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Feature Article

Individuals compose a life by drawing on the opportunities 
and navigating the challenges and constraints that are pre-
sented by their environment. Humanism and free societies 
have a shared goal in wanting to ensure equal opportunity for 
each individual, regardless of race, ethnicity, gender, or back-
ground. Both view this goal not only as a moral imperative 
but also as an aspiration crucial to economic competitiveness, 
especially in today’s conceptual, idea-driven economy 
(Friedman, 2005; Hunt, 1995, 2010; Zakaria, 2011). Women 
are seen as not experiencing equal opportunity to the same 
degree as men (Gino et al., 2015; Gruber et al., 2021), particu-
larly in STEM areas (Ceci et al., 2014, 2021; El-Hout et al., 
2021; Stewart-Williams & Halsey, 2021a, 2021b) and espe-
cially at the top (Becker & Lindsay, 2004; National Science 
Board, 2022). As a consequence, they become underrepre-
sented in certain STEM disciplines and in a variety of presti-
gious leadership positions throughout the occupational 
spectrum. While, undeniably, bias is at play, other factors may 
also be constraining the career aspirations of women. Here we 
address whether intellectually brilliant women and men tend 
to compose different lives that, although meaningful to them, 
contribute to this underrepresentation in some areas and over-
representation in others. By studying the life course of two 
cohorts with world-class potential to excel in STEM, as well 
as other conceptually demanding disciplines and professions, 
we hope to cast light on how individual and gender differ-
ences develop not only in STEM fields but also at the very top 
echelons of the occupational spectrum more generally. To do 

so, we build on well-known psychological concepts and find-
ings from a 50-year longitudinal study of exceptional intel-
lectual talent, the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth 
(SMPY; Lubinski & Benbow, 2006, 2021).1

Background and Theoretical 
Orientation

Understanding how individual and group differences develop 
in high-impact careers requires two sets of considerations. 
One set involves findings based on models of educational 
and occupational development, the other involves how lives 
are lived beyond formal education.

Modeling Educational and Occupational 
Development

For decades, psychological theorists have assembled distinct 
classes of personal attributes to model educational and 
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occupational outcomes (Corno et al., 2002; Dawis, 1992; 
Sackett et al., 2017). These models utilize constellations of 
cognitive abilities, educational/occupational interests, and per-
sonality to identify differential degrees of promise for contrast-
ing learning and work environments (Corno et al., 2002; 
Cronbach, 1957). Labels denoting these constellations include 
trait clusters for conceptualizing intellectual development 
(Ackerman, 1996; Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997), trait com-
plexes for conceptualizing educational readiness (Corno et al., 
2002; Snow et al., 1996), and taxons for conceptualizing occu-
pational potential (Dawis, 2005; Dawis & Lofquist, 1984).

Theory of Work Adjustment. The Theory of Work Adjustment 
(TWA; Dawis, 2005; Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Tinsley, 1993) 
is a model especially germane for understanding how these 
concepts operate and influence educational and career deci-
sions. TWA specifies ability/interest constellations that define 
promise for responding with competence and the motivation 
to persist when opportunities are provided in different disci-
plines and professions. According to TWA, two sets of per-
sonal attributes and environmental features are essential for 
understanding educational/occupational choice and perfor-
mance after choice: (1) abilities and educational/occupational 
interests (personal attributes) and (2) response requirements 
and reward structures (environmental features). TWA places 
equal emphasis on assessing the individual and assessing the 
environment. The TWA dimensions of correspondence (satis-
faction and satisfactoriness) identify environments that indi-
viduals are likely to enjoy “being in” as well as environments 
they are likely to thrive “performing in,” respectively. Satis-
faction on the part of the individual is achieved when a per-
son’s interests are met by the environment, and satisfactoriness 
on the part of the environment is achieved when the individu-
al’s performance meets the expectations of their instructor or 
employer. One critical feature of TWA is that both the level 
and the pattern of abilities and interests are important consid-
erations (Dawis, 1992, 2005; Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Hanna 
et al., 2021; Katzell, 1994; Lofquist & Dawis, 1991; Lubinski 
& Benbow, 2000, 2006). Put simply, although many other 
things matter, what individuals enjoy the most and what they 
do best need to be factored in.

Ability/Interest Level and Pattern. Intellectually gifted pop-
ulations, for example, typically display wide variation in 
their ability and interest profiles (Achter et al., 1996, 
1999; Bernstein et al., 2019; Lubinski & Benbow, 2006, 
2021); their ability/interest pattern is as diverse as that 
seen in typically-developing populations (Harmon et al., 
1994; Nye & Rounds, 2019). However, individuals who 
excel in STEM tend to possess a distinct ability/interest 
pattern (Bernstein et al., 2019; Gohm et al., 1998; Kell, 
Lubinski, Benbow, & Steiger, 2013; Lubinski & Benbow, 
2006, 2021; Wai et al., 2009). They possess exceptional 
mathematical and spatial reasoning abilities (Snow, 1999), 
and their mathematical/spatial abilities are typically 

greater than their verbal abilities. Moreover, they possess 
salient scientific and theoretical interests relative to other 
educational/occupational interests. This pattern has been 
observed for decades (Austin & Hanisch, 1990; Gohm 
et al., 1998; Gottfredson, 2003; Humphreys et al., 1993; 
Lubinski & Benbow, 2006, 2021; Roe, 1953, 1961; Super 
& Bachrach, 1957). Moreover, among cutting-edge per-
formers in multiple disciplines, those who distinguish 
themselves from their peers not only typically possess 
greater ability (Arneson et al., 2011; Park et al., 2007, 
2008), but they also display a more pronounced or “super 
typical” ability/interest profile (Bernstein et al., 2019; 
McCabe et al., 2020).

Exceptional achievement outside of STEM usually occurs 
when verbal reasoning prowess is appreciably more impressive 
intra-individually, relative to mathematical and spatial abilities. 
These individuals routinely invest their talents in conceptually 
demanding domains outside of STEM (Kell, Lubinski, & 
Benbow, 2013; Kell, Lubinski, Benbow, & Steiger, 2013; see 
Makel et al., 2016, Figures 2–4). This holds even among pro-
foundly gifted mathematical reasoners (individuals whose 
mathematical acumen is well beyond the typical STEM doctor-
ate [Kell, Lubinski, & Benbow, 2013; see Makel et al., 2016, 
Figure 1]). One reason for this is that many educational/occu-
pational interests outside of STEM covary positively with ver-
bal reasoning ability and negatively with mathematical and 
spatial ability, the latter in particular (Ackerman, 1996; Schmidt 
et al., 1998; Ackerman & Heggestad, 1997). Therefore, indi-
viduals whose intellectual profile is dominated by verbal abil-
ity relative to mathematical/spatial ability tend to be more 
interested in areas outside of STEM (Austin & Hanisch, 1990; 
Browne, 2023; Gohm et al., 1998; Gottfredson, 2003; 
Humphreys et al., 1993; Wai et al., 2009; Webb et al., 2002, 
2007).

There are well-documented differences in ability and 
interest patterns for men and women that are important 
given these trends. In educational/occupational interest 
profiles, decades of work have shown an average of one 
standard deviation gender difference for learning about 
and working with people versus things or in organic versus 
inorganic disciplines (Geary, 2021; Lippa, 1998, 2010; 
McIntyre & Graziano, 2016; Su et al., 2009). While their 
distributions overlap appreciably, women are much more 
likely than men to prefer to learn about and work with peo-
ple and organic material, whereas men, relative to women, 
are more likely to prefer to learn about and work with 
things and inorganic material. In addition, there is also a 
salient average gender difference in ability strength. 
Although men and women do not differ in overall intel-
lectual ability, they do differ in ability strength. On aver-
age, there is a pronounced difference in verbal versus 
mathematical/spatial abilities favoring females, while the 
inverse is true for males (Geary, 2021; Hedges & Nowell, 
1995; Hunt, 2010; Johnson & Bouchard, 2007; Stewart-
Williams & Halsey, 2021a; Voyer et al., 1995).
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While abilities and interests are not the focus of this study, 
these considerations are a helpful first step in understanding 
differences in educational and occupational outcomes and 
need to be noted (Lubinski & Benbow, 2006, 2021; Stoet & 
Geary, 2015, 2018). They are part of the equation. However, 
they also help inform widespread national and international 
trends. For example, as educational opportunities have 
become more equitable for women (Stoet & Geary, 2018, 
2020), cross-cultural trends show women are becoming 
overrepresented, relative to men, in securing tertiary educa-
tional degrees. In the United States, for example, more 
women than men have been awarded doctorates for more 
than 15 years. That overrepresentation, however, is not 
equally distributed across disciplines. Women are overrepre-
sented in many organic disciplines while being underrepre-
sented in inorganic fields. Women received more than 65% 
of the doctorates in education, more than 70% in health sci-
ences, and more than 75% in public administration/services 
but only 25.1% in mathematics and computer science and 
23.4% in engineering (Okahana & Zhou, 2018; Snyder et al., 
2019).2 The ability/interest taxons or trait complexes 
described earlier partly explain the trend.3

Modeling Lives Lived Beyond Formal Education

Having exceptional abilities, passionate interests, and oppor-
tunities is one thing. Actualizing one’s full potential over 
one’s lifespan and after educational credentials are secured is 
another. Doing so involves many choices that go beyond trait 
complexes and supportive opportunities to learn and work 
(Lubinski & Benbow, 2001). Virtually all investigators 
studying high-impact careers have conceptualized these 
careers as a lifestyle (Ericsson et al., 2006; Gardner, 1993; 
Jackson & Rushton, 1985; Roe, 1953; Simonton, 1994; 
Wilson, 1998; Zuckerman, 1977). Certainly, potential and 
opportunity are needed. However, developing and sustaining 
conceptually demanding, high-impact careers, especially 
those wherein individuals are entrusted with vast amounts of 
economic and human resources, require considerations well 
beyond developing sophisticated professional expertise 
(Ullen et al., 2016). For the career and life outcomes in which 
we are interested in this study, career development needs to 
be conceptualized as a component of life because individuals 
differ on how much time they are willing to devote to it ver-
sus other activities (Hakim, 2017; Pinker, 2008; Rhoads, 
2004; Rhoads & Rhoads, 2012), even under the best condi-
tions (see Lubinski & Benbow, 2021, Figures 7 and 8). 
Trade-offs are made to pursue high-impact careers. It is a 
commitment to a way of life that is atypically dominated by 
one’s work. Economists, psychologists, and a variety of 
social science disciplines have studied this topic in the 
broader context of lives lived (Buss, 2019; Geary, 2021; 
Hakim, 2017; Holahan et al., 1995; Pinker, 2008; Rhoads & 
Rhoads, 2012) as has the popular press, with The New York 
Times stories such as “They conquered, they left” (Kuczynski, 

2002) and “Women did everything right, then work got 
greedy” (Miller, 2019).

