




A Report on  
Development of Traits in  

Gifted Children 

Anitha Kurup

Shalini Dixit 

Ajay Chandra

NatioNal iNstitute of advaNced studies
Bengaluru



© National Institute of Advanced Studies 2018

Published by
National Institute of Advanced Studies
Indian Institute of Science Campus,
Bengaluru - 560012
INDIA
Tel: +91-80-2218 5000; Fax: +91-80-2218 5028

NIAS Report: R61-2018

ISBN: 978-93-83566-30-3

Typeset & Printed by
Aditi Enterprises
Bengaluru - 560 023
Ph.: 080-2310 7302
E-mail: aditiprints@gmail.com



1NatioNal iNstitute of advaNced studies

Acknowledgement

The country is yet to recognize the right of the gifted and talented children. NIAS has embarked 
on this National scale programme for the gifted and talented in India in 2010. This was initiated 
by Prof. R. Chidambaram from the office of the principal scientific adviser, Government of India. 
During the last  eight years NIAS is actively  engaged in research, programme development and 
policy advocacy for the gifted and talented in India. The journey has been exciting and fulfilling 
despite the difficulty of the terrain. Today NIAS has developed alliances and collaboration with 
the government, research organisations, schools, teachers, parents, mentors and more importantly 
children who are gifted and talented. We place on record our deep appreciation of support of each 
one of you.
 
First and foremost we express our gratitude to Late Prof. Baldev Raj, the ex director of NIAS for his 
personal and deep involvement with the project. His advice and guidance were critical in expanding 
the project in several spheres of society helping us cross state and national boundaries. We remember 
him every single day and resolve with greater strength to move forward so that the country will 
recognize and mentor the gifted and talented children. He personally engaged in conversation 
with the children and made sure that the tag of giftedness brings more humbleness and growth in 
children rather than any pride or burden in them. 

We would also like to express our gratitude to the Principal Scientific Advisor to the
Government of  India, Dr. R. Chidambaram, and his office, who acknowledged the importance of 
this project, in the initial stage and supported us generously. Through their active association and 
participation they have played a key role in guiding the project forward. The programme is now 
supported by the Tata Consultancy Services. 

Prof. V. S. Ramamurthy, the interim Director, National Institute of Advanced Studies (NIAS), 
Bangalore, under whose leadership this project was conceived and launched.

The advisory committee members – Prof. V.S. Ramamurthy, Formerly, Secretary, Department of 
Science and Technology, Government of India and Prof. S. Mohan, Emeritus Professor, Indian 
Institute of Science, Bengaluru; of the gifted education programme in NIAS have played a significant 
role in providing guidance and direction to the programme. 

We would like to thank our special collaborators Department of education, Govt. of Karnataka; 
Ministry of Human Resource Development, Government of India, Agastya International Foundation, 
Silver Oaks International School, Hyderabad and Vidyashilp, Academy, Bengaluru..

We thank Ms Surbhi Arora, for helping us organise some part of the data presented in this report 
and Ms Pritha Chakraborty for proof reading the document. We thank all the previous and current 
members of our project team for providing necessary support from time to time. 

Finally, we thank the administrative staff at NIAS for their continued support in the smooth planning 
and conducting various activities as part of the project work.



2 NatioNal iNstitute of advaNced studies

AbstrAct

Since its inception the NIAS Gifted Education Program (NIAS GEP) has been consistently striving 
towards the identification and advancement of gifted children in India. Keeping in mind the nuances 
and difficulties that arise during the selection procedure due to both the cultural and the economical 
diversity , NIAS has come up with a unique identification tool which is an accumulation of Renzulli’s 
three-tier model along with features which has already been validated by research on giftedness all over 
the world.  As a result, the trait model enables one to evaluate a child based on both his/her cognitive and 
metacognitive skills.  In that way, the context of giftedness instead of being a stagnated tool is meticulously 
implemented as a dynamic tool that can be assigned beyond cultural and economical barriers.  

Based on detailed classroom observations and thorough review of literatures, the NIAS team has 
conceptualized the Teacher Nomination Behavior Rating Form (TNBRS) and Parent Nomination 
Behavior Rating Form (PNBRS) which estimated the child’s intellectual prowess based on his/her 
behavioral patterns instead of basing it on a static IQ score.  The forms comprise of seven traits 
that help in the evaluation of giftedness.  The seven traits based on which the children are assessed 
are classified as: ‘Lower Cognitive traits’, ‘Cognition and Meta Cognition traits’, ‘Curiosity traits’, 
‘Language traits’, ‘Task Commitment traits’, ‘Creativity’, ‘Ethical and Socio-emotional Maturity’.  
Based on the information collected from the Nomination Forms the behavioral tendencies of the 
children are evaluated thereby, stimulating the identification process.  Apart from the nomination 
forms, a detailed case-profile of the children is also analyzed in order to validate the responses of 
the TNBRS/PNBRS.  The main focus of the identification is on the behavior as it has been estimated 
that giftedness can be analyzed by monitoring the behavior of the children.  Also, placing the focus 
on the behavior of the children allows one to observe the diverse dynamics in which giftedness is 
manifested within different children. Thereby with this approach, the identification process looks 
into both the innate as well as the environmental factors that affect a child’s development.

NIAS GEP not only aims in the identification of gifted children; its main aim is to facilitate them 
and cater to their intellectual needs.  Through scrupulous observation and accumulation of data, 
the team intends to procure a secure developmental ground for these children.  Due to lack of in 
depth understanding regarding the tendencies of giftedness, most of the children go unnoticed 
and untrained leading to a massive national loss of intellectual resources.  The research on these 
children who are assigned under the NIAS GEP Pool suggests that these children have much superior 
development/understanding in the above mentioned traits as compared to their age peers.  Due to 
this, normal school education is not sufficient for their holistic development; hence there is a need 
to provide them with a nourishing as well as a challenging environment.

The NIAS Pool comprises of children in between the age group of 2-17 years; which is again sub-
divided into three specific categories: 2-6 years, 7-10 years and 11-17 years.  Research on these 
three categories enabled in the understanding of certain developmental traits in these children 
along with the differences that arise with age in their intellectual and social faculties.   

The pool comprises of students both from the urban and rural parts, thereby, implementing equity 
in the treatment of giftedness. In spite of the administrative and managemental problems, the team 
has been able to reach out to schools in rural and urban areas in the state of Karnataka with the 
hopes of analyzing the behavioral traits that are arising within the children, thereby leading to an 
effective mode of identification as well as intellectual enhancement. 



3NatioNal iNstitute of advaNced studies

IntroductIon

Dhruv (Name changed) had experienced age appropriate physical development, but has shown 
precocious development with his mental capacities. He had displayed large attention spans, memory 
and language development beyond his chronological age. Since the age of 16 months he was able 
to identify letters and at the age of 36 months he was able to read novel sentences on his own. 
According to his mother, he has always been more involved in books since the age of 48 months. 
His parents report him to be highly intrinsically motivated, and doesn’t like if he asked to engage 
in things he doesn’t like. He is bored easily once he doesn’t find the task as interesting or too easy 
for him. He shows perfectionist tendencies. He gets upset if interrupted and also doesn’t like time 
deadlines.

Dhruv is observed in workshops as an individual who is self-motivated to explore the tasks that pulls 
his attention. He has been very involved in tasks related to science. He is creative in his thinking 
and usually spends time reading. He is observed to be highly involved in some tasks and disengaged 
in others. If made to sit in a task/workshop/lecture that doesn’t pull his interest he tends to get 
restless and tends to move around. He is not very pro at group activities and likes to spend time 
more in thinking about the task he is engaged in. He is observed to be engaging himself with very 
limited people like his parents or 1 or 2 more participants. Dhruv doesn’t come across as an easily 
approachable child, he doesn’t get into conversations with new people naturally. In a conversation, 
he shared that his classmates think that he asks very weird questions.  
 
