measure general reasoning abilities. Stanley’s view is that a
program for the gifted should achieve an optimal match between a student’s
cognitive ability and other characteristics and the educational program.

The SMPY program has developed the diagnostic testing-prescriptive in-
struction model, which gives high-achieving students pretests that diagnose
specific content that has not yet been mastered and structures a program to
teach only that content (Stanley, 2000). SMPY then counsels students to
help develop challenging individualized programs. This approach, which is
part of CTY’s Study of Exceptional Talent Program, helps students with high
math or verbal ability before the age of 13 years to find opportunities to ac-
celerate or supplement their regular school programs (Brody, 2004; Brody &
Blackburn, 1996). Interventions have taken the form of academic summer
programs, distance education, and extracurricular opportunities.

A series of longitudinal studies have been implemented to test the effec-
tiveness of Stanley’s model. Based on the results of these studies, Swiatek
(1993) concluded that acceleration is an educational option that is inex-
pensive to implement, requires little specialized training for teachers, and
can be used in most educational settings to meet the learning needs of many
gifted students. In addition, it was concluded that acceleration does little
harm to willing students academically or psychosocially, and may help gifted
individuals establish a foundation for advanced learning, maintain interest
and involvement in academic activities, and earn extra time that can be
used for the development of a career.
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In addition, a 50-year follow-up study (1972–2022) is in progress at Iowa
State University and includes over 6,000 students (Lubinski & Benbow,
1994). It is hopeful that the results of the longitudinal study will not only
help to validate Stanley’s model but will also increase our understanding of
the talent development process.

The Diversification of the United States

The recent Bush Administration report Minority Students in Special and
Gifted Education (Committee on Minority Representation in Special Educa-
tion, 2002) reports that African American, Hispanic American, and Native
American Indian students’ chances of identification for and inclusion in
gifted programming are well below the chances for the population as a
whole. The reason for this cannot be explained away by education. Miller’s
(2000) report on minority academic achievement patterns concluded that,
although parental education level predicts increases in standardized test
scores, large discrepancies still remain between majority and minority stu-
dent populations, even after controlling for parental educational levels.

With the increasing diversification of cultures in the United States,1 the
problem is only bound to get worse. In addition, these students and their
families bring their own conceptions of giftedness that are tied to their own
culture. The conception they bring may be quite different from the ones ap-
plied by American educators.

This is an increasing problem for gifted researchers in the United States,
but one in which there is promise. As the results of Sternberg and Renzulli
have demonstrated, a broader conception of giftedness (one that doesn’t
rely solely on standardized measures of intelligence) allows more minority
students to be identified as gifted. This research certainly does suggest that
because minority students perform lower on standardized tests of intelli-
gence, any giftedness program that focuses solely on standardized test scores
and academic achievement runs the risk of leaving out a large number of po-
tentially gifted minority students. Even though models of giftedness like
Sternberg’s and Renzulli’s help the problem, they do not solve it. Giftedness
researchers should continue research that may elucidate why minority stu-
dents score lower on standardized tests of intelligence. Such an understand-
ing will undoubtedly improve such tests as well as our understanding of how
different cultures’ conceptions of what it means to be gifted and intelligent
may affect how their students perform on American tests of intelligence.
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1 It may be interesting to note that the diversification of the United States in the first quarter of the
20th century was a major impetus for the large-scale application of standardized tests of intelligence in
American schools (see section “Origins of Modern American Conceptions of Giftedness” earlier in this
chapter). Today, it would seem that the resurgence of diversification in the United States will require a
difference methodology, at least insofar as identifying gifted and talented students from various cultural
backgrounds in concerned.



THE FUTURE OF GIFTED EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES

All four issues, childhood and adulthood giftedness, (the identification of
gifted students, the linking of theory to practice, and the diversification of
the United States are highly related to each other. The issues will not be re-
solved by rhetoric but by scientific research. Gifted education researchers
attempting to understand how childhood potential develops into adulthood
eminence will face continual demands empirically to test which factors are
more important than others, develop tests that measure the factors, and cre-
ate educational interventions to help foster the development of the factors.
The state of gifted education will gain much momentum once giftedness re-
searchers produce tests based on their theories that demonstrate validity, re-
liability, and objectivity, and which are inexpensive and identify a larger
cross-section of gifted students.