There are many ways to construct a meaningful and satis-
fying lifestyle (Buss, 2019; Geary, 2021; Hakim, 2017; 
Pinker, 2008; Rhoads, 2004). There is no one right lifestyle. 
Individuals prioritize contrasting life possibilities differently 
(Lubinski & Benbow, 2001) and derive satisfaction from dif-
ferent aspects that can constitute a life; they, therefore, differ 
with respect to what is worthy of investing their time 
(Browne, 2023; Geary, 2021; Gino et al., 2015; Hakim, 2017; 
Pinker, 2008; Stewart-Williams & Halsey, 2021a). To mea-
sure this domain for an age-50 follow-up of SMPY’s two 
oldest cohorts (identified in the 1970s), Lubinski and col-
leagues (2014) developed an extensive survey. They asked 
nearly 100 social scientists, representing various disciplines 
and perspectives, to generate theoretically compelling items 
that capture the personal attributes and life circumstances 
relevant to understanding the choice of lifestyle and conse-
quential life outcomes following formal education. They 
were asked to consider determinants beyond their personal 
propensities for learning and work.

The resulting distillation of their responses informed the 
development of SMPY’s age-50 survey of its participants 
(available on the Open Science Framework: https://osf.io/
tsby7/). The items from this process captured unique as well 
as common personal agendas and lifestyles germane to indi-
vidual and gender differences in consequential life outcomes 
(Ozer & Benet-Martinez, 2006), both inside and outside of 
the world of work. They also reflected, when aggregated, 
several broad lifestyle themes, such as agency and commu-
nion or self-profitability and other-profitability (Abele & 
Wojciszke, 2007; Bakan, 1966; Wiggins, 1991) and eco-
nomic decision-making (Hakim, 2017; Kahneman, 2011; 
Kahneman et al., 1982; Kahneman & Tversky, 2000) as well 
as working and loving (Freud, 1933), resource acquisition 
and mating (Buss, 2019), or occupational and mate selection 
(Geary, 2021; Roe, 1956).

When Lubinski et al. (2014) administered this survey to 
gifted and highly gifted women and men (SMPY Cohort 1, 
top 1% in ability, and Cohort 2, top 0.5% in ability), charac-
teristic patterns of gender differences in their lifestyles and 
preferences mirrored those found in normative populations 
(Buss, 2019; Geary, 2021; Hakim, 2017; Pinker, 2008; 
Rhoads, 2004). As a group, women, relative to men, allo-
cated their time differently across family and work. There 
were also gender differences in how time was allocated out-
side of work. Women, as a group, relative to men, had some-
what different preferences across work, family, community, 
and spirituality. Their paths also differed in how their close 
relationships were structured. Both women and men tended 
to marry spouses with impressive and commensurate educa-
tional credentials. Yet, at age 50 at least, women tended to be 
married to partners whose income was comparable to theirs; 
alternatively, men tended to be married to partners whose 
income was markedly less than theirs. However, there were 

https://osf.io/tsby7/
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Lubinski et al. 281

no significant gender differences in life satisfaction, relation-
ship satisfaction, or psychological well-being. Both women 
and men appeared satisfied with their lives although they had 
followed somewhat different paths.

While the individuals in the Lubinski et al. (2014) study 
led lives of high achievement, it was not clear whether the 
identified trends would apply to those who were exception-
ally primed to produce noteworthy accomplishments. That 
is, do the findings also apply to those with even more poten-
tial for noteworthy achievement, but in very different and 
contrasting ways, and who also grew up when opportunities 
for women were greater? To answer this question, different 
samples are needed, which sets the stage for this study.

Current Study

Identifying appropriate samples to answer research questions 
involving noteworthy accomplishments, whether in music, 
arts, athletics, or science, is of crucial importance (Simonton, 
1999b). Thus, to answer our question, we decided to com-
pare the occupational outcomes and life course of two groups 
of 50-year-olds: top STEM doctoral students trained at the 
very best STEM programs in the United States and a pro-
foundly gifted cohort with exceptional potential for high-
power careers but more broadly defined. Both were 
exceptionally talented but based on different criteria.

Our profoundly gifted cohort was selected based solely 
on their exceptional cognitive abilities. At age 12, they were 
identified as in the top 0.01% in cognitive ability. Their 
interests and subsequent educational experiences and oppor-
tunities varied widely (Achter et al., 1996; Kell, Lubinski, & 
Benbow, 2013; Lubinski & Benbow, 2006; Lubinski et al., 
2001b). All that was known about them initially, when iden-
tified, was that they had extraordinary intellectual 
potential.

In contrast, we knew much more about the STEM doc-
toral students when the sample was formed. They were 
selected because they were enrolled in the very top STEM 
graduate programs in the United States. Of course, the crite-
ria to be admitted to such programs meant that we were 
selecting students who not only possessed the “super typi-
cal” ability/interest profile but who also had a long history of 
opportunities and high achievement in STEM. This is what it 
takes to get into the very top STEM graduate programs. 
Interestingly, the men and women who made it into these 
programs did not display the characteristic ability/interest 
gender differences reviewed earlier; both women and men 
were exceptionally talented mathematically. In addition, 
their mathematical ability was markedly more impressive 
than their verbal ability (see Lubinski et al., 2001b, Table 1), 
and their interest pattern was dominated by scientific and 
theoretical interests (see Lubinski et al., 2001b, Figure 1). In 
adolescence, math/science courses were their favorite aca-
demic topic, and they experienced many advanced learning 
opportunities in STEM (see Lubinski et al., 2001b; Tables 2 

and 3). Furthermore, although opportunity has many mean-
ings, they were able to pursue and secure impressive under-
graduate degrees in STEM and subsequently obtain 
doctorates at some of the best STEM graduate training pro-
grams in the world. For this cohort, several well-known 
determinants to the development of world-class distinction 
in STEM were gender-equivalent in ways that, to our knowl-
edge, have not been found previously in the psychological 
literature. Specifically, men and women in these top STEM 
doctoral programs were far more similar psychologically 
than men and women in the gifted cohorts. How women and 
men with this degree of educational and psychological 
exceptionality and uniformity live their lives and whether 
and how they achieve distinction should therefore be exceed-
ingly informative.

The distinct psychological profiles of the two cohorts in 
this study (top STEM doctoral students and the profoundly 
gifted) offer several attractive features for longitudinal 
research on factors predicting exceptional achievements and 
occupational stature. Moreover, these two cohorts meet 
Simonton’s (2014a) standard of what constitutes a signifi-
cant sample: “[a] sample is significant when it represents the 
population of cases that have immense theoretical or empiri-
cal interest in their own right” (p. 11); these two cohorts defi-
nitely do.

To understand fully how remarkable careers develop 
requires assessing the unique strengths, relative weaknesses, 
and motivational proclivities of promising individuals and 
then studying their lives lived both in and outside of the 
world of work. Those with truly exceptional potential and 
afforded opportunities, we hypothesized, would have even 
more impressive career accomplishments at age 50 than 
SMPY’s gifted (top 1%) and highly gifted (top 0.5%) cohorts 
at age 50. Yet, we felt compelled to hypothesize that average 
gender differences in occupational outcomes, time alloca-
tion, life preferences and priorities, and structured family 
relationships would remain and would mirror the patterns 
seen normatively and in SMPY’s two older but less excep-
tional cohorts. We were unsure, however, what to anticipate 
in the magnitude of the gender differences for each group, 
given their different levels of achievement, potential, and 
more modern sociocultural context.