Just like Dhruv, there are many students who get recognised as ‘difficult children’ by their teachers 
and parents. Sometimes they are only observed for negative behavior which is a consequence of 
their giftedness. Several of these children end up as failures and strugglers. Only a few lucky ones 
are surrounded with people who are sensitive to the ‘differences’ that these gifted children show. 
However, most of the people around them struggle to understand the needs and traits of the gifted 
children. This report discusses some of the findings by the NIAS team in this direction. 
  
Genesis of Giftedness

The term Giftedness has its genesis in the conceptions and measurement of Intelligence. Historical 
overview of the conceptions of giftedness mirror the theoretical progress with related constructs, such 
as intelligence and creativity (Plucker & Esping, 2014: in Plucker.J and Callahan. C.M., 2014).  And 
therefore, early approaches to giftedness focused largely on psychometric, unitary conceptions, such 
as that of Terman (1926) and Hollingworth (1942).  However, with increasing mobility and diversity 
during the 1970s, theories of intelligence and creativity began to emphasize multidimensional 
constructs and the role of environmental influences.  This preceded change in definitions and 
theories of giftedness.  One of the most significant developments was the first definition offered by 
the federal government of United States that proposed that giftedness was manifested in six distinct 
areas—general intellectual ability, specific academic aptitude, creative or productive thinking, 
leadership ability, visual and performing arts, and psychomotor ability (Marland, 1971) and was 
directly related to a need for specialized programming in schools.  National Association for Gifted 
Children (2010) defines “Gifted individuals as those who demonstrate outstanding levels of aptitude 
(defined as an exceptional ability to reason and learn) or competence (documented performance 
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or achievement in top 10% or rarer) in one or more domains. Domains include any structured 
area of activity with its own symbol system (e.g., mathematics, music, language) and/or set of 
sensorimotor skills (e.g., painting, dance, and sports).”  However, this definition still focused largely 
on the capacity of the individual student and devoted little attention to potential environmental 
influences. 

Perspectives towards Giftedness:

Understanding the perspectives on giftedness mandates an overview into the understanding of 
human intelligence that has been changing over decades. Beginning from Sir Francis Galton’s twin 
studies and research on the heritable nature of intelligence in the 1800’s, research on intelligence 
has led to the emergence of multiphasic assessment tests which measure the Intelligence Quotient. 

Sir Francis Galton

One of the earliest studies of human abilities was conducted by Sir Francis Galton, who between 
1888 and 1894 developed and compiled measurements of over 7,500 individuals to gauge their 
natural intellectual abilities.  He categorized people into ‘gifted’, ‘capable’, ‘average’, or ‘degenerate’ 
based on his assessments. Galton concluded that it was possible to produce “a highly gifted race of 
men” by the process of selective breeding, which he later termed “positive” eugenics. 

Binet-Simon

The first practical intelligence scale applied to schoolchildren, developed for the identification of 
children requiring special education, was the Binet-Simon scale developed in France by the French 
psychologist Binet and the physician Simon in 1905. This scale was revised by Terman at Stanford in 
the U.S. in 1916, which was known as the Stanford-Binet Intelligence test. This test is the forerunner 
of all standardized IQ testing. ‘Gifted’ children were classified as those with IQ of 140 or above; then 
considered to be the highest intellectual range.

Lewis Terman

Terman undertook an extensive longitudinal study of 643 children in California who scored an IQ 
140 or above, the ‘Genetic Studies of Genius’, which continued to evaluate them throughout their 
lives. The concept of IQ was proposed by William Stern, who defined it as a comparison between 
ones chronological age with one’s mental age.

Terman adapted the Binet-Simon scale at Stanford, giving way to the Stanford Binet test which 
would rely on measurement of the Intelligence Quotient.

Leta Hollingworth

Hollingworth focused on home environment and school structure. Hollingworth worked to dispel 
the pervasive belief that bright children are able to take care of themselves and thus emphasized 
the importance of early identification, daily contact, and grouping gifted children with others with 
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similar abilities.  Hollingworth performed an 18-year-long study of 50 children in New York City 
who scored 155 or above on the Stanford-Binet, and studied smaller groups of children who scored 
above 180.

Robert Sternberg

Sternberg proposed a triarchic theory of intelligence which included Componential/Analytical 
intelligence, Experiential/Creative intelligence, and Contextual/Practical intelligence. Sternberg, 
Guilford and Gardener, spoke of a multifaceted structure of intelligence, unlike many of their 
predecessors who perceived intelligence as a single dimension or a score. 

J.P. Guilford

The Structure of Intellect Model proposed by JP Guilford, proposes that, an individual’s performance 
on intelligence tests can be traced back to the underlying mental abilities or factors of intelligence.  
SI theory comprises of up to 150 different intellectual abilities organized along three dimensions— 
‘Operations’, ‘Content’, and ‘Products’.

Howard Gardener

According to Howard Gardner’s theory of ‘Multiple Intelligences’, people are born with one of the 
eight innate abilities or a combination of abilities that aid in the development of their full potential:

1. Verbal/Linguistic: Reading, writing, speaking and listening 

2. Logical/Mathematical: working with numbers and abstract patterns 

3. Visual/Spatial: Working with images, visualization, drawing 

4. Musical/Rhythmic: Using rhythm, melody, patterning sound, song, rap, dance

5. Bodily/Kinesthetic: Processing information through touch, movement, dramatics

6. Interpersonal: Sharing, cooperating, interviewing, relating 

7. Intrapersonal: Working alone, self-pace instruction, individualized projects

8. Naturalist: Spending time outdoors, sorting, classifying, noticing patterns

Gardner believed that intelligence can take on many forms and functions. Furthermore, he believed 
that schools should offer a broader range of activities to draw on different areas of intelligence and 
thus cater to different abilities of the students.

David Weschler

In 1955, the American psychologist David Wechsler published the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale 
(WAIS) IQ test, based on a series of Wechsler-Bellevue tests developed in the 1930s at the Bellevue 
Hospital Centre, New York. These tests were innovative as these included non-verbal or performance 
scales as well as verbal scales. Wechsler also published the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children 
(ages 6 to 16 years) (WISC, 1947, latest revision WISC IV, 2004) and the Wechsler Preschool and 
Primary Scale of Intelligence (ages 2 ½ to 7 years 3 months) (WPPSI, 1967).  Wechsler’s tests were 
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based on the prevailing definition, that intelligence is, “the global capacity to think rationally, act 
purposefully and to deal effectively with (one’s) environment”. The Fifth Edition (WISC-V; Wechsler, 
2014) is the most current version of the test.

Munich Model of Giftedness

This model originated in Germany and was largely tested, however it was found to reveal unsuccessful 
results during field study. The Munich Model of Giftedness uses a multifactorial approach to explain 
giftedness and the development of it.

The model is based on four interdependent multifactorial dimensions: talent factors (relatively 
independent), resulting performance areas, personality factors, and environmental factors; the 
latter two moderating the transition from talent (gifts) to performance.

In the Munich model the talent factors contain the following seven abilities: Intellectual abilities, 
Creative abilities, Social competence, Practical intelligence, Artistic abilities, Musicality, and Psycho-
motor skills.

The eight performance areas are: Mathematics, Natural Sciences, Technology, Computer Science, 
Chess, Arts (music, painting), Languages, Athletics, Sports, and Social relationship.

Important Non-cognitive Personality Characteristics moderated by the talent factors and moderating 
talent and performance are: coping with stress, achievement motivation, learning and working 
strategies, control expectations, hope for success versus fear of failure, thirst for knowledge, and 
self-concept.

Important environmental conditions moderated by the talent factors and moderating talent and 
performance are:

Family climate, number of siblings and sibling position, parental educational level, home 
environmental stimulation, demands and performance made at home, familiar learning environment, 
classroom climate, quality of instruction, differentiated learning and instruction, educational style, 
social reactions to success and failure, and critical life events.

Renzulli’s Three Ringed Model of Giftedness 

Gifted behavior occurs when there is an interaction among three basic clusters of human traits: 
above-average general and/or specific abilities, high levels of task commitment (motivation), 
and high levels of creativity. Gifted and talented children are those who possess or are capable of 
developing this composite of traits and are able to apply them to any potentially valuable area of 
human performance. 