All of this may seem like a tall order for the next generation of researchers
of giftedness, but it is a goal that is well worth the fight. As the United States
enters a period of intense technological and scientific sophistication and in-
creased need for the contemplation of moral implications, finding gifted in-
dividuals with the drive, creativity, intelligence, and wisdom to handle such
sophistication and interact with the global world will be an increasing prior-
ity. Fortunately, there is much promise for the ways such gifted individuals
will be identified and nurtured.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank James C. Kaufman for helpful comments
and suggestions on an earlier draft. The senior author would also like to
thank his high school mentors, Joyce Acton and Mary Brown, and his un-
dergraduate mentor, Anne Fay, for permitting him to be gifted. Preparation
of this article was supported by a government grant under the Javits Act Pro-
gram (Grant No. R206R000001) as administered by the U.S. Institute of Ed-
ucational Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. Such support does not
imply acceptance or endorsement of the ideas presented in this article.

REFERENCES

Abeel, L. B., Callahan, C. M., & Hunsaker, S. L. (1994). The use of published instruments in the
identification of gifted students. Washington, DC: National Association for Gifted Children.

Baer, J., & Kaufman, J. C. (2004). Considering the DMGT: Something old, something new.
High Ability Studies, 15(2), 149–150.

Baker, J., & Cote, J. (2003). Resources and commitment as critical factors in the development
of ‘gifted’ athletes. High Ability Studies, 14(2), 139–140.

Barnett, L. B., & Juhasz, S. E. (2001). The Johns Hopkins University talent searches today.
Gifted and Talented International, 16, 96–99.

13. GIFTEDNESS IN THE EURO-AMERICAN CULTURE 401



Binet, A., & Simon, T. (1916). The development of intelligence in children. Baltimore: Williams
& Wilkins. (Original work published 1905)

Borland, J. (2005). Gifted education without gifted children: The case for no conception of
giftedness. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., pp.
1–20). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Brody, L. E. (2004). Meeting the diverse needs of gifted students through individualized edu-
cational plans. In D. Boothe & J. C. Stanley (Eds.), In the eyes of the beholder: Critical issues
for diversity in gifted education (pp. 129–138). Waco, TX: Prufrock Press.

Brody, L. E., & Blackburn, C. C. (1996). Nurturing exceptional talent: SET as a legacy of
SMPY. In C. P. Benbow & D. Lubinski (Eds.), Intellectual talent: Psychometric and social is-
sues (pp. 246–265). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press.

Brody, L. E., & Stanley, J. C. (2005). Youths who reason exceptionally well mathematically
and/or verbally: Using the MVT:D4 model to develop their talents. In R .J. Sternberg & J.
E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., pp. 20–38). New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Burns, D. E. (1998). SEM network directory. Storrs, CT: University of Connecticut, Neag Cen-
ter for Gifted Education and Talent Development.

Carroll, J. B. (1993). Human cognitive abilities: A survey of factor-analytic studies. New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Committee on Minority Representation in Special Education. (2002). Minority students in
special and gifted education. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Connell, M. W., Sheridan, K., & Gardner, H. (2003). On abilities and domains. In R. J. Stern-
berg & E. L. Grigorenko (Eds.), The psychology of abilities, competencies, and expertise (pp.
126–156). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Cross, T. L., & Coleman, L. J. (2005). School-based conception of giftedness. In R. J. Stern-
berg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., pp. 52–64). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Dai, D. Y. (2003). The making of the gifted: Implications of Sternberg’s WICS model of
giftedness. High Ability Studies, 14(2), 141–142.

Dai, D. Y. (2004). Why the transformation metaphor doesn’t work well: A comment on
Gagné’s DMGT model. High Ability Studies, 15(2), 159–161.

Deary, I. J., & Stough, C. (1996). Intelligence and inspection time: Achievements, prospects,
and problems. American Psychologist, 51(6), 599–608.

Delisle, J. R. (2003). To be or to do: Is a gifted child born or developed? Roeper Review, 26(1),
12–13.

Delisle, J. R., & Renzulli, J. S. (1982). The revolving door identification and programming
model: Correlates of creative production. Gifted Child Quarterly, 26, 89–95.

