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NFailure to provide for differ

the greatest single source of
still standard practice for large groups of students to move
forward at the same speed, cover much the same material,

and reach the same standards for promotion from one grade

to the next. The speed is appropriate to the average or
mediocre student. Those who could move faster lose

Interest and waste time; those who should move more slowly
fall behi nd and | ose I nterest
only differences among students which are at issue. One
student must move at the same rate in several fields,

although he may be able to move rapidly in one but should
move slowly in another. Little or no room is left for

idiosyncratic talents or interests, in spite of the fact that many
distinguished men have shown insularity not far from that of

the idiot savanto The technology of teaching, B. F. Skinner,
1968, p. 242).



n[f1]f you are concerned with I
complex system, you must study the component that

produces the largest variance first. Adjusting or correcting
smaller sources of variance has no appreciable effect on the
output of the system as long as the major source of variance

IS uncontrolled" (Can we have a fruitful cognitive

psychology? James J. Jenkins, 1981, p. 224).
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Long Term Effects of Acceleration
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Table 3. Percentage nominating academic-related categories of high school likes & dislikes, by sex

Math/Science Math/Science
Talent Search Gradiuate Talent Search Graduate
Participants Stndents Participants Seudents
Category and Category and
representative nominations M F M F representative nominations M F M F
Likes Dislikes
Intellectual Engagement 33.0 349 33.6, 41.5, Lack of Intellectual Engagement 23.5 23.6 31.0 329
‘Opportunity to take advanced placement classes.’ “The slow pace of instruction in most classes.’
‘Working hard in my classes.’ ‘Not being challenged intellectually.’
‘Association with highly intelligent classmates.’ ‘Lack of intelligent, motivated peers.’
‘Solid education — good preparation for college.’ ‘Poor education — I wasn’t taught enough.’
Teachers and Instruction 15.0, 184, 19.8, 27.6, Teachers and Instruction 85 94 14.6 16.9
‘Several supportive and encouraging teachers.’ ‘Unenthusiastic, controlling teachers.’
‘Intelligent and knowledgeable teachers.’ ‘Some teachers were not bright.’
‘Several teachers encouraged advanced learning.’ ‘Teachers who tried to inhibit my advancement.’
‘Getting to know teachers.’ ‘Half the teaching was mediocre.’
Classes and Departments 11.8, 15.9, 10.7, 18.5; Classes and Departments 9.3 10.5 134 14.1
‘Math and language courses.’ ‘Boring, required classes.’
‘Well-balanced curriculum.’ ‘English and reading Shakespeare.’
Success and Recognition 55 6.1 3.7 48 Intellectual Demand 6.7 54 42 42
‘Excelling at academics.’ ‘Quizzes.’
‘Receiving recognition from others for my academic ‘Doing homework.’
achievement.’

Note. M=Males; F=Females. Male-female contrasts significant at p<.05 and p<.01 are denoted by a and b, respectively. Talent search Ns are as follows: Male likes = 1,327
and dislikes = 1,252; female likes = 797 and dislikes = 755. Graduate student Ns are as follows: Male likes = 354 and dislikes = 336; female likes = 330 and dislikes = 313.
Non-respondents have been omitted from analyses. Other academic-related categories were nominated by fewer than 2.5% of participants and thus are not shown here.
From Bleske-Rechek, Lubinski, & Benbow (2004). Psychological Science



Table 4. Predicting advanced degree status at the Age 33 follow-up

Talent Search 1972-74 Talent Search 1976-79
Variable entered Multiple R Incremental R* Multiple R Incremental R*
SAT-M (before age 13) 20%* 16
AP Involvement 34k Q7% D8k 05

Note. * p<.01; ** p<.001. Age-33 follow-up data were available only for the first two talent
search cohorts. Respondent N for talent search 1972-74 = 1,263; for 1976-79 = 469. SAT scores
were secured at initial data collection, reports of AP involvement at 5-year follow-up, and reports
of advanced degrees at 20-year follow-up. Advanced degrees include master’s degree or
equivalent, doctoral degree or equivalent, medical degree, or law degree. From Bleske-Rechek,
Lubinski, & Benbow (2004). Psychological Science
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NThe relationshi p between s
only up to a point. Once someone has reached an

IQ of somewhere around 120, having additional 1Q
points doesndt seem to tran
measurablereallwor | d advantage. o

Outliers: The Story of Success, Malcolm Gladwell (2008, p. 79)

NBut beyond a ¢ arlQaflbs,shyhr e s
I there is no correlation between intelligence and
creativity or genius. o

Get smart (a New York Times book review) by Jim Holt, 29 March 2009



Accomplishments Across Individual Differences
within the Top 1% of General Cognitive Ability:
25+ Years After Identification at Age 13
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Proportion with > 1 publication
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PhDs in STEM and Humanities
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Tenure-Track Faculty at Top 50 U.S. Universities
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Patents and Literary Accomplishments
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Conferred Graduate Degree Groups
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