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THE TERMINOLOGICAL TOOLKIT OF COMPARATIVE
PEDAGOGICAL RESEARCH OF GIFTED STUDENTS’ EDUCATION
IN THE UNITED STATES, CANADA AND THE UK

The article is aimed at revealing the approaches to defining giftedness and gifted in
the USA, Canada and the UK.

The following research methods were used: terminological analysis with the help of
which the essence of the basic concepts is defined;, comparative analysis aimed at defining
common features and differences in the approaches to defining giftedness and gifted
education in the studied countries.

It is emphasized that the definition of “giftedness” and “gifted”, presented in the official
documents of the USA, Canada and the UK, often differ from the definitions formulated by
leading researchers of the studied countries. It is found out that in order to define the studied
category of children and youth foreign researchers often use two concepts — “giftedness” and
“talent”. It should be noted that the views of the theorists on the relationship of these concepts in
the definition of the studied category differ significantly.

The requirements to the definition of giftedness, proposed by a well-known American
theorist of gifted and talented education J. Renzulli are highlighted, namely: 1) the definition
should be based on evidence from scientific research that contains the characteristics of
gifted individuals; 2) the definition should provide guidance in the identification process in
this category of children and youth; 3) the definition should guide and be logically related to
existing practice; 4) the definition should synthesize the research that shows its validity

On the basis of analysis of the research works of foreign theorists of gifted and
talented education and documents of the state education authorities of the USA, Canada and
the UK the main types of giftedness are identified, in particular: 1) intellectual giftedness; 2)
specific academic aptitude (math, language, etc.); 3) technical design talent; 4) musical and
performing talent; 5) artistic talent; 6) sports talent; 7) creativity; and 8) leadership.

The basic concept of “giftedness”, under which in our study we understand natural
inclinations and abilities (intellectual, specific academic, technical-design, musical-
performing, artistic, sports, creative and leadership), which are manifested in high
achievements, and the potential for such achievements, is clarified.

The prospects for further research are seen in the revealing the peculiarities of the
outlined types of giftedness.

Key words: giftedness, gifted education, gifted student, USA, Canada, UK.

Introduction. Gifted education nowadays has become one of the central
issues of national educational policies in different countries. At the same time,
attention to this problem has been paid since ancient times. The first attempts
to nurture outstanding talents for the good of were made in ancient
civilizations: Ancient Greece, Rome, China and Japan. Since that time there has
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been no agreement on the understanding of the essence of giftedness among
the scholars — philosophers, theologians and teachers-practitioners.
Nevertheless, modern pedagogical thought of the USA, Canada and the UK
contains a great number of research works on giftedness and gifted education.

Analysis of relevant research. The experience of foreign countries (Austria,
Belgium, Belarus, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France,
Germany, Great Britain, Israel, Japan, Kazakhstan, Poland, Turkey, Spain,
Switzerland) in gifted education is studied by such native researchers as
O. Antonova, |.Babenko, O.Bevz, O.Bocharova, A.Chychuk, N.Drobotenko,
M. Halchenko, I. Holod, Yu.Hotsuliak, Ya. Kulchytska, M. Milenina, L.Popova,
A. Sbruieva, V. Stryghalkovska, P. Tadeev, N. Telychko, V. Volyk, S. Yermakov and
others. At the same time the comparative study of the gifted education
theoretical research foundations in the USA, Canada and the UK has not been
conducted yet.

Research methods: terminological analysis with the help of which the
essence of the basic concepts is defined; comparative analysis aimed at
defining common features and differences in the approaches to defining
giftedness and gifted education in the studied countries.

Aim of the study is to reveal the approaches to defining giftedness and
gifted in the USA, Canada and the UK.

Results. In modern conditions the definition of giftedness is an extremely
complex problem, because there is no consensus on this issue among the
educational policy makers, researchers and teachers-practitioners. The
definitions of giftedness presented in the official documents reflect the attitude
of society to this category of citizens, and the peculiarities of their state
support. In this context it should be stressed that understanding of the essence
of state support for gifted children and youth, as well as giftedness itself, in
Ukraine and the studied countries differ greatly.

