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Dai's Integrative Position and Methodological Questions (p.64 - 73)

1. Dai’s Position

He examines both sides and sees that neither side can convince the other nor put forward a
definite conclusion (necessary and sufficient condition) based on scientific data. On the whole
he rejects the either-side essentialist model and favors an interactive / transactional / multi-
path model of giftedness and eminence (intellectually gifted, motivationally gifted, doing, vs

being in natural endowment)
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manifest itself in “gifted children.” Just as some may be “intellectually gifted” and
others may be “motivationally gifted.,” some children are gifted by natural endow-
ment (being), and others become “gifted” through interests and dedicated efforts
(doing/becoming). Sources and ontogeny of high human potential or promise
seem to be too diverse to fit into any essentialist theoretical model. (p.64)

R: This is expected, as Dai also quoted (p.69) Gottlieb’s epigenetic framework (1992). Point is
how to describe / explain the impact / develop from 1 level to the next level. Is there a grand

theory or localized theory at each level?

Figure 3.1. Probabilistic-epigenetic framework: Depiction of the bidirectional and
coactional nature of genetic, behavioral, and environmental influences over the
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From Individual Development and Evolution: The Genesis of Novel Behavior (p. 186),
by Gilbert Gottlieb, 1992, New York: Oxford University Press. Copy right © 1992 ( 69)
by Gilbert G 3, f p
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by Gilbert Gottlieb.
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Giftedness in Person-task Interface than in the Brain (p.64)

R: The situative intelligence does not lead to productive / creative thinking

Task Environment:

and capabilities useful for achieving the task zoais but also structures and shapes
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your sensibilities and capabilities to meet the demands i imposed upon you, (p.69)

Methodological Issue (1) Prediction vs Backtraking

=) For predictive studies in
behavioral sciences, any predlctlon that is made is by nature probabilistic, not de-

terministic. Therefore, the threshold for a “proof” is low: As Iong as the researcher

establishes some resnecttnl predictive efficacy of certain pre
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can declare success. BeSldCS longitudinal, predictive studies cannot be too spe
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cific about what outcomes will be and what intermediate processes are involved.

(p.66-67)

4. Methodological Issue (2): Trait-level Description

VS process-level explication

TBC p.67-68




5.

6.

7.

Dai’s probabilistic - epigenetic position (p.70)

.. From a bidirectional view

of development subscribed 1;\7 the probabilistic-epigenetic theory of development,
gifted potential is not an inborn quality to unfold but ﬁ.tndamentally emergent \
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through experiences and deveiopment, subject o furiher change, for vetier or jor
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worse.

A model with structure, function, person and process (p.71)

From a scientific point of view, the current problem regarding the nature-nurture

~ of giftedness is the lack of intermediate models, that is, models that connect and
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tegraie Ueiﬁg and uuulg/uecommg, and th € person on ine one hand and social
and developmental contexts on the other. Gagné’s (2004) DMGT model of how
giftedness (i.e., natural endowment) gets “transformed” into systematically de-
veloped talents in culturally valued domains does not contain any specification of

fine-orained intermediate nraceccec and lavale fa 0 haw avantly tha t- ansforma
HATTHAGILVM LI IUVUIALY PIUVVOOUS QLU AVV VLD \Vigey LIV VAaaLuy € war DivlLlia-

tion takes place). In hindsight, the field of giftedness research is deeply rooted
in faculty psychology and the psychometric tradition (including mappmg human
abilities through the factor analytic technique; e.g., Carroll, 1993). It has limited
communication with modern cognitive psychology that emphasizes the transfor—
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(Ceci & Liker, 1986: Chi, Feltovich, & Glase nen
psychology, which emphasizes a systems view of development ( Bronfenbrenncr
1989) and dynamic skill development situated in adaptive contexts (Fischer &
Bidell, 2006). Going beyond psychometrics (and populatlon thmkmg) to make
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affectlve neuroscience (e.g., Panksepp, 1998

Intentional States (p.71-72)