Method

Participants

This is the first major report on the age-50 survey of SMPY’s 
two most high-potential cohorts (Clynes, 2016; Lubinski & 
Benbow, 2006): top STEM doctoral students identified in 
their mid-20s and individuals identified at age 12 as being 
profoundly gifted (top 0.01% in ability). These two cohorts 
will be referred to as the focal cohorts to distinguish them 
from two additional cohorts that we used for comparison 
(Lubinski et al., 2014), termed benchmarking cohorts.
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Focal Cohort: Top STEM Doctoral Students. In 1992, SMPY 
identified a cohort of STEM doctoral students around age 25 
(270 males, 255 females). As first- or second-year doctoral 
students, they were attending top 15 STEM training pro-
grams in the United States (according to Gourman, 1989); 
within each department, women were oversampled to 
achieve commensurate representation (Lubinski et al., 
2001a). This sample is exceptionally talented in quantitative 
reasoning ability as measured by the Graduate Record Exam 
(e.g., GRE-Q means for females and males are 734.4 and 
749.0, respectively) and indicates promise for excelling in 
STEM careers. Scores on the GRE are used in the United 
States to select students into graduate programs for advanced 
study (Lubinski et al., 2001a); at the time, these means  
represented scores over two standard deviations beyond the 
typical graduate student in the United States. The women and 
men have commensurate ability and interest patterns, math-
ematical ability greater than verbal ability, and scientific 
interests and theoretical values as their regnant sentiments 
(while scoring lower on religiosity). For both men and 
women taking the Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough & 
Heilbrun, 1983), a broad spectrum 37-scale personality ques-
tionnaire designed by Berkeley’s Institute for Personality 
Assessment Research (IPAR) partly to identify the personal-
ity characteristics of creative individuals, “Creative Person-
ality” was ranked first and “Succorance” ranked lowest. 
Moreover, either math or science was their favorite course in 
high school, and their extracurricular learning experiences 
prior to college were focused on STEM. There were insig-
nificant gender differences found in their early graduate 
school assessments, and retrospective self-reports of their 
educational histories were STEM-concentrated and highly 
uniform (Lubinski et al., 2001a). The race/ethnicity makeup 
of the STEM doctoral students are as follows: 84.2% White, 
8.4% Asian, Asian American, or Pacific Islander, 1.5% Mex-
ican American or Hispanic, 1.1% Black or African Ameri-
can, 0.4% Puerto Rican, 4.2% Other or Multiracial, and 0.2% 
missing.

Focal Cohort: Profoundly Gifted Youth. In 1980–1983, SMPY 
identified a profoundly gifted cohort of 12-year-olds (263 
males, 71 females) through talent searches wherein selected 
students were given the opportunity, through above-level 
testing, to take the SAT (Lubinski & Benbow, 2006; Lubin-
ski et al., 2001b). They scored either SAT-Verbal ≥630 or 
SAT-Math ≥700 (which constitutes the top 0.01% in the 
ability for their age group). In contrast to the STEM doctoral 
students, the intellectually gifted women and men in this 
cohort displayed marked gender differences in their ability 
and interest patterns. The male ability/interest/values pat-
tern—relative to the female pattern—was more similar to 
that of STEM doctoral students. Women were just as aca-
demically and intellectually impressive as their male coun-
terparts, but their ability/interest/value pattern was different 
(Lubinski & Benbow, 2006; Lubinski et al., 2001a). In 

general, the intellectually precocious women in the cohort 
possessed a more balanced math/verbal ability profile, their 
interests were more intellectually diverse, and their choices 
of favorite courses and disciplines were more evenly 
distributed.

Finally, when we surveyed the top STEM doctoral stu-
dents in 1992, we discovered that three of these students 
were already identified by SMPY in the early 1980s as pro-
foundly gifted. Because they were identified by SMPY ear-
lier, these three participants were removed from the top 
STEM doctoral student group but retained for analysis in the 
profoundly gifted cohort so that their data were not double-
counted. The race/ethnicity makeup of the profoundly gifted 
cohort is as follows: 75.1% White, 18.9% Asian, Asian 
American, or Pacific Islander, 0.6% Black or African 
American, 0.3% Mexican American or Hispanic, 4.8% Other 
or Multiracial, and 0.3% missing.

Two Benchmarking Cohorts. We scaled outcomes against 
preexisting benchmarks. Because many of the items devel-
oped for SMPY’s age-50 survey are unique (Lubinski et al., 
2014), a method for assessing robustness is required. There-
fore, embedded in our graphic displays and tabular arrange-
ments are the age-50 data from SMPY’s two oldest cohorts: 
one initially identified by age 13 in the early 1970s as gifted 
(1972–1974, top 1% in ability, N = 1,159); the other, iden-
tified in the late 1970s as highly gifted (1976–1979, top 
0.5% in ability, N = 491). Data from these two cohorts 
were collected in 2012–2013 and published in Lubinski 
et al. (2014), using the same survey instrument employed 
here. Their age-50 data are presented alongside the new 
age-50 data collected during 2017–2018 on the top STEM 
doctoral students and the profoundly gifted cohort. These 
benchmarks served to address concerns about robustness 
and replication (Camerer et al., 2018; Open Science Col-
laboration, 2015), the latter being intensified when innova-
tive survey design features are implemented and samples 
are rare. If consistent patterns of gender differences and 
similarities are found across the two focal cohorts, and they 
mirror patterns obtained on the earlier gifted and highly 
gifted benchmarking cohorts, then there is added confi-
dence as to the robustness of our findings.

Procedure

The survey for the two focal cohorts was launched in 
February 2017 and closed in April 2018. Participants com-
pleted online surveys administered by SoundRocket (https://
www.soundrocket.com/). The instrument used in our earlier 
study of gifted and highly gifted participants (Lubinski et al., 
2014) was also administered by SoundRocket. A print ver-
sion may be found on the Open Science Framework (https://
osf.io/tsby7/). The print version of our survey “looks” longer 
than what participants saw (and to which they responded), 
because we implemented elaborate branching and skip logic. 

https://www.soundrocket.com/
https://www.soundrocket.com/
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For instance, if participants were not in a romantic relation-
ship or if they were not parents, they were not presented with 
(and thus “skipped” over) large blocks of corresponding 
items. The paper version has all the items possible, but par-
ticipants were not presented items that were irrelevant to 
them. This age-50 survey was designed for years of longitu-
dinal research. In addition to the standardized and open-
ended measures utilized in this study, the survey also covered 
a variety of topics beyond career development, post formal 
education, family and life priorities, and personal prefer-
ences for what constitutes a meaningful life. It also contained 
several standardized measures of medical and physical health 
(Kell et al., 2022). In this first comprehensive age-50 follow-
up study, we focus on the overall patterns of outcomes that 
align with our earlier first report of SMPY’s two oldest 
cohorts at age 50 (Lubinski et al., 2014).

We computed response rates in two ways. Specifically, 
response rates were calculated using two different denomina-
tors: (a) the initial sample size and (b) the number of partici-
pants who had valid e-mails for the follow-up survey. For the 
top STEM doctoral students, the response rates were 73.5% 
and 77.2%, respectively; for the profoundly gifted cohort, the 
response rates were 68.9% and 75.9%, respectively.4

At the end of the survey, participants were given the 
option of receiving a $20 Amazon gift card or donating $20 
to a scholarship fund for intellectually talented adolescents 
from economically challenged households to attend 
Vanderbilt University’s summer academic Programs for 
Talented Youth (PTY). Approximately 70% of each group 
chose to donate their incentive.5

Standardized Measures

We used several standardized measures to assess psychologi-
cal well-being and the alpha reliabilities for the two focal 
cohorts are presented with the description of each measure.

Satisfaction With Life Scale.  The Satisfaction With Life Scale 
(SWLS; Diener et al., 1985) is a well-known measure of 
overall psychological well-being. Participants respond to 5 
items (e.g., “In most ways my life is close to my ideal”), 
which are on a 7-point scale from Strongly disagree to 
Strongly agree (Doctoral Students, α = .88; Profoundly 
Gifted, α = .90).

Positive Feelings. We used the six positively valenced items 
(e.g., “Happy”) from the Scale of Positive and Negative 
Experience (Diener et al., 2010), which we labeled as Positive 
Feelings (PF). PF measures positive emotions experienced in 
the previous 4 weeks. Participants responded on a 5-point 
scale from Very rarely or never to Very often or always (Doc-
toral Students, α = .90; Profoundly Gifted, α = .90).

Flourishing Scale. The Flourishing Scale (FS; Diener et al., 
2010) assesses whether participants believe that they are 

thriving and prospering in their lives. Participants 
answered eight items (e.g., “I lead a purposeful and mean-
ingful life”) on a 7-point scale ranging from Strong dis-
agree to Strongly agree (Doctoral Students, α = .83; 
Profoundly Gifted, α = .86).

Core Self-Evaluations. Core Self-Evaluations (CSE; Judge 
et al., 2003) measure how people evaluate their lives, includ-
ing their ability and autonomy. Participants answered 12 
items (e.g., “I am capable of coping with most of my prob-
lems”) on a 5-point scale, ranging from Strongly disagree to 
Strongly agree (Doctoral Students, α = .86; Profoundly 
Gifted, α = .89).

Open-Ended Items and Interrater Reliability

Three open-ended questions indexing what constitutes a 
meaningful life were coded for “work,” “family,” “both work 
and family,” or “other.” Two judges independently rated each 
item for all participants; discrepancies were decided by a 
majority vote by three of the authors (unaware of partici-
pants’ gender). Interrater agreement was calculated for the 
percentage of matching codes from valid responses from 
both focal cohorts. The questions and interrater reliability 
were as follows: (a) “What makes your life worth living?” 
(88.7% agreement), (b) “What are you most proud of?” 
(92.2% agreement), and (c) “What do you require to be ful-
filled in life?” (85.0% agreement).