According to the Law “On Basic Foundations of State Support of Gifted
Children and Youth in Ukraine” the gifted child is a “child under the age of 16, who
is the winner of the city, regional, national or international Olympiads, contests or
competitions, and has an official written confirmation of such victory. Also a child
can be considered gifted if he is awarded a gold medal for excellent achievements
during his/her study in general secondary school; a child who took part in at least
three all-Ukrainian or international Olympiads, contests or competitions, and has
an official confirmation of such participation” [1]. Based on this definition, we can
state that in our country at the state level dominates a results-oriented approach
to the definition of giftedness, in the frames of which most gifted and talented
children are not recognized and, accordingly, do not receive any support.

On the contrary, in such countries as the USA, Canada and the UK
dominates the personality-oriented approach to the definition of giftedness. In
addition, in the studied countries along with the term “gifted” the term

222



[legaroriuni Hayku: Teopis, icTopis, iHHOBaLilHi TexHoJiorii, 2016, N2 6(60)

“talented” is used. According to the definition given by the Department for
Education and Skills (UK) in the document “Excellence in Cities” (2004), the
term gifted describes learners who have the ability to excel academically in one
or more subjects such as English, drama, technology; talented describes
learners who have the ability to excel in practical skills such as sport,
leadership, artistic performance, or in an applied skill [6]. In the guidance
“Effective Provision for Gifted and Talented Students in Secondary Education”
produced jointly by the National Academy for Gifted and Talented Youth and
the Department for Children, Schools and Families (UK) is stated that in
comparison to their peers, when engaged in their area of expertise, gifted and
talented young people tend to: show a passion for particular subjects/areas of
interest and seek to pursue them; master the rules of a domain easily and
transfer their insights to new problems; analyse their own behaviour and hence
use a greater range of learning strategies than others; make connections
between past and present learning; demonstrate intellectual curiosity; show
intellectual maturity and enjoy engaging in depth with subject material;
actively and enthusiastically engage in debate and discussion on a particular
subject; and produce original and creative responses to common problems [6].

In the United States, state support for gifted and talented students is
carried out at the national, state and district levels. 32 states have their own laws
regarding education and pedagogical support of gifted and talented students, in
12 states there is no regulatory support of the state level, the responsibility for
this lies with the school district and educational agencies at the local level, in 6
states education institutions are guided by Federal legislation and receive
support directly from the Federal budget. Most of the states when developing
their own definition of “gifted” was guided by the definition presented in the
1993 report “National Excellence: A Case for Developing America’s Talent”
which refers to “children or youth with outstanding talent who perform or
show the potential for performing at remarkably high levels of accomplishment
when compared to others of the same age, experience, and environment.
These children and youth exhibit high performance capability in intellectual,
creative, and/or artistic areas, possess an unusual leadership capacity, or excel
in specific academic fields” [15, 22].

In Canada each province also provides support to gifted and talented on
the basis of relevant legislation. The legislation of Canadian departments of
education contains definitions of giftedness, which are similar to American ones.
For example, the Nova Scotia Department of Education and Culture use the
term “gifted” to the students who give evidence of outstanding performance
capability in areas such as intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership or in
specific academic fields” [16].

As noted above, the definition of “giftedness” and “gifted”, presented in the
official documents of the USA, Canada and the UK, often differ from the
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definitions formulated by leading researchers of the studied countries. In this
context, special attention should be paid to requirements which a well-known
American theorist of gifted and talented education J. Renzulli put forward: 1) the
definition should be based on evidence from scientific research that contains the
characteristics of gifted individuals; 2) the definition should provide guidance in
the identification process in this category of children and youth; 3) the definition
should guide and be logically related to existing practice; 4) the definition should
synthesize the research that shows its validity [17].

We agree with American scientists G. Davis and S. Rimm, that there is no
universal definition of “giftedness”, as different education theorists in their
research works appeal to different aspects of this phenomenon [2].

The research review on this issue allows us to conclude that in order to
define the studied category of children and youth foreign researchers often use
two concepts — “giftedness” and “talent”. It should be noted that the views of
the theorists on the relationship of these concepts in the definition of the
studied category differ significantly. So, J. Davidson [3], J. Renzulli [17] and
R. Sternberg [18] don’t use the concept “talent”, but most foreign researchers
use the concepts “giftedness” and “talent” as synonyms, for example, in the
widely known definition of gifted students, presented in the report “Education
of the gifted and talented” (1972), better known as Marland Report. According
to this definition, gifted are children or youth with outstanding talent who have
the potential to high achievements in comparison with other students of the
same age and social status. These children and youth exhibit high performance
in intellectual, creative and/or artistic areas, possess outstanding leadership
potential, or have significant achievements in specific subject fields” [14, 26].