Detterman, D. K. (1994). Intelligence and the brain. In P. A. Vernon (Ed.), Handbook of the
neuropsychology of individual differences. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Ericsson, K. A. (Ed.). (1996). The road to expert performance: Empirical evidence from the arts
and sciences, sports, and games. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Feldhusen, J. F. (2003). Reaching for the stars in gifted education: A critique of the WICS
model. High Ability Studies, 14(2), 143.

Feldhusen, J. F. (2004). Transforming gifts into talent: The DMGT theoretical model-a re-
sponse. High Ability Studies, 15(2), 151–152.

Feldhusen, J. F., & Jarwan, F. A. (2000). Identification of gifted and talented youth for educa-
tional programs. In K. A. Heller, F. J. Mönks, R. J. Sternberg, & R. F. Subotnik (Eds.), Inter-
national handbook of giftedness and talent (pp. 271–282). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science.

Feldman, D. H. (2000). The development of creativity. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Handbook of
creativity (pp. 169–189). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Flanagan, D. P., & Harrison, P. L. (2005). Contemporary intellectual assessment: Theories, tests,
and issues (2nd ed.). New York: Guilford Press.

402 KAUFMAN AND STERNBERG



French, J. L. (Ed.). (1959). Educating the gifted. New York: Henry Holt.
Gagné, F. (1993) Constructs and models pertaining to exceptional human abilities. In K. A.

Heller, F. J. Mönks, & A. H. Passow (Eds.), International handbook of research and develop-
ment of giftedness and talent (pp. 63–85). Oxford, UK: Pergamon Press.

Gagné, F. (1999). My convictions about the nature of human abilities, gifts and talents. Jour-
nal for the Education of the Gifted, 22, 109–136.

Gagné, F. (2003) Transforming gifts into talents: The DMGT as a developmental theory. In
N. Colangelo & G. A. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education (3rd ed., pp. 60–74).
Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Gagné, F. (2005). From gifts to talents: The DMGT as a developmental model. In R. J. Stern-
berg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., pp. 98–120). New York:
Cambridge University Press.

Galton, F. (1869). Hereditary genius. London: Macmillan.
Galton, F. (1892). Hereditary genius (2nd ed.). London: Macmillan.
Gardner, H. (1983). Frames of mind: The theory of multiple intelligences. New York: Basic Books.
Gardner, H. (1993). Multiple intelligences. New York: Basic Books.
Gardner, H. (1999). Intelligence reframed: Multiple intelligences for the 21st century. New York:

Basic Books.
Gardner, H., Feldman, D., & Krechevsky, M. (Eds.). (1998). Project Zero frameworks for early

childhood education. New York: Teachers College Press.
Goddard, H. H. (1920). Human efficiency and levels of intelligence. Princeton, NJ: Princeton

University Press.
Gottfredson, L. S. (1997). Why g matters: The complexity of everyday life. Intelligence, 24(1),

79–132.
Gould, S. J. (1996). The mismeasure of man. New York: W.W. Norton.
Gubbins, J. (1982). Revolving door identification model: Characteristics of talent pool students.

Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Connecticut, Storrs.
Guenther, Z. C. (2004). Transforming gifts into talents: The DMGT as a developmental the-

ory: A response. High Ability Studies, 15(2), 165–166.
Heller, K. A. (2003). WICS-A prototype of synthetic approaches to giftedness in the new

century? High Ability Studies, 14(2), 147–148.
Hollingworth, L. S. (1929) Gifted children: Their nature and nurture. New York: Macmillan.
Hollingworth, L. S. (1942). Children above 180 IQ: Their origin and development. New York:

World Books.
Horn, J. L. (1994). Theory of fluid and crystallized intelligence. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), The

encyclopedia of human intelligence (Vol. 1, pp. 443–451). New York: Macmillan.
Horn, J. L., & Cattell, R. B. (1966). Refinement and test of the theory of fluid and crystallized

general intelligences. Journal of Educational Psychology, 57, 253–270.
Jensen, A. R. (1996). Giftedness and genius: Crucial differences. In C. P. Benbow & D. Lubinski

(Eds.), Intellectual talent (pp. 393–409). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.
Jensen, A. R. (1998). The g factor: The science of mental ability. Westport, CT: Preager.
Kaufman, A. S., Lichtenberger, E. O., Fletcher-Janzen, E., & Kaufman, N. L. (2005). Essen-

tials of KABC-II assessment. New York: Wiley.
Kaufman, J. C., & Baer, J. (2003). Do we really want to avoid Denny’s? The perils of defying

the crowd. High Ability Studies, 14(2), 149–150.
Kohlberg, L. (1969). Stage and sequence: The cognitive developmental approach to social-

ization. In D. A. Goslin (Ed.), Handbook of socialization theory and research (pp. 347–380).
Chicago: Rand McNally.