Looking Further Into The Renzulli Model: A Trait Approach

Joseph Renzulli (1978) proposed a trait based three ringed model of giftedness, which specifically 
focused on observable gifted behavior. His findings were based on the tenets, that intelligence is not 
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a unitary concept, but rather there are many kinds of intelligences and therefore single definitions 
cannot be used to explain this complicated concept. 

According to this model, there is no ideal way to measure intelligence and therefore we must 
avoid the typical practice of believing that if we know a person’s IQ score, we also know his or 
her intelligence. To break a unitary approach to defining giftedness, Renzulli looked at giftedness 
through two broad classifications, namely the ‘schoolhouse gifted’ and the ‘Creative Productive 
gifted’. Schoolhouse giftedness might also be called test-taking or lesson-learning giftedness. It is 
the kind most easily measured by IQ or other cognitive ability tests, and for this reason it is also 
the type most often used for selecting students for entrance into special programs. The abilities 
people display on IQ and aptitude tests are exactly the kinds of abilities most valued in traditional 
school learning situations. 

Creative-productive giftedness, on the other hand, relies on the development of original material 
and products that are purposefully designed to have an impact on one or more target audiences. 
This approach is quite different from the development of schoolhouse giftedness that tends to 
emphasize deductive learning; structured training in the development of thinking processes; and 
the acquisition, storage, and retrieval of information. In other words, creative-productive giftedness 
is simply putting one’s abilities to work on problems and areas of study that have personal relevance 
to the student and that can be escalated to appropriately challenging levels of investigative activity. 
The roles that both students and teachers should play in the pursuit of these problems have been 
described elsewhere (Renzulli, 1982, 1983).

The assumption of the Creative Productive giftedness has further established the need for 
understanding giftedness as a multi factorial model, which would need more than one facet of 
measurement. 

Renzulli employed a three tiered model of giftedness, which comprises of General Mental Ability, 
Creativity and Task Commitment.

 

 

Task 
Commitment 

 

Ability 

 

 

 

 

Above Average Crea�vity
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This model is based on a trait approach, which means that each component is a cluster of potentials 
for specific behavioral patterns. 

Above Average Ability

General ability consists of the capacity to process information, to integrate experiences that result 
in appropriate and adaptive responses in new situations, and the capacity to engage in abstract 
thinking. Examples of general ability are verbal and numerical reasoning, spatial relations, memory, 
and word fluency. These abilities are usually measured by tests of general aptitude or intelligence, 
and are broadly applicable to a variety of traditional learning situations.

Specific abilities consist of the capacity to acquire knowledge, skill, or the ability to perform 
in one or more activities of a specialized kind and within a restricted range. These abilities are 
defined in a manner that represents the ways in which human beings express themselves in real-
life situations.

Creativity

Renzulli has looked at creativity of an individual as a function of fluency, flexibility, and originality 
of thought. Following are aspects in creativity that define this tier in the three ringed model:

1. Openness to experience; receptive to that which is new and different (even irrational) in the 
thoughts, actions, and products of oneself and others

2. Curiosity, speculation, adventurousness; willing to take risks in thought and action, even to the 
point of being uninhibited

Mostly, there is an overlap among individual items, and an interaction between and among the 
general categories and the specific traits. It is also important to point out that all of the traits need 
not be present in any given individual or situation to produce a display of gifted behaviors. It is for 
this reason that the three-ring model of giftedness emphasizes the interaction among the 3 tiers 
rather than any single tier.

Task Commitment

This facet has been defined as the capacity for high levels of interest, enthusiasm, fascination, and 
involvement in a particular problem, area of study, or form of human expression. This could be 
further described as:

1. The capacity for perseverance, endurance, determination, hard work, and dedicated practice. 
Self-confidence, a strong ego and a belief in one’s ability to carry out important work, freedom 
from inferiority feelings, drive to achieve

2. The ability to identify significant problems within specialized areas; the ability to tune in to 
major channels of communication and new developments within given fields

3. Setting high standards for one’s own work; maintaining an openness to self and external 
criticism; developing an aesthetic sense of taste, quality, and excellence about one’s own work 
and the work of others.



9NatioNal iNstitute of advaNced studies

Development of traits in GifteD ChilDren

Gagné’s Differentiated Model of Giftedness

Another theoretical milestone was Gagné’s (1995, 2000) development of the Differentiated Model 
of Giftedness and Talent (DMGT).  Gagné proposes a clear distinction between giftedness and 
talent. In his model, gifts are defined as the possession of innate abilities and use of untrained and 
spontaneously expressed natural abilities (called aptitudes or gifts) in at least one domain area 
(i.e., intellectual, creative, socioaffective, sensorimotor) to a degree that places a child among the 
top 10% of his or her age peers.  By contrast, the term talent designates the superior mastery of 
systematically developed abilities (or skills) and knowledge in at least one field of human activity to 
a degree that places a child’s achievement within the upper 10% of age-peers who are active in that 
field or fields.  In other words, talent refers to the demonstrated mastery of the gift as evidenced 
by skills in academics, arts, business, leisure, social action, sports, or technology that place the 
individual in the top 10% of age peers. 

By proposing the gifts-talents distinction, Gagné differentiates between potential and real-world 
outcomes, with underachievement occurring when gifts do not translate into talents.  Perhaps not 
coincidentally, some state definitions now differentiate between potential and actual achievement.  
In addition, Gagné also recognized intrapersonal and environmental catalysts, which can either 
support or hinder the development of talent.  The acknowledgement of variables that can both hurt 
and help foster talents is a unique theoretical addition that mirrors earlier work by Tannenbaum 
(1983) and later changes made in the three-ring conception (i.e., Operation Houndstooth; Renzulli, 
2002, 2012). The DGMT model presents five aptitude domains: intellectual, creative, socio-affective, 
sensorimotor and “others” (e.g. extrasensory perception).  These natural abilities, which have a 
clear genetic substratum, can be observed in every task children are confronted with in the course 
of their schooling. 

Barab and Plucker (2002) proposed an integrated model of giftedness in which talents 
were developed through the interaction of the individual, environment, and sociocultural 
content. According to this perspective, talent development is an ever-spiraling process, as 
continued interactions build on themselves over time and lead to greater opportunities to 
develop talent—and greater success as a result. The primary implications were that solving 
real-world problems, within realistic contexts and with considerable support, should be the 
focus of talent development programs, and that unless advanced learners have their talents 
fostered and remain challenged in K-12 schools, they will never develop their full potential 
as creative, real-world problem solvers. The situated view is more popular outside of the field 
than within, which is not surprising given that many gifted education programs continue to 
use an “identify the bright student” intervention model, against which the situated approach 
explicitly argues.

Defining Traits of Gifted Children

Based on the above theoretical perspectives several studies document that gifted children often 
outperform their age mates on many characteristics and are intuitively independent of their 
intelligence. Different models (described above) talk about different traits of gifted children. Shore 
and Kanevsky (1993) sum the cognitive traits discussed by different models as following:
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1. Gifted Children have a broader knowledge base and are more capable of using that knowledge 
to their benefit

2. They prefer complex, challenging environments

3. They are quicker at solving problems but spend more time in the solution planning stage

4. They represent and categorize problems more efficiently, and have finely tuned procedural 
knowledge

5. They are flexible in their strategies and problem solutions, and

6. They are more sophisticated in their meta-cognition and self-regulation.

Looking at the psycho social aspects of gifted learners there are contradictory findings.  Some 
studies report that these students having positive self concept in comparison to their age mates, 
particularly with respect to their academic performance (Chamrad, Robinson, Treder& Janos, 1995; 
Hoge &Renzulli, 1993; Kelly & Colangelo, 1984).  At the same time some studies conversely talk and 
suggest counseling needs of this group (Gross, 2006). 

