based on personalpreferences. We have ar-

guedthat both short- and long-term choices

Choosing Excellence

are more conducive to psychological well-

David Lubinski and Camilla P. Benbow
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features of a person’s individuality. In our
empirical work and theorizing, therefore, we

Plucker and Levy (2001, this issue) were

correct in pointing out thatintellectual precocity comes with unique challenges. Almost
all personal attributes that differ from the
norm in salient ways do. As well, it is a

challenge to coverall pertinent issues sur-

rounding a topic in a 14-pagearticle. Our

contribution to the American Psychologist’s
specialissue onpositive psychologycertainly did not meetthat expectation (Lubinski &
Benbow, January 2000). Our intent, howev-

er, wasto provide anin-depthpresentation of
ourtheoretical model for talent development.
Webelieve our conceptual framework (Lu-

binski & Benbow, 2000), which is being
tested through our longitudinal study (Achter,
Lubinski, Benbow, & Eftekhari-Sanjani,

1999; Benbow, Lubinski, Shea, & Eftekhari-

Sanjani, 2000; Lubinski, Webb, Morelock,

being whentheytake into accountthesalient
haveassimilated affective, cognitive, and conative (individual-differences) attributesto fa-

cilitate decision making from personal point

of view (Benbow & Lubinski, 1996; Benbow & Stanley, 1996; Lubinski & Benbow,

2000).
Life choicesare complex, and the affor-

dances(opportunities) defining the environ-

mentalniches that people traverse are in a
constant state of flux. In this respect, the

giftedare nodifferentfrom others.In some
respects, however,the friends, family, teach-

ers, and employersofgifted individuals are
frequently moreinvested in influencing how
they “choose”to develop, becausetheir potential is seen as so great. Thatcanbefelt as

orresult in excess pressure. To sort things

out, being in touch with those aspectsofself
that have primacy andare likely to be stable
(Achter et al., 1999; Lubinski, 2000; Lubins-

& Benbow,in press), is usefulin identifying

ki et al., 2000) can serve as a developmental

ing ways to enhance psychological well-
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