Analytic Frame

While we report significance levels in our analyses (utiliz-
ing both parametric and nonparametric tests, all two-tailed 
tests with an α = .05), our focus was on the overall pat-
tern of findings rather than any one particular statistical 
comparison (Lubinski, 2016; Lubinski & Benbow, 2021; 
Makel et al., 2016; Meehl, 1978, 1990; Steen, 1988). 
Thus, we employed graphic and tabular displays of our 
age-50 data across the four cohorts to appraise and illumi-
nate their profile concordances. These displays are 
arranged to reveal most clearly the individual and average 
gender differences in the accomplishments, lifestyle, and 
subjective reports of the top STEM doctoral students and 
the profoundly gifted. Simultaneously, the data of these 
two groups are benchmarked against the gifted and highly 
gifted cohorts as explained previously. To be clear, our 
comparisons focused on the top STEM doctoral students 
and the profoundly gifted. When empirical patterns are 
replicated across all four cohorts, we note that critical 
importance. Doing so enabled us to determine whether 
there are specificities associated with world-class STEM 
talent and training (and how they unfold developmentally) 
compared with more general forms of high-potential 
human capital. Given that these four cohorts were identi-
fied over a 20-year period (1972–1992), we were able to 
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assess the consistency of gender differences among high-
potential individuals over a period of immense sociocul-
tural change.

One macro comparison, however, is worth detailing, for 
its capacity to detect cohort fluctuations in broad patterns of 
gender differences concurrently and over time. Across a het-
erogeneous collection of preferences and priorities, both 
inside and outside of the world of work, profile similarity 
was assessed across constituents of major life themes, scaled 
in effect size units, to determine the extent to which they 
converge and maintain their cross-cohort pattern. Profile 
concordance was evaluated parametrically and nonparamet-
rically, using Pearson-rs and Spearman-ρs, respectively, as 
we did for the two gifted samples in the Lubinski et al. (2014) 
study. However, that earlier study examined the pattern of 
gender differences only concurrently. In the current study, 
we evaluate the gender differences among our two focal 
cohorts concurrently as well, but we also assess their robust-
ness measured against findings obtained on the benchmark-
ing cohorts assessed a decade ago (Lubinski et al., 2014). 
This approach aligns with extrinsic convergent validation 
procedures, designed to uncover the extent to which psycho-
metric measurements, based on their pattern of correlates 
across diverse external criteria, are uniform.

Recently, Gonzalez and colleagues (2021) explicated the 
usefulness of extrinsic convergent validity for determining 
the conceptual equivalence and empirical interchangeability 
of two measures purporting to measure the same construct 
(Fiske, 1971, 1973). The idea is that two measures should not 
be considered conceptually equivalent or empirically inter-
changeable until they display corresponding patterns in their 
correlational profiles across a heterogeneous collection of 
external criteria. This approach has been found compelling 
across measures of cognitive abilities (see Lubinski, 2004, 
Table 1), educational/occupational interests and values (see 
Schmidt et al., 1998, pp. 445–446), and personality (see 
Lubinski et al., 1983, Table 1). When two measures consis-
tently display a convergent and discriminant pattern in their 
external relationships across a heterogeneous collection of 
external criteria, they can be considered functionally equiva-
lent and thus empirically interchangeable. This idea may be 
generalized to assessing the convergent/discriminant pattern 
similarity of gender differences arrayed in effect size dis-
plays. Namely, gender differences in broad life themes should 
not be considered robust until they display corresponding 
effect size patterns across a heterogeneous collection of con-
stituent indicators. We apply this approach to assess the uni-
formity of cross-cohort gender differences both concurrently 
and over time.

Materials and supplemental analyses are available on OSF 
(https://osf.io/tsby7/). Data and code for this study are not avail-
able because we had concerns about identifying participants in 
our cohorts based on the variables used in this manuscript. 
However, we have provided descriptive data and intercorrela-
tions among our non-standardized measures on OSF.

Results

Age-50 Accomplishments

Table 1 summarizes data on the educational, occupational, 
and creative outcomes for the top STEM doctoral students 
and the profoundly gifted participants. They are bench-
marked against the outcomes for the gifted and the highly 
gifted cohorts. Because of the STEM focus of the doctoral 
students and the occupational heterogeneity of the pro-
foundly gifted (see Appendix), we did not compute a com-
posite index of their professional stature as a whole. 
Nonetheless, the various indices in bold in Table 1 suggest 
that their relative occupational and creative accomplish-
ments are commensurate.

Income. The males’ median income in 2017/2018 was 
$150K and $170K for the top STEM doctoral students and 
the profoundly gifted, respectively; the females’ corre-
sponding values were $105K and $101K. Across both 
cohorts, the male incomes do not differ significantly nor 
do the female incomes. However, gender differences 
within each cohort are significant: doctoral students (DS) 
z = 6.12, p < .001 and profoundly gifted (PG) z = 3.77, 
p < .001. Because there were significant gender differ-
ences in working full-time (DS z = 5.80, p < .001; PG z 
= 2.68, p < .01), the magnitude of these gender differ-
ences reduces considerably when medians are restricted to 
full-time workers. Male medians for the doctoral students 
and the profoundly gifted change little, $150K and $176K, 
respectively, whereas corresponding female medians rose 
to $125K and $148K. Gender differences, although still 
significant among the DS, are less so (z = 3.83, p < .001) 
and they become insignificant for the PG (z = 1.88, p = 
.06).

Academia and Tenure. Two other metrics of accomplish-
ment are being a tenured faculty member at a top 25 institu-
tion and obtaining tenure at a research-intensive U.S. 
university (or international equivalents). Of course, not all 
participants entered academia. The DS and PG males were 
comparable in serving as faculty members at top 25 institu-
tions, 6.3% and 5.3%, respectively. The DS females (2.7%) 
were significantly less likely to occupy such positions com-
pared with the PG females (8.5%; z = 2.17, p < .05). The 
percentage of DS males achieving tenure at a research-
intensive university (15.9%) is not statistically different 
from that of the PG males (10.3%; z = −1.93 p = .053); 
corresponding percentages for their female counterparts are 
less divergent, 12.7% and 11.4%, and statistically insignifi-
cant. These percentages for the STEM doctoral students are 
not surprising as they were identified while they were in 
programs that prepare individuals for careers in academia. 
Those comparable percentages were observed for a cohort 
identified at age 12 solely based on their profound cogni-
tive abilities is noteworthy, however.

https://osf.io/tsby7/
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High-Impact Occupations and Leadership. We also computed 
an aggregate index of high-impact occupational and leader-
ship positions based on professional leadership/prestige, 
which content experts deemed commensurate with tenured 
faculty at research-intensive universities (Bernstein et al., 
2019; McCabe et al., 2020). These occupations included 
attorneys at major firms, Fortune 500 executives, leaders in 
medicine, and senior government positions. On this compos-
ite metric of occupational distinction, men and women in both 
focal cohorts were tightly clustered, with between 18.1% and 
19.8% meeting this criterion (statistically equivalent).

NIH/NSF Grants. An interesting gender difference emerged 
across the percentages for the NIH/NSF grant recipients 
among the three gifted cohorts, which is not found among the 
top STEM doctoral students. In Table 1, we have underlined 
the percentages to indicate whether each group received more 
funding from NIH or NSF. For gifted women who secure sci-
entific funding, they are more likely to do so from NIH rather 
than NSF, whereas the inverse is true for men. This aligns 
with female and male STEM doctoral students having essen-
tially equivalent ability/interest profiles, whereas the gifted 
participants reveal characteristic profile differences in math-
ematical/verbal reasoning strength plus preferences for work-
ing with people versus things. These gender differences in 
grants awarded in relatively more organic (NIH) versus inor-
ganic (NSF) sciences mirror patterns in the general popula-
tion as well as the gifted and highly gifted benchmarking 
cohorts.

Summary. By any standard, across income, academic tenure at 
major institutions, and prestigious occupations of immense 
responsibility and trust, it is noteworthy that profoundly gifted 
participants identified before age 13 on a single, two-part test 
have comparable outcomes to top STEM doctoral students by 
age 50. Conversely, it is similarly impressive that the top 
STEM doctoral students achieved as much in aggregate inso-
far as their ability level is much more commensurate with our 
highly gifted cohort (namely, top 1 in 200; see Lubinski et al., 
2001a, Table 1) than with that of the profoundly gifted cohort. 
This is important as it demonstrates the importance of indi-
vidual differences beyond their intellectual capabilities. Those 
non-intellectual assets, in conjunction with their adolescence-
to-young-adulthood learning experiences (see Lubinski et al., 
2001a; Tables 2 and 3), earned them admission to some of the 
best STEM doctoral training programs in the world. While 
ability is important, ultimate achievement depends upon much 
more, both personally (human capital) and environmentally 
(learning opportunities).

Corresponding data from the two older benchmarking 
samples (i.e., the gifted and the highly gifted cohorts) support 
this broader point. When examining their high-impact and 
leadership position totals in Table 1, the successively more 
intellectually able cohorts held successively higher grada-
tions of occupational impact and stature, culminating with the 

profoundly gifted occupying positions commensurate with 
top STEM doctoral students. Moreover, this is important 
given that the least exceptional group (the gifted cohort) was 
3 to 5 years older than the other cohorts when surveyed. 
Ability matters,6 however, many other things matter as well. 
There is more to career success than ability, and there is more 
to life than career success. Therefore, we turn to factors 
beyond ability and opportunity that also matter in construct-
ing a meaningful and satisfying life.