On the contrary, in Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students
Education Act (1988) [13] the very definition of the studied group of children
includes both concepts, where the “gifted and talented students” means
children and youth who demonstrate ability for high performance in
intellectual, creative, artistic areas and specific subject areas or high leadership
potential, and require services or activities not normally provided by the
schools for the most complete development of such capabilities [13].

In some researches, talent is defined as a component of giftedness, for
example, J. Feldhusen in “A conception of giftedness” argues that “the second
component of giftedness is talent” [7, 113]. The same vision of talent (as a
component of giftedness) is presented in the work of American researchers
headed by P. Haensly “Giftedness: coalescence, context, conflict, and
commitment)”: “giftedness encompasses a wide set of abilities, talents and
inclinations” [Haensly, 1986, p. 131]. In his turn D. Feldman identifies talent with
potential and giftedness with achievement, claiming that “talent from the
standpoint of cognitive developmental theory is the potential for constructive
interaction between different aspects of an experience... If these processes of
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interaction lead to high levels of achievements, then it is advisable to talk about
giftedness” [8, 287]. Unlike D.Feldman, a leading theorist in the field of
psychology of giftedness A.Tannenbaum offers the following definition of
giftedness: “realizing the fact that developed talent exists only in adults,
giftedness in children implies a potential to become a future famous performers
or exemplary producers of ideas” [19, 33]. In contrast to the mentioned above
researchers, K. Heller defines giftedness (emphasis added — M. B.) as “individual
cognitive and motivational potential — as well as the social and cultural condi-
tions — to achieve excellent results in solving complex theoretical and/or practical
problems in one or more areas, such as mathematics, languages, art” [12].

Despite the diversity of definitions that exist in academic discourse, their
authors consciously or subconsciously distinguish between early forms of
outstanding ability, that are innate to a certain extent and are usually detected in
childhood, and fully developed adult forms of extraordinary abilities. By a remark
of F. Gagné, you can show the difference between these forms of abilities
manifestation through the following pairs of terms: potential/achievement
ability/implementation and promise/execution. The author stresses the need for
clear delineation of these terms, offering to understand the abilities as natural
inclination in a certain area, and achievements as skills in a particular area of
talent, which are being systematically developed [9].

In his “Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent”(DMGT), the
famous Canadian researcher F. Gagné differentiates between the concepts of
“giftedness” and “talent”. So, giftedness describes the availability and use of
untrained and spontaneously expressed natural abilities (which are often
referred to extraordinary powers and gifts), in at least one area of abilities, in
such volume that allows a person to enter into 10 % of the capable peers.
Talent, in turn, requires outstanding abilities (or skills) that are being
systematically developed, and knowledge in at least one area of human activity
in such volume that allows a person to enter 10 % of the capacity of peers who
are or were active in a particular sphere or spheres [9, 120].

It should be noted that definitions of giftedness of different authors
cover components of giftedness in different ways. For example, researchers A.
Ziegler and K. Heller identify the following components of giftedness, calling
them factors of talent: intellectual abilities (linguistic, mathematical, technical
design etc.); creativity; social competence; musical ability; artistic ability;
psychomotor skills; practical intelligence [20].

These definitions have several common characteristics, in particular:

e both definitions relate to human abilities;

e both definitions are normative in the sense that they characterize
individuals who differ from the norm or average;

e both definitions characterize individuals as “non-normal” because of
their unusual behaviour.
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In their turn, American theorists in the field of gifted and talented
education G. DeHaan and R. Havighurst in the structure of giftedness identify
the following components:

e intellectual ability — verbal, numerical, spatial memory, logical
thinking;

e creative thinking — the ability to recognize a problem, flexibility of
thinking, ability to create original ideas or products, finding new ways to use
old objects or materials;

e research skills — skills of working with numbers and algebraic symbols,
mathematical reasoning, interest in the natural world, the ability to apply
scientific methods;

e social leadership — the ability to help the group achieve its goals and to
improve human relations within the group;

e mechanical skills or “crafts skills” — manipulative skills, spatial ability,
visual perception of the samples, details, ability to find common and distinctive
features — are manifested in the field of fine arts, natural sciences and
engineering;

e talents in the arts (visual, literary and performing) [5].