There are several ways and approaches in which the traits of gifted children have been described. 
Csikszentmihalyi et al (1993) talks about the “Optimal Experience” that is required for a talent to 
grow which is characterized by both the opportunity to act and the capacity to act. The vast literature 
on giftedness explores different aspects of learning and social adjustment varying from the innate 
abilities to the importance of environment in ensuring optimal use of those abilities to the individual 
differences each gifted person holds. The analysis of these studies revealed seven distinguishable 
learning traits of giftedness viz. Lower cognitive Traits, Language, Motivation, Curiosity, Creativity, 
Cognition and Meta cognition, and Social and emotional adjustment. 

Lower cognitive Traits

Studies (like Albert, 1978; Goertzel, Goertzel&Goertzel, 1978; Pressey, 1955; Terman, 1925) have 
tried to trace early identification of gifted abilities in the child that leads to high achievement. 
The presence of good observation skills, concentration and large attention span has been one of 
those identifying features of giftedness (Silverman, 1981) that enables a child to stand out and 
attain high levels of achievement. One of the basic identifying characteristic of gifted learners has 
been an unusual alertness (Rogers, 1986). The child exhibits quick response to the activities in the 
immediate surroundings, and attends to a particular thing or person for a longer period of time. The 
longer span of attention exhibited in infants is further identified as high concentration power in later 
years of life (Silverman, 1981).  Gifted children were also found to exhibit a rapid grasping power 
and the ability to generalize their learning to the other areas of life (Rogers & Silverman, 1988). 
 
Studies also show that the highly gifted children prefer independent learning as their learning style 
(Price, 1981; Stewart, 1981; Wasson, 1980). Roger’s study to compare the gifted and the non-
gifted children came up with a differential learning style as an identifiable factor of giftedness. 
This aspect has been widely read as the field sensitivity among children where they work either 
independent or dependent of the field. The preference of independent learning over social learning 
situations, was especially found under complex tasks (Rogers, 1986) or when favorable conditions 
of homogenous group with challenging task is not available (Kavensky, 2015), which is often read 
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as the independent, task oriented learning style of gifted learners (Dunn & Dunn, 1980) and the will 
to have autonomy in problem solving (Freehill & McDonald’s, 1981). 

Motivation

Deci and Ryan (1985) understand the orientation of motivation through the ‘Self determination 
theory’ where the orientation of motivation is read as both intrinsic and extrinsic. Actions are said 
to be intrinsically motivated when, the task is done for internal satisfaction because of the very 
inherent interest and joy in doing the task or in other words, when the task itself is the goal. Whereas 
actions are extrinsically motivated when they are done for some external or separable outcome like 
a reward, praise, or good grades etc. 

Gifted children are studied as children with high capabilities who are potentially capable of high 
performances and achievements by various scholars. To understand motivation as an influential 
factor of high achievement among gifted learners, many studies (like, Butler-Por, 1993, 1995; Terman 
& Oden, 1947; Whitemore, 1980) have been done on gifted children who were under achievers and 
tried to see the role motivation played in both the cases.  Studies like that of Atkinson (1974) found 
that individual differences in school performance had 33% of motivation responsible with that of 
66% of high abilities. Conclusively, Lens & Rand (2002) asserts that lack of motivation hinders 
both high achievement (test performance) and becoming a genius (cumulative achievements). They 
understand motivation as a factor that determines how efficiently the cognitive abilities are applied. 

Major studies present that the performance of the gifted learners are driven by such intrinsic drives, 
which is read as the intrinsically motivated and identified as the defining feature of giftedness 
(Renzulli & Monks, n.d).  Gottfried & Gottfried (2004), specifically explains the Academic Intrinsic 
Motivation as the ability to enjoy the school learning through difficult and novel tasks with an 
orientation toward mastery, curiosity and persistence. It was evidently found that the presence of 
these high intrinsic motivation in children tend to lead to significantly higher achievement, less 
anxiety, less extrinsic motivation, and higher intellectual performance (Fleming, & Gottfried,2001; 
Gottfried, 1985, 1990; Gottfried, Gottfried & Gottfried, 2004). Similar studies which compared 
the motivational orientation of the intellectually gifted children with their peers found that the 
intellectually gifted children were more driven by intrinsic motivation rather than by extrinsic 
motivation with a high task-oriented approach (Gross, 1997; Gottfried, Gottfried, Bathurst & Guerin, 
1994 Kavensky, 1994).

With wide acceptance of intrinsic motivation as generally present in gifted learners, Lens and Rand 
(2002) tries to read intrinsic motivation in gifted children in major three heads, i.e curiosity, need 
for competence and efficacy, and achievement motivation. The need for perfection was read as a 
common trait of gifted children (Monks &Ypenburg, 1995) which includes setting high goals and 
striving towards it. The importance of optimal environment for the children to feel intrinsically 
motivated is well weaved with the nature of task, goals and extrinsic motivation the task offers. 

Extrinsic motivation is a construct that pertains whenever an activity is done in order to attain some 
separable outcome (Deci & Ryan, 2002) or having external perceived locus of causality (DeCharms, 
1968). Extrinsic motivation is read as surely affecting the performance of the individual and also as 



12

Development of traits in GifteD ChilDren

NatioNal iNstitute of advaNced studies

a factor determining the intrinsic motivation a person has. It was earlier understood as a necessary 
negative influence over the intrinsic motivation a person has (Harter & Jackson, 1992; Heyman 
& Dweck, 1992; Lens & Rand, 1992). In the same thread line, it was duly found that positive 
performance feedback enhanced the intrinsic motivation (e.g., Deci, 1971; Harackiewicz, 1979), 
whereas negative performance feedback diminished it (e.g., Deci & Cascio, 1972). Studies like that 
of Zuckerman, Porac, Smith, Lathin, & Deci, (1978) asserts that the sense of autonomy in the form 
of opportunity and choice has the ability to enhance intrinsic motivation. This is even more true in 
the case of the gifted children as they prefer independence as their cognitive style of learning than 
engaging in group learning activities (Dunn & Dunn’s, 1980; Freehill & McDonald,1981; Price,1981; 
Ricca,1984; Ristow and Edenburn, 1985; Wasson,1981) which is  also read as their preference for 
autonomy in problem solving (Freehill & McDonald’s, 1981).

Curiosity

Curiosity is manifested in the exploratory behavior of a child. Gifted children are reported to be more 
curious than their age mates. It is read as the gifted children’s ability to identify problems (Renzulli 
& Delisle, 1982) and/or the ‘response to novelty’ (Heller et al, 2002). The work of Lehwald (1990) 
presents an empirical study of more curious children making significant use of their exploratory 
behavior by engaging into intense information gathering about the puzzles. The exploratory behavior 
thus is analyzed as the higher cognitive efficiency. The intellectually gifted children have been found 
to have a precocious development of the exploratory behavior from a very early age as compared 
to the other children of their age. Heller et al (2002) describes the development of the exploratory 
behavior in children from simple experimentation (touching, shaking objects) through relational/
functional manipulations (assembling and integrating objects) to language based information 
seeking behavior (asking questions). The continuous dialogue between the child’s curiosity and 
his/her environment demands the presence of the large information in the environment that helps 
the child with high exploratory behavior to build up a rich knowledge base which is a prominent 
characteristic of giftedness (Siegler & Kotovsky, 1986). 

Language

Studies report that exceptionally gifted children show early and speedy speech development than 
their other age mates (Goldberg, 1934; Langenbeck, 1915; Terman& Fenton, 1921). The study 
by Jerslid (1960) reported that at the age of 18 months the intellectually gifted age mates were 
speaking 3.7 words when children of average intellectual ability uttered 1.2 words. A child’s initial 
speech was sometimes found to be in short sentences or phrases rather than only one or two words 
(Gibson & Mitchell, 2005; Gross, 1999; Porter, 2005). Gifted children are extensively reported to 
be avid readers (Gross & Feldhusen, 1990) and to have a more developed vocabulary as compared 
to their age mates (Gross, 1993a; Hollingworth, 1926). The early and efficient development of 
reading is found as an indicator of giftedness and as one factor predicting later academic success. 
The studies report that gifted children are found to be able to read even before entering school that 
is at the age of 4 years. The study by Hollingworth (1924) is an example of that where children 
with IQ 180 started reading before school entry and 80% of them read at the age of 4 itself. This 
indicates early development of reading as a characteristic of gifted learners. Terman and Oden 
(1947) compared the exceptionally gifted children from moderately gifted children through the 
presence of early development of reading as a powerful indicator. Terman (1925) too reported 
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that gifted children preferred more complex and higher order texts as compared to their age mates 
(Gross, 1993a Halstead, 1988; Terman, 1925). 