Lubinski, D., & Benbow, C. P. (1994). The study of mathematically precocious youth: The
first three decades of a planned 50-year study of intellectual talent. In R. Subotnik & K. S.
Arnold (Eds.), Beyond Terman: Contemporary longitudinal studies of giftedness and talent (pp.
375–400). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

13. GIFTEDNESS IN THE EURO-AMERICAN CULTURE 403



Marland, S. P. (1972). Education of the gifted and talented: Report to the Congress of the United
States by the U.S. Commissioner of Education. Washington, DC: Department of Health, Ed-
ucation and Welfare.

Mather, N., Wendling, B. J., & Woodcock, R. W. (2001). Essentials of WJ III Tests of Achieve-
ment assessment. New York: Wiley.

McGin, P. V. (1976). Verbally gifted youth. In D. P. Keating (Ed.), Intellectual talent: Research
and development (pp. 160–182). Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press.

McGuire, F. (1994). Army alpha and beta tests of intelligence. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Ency-
clopedia of intelligence (Vol. 1, pp. 125–129.) New York: Macmillan.

Miller, L. S. (2000). Minority high academic achievement patterns and their implications for the
gifted and talented education community. Paper prepared for the National Academies Com-
mittee on Minority Students in Special Education and Gifted and Talented Programs,
Washington, DC.

Minton, H. L. (1988). Lewis M. Terman: Pioneer in psychological testing. New York: University
Press.

Nettelbeck, T. (1987). Inspection time and intelligence. In P. A. Vernon (Ed.), Speed of infor-
mation processing and intelligence. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Neubauer, A. C., & Fink, A. (2005). Basic information processing and the psychophysiology
of intelligence. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E Pretz (Eds.), Cognition and intelligence: Identifying
the mechanisms of the mind (pp. 68–87). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Olenchak, F. R. (1988). The schoolwide enrichment model in the elementary schools: A
study of implementation stages and effects on educational excellence. In J. S. Renzulli
(Ed.), Technical reports on research studies relating to the revolving door identification model
(2nd ed., pp. 201–247). Storrs: University of Connecticut, Bureau of Educational Re-
search.

Olenchak, F. R., & Renzulli, J. S. (1989). The effectiveness of the schoolwide enrichment
model on selected aspects of elementary school change. Gifted Child Quarterly, 32, 44–57.

Plucker, J. A., Callahan, C. M., & Tomchin, E. M. (1996). Wherefore art thou, multiple
intelligences? Alternative assessments for identifying talent in ethnically diverse and low
income families. Gifted Child Quarterly, 40, 81–92.

Porath, M. (2004) Transforming gifts into talents: The DMGT as a developmental theory-a
response. High Ability Studies, 15(2), 153–155.

Ramos-Ford, V., & Gardner, H. (1997). Giftedness from a multiple intelligences perspective.
In N. Colangelo & G. A. David (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education (2nd ed., pp.
439–459). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Reis, S. M., & Renzulli, J. S. (1982). A research report on the revolving door identification
model: A case for the broadened conception of giftedness. Phi Delta Kappan, 63, 619–620.

Renzulli, J. S. (1977). The enrichment triad model: A guide for developing defensible programs for
the gifted and talented. Mansfield Center, CT: Creative Learning Press.

Renzulli, J. S. (1978). What makes giftedness? Reexamining a definition. Phi Delta Kappan,
60, 180–184, 261.

Renzulli, J. S. (1999). Reflections, perceptions, and future directions. Journal for the Education
of the Gifted, 23, 125–146.

Renzulli, J. S. (2005). The three-ring definition of giftedness: A developmental model for
promoting creative productivity. In R .J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of
giftedness (2nd ed., pp. 246–280). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Renzulli, J. S., & Reis, S. M. (1985). The schoolwide enrichment model: A comprehensive plan for
educational excellence. Mansfield Center, CT: Creative Learning Press.