Marital Status, Spousal Characteristics, 
Preferences, and Lifestyle

Marital Status and Spouses. Figure 1A presents income data 
as a function of marital status. For STEM doctoral students, 
male income is not significantly related to marital status. For 
women, it appears to be more so (i.e., unmarried women 
earning more than married women), but it falls short of sta-
tistical significance. For the overall sample of profoundly 
gifted men, the pattern is different. There is a significant 
trend for married men to earn more than unmarried men (z = 
3.27, p < .001), which is mirrored in the two comparison 
samples. For profoundly gifted women, marital status does 
not covary appreciably with income, and this is also true for 
the two benchmarking samples. Both trends are found among 
participants with incomes in the top quartile of their gender 
with one exception. High-income, unmarried women in the 
profoundly gifted group earn appreciably more than their 
married counterparts. However, the small number of pro-
foundly gifted, unmarried women in the top income quartile 
must be considered when interpreting this finding.

Figure 1B compares the participants’ median incomes to 
those of their spouses. Among all four samples, there is a 
marked discrepancy between male participants and their 
spouses. For men, both doctoral students and the pro-
foundly gifted earn vastly more than their spouses (DS: z = 
8.79, p < .001; PG: z = 9.71, p < .001), and this disparity 
intensifies at higher income levels. This pattern does not 
hold for women. In general, women earn statistically com-
mensurate incomes to those of their spouses. Women do 
earn more than their spouses as their income increases; 
however, this income disparity is less marked for women 
across all four cohorts compared to men. For female par-
ticipants overall, and for those with incomes in the top 
quartile and decile, their spouses earn incomes above 
$100K. Across these gradations for men, the median income 
for their spouses is less than $50K for the three gifted 
cohorts and $60K for the STEM doctoral students (see 
Tables S4 and S5). Importantly, there are no significant dif-
ferences in the educational credentials of the spouses across 
all four cohorts. On a scale of educational credentials with 
4-year degrees coded 2 and master’s degrees coded 3, the 
spouses of all four cohorts average between 1.9 and 2.2 
(statistically insignificant, Tables S6 and S7). A replicated 
finding across all four cohorts is that the spouses of male 
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Figure 1. Gender differences in median incomes among all participants (A) and participants and their spouses (B).
Note. Annual incomes of participants and their spouses. Graph (A) shows median annual incomes and the cutoffs for the top quartile of annual incomes 
for married and unmarried male and female participants. Graph (B) presents the overall median, top-quartile median, and top-decile median incomes for 
married male and female participants and their spouses. The sample sizes for groups presented in both panels are as follows. Panel A: PG married men 
= 195; PG unmarried men = 46; PG married women = 53; PG unmarried women = 17. DS married men = 214; DS unmarried men = 39; DS married 
women = 195; DS unmarried women = 47. Panel B: PG overall men = 192; PG quartile men = 48; PG decile men = 22; PG overall women = 52; PG 
quartile women = 13; PG decile women = 5, DS overall men = 212; DS quartile men = 53; DS decile men = 20; DS overall women = 190; DS quartile 
women = 49; DS decile women = 20. PG = profoundly gifted; DS = doctoral students; STEM = Science, Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics.

participants are markedly under-employed relative to the 
spouses of female participants if income is the criterion. 
However, female and male participants had similar median 
annual household incomes (i.e., participant plus spouse). 
Among the STEM doctoral students, women and men had 
median family incomes of $214.5K and $215K, respec-
tively; corresponding values for the profoundly gifted were 
$200K and $220K.

Time Allocation. Given that exceptional performers allocate 
an inordinate amount of time to developing expertise and 
their careers (Ceci et al., 2014; Eysenck, 1995; Simonton, 
2014b), SMPY created a series of items to assess time allo-
cation. Figure 2 shows items that assess time devoted to 
career/work (Figure 2A), family/household (Figure 2B), 
and the maximum amount of time participants would be 
willing to work if given the opportunity to do so in their 
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Figure 2. Gender Differences in Average Amount of Time Devoted to Work and Career Development (A), Family, Homemaking, and 
Home Maintenance (B), and Amount of Time Willing to Devote to Work in Ideal Job (C).
Note. Time devoted to work and family. Graph (a) shows the mean number of hours per week that participants estimated they had spent on work 
and career development in three 5-year intervals prior to our follow-up survey and how many hours per week they planned to work in three 5-year 
intervals in the future. Graph (b) shows corresponding means for time spent with family (including relatives) or engaged in homemaking and home 
maintenance. The graph in (c) shows the proportions of participants who were willing to work 40 or more, 50 or more, 60 or more, 70 or more, or 80 
hr or more per week if given their ideal job; STEM = Science, Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics.

ideal job (Figure 2C). In Figure 2A, participants estimated 
how much time they devoted to their career development 
during the past 15 years in 5-year segments. Participants 
also estimated how much time they plan on devoting to 
their career in the next 15 years, in 5-year segments. Retro-
spectively, the male doctoral students and profoundly gifted 
men reported devoting an average of 50.4 and 48.3 hr per 
week, respectively, to career development over the past 15 
years; corresponding values for women averaged 44.2 and 
43.6 hr, respectively. These gender differences are signifi-
cantly different for both cohorts, DS: t(314.0) = 4.64, p < 
.001; PG: t(76.8) = 2.01, p < .05. Prospective appraisals 
suggest a lessoning of this trend, especially among the pro-
foundly gifted. The latter pattern was replicated in the 
gifted and highly gifted benchmarking samples.

The time allocation patterns for men and women are 
inverted when participants were asked how many hours they 
devoted to family, relatives, homemaking, and maintenance 
over the past 15 years (Figure 2B). Relative to men, women 
devoted significantly more time to working in the home and 
being with family. Over the past 15 years, male doctoral stu-
dents and profoundly gifted men reported devoting an aver-
age of 40.1 and 33.6 hr per week, respectively, to family and 
household; corresponding values for women averaged 52.0 
and 40.6 hr, respectively. These gender differences are statis-
tically significant, DS: t(387.8) = −4.61, p < .001; PG: 
t(74.55) = −2.02, p < .05. The profoundly gifted women 
were more similar to the profoundly gifted men than they 
were to their female counterparts from the doctoral student 
group. Nevertheless, within all four cohorts, the inverse 
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pattern of time allocation of men versus women for career 
versus family/home is conspicuous. While constraints in 
occupational opportunity for women are being lessened, the 
disproportionate share of the responsibilities shouldered by 
them in other domains has remained.7

Figure 2C shows how much participants would be willing 
to work, at most, if they held their ideal job. Consistent gen-
der differences are observed under such circumstances; nota-
bly, men would be willing to work more than women, DS: 
t(499) = 4.73, p < .001; PG: t(307) = 2.03, p < .05. At age 
50, 25% of women who were trained at the best STEM grad-
uate universities in the world reported that they were unwill-
ing to work 40 hr per week, and the same is true for profoundly 
gifted women. Less than 10% of men in both corresponding 
cohorts reported this preference. These values parallel those 
findings for the gifted and highly gifted cohorts who were 
initially identified in the 1970s.

These differences in time allocation have implications 
for commensurate representation in demanding positions 
that require inordinate time commitment and erratic sched-
ules (see Tables S8, S12a, and S12b). Data points found 
along the upper regions of this graph speak to this issue fur-
ther (i.e., working 50 or 60 hr per week). The higher values 
are more common for high-powered careers, such as a ten-
ure-stream professorship at a research-intensive university 
or making partner at a prestigious law firm (see Ceci et al., 
2014, Figure 15; Eysenck, 1995; Goldin, 2014; Hakim, 
2017; Simonton, 2014b).8

Work Values, Life Values, and Personal Views. Figure 3 dis-
plays three panels of effect sizes (i.e., in standard deviation 
units), rank-ordered by female-minus-male differences, for 
items assessing work preferences (Figure 3A), life values 
(Figure 3B), and personal views (Figure 3C). Both the 
STEM doctoral students and the profoundly gifted groups 
are displayed in clustered bar charts as focal cohorts, with 
their effect sizes rank-ordered as a function of the magni-
tude of the differences among the STEM doctoral students. 
For both cohorts, across all three panels, the gender differ-
ences have a similar pattern. Across all three effect-size dis-
plays, the Pearson r and the Spearman ρ correlations 
between the STEM doctoral students and the profoundly 
gifted groups are both .69 (ps < .001), indicating that gen-
der differences have an appreciable degree of consistency. 
Moreover, this pattern of similarity does not constitute an 
isolated finding.

Solid circles along the clustered bar charts for the pro-
foundly gifted participants represent data points for the 
SMPY gifted (blue) and the highly gifted (orange) cohorts. 
The pattern of findings across all three panels is consistent, 
especially at the extremes. Pearson r and the Spearman ρ 
correlations between the STEM doctoral students and each 
of the two SMPY less-able-but-gifted benchmarking sam-
ples range between .78 and .83 (ps < .001); moreover, 

corresponding correlations for the profoundly gifted range 
between .75 and .77 (ps < .001). Across all four high-poten-
tial cohorts, identified over a 20-year interval of appreciable 
sociocultural change (1972–1992), the age-50 gender differ-
ences on these items form a consistent psychologically 
interpretable picture.

Men and women do not differ significantly on several 
items, including the importance of living in an urban envi-
ronment, developing their intellectual interests, and wanting 
to improve the human condition. Yet there are many signifi-
cant differences. With respect to their careers, men (as a 
group) rated having full-time work, making an impact, earn-
ing a high income, taking risks, and being successful at work 
as more important to them than women did. Women (as a 
group) rated having part-time work, spending time with the 
community and family, and having time for close relation-
ships as more important than men did. The trade-off of 
achieving excellence at work over more evenly distributing 
priorities across work, family, community, and non-work-
related personal development is a clear gender difference. 
Men (on average) are more concerned than women with 
being the best in their field and feel that society should invest 
in them because their ideas are better than most people’s. 
Women (on average) are more concerned than men that no 
one should go without and that they themselves maintain a 
greater work–life balance.