Though many researches favor the notion that speedy and early speech development indicates the 
higher levels of cognitive ability in children, it cannot be read as an accurate predictor of intellectual 
ability. Though, gifted children often display precocious language development, delayed development 
of the same is also found possible in gifted learners (Robinson, 1987). In the same line of argument 
Goertzel and Goertzel (1962) presented the example of Einstein who did not experience speedy 
language development, couldn’t talk till the age of 3 years and was suspected with mental disability, 
but who turned out to be a prodigy. Gross (1993) also presented the case study of two brothers with 
the IQ of 170 and 200 who had developed speech late.  

Cognition and Meta-Cognition

Various studies like that of Chi (1984), Muir-Broaddus & Bjorklund (1990) presents knowledge 
base as an important component of giftedness. The studies report that the evaluated gifted children 
between the age group of 10-14 years have adult like knowledge base whereas this doesn’t hold 
true for other children of that age group. Gifted children are generally reported to possess a vast 
knowledge base and more strategies than the rest (Gaultney, Bjorklund &Goldstien, 1996; Schneider 
& Sodian, 1988). On the other hand Muir-Broaddus & Bjorklund, found no significant differences. 
Perleth (1994) conducted a series of studies with gifted and non gifted children to understand 
differences in strategy use and meta-memory. The findings report minimal differences in both the 
groups especially among the second graders, though the difference was visible in more distant 
tasks. He brings in the view that intelligence better correlates with strategies than with meta-
memory. Studies attribute good strategic behavior as the better determinant of giftedness (Christie 
&Rubadeau (1993), along with the presence of cognitive stability and low variability in strategies 
(Gaultney& Bjorklund, n.d). 

Meta-cognition is an individual’s awareness of his/her cognitive processes. Sternberg concretized the 
idea that meta-cognition is one very defining characteristic of giftedness. Gifted children’s awareness 
of their own cognitive processes make the acquisition of new knowledge and abilities easier for 
them (Benito, 2000). Benito (2000) studies the involvement of gifted children with the Hanoi’s 
Tower task to read efficiency of children in problem solving, as it involves perceptive operations, 
complicated strategies to make the movements sequential and the memory operative (Benito, 2000; 
wood, 1987). He reports that gifted children were more conscious about the strategies they used to 
solve the puzzle, and were able to communicate their strategies to others. 

Creativity

Though there have been no single definition to define the relationship between giftedness & 
creativity and no single test to measure it (Treffinger, 2004), creativity is yet understood as an 
distinguished component of giftedness (Albert &  Runco,1986,1989; Feldhusen& Treffinger,1990; 
Renzulli,1978; Runco & Okuda).  Different studies define the relationship in their unique ways. 
The early works of Taylor, Torrance and other’s work understood creativity as a distinguishable 
characteristic of giftedness that cut across all areas of talents. Piirto (1992) emphasized more on 
creativity as an underpinning basement which permits giftedness to be realized.  Some like Cropley 
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(1993) understands creativity as a separate style of giftedness.  It conceptualizes creatively gifted as 
a separate category with the intellectually gifted.  Sternberg & Lubart (1993) view creative giftedness 
as a distinct type of giftedness, bringing in the influences of intellectual processes, knowledge, 
thinking styles, motivation, and environment on creative abilities of individuals.  On the other hand, 
it is thought that the understanding of creativity is a contextual idea: “What is understood as creative 
is much related to the setting it is in” (Amabile, 1996; Fishkin, Cramond& Olszewski-Kubilius, 1999; 
Lynch & Harris, 2001; Simonton, 1997, 2003; Sternberg &Lubart, 1991).

Creativity is studied distinguishably from problem solving ability of individuals.  Unlike problem 
solving ability, creativity requires more than cognitive skills.  It includes the ‘need’ or a ‘feeling’ (Runco, 
1993) with that of the ability and ideas to confront a situation.  The involvement of the aesthetic 
essence in the creative aspect of giftedness makes it more operational to include intrinsic motivation as 
an important component of study (Albert & Runco, 1986; Feldhusen&Treffinger, 1990; Milgram, 1990; 
Renzulli, 1978). Delcourt (1993) in his study also emphasized on the importance of non-cognitive 
dimensions of creative productivity, for instance, motivation, energy, and commitment in an individual. 

Where Giftedness is seen as synonymous with high intelligence, creativity is termed as a novel 
or divergent thinking (Getzels& Jackson, 1961; Runco, 1993). Sak (2010) believed that creative 
children are those who are “free thinkers” and have “imaginative intelligence.” The thin line between 
an academically gifted child and a creatively gifted child is built by “imagination,” “emotional 
intensity,” and “curiosity.”  Research work on problem discovery and evaluative skills by Micheal 
and Bachelor (1990) describes the multidimensional aspect of creativity relating it to the higher 
order thinking ability of individuals.

Social and Emotional Needs of Gifted Children

The social and emotional needs of gifted children are another widely studied area of research.  The 
peer group of the intellectually gifted children is a much discussed topic in various studies.  The 
accelerated growth in cognitive abilities in gifted children as per their chronological age makes these 
children outfall the generally practiced peer grouping based on the chronological age. Moreover, the 
misidentification of their talents in society leads to many socio-emotional impacts over their position 
in the social context and hence their self-esteem (Gross, 2006).  Gross (1998a) suggests the ‘cohort 
effect’ of peer bonding on the gifted children; in his view gifted children need to be peer grouped 
based on their intellectual abilities rather than just being age-mates, and by presenting them a 
common and intellectually challenging task (Gross, 2002). 

The gifted children are reported to display high empathy, high sensitivity towards the larger world, 
display advanced sense of understanding of morality and justice (manning, 2006).  The gifted children 
were found to possess a mature and developed social wit, which is often read in terms of their adult 
like maturity to handle situations and a vast sense of humor.  Gifted children performed higher than 
the other population in spontaneous pun and possess a higher sense of humor (Shade, 1991) but no 
significant difference was found in the kind of sense of humor used by the gifted than the rest.  

Some studies argue that gifted children are no different from the rest in terms of their social and 
emotional adjustment.  Some studies came up with the view that the same developmental stage 
occurs in the gifted children, often at a younger age (Webb & Kleine, 1993). Several studies (like 
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Galluci, 1989; Nail & Evans, 1997; Neihart, 1999) report that no significant differences in the 
incidence of psychopathology occur between gifted and normal populations (Richards et al, 2010). 

However, a fair number of studies suggest that gifted children differ from the rest in their social and 
emotional adjustment. This view can be divided into two broad streams:

1. One group of studies view that intellectually gifted students are better than the rest in their 
emotional and psychosocial adjustment (like, Galluci,1988,1989; Grossberg & Cornell,1988; 
Merrell et al,1996; Nail & Evans,1997; Neihart, 1999; Terman,1925; Terman & Oden,1947). 
Like many others, the study done by Richards et al (2010) with a group of 33 intellectually 
gifted adolescents with 25 average ability children using Behavioral Assessment System reports 
that intellectually gifted adolescents show fewer depressive symptoms, a better attitude towards 
teachers, greater self-reliance and a greater sense of adequacy. 