Renzulli, J. S., & Reis, S. M. (1994). Research related to the schoolwide enrichment triad
model. Gifted Child Quarterly, 38(1), 7–20.

Renzulli, J. S., & Reis, S. M. (1997). The schoolwide enrichment model: A how-to guide for educa-
tional excellence (2nd ed.). Mansfield Center, CT: Creative Learning Press.

404 KAUFMAN AND STERNBERG



Renzulli, J. S., Reis, S. M., & Smith, L. H. (1981). The revolving-door model: A new way of
identifying the gifted. Phi Delta Kappan, 62, 648–649.

Renzulli, J. S., Smith, L. H., White, A. J., Callahan, C. M., & Hartman, R. K. (1976). Scales for
rating the behavioral characteristics of superior students. Mansfield Center, CT: Creative
Learning Press.

Renzulli, J. S., Smith, L. H., White, A. J., Callahan, C. M., Hartman, R. K., Westberg, K. L.
(2002). Scales for rating the behavioral characteristics of superior students—Revised edition.
Mansfield Center, CT: Creative Learning Press.

Robinson, N. (2005). In defense of a psychometric approach to the definition of academic
giftedness: A conservative view from a die-hard liberal. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson
(Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., pp. 280–295). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Roid, G. H., & Barram, R. A. (2004). Essentials of Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales (SB5) as-
sessment. New York: Wiley.

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1998). The validity and utility of selection methods in person-
nel psychology: Practical and theoretical implications of 85 years of research findings. Psy-
chological Bulletin, 124(2), 262–274.

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (2004). General mental ability in the world of work: Occupa-
tional attainment and job performance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(1),
162–173.

Schrank, F. A., Flanagan, D. P., Woodcock, R. W., & Mascolo, J. T. (2001). The essentials of WJ
III cognitive abilities assessment. New York: Wiley.

Shea, D. L., Lubinski, D., & Benbow, C. P. (2001). Importance of assessing spatial ability in in-
tellectual talented young adolescents: A 20-year longitudinal study. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 93, 604–614.

Siegler, R. S. (1992). The other Alfred Binet. Developmental Psychology, 28, 179–190.
Siegler, R. S., & Kotovsky, K. (1986). Two levels of giftedness: Shall ever the twain meet? In

R.J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Simonton, D. K. (1985). Intelligence and personal influence in groups: Four nonlinear mod-
els. Psychological Review, 92, 532–547.

Simonton, D. K. (2000). Genius and giftedness: Same or different? In K. A. Heller, F. J.
Monks, R. J. Sternberg, & R. F. Subotnik (Eds), International handbook of giftedness and tal-
ent (pp. 111–123). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Press.

Simonton, D. K. (2004). Adding developmental trajectories to the DMGT: Nonlinear and
nonadditive genetic inheritance and expertise acquisition. High Ability Studies, 15(2),
157–158.

Spearman, C. (1904). “General intelligence, objectively determined and measured. Ameri-
can Journal of Psychology, 15(2), 201–293.

Stanley, J. C. (1994). Mechanical aptitude: Neglected undergirding of technological expertise.
In The Journal Portfolio (Article 7). Evanston: Illinois Association for Gifted Children.

Stanley, J. C. (2000). Helping students learn only what they don’t already know. Psychology,
Public Policy, and Law, 6(1), 216–222.

Sternberg, R. J. (1985). Beyond IQ: A triarchic theory of human intelligence. New York: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Sternberg, R. J. (1993). Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test (STAT). Unpublished manuscript.
Sternberg, R. J. (1997). Successful intelligence. New York: Plume.
Sternberg, R. J. (1998). A balance theory of wisdom. Review of General Psychology, 2, 347–365.
Sternberg, R. J. (Ed.). (2000a). Handbook of intelligence. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univer-

sity Press.
Sternberg, R. J. (2000b). The theory of successful intelligence. Gifted Education International,

15, 4–21.

13. GIFTEDNESS IN THE EURO-AMERICAN CULTURE 405



Sternberg, R. J. (2002). Intelligence is not just inside the head: The theory of successful intel-
ligence. In J. Aronson (Ed.), Improving academic achievement: Impact of psychological factors
on education. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Sternberg, R. J. (2003). Wisdom, intelligence, and creativity, synthesized. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Sternberg, R. J. (Ed.). (2004a). International handbook of intelligence. Cambridge, UK: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Sternberg, R. J. (2004b). WICS redux: A reply to my commentators. High Ability Studies,
15(1), 109–112.