While requisite abilities, relevant interests, and develop-
mentally appropriate opportunities are critical for under-
standing lifespan development in education, the world of 
work, and the kinds of outcomes found in Table 1 (among 
others), they are not the only determinants. Competing 
interests and other life priorities are also important. 
Willingness to invest in having an impact in the world of 
work (e.g., being creative or making money) versus choos-
ing to invest in a balance between work and other aspects of 
life form another set of determinants (cf. Figure 3C). They 
are important to consider when modeling rare outcomes and 
careers that advance disciplines or manage substantial 
amounts of economic and human resources. Life consists of 
making trade-offs.

Constructing a Meaningful Life

Although we found and outlined numerous gender differences 
above, we did not find gender differences in what individuals 
required for a meaningful life. Table 2 reports percentages of the 
response to three open-ended questions: (a) “What makes your 
life worth living?,” (b) “What are you most proud of?,” and (c) 
“What do you require to be fulfilled in life?” Both men and 
women overwhelmingly stated that they considered their fami-
lies more important to leading meaningful lives than their work 
and careers. When asked what made their lives worth living, the 
STEM doctoral students said family (65% of men and 74% of 
women) relative to work and career (21% of men and 23% of 
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Figure 3. (continued)
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C

Figure 3. Gender Differences in Work Preferences (A), Life Values (B), and Personal Views (C) in Standard Deviations Units.
Note. These effect sizes were computed using the conventional pooled standard deviations of both samples. Boldface indicates that the gender difference 
was significant for both cohorts, p < .05. Superscripts found on some of the items indicate that the gender difference was significant for Top Science, 
Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics (STEM) Doctoral Students only (A) or for the Profoundly Gifted only (B), p < .05.
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Table 2. Importance of Work and Family Mentioned in Three Open-Ended Questions.

Work Family

Open-Ended Questions Males (%) Females (%) Males (%) Females (%)

What makes your life worth living?
 Gifted (Top 1%) 12 14 60 69
 Highly Gifted (Top 0.5%) 20 18 60 66
 Profoundly Gifted (Top 0.01%) 18 25 68 75
 Top STEM Doctoral Students 21 23 65 74
What are the four things you have done in your life of which you are most proud? [Only first-ranked reported] a

 Gifted (Top 1%) 41 36 84 84
 Highly Gifted (Top 0.5%) 52 43 78 83
 Profoundly Gifted (Top 0.01%) 22 37 67 49
 Top STEM Doctoral Students 14 11 78 69
What is most important for you in terms of achieving overall fulfillment in life?
 Gifted (Top 1%) 10 11 33 37
 Highly Gifted (Top 0.5%) 18 17 46 42
 Profoundly Gifted (Top 0.01%) 19 22 49 44
 Top STEM Doctoral Students 21 17 45 40

STEM = Science, Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics.
aSome participants entered both family and work for their first choice, so their responses were counted in both categories; this resulted in some of the 
percentages summing to over 100%.

women). This pattern was the same for the profoundly gifted. 
When describing what they had done in their lives of which they 
were most proud, doctoral students mentioned elements of their 
family (78% of men and 69% of women) more often, relative to 
work and career (14% of men and 11% of women). This pattern 
also was the same for the profoundly gifted. Finally, doctoral 
students answered family (45% of men and 40% of women) 
relative to work and career (21% of men and 17% of women) 
when asked what was most important to them for achieving ful-
fillment in life; again, this pattern did not differ for the pro-
foundly gifted. These findings are also highly consistent with 
the findings on SMPY’s gifted and highly gifted benchmarking 
samples assessed years earlier. As highlighted previously in 
Figures 2 and 3, men and women do appear to differ in the time 
and type of resources they devote to family. Given that men 
devote more hours to work and women devote more hours to 
family, it seems that women and men enact their commitment to 
family in different ways, but both place an equal premium on 
family for what is required for a meaningful life (see Tables S9 
through S11).

Adjustment and Well-Being

We also collected data on subjective indicators of psychologi-
cal adjustment and well-being that are used widely in cross-
cultural research and industrial/organizational psychology 
(Diener et al., 1985; Diener et al., 2010; Judge et al., 2003). 
Moreover, we asked participants about their satisfaction in 
other domains, including their satisfaction with career suc-
cess, satisfaction with career direction, and satisfaction with 
romantic relationships. Women and men were uniformly high 
and comparable across all these adjustment/satisfaction indi-
cators, which is consistent with the two earlier SMPY bench-
marking samples (see Figure 4). While there were marked 

gender differences in how participants allocate time and 
structure their lives, these differences did not covary with 
their personal views of their career accomplishments, close 
relationships, or future outlook toward life. Women and men 
across all groups scored in the top quartile of multiple mea-
sures of well-being and life satisfaction (relative to normative 
comparison samples); moreover, within all groups, the gender 
differences are insignificant (see Tables S13 and S14).

Discussion

Several decades of transformative change in society regard-
ing gender roles have resulted in many more women entering 
the workforce and obtaining advanced educational creden-
tials. In the U.S., women have earned more doctorates than 
men annually for years. Yet, we still see average gender dif-
ferences in certain fields and at the highest levels of many 
professions. Women’s participation has risen, but not evenly, 
across disciplines or in their representation at the very top of 
many professions (National Science Board, 2022). Gender 
differences are especially marked in some STEM areas. In 
this study, we have examined some personal determinants 
that are oriented on lifespan development and life meaning. 
We focused on how lives are actually lived and the priorities 
underlying the choices made, after formal education has 
been completed, among women and men with profound 
intellectual gifts and world-class doctoral training in STEM.

At the conclusion of his leadership role working on the 
U.S. National Academies Report (2010), “Gender Differences 
at Critical Transitions in the Careers of Science, Engineering, 
and Mathematics Faculty,” co-chair Claude Canizares com-
mented on the committee’s empirical findings: “While 
women can take some encouragement from the fact that there 
is no evidence of large-scale bias at these key transition 
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points, the reasons for their continued underrepresentation 
need to be examined more closely” (Mervis, 2009, p. 1250). 
Canizares encouraged federal agencies and universities to 
gather longitudinal data on the career paths of women and 
concluded, “I’d suggest we start with our own graduate stu-
dents” (Mervis, 2009, p. 1251), a position reinforced by more 
recent discourse and findings (Browne, 2023; Ceci et al., 
2014, 2021; El-Hout et al., 2021; Gino et al., 2015; Stewart-
Williams & Halsey, 2021a, 2021b; Williams & Ceci, 2015).

The current study does just that for the most academically 
and scientifically accomplished STEM doctoral students of 
their generation and for a group of individuals originally 
identified as profoundly gifted 12-year-olds, the most gifted 
of their generation. We collected prospective data on STEM 
doctoral students from programs ranked in 1992 as the very 
best in the world from the time they began graduate school to 
age 50 (Lubinski et al., 2001a). We then analyzed their 
accomplishments, life experiences, and personal views longi-
tudinally. We did the same for profoundly gifted participants 
(who were roughly the same age as the STEM doctoral stu-
dents); however, their tracking to age 50 started at age 12 
(Lubinski et al., 2001b). Based on objective assessments and 
life records, the extraordinary potential of these cohorts is 
undeniable (Lubinski et al., 2001a, 2001b). As such, docu-
menting how they invested their time and oriented their lives, 
and how they feel about those pursuits, provides powerful 
insight as to why women remain underrepresented at the top 
of many professions.

Our findings are particularly informative because groups of 
women with this much potential have never been extensively 
studied before (much less for multiple decades). Importantly, 
these individuals also came of age during a time of profound 
societal change. Until relatively recently, women were limited 
in their career choices; they could become nurses, teachers, and 
executive assistants, but not doctors, professors, or CEOs. That 
began to change slowly in the 1970s, just as SMPY’s oldest 
cohorts (gifted and highly gifted benchmarking samples) were 
adolescents (Lubinski et al., 2014). Thus, the women in SMPY 
come from the first generation of women to reach adulthood at 
a time of relatively greater opportunity for them, even if that 
opportunity was not fully equal or unaffected by everyday 
biases. As such, this is the first study to document how, over 
almost a 40-year time span, exceptionally talented women com-
posed their lives, personally and professionally, and responded 
to changing societal norms as they became the exceptional indi-
viduals they were at age 50. One limitation of this sample is that 
it comprises mainly White and Asian subjects, yet there are no 
other samples like this to pursue these questions.

At outstanding levels of occupational distinction, the 
women in this study actualized their potential and did so com-
parably to the men. Essentially, 20% of women and of men in 
each focal cohort achieved truly outstanding high-impact 
careers and leadership positions by age 50 (see Table 1); there 
were no cohort or gender differences on a global metric of 
exceptional occupational prestige.9 Both the women and the 
men were equally well-satisfied with the direction of their 

Satisfaction With Life

Satisfaction With 
Career Direction Success in Career

Relationship
Satisfaction

Flourishing Positive FeelingsCore Self-Evaluations

Figure 4.  Mean scores for well-known measures of subjective well-being and life satisfaction (Top Row). The bottom row presents 
mean scores for items assessing participants’ satisfaction with the current direction of their professional career, feelings of success in 
their professional career, and relationship satisfaction (with “7” as the top possible score for each measure in question).
Note. Error bars indicate ±1 standard error of the mean; STEM = Science, Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics.
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lives and had a strong sense of well-being and interpersonal 
connectedness. Yet, our analyses for the full samples also 
revealed persistent gender differences in some areas.