2. Another group of studies document that the intellectually gifted children are vulnerable to  social 
and emotional adjustment (like, Gross,1993,1994; Hollingworth,1942; Kline & Short,1991a,b; 
Metha & McWhirter,1997; Siverman,1993; Webb,1993; Yewchuk & Jobagy,1991). Various 
studies (Galluci, 1988; Gross, 1993; Montour, 1977; Silverman, 1993; Wallace, 1986) report 
the issues of gifted children facing problems of loneliness, feeling of alienation, depression, and 
low self-esteem. This too was seen as a subgroup among the gifted children, who are at a risk 
of emotional-behavioral and educational under-achievement and are termed as “maladjusted” 
(Davis & Rimm, 1998; Piirto, 1999; Richards et al, 2010; Robinson, 1996; Silverman, 1993).  
The ‘maladjusted’ or ‘special populations’ includes gifted youth with disabilities, Gifted 
adolescent females, gifted youth from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, socio-
economically disadvantaged gifted youth (Richards et al,2010). 

Peterson (2009) holds that gifted children face issues with adjusting to their less able peer group, family 
and other areas leading to frustrations and disruptive behavior based on the degrees of characteristics 
associated with their giftedness.  The aspects of Perfectionism, impatient behavior towards the self 
and others, high energy, high or no sensitivity towards the viewpoint of others, extreme criticism of 
self or others, delinquent behavior, etc. can be the reasons of social and emotional adjustment issues 
(Peterson,2009; Webb,1994).  Interestingly, he talks about the need of the gifted youth to dwell more 
into the search and explorations of their identity in the social realm.  He argues that the different 
intellectual and emotional needs of gifted children don’t go well with the social setup, leading to 
various social and emotional discomforts.  Exploration of identity can be especially intense in persons 
with high ability, potentially contributing to protracted conflict with parents.  In regard to identity, 
some gifted students, especially females, reject achievement in favor of peer acceptance (Peterson, 
2010).  The recognition of the fact that gifted children have different social and emotional adjustment 
needs was followed up with various literatures that address the solutions to the issue. 

The generalized findings about the gifted learners need to be viewed in a constant dialogue with 
the environment, as every gifted child have not been identified and served (Kammer, 1986).   When 
Renzulli talks about the concept of giftedness and the dichotomy of school house giftedness and 
creative productive giftedness, he argues that gifted behavior is often reflected by the psychological 
characteristics like task persistence, creativity and intellectual /academic ability.  He further 
reiterates that these characteristics are crucial and should be recognized and nurtured across the 
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school programs with the virtue of talent development.  

The giftedness of children is often exhibited across wide range of scenarios, reflected through several 
behavioral indicators, or what we call traits (in psychology).  These traits often act as predictive 
indicators of gifted behavior, which enables in identifying gifted children across different age groups and 
especially helps in early identification.  To mention some of the characteristic traits like: high levels of 
intellectual curiosity, the ability to rapidly learn new information and the ability to direct one’s learning 
etc., were often mentioned.   Considering the mentioned pool of testimonies about gifted children the 
NIAS team tries to identify the traits of gifted children.  In order to explore the traits exhibited by the 
gifted children identified by NIAS, the team charted the same across different age ranges. 

The NIAS Trait Model

The NIAS model has been based on Renzulli’s (2000) three ring concept of giftedness and research 
addressing diversity in the area of giftedness.  Following definition proposed by the National 
Association of Gifted Children (NAGC) was accepted for the operational purpose:

Gifted individuals are those who demonstrate outstanding levels of aptitude (defined as an 
exceptional ability to reason and learn) or competence (documented performance or achievement 
in top 10% or rarer) in one or more domains. Domains include any structured area of activity with 
its own symbol system (e.g., mathematics, music, language) and/or set of sensorimotor skills (e.g., 
painting, dance, and sports).

Trait categories

The NIAS team through its research and analysis of the profiles of the gifted children has arrived at 
a description of traits, exhibited by children identified as gifted. The model of traits tends to provide 
an overall picture of gifted children, especially in terms of the behavioral characteristics that these 
gifted children tend to exhibit. These traits can include ability to learn rapidly; a wide knowledge 
base in general and in particular areas of interest; intellectual curiosity and high motivation to 
learn; advanced knowledge and skills exceeding that of age-peers in domains such as language, 
mathematics, music, kinesthetic, abilities, and other such areas; advanced analytical and critical 
thinking skills; ability to synthesis and process large volumes of information; advanced meta cognitive 
skills; ability to develop and execute plans effectively; early sophisticated conceptual frameworks; 
and creativity and production of novel solutions to problems (Callahan and Miller, 2005; Jeltova and 
Grigorenko, 2005; Vaivre-Douret, 2011). 

In order to develop the trait model, detailed classroom observations across different types of school in 
urban Bangalore were carried out.  The NIAS team had conducted detailed classroom observations for 
730 hours, spread over a period of 18 months.  Based on the above review of literature and observation 
of children in classrooms a pool of traits was created.  Overlapping traits were grouped under one 
category, reaching to a list of seven traits.  Some of the characteristics that were evident through field 
research were also repeatedly identified and mentioned by parents, teachers, and significant others 
during the case profiling of the gifted children.  Thus, these observations were further validated through 
a series of teacher training workshops and case profile analysis of the gifted children.  Following is an 
overview of traits identified through the above process to feed into NIAS model:
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1. Lower Cognitive traits can be defined as the ability to acquire, recall, and perform relevant 
information and activities accurately and efficiently

2. Cognition and Meta Cognition traits can be defined as the ability to reason, think 
critically, and solve novel problems; and the ability to control, modulate, and reflect on one’s 
cognition

3. Curiosity traits reflects the ability to be inquisitive and identify relevant information so as to 
better understand and fill specific knowledge gaps about certain topics of interest

4. Language traits define the ability to acquire language and to use it expressively, flexibly, and 
appropriately

5. Task Commitment traits reflects the ability to turn motivation in to actions in terms 
perseverance, hard work, endurance, self confidence, focused form of motivation, being 
problem specific and preference for challenging activities

6. Creativity traits show the ability to generate novel yet appropriate responses, often from 
unusual associations

7. Ethical and Socio-emotional Maturity traits reflects the ability to understand and 
effectively manage emotions; and an understanding of and competence in accepted cultural 
values and ethics.

1
LOWER COGNITIVE 

TRAITS

Attention and concentration, vicarious learning and independent 

learning, domains of interests 

2

COGNITION AND 

M E TA C O G N I T I O N 

TRAITS 

Information-processing, deep-level processing, meta-memory, Meta-

cognition, reasoning, sense of humor, divergent thinking, synthetic and 

creative thinking, problem-solving, hypothetical thinking

3 CURIOSITY TRAITS
Curiosity, observation skills, sensitive to minute changes in the 

environment

4 LANGUAGE TRAITS Avid readers, large vocabulary base, linguistic precocity

5 TASK PERSISTENCE Task persistence, spending longer hours on activities of interests

6 CREATIVITY TRAITS
coming up with unusual solutions or ways of approaching the problem, 

divergent thinking, novel solutions etc.

7
ETHICAL AND SOCIO 

EMOTIONAL TRAITS

Moral intelligence and competence; Emotional intelligence, leadership 

skills, interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligence, self-regulation.