Sternberg, R. J. (2005). The WICS model of giftedness. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson
(Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., 327–243). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Sternberg, R. J., & Detterman, D. K. (Eds.). (1986). What is intelligence? Contemporary view-
points on its nature and definition. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Sternberg, R. J., & Davidson, J. (Eds.) (2005). Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed.). Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Sternberg, R. J., & Grigorenko, J. L. (2000). Teaching for successful intelligence. Arlington
Heights, IL: Skylight.

Sternberg, R .J., Grigorenko, E. L., Ferrari, M., & Clinkenbeard, P. (1999). A triarchic analysis
of an aptitude-treatment interaction. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 15,
1–11.

Sternberg, R .J., & Lubart, T. I. (1995). Defying the crowd: Cultivating creativity in a culture of
conformity. New York: Free Press.

Sternberg, R .J., & Lubart, T. I. (1996). Investing in creativity. American Psychologist, 51(7),
677–688.

Sternberg, R .J., & The Rainbow Project Team. (in press). The Rainbow Project: Enhancing
the SAT through assessments of analytical, practical, and creative skills. Intelligence.

Subotnik, R. F., & Jarvin, L. (2005). Beyond expertise: Conceptions of giftedness as great per-
formance. In R .J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., pp.
343–358). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Swiatek, M. A. (1993). A decade of longitudinal research on academic acceleration through
the study of mathematically precocious youth. Roeper Review, 15, 120–124.

Tannenbaum, A. J. (1986). Giftedness: A psychosocial approach. In R. J. Sternberg & J. E.
Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (pp. 21–252). New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Tannenbaum, A.J. (2000a). Giftedness: The ultimate instrument for good and evil. In K. A.
Heller, F .J. Monks, R .J. Sternberg, & R. F. Subotnik (Eds), International handbook of
giftedness and talent (pp. 447–467). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Press.

Tannenbaum, A. J. (2000b). A history of giftedness in school and society. In K. A. Heller, F. J.
Monks, R. J. Sternberg, & R. F. Subotnik (Eds), International handbook of giftedness and tal-
ent (pp. 23–55). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Press.

Terman, L. M. (1916). The measurement of intelligence. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.
Terman, L. M. (1924). The physical and mental traits of gifted children. In G. M. Whipple

(Ed.), Report of the society’s committee on the education of gifted children (pp. 157–167).
Bloomington, IL: Public School Publishing.

Terman, L. M. (1925). Genetic studies of genius: Vol. 1. Mental and physical traits of a thousand
gifted children. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Terman, L. M., & Oden, M H. (1947). The gifted child grows up. Stanford, CA: Stanford Uni-
versity Press.

Terman, L. M., & Oden, M. H. (1959). The gifted group at mid-life. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.

Thurstone, L. M. (1938). Primary mental abilities. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

406 KAUFMAN AND STERNBERG



U.S. Department of Education. (1993). National excellence: A case for developing America’s tal-
ent. Washington, DC: Author.

VanTassel-Baska, J. (2000). Theory and research on curriculum development for the gifted.
In K. A. Heller, F. J. Monks, R. J. Sternberg, & R. F. Subotnik (Eds), International handbook
of giftedness and talent (pp. 345–367). Oxford, UK: Elsevier Press.

VanTassel-Baska, J. (2005). Domain-specific giftedness: Applications in school and life. In R.
J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., 358–377). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Walberg, H. J. (1984). Improving the productivity of America’s schools. Educational Leader-
ship, 41(8), 19–27.

Webb, J. T., Meckstroth, E. A., & Tolan, S. S. (1982). Guiding gifted children: A practical source
for parents and children. Columbus: Ohio Psychology Press.

White, S. (2000). Conceptual foundations of IQ testing. Psychology, Public Policy, and Law,
6(1), 33–43.

Zenderland, L. (1998). Measuring minds: Henry Herbert Goddard and the origins of American in-
telligence testing. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

13. GIFTEDNESS IN THE EURO-AMERICAN CULTURE 407



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile (Color Management Off)
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f300130d330b830cd30b9658766f8306e8868793a304a3088307353705237306b90693057305f00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /FRA <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2450 2450]
  /PageSize [432.000 648.000]
>> setpagedevice