Opportunity requires the freedom to express one’s indi-
viduality (Dawis, 1992; Lubinski & Benbow, 2000, 2001; 
Tyler, 1992; Williamson, 1965). Women and men in our study 
appear to have done so with comparable levels of psychologi-
cal well-being as well as personal and professional fulfill-
ment. They expressed a conspicuous similarity in how much 
they believed family, relative to career and work, was central 
to creating a meaningful life. Nevertheless, they differed 
overall in how they realized that belief and commitment. 
Collectively, men prioritized their personal advancement, 
making money, and advancing society through knowledge 
creation, inventing material products, or leading impactful 
careers; women, while also finding those endeavors to be 
important, gave more precedence to keeping society healthy 
and vibrant. Women, overall, devoted less time to profes-
sional advancement and more to their families. Many pre-
ferred working part-time. Although the overall median family 
incomes of the women and men in both cohorts were compa-
rable, ranging between $200K and $220K in 2017–2018, 
there was a trend for intellectually and scientifically brilliant 
women to have partners who earned incomes commensurate 
with theirs; conversely, there was a sizable difference between 
the larger incomes of the men and their spouses.

To be clear, there were many women in our study at the high-
est levels of their profession. The distributions of professional 
accomplishments were highly overlapping. Just as best practice in 
talent development has long maintained (Benbow & Stanley, 
1996; Lubinski, 1996, 2000; Lubinski & Benbow, 2000, 2006), 
these findings underscore the importance of equal opportunity for 
all demographic groups (Worrell et al., 2019). Nonetheless, men 
in our study worked many more hours, and fewer worked part-
time. Not surprisingly then, they averaged higher than the women 
on conventional indicators of professional accomplishment and 
success.9 That this pattern was also evident for the STEM doc-
toral students was surprising as they not only possessed excep-
tional levels of the personal attributes needed to excel with 
distinction in STEM, but from adolescence and through their 
graduate study, women and men were intensely driven to develop 
STEM expertise and did so to the same degree (Lubinski et al., 
2001a). Their drive and persistence in STEM propelled them to 
secure advanced degrees in STEM from some of the best univer-
sities in the world. That we found the same preference/priority 
pattern of gender differences in them and in the three cohorts of 
intellectually talented participants identified over a period of 
appreciable sociocultural change suggests that they could be 
robust and, therefore, have important implications.

To put the findings into a larger context, we see that these 
gender-differentiating tendencies mirror broad psychological 
themes, such as agency and communion (Bakan, 1966; Wiggins, 
1991) or self-profitability and other-profitability (Abele & 
Wojciszke, 2007). Their relevance, moreover, goes beyond the 
economics of how family/work relationships are structured 

(Buss, 2019; Geary, 2021; Kahneman, 2011; Pinker, 2008; 
Rhoads, 2004). For example, we saw conspicuous and gender-
differentiating strengths among the women in our sample that 
might be under-appreciated. The passions and values that many 
women in our study indicated as being important included a 
clear focus on and concern for community, health care, people 
in need, and the importance of inclusive public policies and 
human rights. Given the leadership potential of these scientifi-
cally-minded and intellectually brilliant women, ensuring that 
they have opportunities to express their talents and values could 
contribute to solving many of today’s most critical, complex 
local and global sociopolitical problems—for which solutions 
certainly would be noteworthy achievements.10

Conclusion

The role of women in our society has undergone a major 
transformation in the last 50 years. Women in the U.S. now 
attend college at higher rates than men, and they earn doc-
torates in greater numbers. They constitute a substantial 
part of the workforce. Nonetheless, women remain under-
represented in some fields and top positions. Yet, at least in 
this sample of exceptional women and men, they are equally 
satisfied with the lives that they have constructed.

How can these outcomes be explained? Clearly, there are 
multiple ways to construct a meaningful, productive, and satis-
fying life. Although knowledge of a person’s abilities, educa-
tional/occupational interests, and opportunities is essential 
(Hoff et al., 2021, 2020; Lavrijsen et al., 2021; Lordan & 
Pischke, 2021), as centennial reviews of the psychological lit-
erature have well-documented (Dawis, 1992; Lubinski, 2016; 
Sackett et al., 2017), this knowledge alone is insufficient to 
understand subsequent development and what a person eventu-
ally becomes. Life priorities and personal commitments also 
must be considered. Doing so makes existing gender differ-
ences in professional accomplishments more understandable. 
Women and men with extraordinary potential and opportunity 
tend to embrace life’s various possibilities with different 
degrees of enthusiasm, which beckon them to follow contrast-
ing yet equally satisfying paths. Thus, we find a lower repre-
sentation of women at the very top of many professions, 
especially in STEM, partly because women engaged more 
heavily in family and community activities.

These findings lead to a conundrum: How do we strike the 
optimal balance between honoring each individual’s need—
and right—to pursue a life that is most fulfilling against pro-
moting a society built upon equal representation in highly 
varied occupational and societal roles by talented individuals 
from the diverse groups that compose it? Fully informing this 
question with the findings of psychological science requires 
going beyond the personal and environmental determinants of 
exceptional learning and work accomplishments. There are, 
after all, other significant influences and perspectives beyond 
educational and career development that give satisfaction and 
meaning to life.
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Appendix

Occupational Classification of Participants.
Note. Distribution of participants’ occupational categories at age 50 with focal cohorts in clustered bar charts and benchmarking cohorts in dots arrayed 
within the clustered bar charts for the profoundly gifted. Categories are ordered in the same way as they were in the Lubinski et al. (2014) study to 
maintain consistency.
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Notes

 1. The contemporary scientific literature on the development 
of STEM knowledge and expertise (and associated gender 
differences) is very broad. It ranges from STEM literacy → 
STEM competence → STEM expertise → STEM creativ-
ity/eminence/leadership. Our study, and SMPY more gener-
ally https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XkPQHIUHWwc, 
focuses on populations with potential for the latter. To be 
sure, all of these topics are exceedingly important. For 
example, society needs to be STEM-literate to determine 
whether and how evolution should be taught in our schools, 
the optimal ways to respond to pandemics, and how to con-
ceptualize and so mitigate climate change, and, increasingly, 
to deal with everyday life in the information age. However, 
populations and opportunities germane to fostering STEM 
creativity, eminence, and leadership are different from 
those targeted for more typical STEM competencies and 
expertise. Two compelling cross-cultural examples of the 
relevance of exceptional selectivity (Simonton’s [1999b] 
“Significant Samples”) are documented in (a) Thomas 
Friedman’s (2005) description of the way in which Bill 
Gates built his Microsoft Research Institute-Beijing and (b) 

Fareed Zakaria’s (2011) description of how India’s Institute 
of Technology selects students for world-class STEM train-
ing opportunities.

 2. The cross-cultural gender differences reviewed in this section 
are moderated by the extent to which societies are egalitar-
ian. In egalitarian societies, gender differences in advanced 
educational outcomes become more pronounced (Lubinski, 
2020; Stoet & Geary, 2015, 2018) In other words, more egal-
itarian societies had fewer women opting for STEM occu-
pations. As individuals experience more autonomy in their 
personal development (Bouchard & Johnson, 2021; Scarr, 
1996; Scarr & McCartney, 1983), their educational/occupa-
tional choices unfold to mirror their individuality. According 
to TWA, the extent to which gender differences in ability/
interest patterns are pronounced suggests that women and 
men tend to prefer to develop their talents somewhat dif-
ferently. However, these pattern differences would not be 
expected to influence the overall level of their occupational 
accomplishments (given their similarity in overall ability). In 
addition, to be clear, the magnitude of gender differences in 
abilities and interests is modest compared with the individual 
differences within genders. Therefore, best practices in talent 
development interventions and opportunities stress that it is 
not only ethical but optimal for society, to treat each per-
son as an individual rather than as a member of some group 
(Benbow & Stanley, 1996; Corno et al., 2002; Gottfredson, 
1981, 2002, 2005; Lubinski, 1996, 2010, 2016; Lubinski & 
Benbow, 2000, 2001, 2021). This involves aligning inter-
ventions and opportunities in accordance with each person’s 
individuality (Hanna et al., 2021; Hoff et al., 2021, 2020; 
Lavrijsen et al., 2021; Lordan & Pischke, 2021; Lubinski, 
1996, 2000; Lubinski & Benbow, 2000, 2001; Stoet & Geary, 
2022; Warne et al., 2019).