Operationalization of the traits in the NIAS trait Model

It has to be noted that the above mentioned traits are not new inventions. Instead, mentions of 
these traits pertaining to gifted children in the gifted literature are quite evident. Renzulli (1978), 
in particular shifted the focus from gifted individuals to gifted behavior. He proposed a three-ring 
model for the components of giftedness, involving interactions between clusters of human traits 
identified as above average ability, high levels of task commitment, and high levels of creativity 
groups. Renzulli’s work reflects that an individual’s ability on its own does not translate to high 
achievement.  According to him, gifted behavior gets manifested in those who possess these traits 
and can apply them to a particular field.
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Traits Exhibited by the Gifted Students on NIAS Pool

The above mentioned seven traits were explored amongst the pool of students identified through the 
NIAS Gifted–Education Program.  As mentioned earlier, the Teacher Nomination Behavior Rating 
Form (TNBRS) and the Parent Nomination Behavior Rating Form (PNBRS) have items assessing 
seven traits, namely ‘Lower Cognitive traits’, ‘Cognition and Meta Cognition traits’, ‘Curiosity traits, 
Language traits’, ‘Task Commitment traits’, ‘Creativity’, ‘Ethical and Socio-emotional Maturity’.  The 
rating forms analyzed a total of 55 students, comprising of 11 girls and 44 boys in the age range of 5 
to 16 years.  The percentages of the students showing each trait have been depicted in Table. 1 and 
Graph. 1.  The pattern of traits exhibited by different age groups was also analyzed.  The age wise 
analysis of traits is depicted in Graph. 2.  The initial distribution of the traits of gifted children reveal 
that more than half of the gifted children show the presence of each of the traits enlisted below.  A 
preliminary analysis of the traits of gifted children reveals the following:

Table 1: Percentage Distribution of Traits among Gifted Children

Number Trait Categories Percentages

1 Lower Cognitive traits 90.91

2 cognition and metacognitive traits 56.36

3 Curiosity 90.91

4 Language 56.36

5 Motivation /task commitment 80.00

6 Creativity 60.00

7 Ethical and Socio-emotional trait 49.09

Graph 1: Distribution of Traits among Gifted Children
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Table 1 shows very high frequency of lower Cognitive traits amongst the pool of gifted students.  
About 90% students demonstrate that they have the ability to acquire, recall, and perform relevant 
information and activities accurately and efficiently.  On the other hand, only 56% students show 
cognition and Meta cognition traits.  This means that not all of them have ability to think critically, and 
solve novel problems, and the ability to control, modulate, and reflect on one’s cognition.  Although 
the results show a lower level of meta-cognitive skills amongst the students, this may not be the case 
actually.  The reason being that the sample includes students ranging from 5 to 16 years, hence, the 
younger ones may be low on these skills.  Research shows that meta-cognitive skills start emerging 
after the age of 7-8 years (Snowman, 1986).  This may be the reason that the pooled data shows low 
percentage of meta-cognitive skills.  There is no surprise that all younger and elder students show 
curiosity. As this data and the study quoted above shows, most of the gifted students reflect curiosity.  
Language traits are again showing less percentage of 56%.  But task commitment traits are shown to 
be present in 80% students.  This is one of the prototypical features of the gifted students that they 
exhibit perseverance, self confidence, problem specificity and preference for challenging activities.  
Interestingly 60% students show creativity leaving the other 40%.  According to Sternberg (2000) 
Giftedness can be seen in forms of domain knowledge of procedural knowledge.  It is not necessary 
that students high on domain knowledge may show creativity. Although it may affect students’ 
success as adults, but it is one form of giftedness.  It has been widely seen that the gifted students 
struggle with their social relationships.  Only 49% students show the ability to manage and regulate 
their emotions and social skills. 

Trait Pattern among Gifted Children in different age groups

The NIAS pool discussed here consists of students between 5 to 16 years of age.  As the literatures 
in developmental psychology suggest, children’s behavior go through robust changes during their 
early and late childhood till adolescence.  Since the behavioral traits are developmental in nature, it 
was thought imperative to explore whether children show different patterns in their developmental 
stages.  The patterns exhibited by these children are discussed below:

Graph 2: Percentage of Gifted Behavioral traits exhibited by children
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The graph above represents the gifted behavioral traits that were exhibited by children identified 
as gifted, in three different age groups.  In the graph, the gifted behavioral traits are shown on the 
‘x’ axis and the ‘y’ axis represents the percentage frequency with which the traits were exhibited 
by children identified as gifted.  The graph represents each of the age group with different colored 
bars.  The three age groups of identified gifted children are 2 to 6 years, 7 to 10 years and 11 
to 17 years. 

The analysis of the data obtained from the nominations and case profiles revealed that parents 
have often marked higher frequency on attention, concentration, grasping power and other lower 
cognitive traits at a very young age. The above graph also depicts that 100% gifted children show 
lower cognitive traits in the age group of 2-6 years.  Children in the age group of 11-17 years i.e. 
about 87% of the children in the age group of 11-17 exhibited lower cognitive traits.

Cognition and meta-cognitive traits: 

Graph. 2 shows the percentage of cognition and meta-cognition traits has drastically increased across 
the age groups; i.e. about 40% of children in the age group of 2-6 years have exhibited the traits 
of cognition and meta-cognition, while about 68% of children in the age groups of 7-10years 
and 11-17 years have exhibited the traits of cognition and meta-cognition.  Hence it could be   
reported that meta-cognition emerges at around 8-10years of age.  Literature in the area of cognitive 
development suggests that cognition and meta-cognition traits are developmental in nature and 
become more evident in gifted children as they grow older.  This seems to be true but accelerated in 
the gifted children (Helms-Lorenz & Jacobse, 2008).  

Meta-cognition

It is the ability to control, modulate, and reflect on one’s cognition. Meta-cognitive ability consists 
of a) meta-cognitive knowledge– knowledge and awareness of how tasks, situations, and persons 
interact; and b) meta-cognitive control, the ability to regulate cognitive processes such as learning. 
This ability to understand and express how one’s cognition works is limited to the children from 
younger age group.  However, the NIAS pool shows and Risemberg and Zimmerman (1992) have 
pointed out that gifted students spontaneously utilize self-regulatory learning strategies and can 
easily transfer them to novel tasks when trained. These researchers posit that self-regulation of 
learning can be one of the prototypical features of gifted children.  Hannafen and J.O. Carrey (1981) 
(as mentioned in Shore and Dover 1987) found out that high achieving students were able to 
describe their learning strategies.  On the other hand, Chatman and Willford’s research suggests that 
while gifted students possess meta-cognitive knowledge, they will not necessarily utilize it. 

Curiosity

Curiosity is manifested in exploratory behavior exhibited by the gifted child. The percentage of 
gifted children exhibiting curiosity trait has been 95%, 89% and 100% respectively across 2-6 years, 
7-10 years and 11-17-year-olds. Monks et al (2002) talks about the growth and development of the 
exploratory behavior in children from simple experimentation (touching, shaking objects) through 
relational/functional manipulations (assembling and integrating objects) to language based 
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information seeking behavior (asking questions).  Silverman (1989b) and Gross (1993) have found 
that gifted children become physically mobile at remarkably early ages and at the same time the 
stages of skill development were traversed with exceptional speed (As mentioned in Gross,2010).

Interestingly research (Hollingworth, 1942 and Gross, 1993) has also found that children who 
demonstrated precocious development of speech and movement are highly likely to develop reading 
skill substantially earlier than their age peers (as mentioned in Gross, 2010).  Thus, the continuous 
dialogue between the child’s curiosity and the environment demands the presence of the large 
information in the environment, which helps the child with high exploratory behavior to build up a 
rich knowledge base, which is a prominent characteristic of giftedness (Siegler & Kotovsku, 1986).

Language

Gifted children in the younger age group of 2-6 years were consistently reported to have attended 
the milestones of language development at a very younger age.  About 55% of children in this age 
group showed traits of language mastery (precocious language development, signs of early reading, 
being independent readers, mastery over reading were the characteristics that were often quoted 
in the data obtained).  At the same time 63% of children in the age group of 7-10 years, and 44% 
of children in the age group of 11-17 years have shown characteristics related to language domain.  
These children generally, showed signs of advanced grasp over grammar, early independent reading, 
writing stories and poems etc.  Early language development is well documented in the literature 
around gifted children.  While average children are expected to utter their first meaningful word 
when they are 12 months old (Staines and Mitchell, 1982 as mentioned in Gross 2010), the gifted 
child on an average begins to speak some two months earlier.  Early development of speech may 
be due to the fact that gifted children tend to pass the stages of speech acquisition a bit earlier and 
hence, pass the stages of language development with greater rapidity when compared to children 
of average ability.  For instance, Jersild (1960) (as mentioned in Gross, 2010) noted that at the age 
of 18 months children of average ability were uttering a mean number of 1.2 words per “remark”, 
whereas gifted age peers were uttering 3.7 words per “remark”. 

Apart from precocious language development, literature also suggests that children with intellectual 
giftedness tend to show early reading ability as one of the most powerful indicators of exceptional 
giftedness.  Terman (1926) and Hollingworth (1926, 1942) have reported that they have observed 
in their studies that it was early reading that most clearly differentiated between the moderately and 
highly gifted children.

Task commitment

Task commitment is one of the important components of giftedness according to Renzulli’s (1978) 
conception of giftedness.  The above graph clearly depicts that the traits related to task commitment 
was expressed in higher percentages by gifted children in the pool.  About 80%, 95% and 81% 
of children in the age groups of 2-6 years, 7-10 years and 11-17 years respectively have exhibited 
traits of task persistence.  Renzulli (1978) defined gifted behaviors rather than gifted individuals, 
and gifted behavior is composed of three components that reflect an interaction among three basic 
clusters of human traits: above-average ability, high levels of task commitment, and high levels of 
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creativity.  Individuals capable of developing gifted behavior are those possessing or capable of 
developing this composite set of traits and are able to apply them to any potentially valuable area 
of human performance.  According to Renzulli, all these three clusters work in coordination.  Task 
commitment (motivation) is usually defined in terms of a general energized process that triggers 
responses in organisms and it represents energy brought to bear on a particular problem (task) or 
specific performance area.  The terms that are associated with task commitment are perseverance, 
endurance, hard work, practice, and the confidence in one’s ability to engage in important work.

Creativity

Giftedness is seen as synonymous with high intelligence, creativity is termed as a novel or divergent 
thinking (Getzels&amp; Jackson, 1961; Runco, 1993).  Renzulli’s three ring conception considers 
creativity as one of the important component of giftedness.  Creativity is found to be manifested in the 
form of divergent thinking, unusual thinking or unusual approach while solving a problem, out of the 
box thinking, being creative in artistic domain, unusual ways of using the toy material etc. as in the data 
analyzed.  The above graph also depicts that creativity becomes more evident as children grow older.

Ethical and Socio emotional Maturity

There are studies that suggest that gifted children are highly motivated, well adjusted, socially 
mature, open to new experiences etc.  There are few other studies that suggest that gifted children 
may be vulnerable to social and emotional difficulties related to their giftedness (Keiley, 2002).  
The graph depicts that gifted children also exhibited traits of socio emotional and ethical maturity 
and it also tends to depict a progressive pattern among the children across all the three age groups.  
Parents have reported that these gifted children had good levels of socio-emotional adjustment.  It 
should also be noted here, that majority of the identified gifted children come from urban families, 
where parents are well educated and families which provide them good social environment (in 
terms of schooling and neighborhood).  Families with well informed adults form a well defined 
support system.  Many intellectually and academically gifted children tend to have families that are 
child centered with close, nurturing and supportive relationships (Friedman, 1994; Moon, Jurich, 
& Feldhusen, 1998).  Parental nominations and case profile data of the identified gifted children 
not only revealed that these children were advanced when it comes to emotional, social and moral 
maturity; but the data also led some insights on the peer group of these children.  Most of the 
identified children were reported to have very selective and limited peers with whom they spent 
time during play time.  On the whole, no significant accounts of underachievement, psychosocial 
and emotional problems were reported by the parents.  This could be due to the fact that parental 
values, family climate, parent-child interaction, and parenting styles influence achievement and 
underachievement among gifted children.

The above analysis reveals that the age group of 2-6 years, have shown higher percentage of  gifted 
behavioral traits, especially in areas of lower cognitive traits, curiosity(generic curiosity to learn about 
things, asking a lot of why and how questions etc), language (early signs of picking up language, 
broader vocabulary base, early to develop independent reading etc) and task persistence(working on 
a puzzle for longer periods of time, reading a story book or series of story books in one go).  Most of 
the traits, except for language and creativity traits, have been fully represented in profiles of gifted 
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children aged above 11 years.  For instance, about 62 % of children in the age group of 11-17 years 
have shown higher percentage of traits pertaining to ethical/moral laws and are ahead in the socio-
emotional maturity i.e. these children tend to be more matured in terms of being able to understand 
and exhibit appropriate behaviors across different scenarios that involves socio-emotional and moral 
components. Emotional vulnerability was one of the problems documented by Hollingworth(1942), 
where she found that gifted children were able to grapple and understand major philosophical and 
ethical issues even before they were emotionally ready to do so.

Research studies on intellectually gifted children and particularly the highly gifted children, reveals 
that even in early childhood they display significant differences from the developmental patterns 
observable in age peers of average ability.  The very early development of speech, movement and 
reading in many highly gifted young children serves as a powerful predictor of unusually high 
intellectual ability (Gross, 2010).  Generally parents of the highly gifted children become aware of 
their children’s developmental differences at a very early age, yet parental nominations or reliance 
of information from the parents have been reported to be underutilized. 

Conclusion

The preliminary look at the data obtained from the NIAS pool of students shows that most of the traits 
have had been identified earlier by the researchers in different countries.  This not only validates 
the conception of giftedness, but also indicates towards the requirement of having a structural 
support for such students.  The traits exhibited by these students indicate that they need additional 
support from their families, schools and communities.  Moreover as discussed above; the notion 
of giftedness is dynamic and tends to change during different time and places.  Therefore it is also 
crucial to develop more insights about gifted students and adults in a more culturally rooted fashion.  
Giftedness is a multifaceted concept which needs to be studied using an eclectic approach.  There is 
an increasing body of literature in the area of gifted-education which suggests that gifted children 
have different specific needs pertaining to their areas of giftedness (Ford, Baytops and Harmon, 
1997; Laine and Blank, 1989; Sternberg and Lubart 1995) which are mostly unmet in usual schools, 
especially in India (Roy and Kurup, 2016). 

Contextual factors are crucial to the development and emergence of giftedness. Stimulating 
environment helps the children to realize their potentials.  Research tends to support this view, that 
gifted children’s potentials are linked to their reciprocal interaction with their environment (Gross, 
1999). The manifestation of any behavior is the product of a dynamic interaction between innate 
and environmental factors. Giftedness is no exception. Contextual variables are crucial in influencing 
which subset of gifted traits a child is liable for.  Since behavioral indicators are one of the important 
ways in which identification of gifted and talented children can be achieved, it is important to further 
engage in more systematic and scientific research which can help in unpacking and understanding the 
nature of how these traits emerge and develop across and within the given age groups.  

Limitations and Prospects in the NIAS model for Gifted Children

An analysis of the identification revealed that the proposed model of NIAS through Teacher 
Nomination was not completely explored as most teachers trained during the initial phase of the 
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program did not provide the nomination.  Difficulties at the school management level did not allow 
the identification process to progress.  The important reason being that schools denied sharing 
the contact details of the nominated child.  One of the important reasons in hindsight is the non-
involvement of the management in the training process.  Hence, it became pertinent that for the 
involvement of the private schools managements need to be taken on board, if the process of 
identification needs to be completed.  Interaction with the trained teachers revealed that the school 
feared that parents may implicate a bias in the nomination in the guise of favoritism. 

The technology platform of PRODIGY was created to provide a wide outreach to enable nominations 
of children across the country. However, the data showed that this provision was accessed by parents 
who belonged to the higher socio-economic status.  Cultural anthropologists argue that what 
constitutes giftedness in a particular society may differ from another society.  Pfeiffer(2015) points 
to the fact that it is not difficult to envision that an individual considered gifted in one society might 
not possess the requisite attributes or abilities to merit the gifted label in other societies or regions 
of the world, highlighting the cultural situatedness of giftedness (Pfeiffer 2013b: in Pfeiffer 2015).
Thus, the NIAS gifted Education Program has now focused on government schools in rural and tribal 
areas.  Work is in progress and it is hoped that lessons from the field will feed into the strengthening 
of the identification model as we march forward to identify the gifted among the poor and under-
privileged home backgrounds.  It is our firm belief that this program will be useful to all gifted 
children but more useful to the gifted children of the poor.
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