 3. How taking a broader perspective can afford important insights 
is illustrated in a study of educational interventions to enhance 
STEM accomplishments and creativity. In a longitudinal study 
of over 3,000 mathematically gifted adolescents, Park et al. 
(2013) assessed the extent to which appropriate developmental 
placement (acceleration) was ultimately related to advanced 
degrees in STEM, STEM occupations, patents, and refereed 
STEM publications. The investigators found that accelerated 
learning experiences in STEM subject matter were signifi-
cantly related to these outcomes decades later. However, there 
was one important exception: This result was found only for 
men. This was a perplexing finding because girls did just as 
well as the boys in these programs and, interestingly, if any-
thing, girls enjoyed and valued these opportunities a bit more, 
a commonly observed gender difference among intellectu-
ally talented youth in summer residential programs (Benbow 
& Stanley, 1996; Lubinski & Benbow, 2021). Upon further 
analysis, a broadening of the outcome space clarified this ini-
tial result and thereby resolved the enigma. The women were 
much more likely than the men to develop their talents in med-
icine and law relative to inorganic STEM areas. Therefore, the 
criteria selected to evaluate the educational efficacy of accel-
eration in STEM for ultimate outcomes were largely irrelevant 
to their individuality and chosen life paths. These women 
were in no way underachieving. Rather, they were achieving 
commensurate levels of education and training but in other 
disciplines (cf. Webb et al., 2002). Just as the reliability and 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1605-4698
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validity of assessment tools are population-dependent, so too 
are educational interventions for outcomes in learning and 
work settings.
In the context of the current study, early literature in the 
applied psychological sciences pointed out the importance 
of examining life goals among high-potential students (Roe, 
1956; Williamson, 1965) for developing occupational out-
come criteria and factoring in what constitutes “success” looks 
like from the individual’s point of view. In the words of Astin 
and Nichols (1964),

The great variance in life goals among these students has 
important implications for the construction of criterion 
measures of later adult achievement. In prediction studies, 
particularly, it is necessary that the criterion measures be 
appropriate. For example, it does not make sense to use 
income as an indication of “success in adult life,” when to 
many people money—beyond the level necessary for 
subsistence—is of little importance. Unless criterion 
measures are relevant to the subjects’ actual goals, the 
skills and experiences necessary for successful performance 
may well be overlooked, and the best predictors of success 
might turn out to be merely correlates of the subject’s 
original intentions (p. 57).

These broader life space personal considerations are precisely 
what interests us here. Naturally, we do not cover everything 
(no study can), but we attempted to contribute broader con-
siderations to this topic (cf. Bleske-Rechek & Gunseor, 2021; 
Oyama, 2000; Smith & von Hippel, 2021).

 4. We compared the responders versus the non-responders on 
their GRE scores (top STEM doctoral students) and SAT scores 
(profoundly gifted). There were some differences in GRE and 
SAT scores for responders versus non-responders, but they did 
not fit a clear pattern. Among the top STEM doctoral student 
responders, means and standard deviations for their GRE-Q 
and GRE-V were, respectively: males n = 236, M = 752 (SD 
= 54) and M = 627 (SD = 83); and females n = 216, M = 742 
(SD = 53) and M = 627 (SD = 95). The values for the two 
non-responding groups by gender are: (a) initial sample: males, 
n = 80, GRE-Q M = 740 (SD = 66) and GRE -V M = 606 (SD 
= 100); and females, n = 76, GRE-Q M = 713 (SD = 65) and 
GRE -V M = 582 (SD = 103); (b) valid e-mail sample: males, 
n = 66, GRE-Q M = 740 (SD = 67) and GRE-V M = 609 
(SD = 102); and females, n = 64, GRE-Q M = 712 (SD = 64) 
and GRE-V M = 584 (SD = 103). There were no differences 
between responders and non-responders for men using either 
method. For women, responders had higher GRE-Q scores (a: 
d = .48, p = .001; b: d = .51, p = .001) and GRE-V scores (a: 
d = .45, p = .001; b: d = .43, p = .002).

 Among the profoundly gifted responders, means and standard 
deviations for their age 12 SAT-M and SAT-V assessments were, 
respectively: males, n = 263, M = 715 (SD = 53) and M = 529 
(SD = 98); and females, n = 71, M = 639 (SD = 111) and M = 
588 (SD = 88). The values for the two non-responding groups 
by gender are: (a) initial sample: males, n = 112, SAT-M M = 
688 (SD = 88) and SAT-V M = 557 (SD = 112) and females, n 
= 39, SAT-M M = 573 (SD = 121) and SAT-V M = 623 (SD 
= 91); b) valid e-mail sample: males, n = 71, SAT-M M = 
709 (SD = 55) and SAT-V M = 547 (SD = 115); and females, 

n = 17, SAT-M M = 621 (SD = 118) and SAT-V M = 576 
(SD = 119). Responders had higher SAT-M scores than in the 
more conservative estimate of non-responders (the “a” groups): 
males d = .37, p = .003, females d = .58, p = .004; moreover, 
the same non-responder groups had higher SAT-V scores than 
responders: males d = -.27, p = .02, females d = -.40, p < .05. 
No differences were found between responders or non-respond-
ers calculated based on the other method.

 5. This amount of support for meeting the special learning needs 
of intellectually talented students with limited resources mirrors 
SMPY’s 2012–2013 survey of gifted and highly gifted partici-
pants, which offered the same option (Lubinski et al., 2014).

 6. Epstein (2013), in The Sports Gene, provided the following 
vivid example to illustrate the importance of one variable for 
the development of a complex, rare, and multiply-determined 
phenomenon. Just as there is not an ability threshold for intel-
lectually demanding performances (Arneson et al., 2011; Park 
et al., 2008), neither is there a threshold beyond which more 
height does not matter for competing at the top-most level in 
basketball (i.e., the National Basketball Association [NBA]). 
Epstein (2013) notes

For a man between six feet and 6’2’’ [between ages 20 and 
40], the chance of his currently being in the NBA is five in a 
million. At 6’2’’ to 6’4,’’ that figure increases to twenty in a 
million . . . between 6’10’’ and seven feet tall, it rises to 
thirty-two thousand in a million [3.2%]. [Among] American 
men ages twenty to forty that stand seven feet tall, a startling 
17 percent of them are in the NBA right now. Find six honest 
seven footers, and one will be in the NBA. (pp. 131–132)

In the words of Makel et al. (2016),

The lack of a threshold is a general principle that applies 
across multiple talent domains. Seven-foot tall intellectual 
giants who also demonstrate reasonable commitment and 
drive, provided they have been given appropriate oppor-
tunity, are readily capable of distinguishing themselves 
in their learning- and work-related endeavors. However, 
exceptional ability, in combination with extraordinary 
commitment, is better, if true eminence is the goal.

To avoid giving the impression that only ability matters, 
we want to emphasize the importance of opportunity 
and its role in creating excellence. Not only is opportu-
nity critical, but if routinely seized (i.e., commitment), 
it leads to more and even rarer opportunities for sharp-
ening expertise (Hunt, 1995; Lubinski, 2016; Simonton, 
1999a, 1999c, 2014b; Worrell et al., 2019; Zuckerman, 
1977), an iterative process leading to further opportuni-
ties to develop and distinguish oneself. Accomplishment 
builds on and further enables accomplishment, technical 
innovation, and advances in the frontiers of knowledge. 
(pp. 1014–1015)

 7. For the top STEM doctoral students, 75% of men and 71% of 
women had biological children (mean number of biological 
children = 1.64 and 1.53, respectively). Among the profoundly 
gifted, 75% of men and 66% of women had biological children 
(Ms = 1.63 and 1.38, respectively). See Tables S15a and S15b.
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 8. It is widely accepted in the study of high-power careers that 
such occupations require much more than a 40-hr per week 
commitment. This is especially true for careers in STEM 
and others that experience rapid “knowledge decay” (Hunt, 
1995; McDowell, 1982; Reich, 1991). Partners at major law 
firms, CEOs, National Football League head coaches, and 
tenure track faculty at research-intensive universities are all 
positions that require much more than 40 hr per week (Ceci 
et al., 2014; Epstein, 2013; Ericsson et al., 2006; Eysenck, 
1995; Simonton, 1994, 2014; Wilson, 1998). In an analysis 
germane to this point, Benbow et al. (2000) followed nearly 
2,000 participants in SMPY Cohorts 1 and 2 from ages 12 to 
33 (our benchmarking cohorts herein). We regressed income 
on gender while controlling for hours worked per week as 
well as the occupations participants worked in. Analyses were 
conducted within nine occupational categories: medical doc-
tors, postsecondary teachers, engineers, lawyers, mathemati-
cians and computer scientists, natural and physical scientists, 
executives and administrators, one “other-high prestige” cat-
egory, and one “other-low prestige” category. We found no 
significant main effects of gender or any interactions with it 
in the prediction of income. Thus, after controlling for occu-
pational category and hours worked per week, the gender on 
income covariance attained at age 33 was not significantly 
different from zero.

 9. For each of the well-being and life satisfaction measures found 
in Figure 4, we examined statistical differences between par-
ticipants in the High-Impact Occupations and Leadership roles 
found in Table 1 and the remainder of participants, by cohort 
and gender. As shown in Tables S16a through S17b, only a few 
contrasts were statistically significant, and all favored partici-
pants in high-impact occupations.

10. In responding to our Discussion, a referee suggested that 
we say something about the “male perspective.” From our 
perspective, the best psychological perspective is to focus 
on each person as a unique individual and the primary unit 
of analysis. Our perspective is that because all individual 
differences dimensions are highly overlapping, it is best to 
respond to each person based on their individuality. Indeed, 
when individual differences in abilities and interests are 
taken into account, demographic grouping seldom account 
for additional variance in educational and occupational 
outcomes (Webb et al., 2002, 2007). The perspective that 
emerges from an analysis of group differences is an aver-
age perspective because group differences are simply aggre-
gated individual differences. This perspective is useful for 
understanding differential outcomes because to the extent 
that individual differences give rise to outcomes under anal-
ysis if there are group differences on these indicators, group 
differences in outcomes are anticipated (Dawes & Meehl, 
1966). A second perspective seen in this literature is one of 
balance, especially work/life balance. However, balance is 
an individual difference parameter as well because there are 
large differences in how much balance one desires across the 
various domains of life (Hakim, 2017; Lubinski & Benbow, 
2001; Pinker, 2008; Rhoads, 2004). From our perspective, 
focusing on the individual as the unit of analysis is the solu-
tion to sorting out the questions and answers provided by 
these two levels of analysis: the individual and aggregates 
of individuals.
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