Unlike previous researchers, a prominent American scientist, and the
author of the theory of multiple intelligences H. Gardner considers the
structure of giftedness as a unity (multiple intelligences), distinguishing the
following types:

e verbal-linguistic intelligence — involves the sense of language, effective
skills of memorizing language material;

e |ogical-mathematical intelligence — refers primarily to such abilities as
general and special logical mathematical thinking;

e visual-spatial intelligence, which involves a sense of space, spatial
memory and spatial thinking;

e bodily-kinesthetic intelligence — covers a number of psychomotor
abilities that are required for such specialists as athletes or dancers;

e musical-rhythmic intelligence — involves not only musical competence
in the narrow sense, but also the mood and emotions;

e intrapersonal intelligence — involves sensitivity to the inner sensory
world of the individual;

e interpersonal intelligence — is the capacity to feel the needs of others;

e naturalistic intelligence encompasses the ability to understand and
study living nature;

e existential intelligence — manifests itself in such areas as mythology,
art, science, philosophy;

e spiritual intelligence.
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The author of the theory of multiple intelligences emphasizes that the
latter two types of intelligence work in the case where there are no (or
insufficient) empirical evidence [10].

The analysis of the research works of foreign theorists of gifted and
talented education and documents of the state education authorities of the
USA, Canada and the UK allowed us to identify the main types of giftedness, in
particular: 1) intellectual giftedness; 2) specific academic aptitude (math,
language, etc.); 3) technical design talent; 4) musical and performing talent; 5)
artistic talent; 6) sports talent; 7) creativity; and 8) leadership.

Taking into account the above mentioned, we consider it appropriate to
clarify the basic concept of “giftedness”, under which in our study we understand
natural inclinations and abilities (intellectual, specific academic, technical-design,
musical-performing, artistic, sports, creative and leadership), which are
manifested in high achievements, and the potential for such achievements.

Conclusions. Defining giftedness is an actual problem of nowadays
because there is no agreement on this issue among both native and foreign
researchers. In our study we made an attempt to outline the structural
components (types) of giftedness and propose our own definition of this
phenomenon based on the analysis of the research works of foreign theorists
of gifted and talented education and documents of the state education
authorities of the USA, Canada and the UK.

Considering the importance of this problem the prospects for further
research are seen in the revealing the peculiarities of the outlined types of
giftedness.
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AHOTALUIA

boitueHko M. T[IOHATTEBO-TEPMIHONOFNYHMUA  IHCTPYMEHTapin  NOPIBHA/NbHO-
neaaroriyHoro AoCNig)eHHs ocBiTM obaapoBaHux wkonapie y CLUA, KaHagi Ta Benukil
BpuTaHii.

Y cmammi euceimsaeHo nidxoo0u 00 BU3HAYEHHA T[MOHAMb «060apos8aHicMmb» |
«ob0aposaHuli» y CUIA, KaHaoi ma Benukoi Bpumarwii. Ha ocHo8i aHani3y HayKosux rnpauyb
OMEPUKAHCbKUX, KAHAOCbKUX ma OpUMAaHCbKUX y4eHux i ypAaodosux OOKymMeHmis
00Cni0Hy8aHUX KpaiH nooaHe 8sacHe 8U3HAYEHHA MOHAMMSA «0b60aposaHicme», nid AKOH0
MOEMbCA HA yeasi CyKyrnHicmb npupolHuUx 3a0amkie ma 30i6Hocmeli (iHmenekmyasnbHuUX,
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cneyugiyHux  aKademiyHuUx, — MEexXHIYHO-KOHCMPYKMOPCLbKUX,  MYy3U4YHO-QPMUCMUYHUX,
XYOOMCHIX, CMNOPMUBHUX, KPeamueHUX i i0epcbKux), WO MposAeasalombCsa Y BUCOKUX
docAcHEeHHAX, ma Has8Hicme nomeHuyiany 00 Makux 00CA2HEHb.

Knwwuosi cnoea: obdaposaHicme, ocsima o60aposaHux, 060aposaHuli WKOAAp,
CLUA, KaHada, Benuka bpumaHis.

PE3IOME

bonueHko M. [MOHATUNHO-TEPMUHONOIMYECKUIA MHCTPYMEHTAPUIMA CPABHUTENBHO-
neaarorMyeckoro mMccneaoBaHus obpa3oBaHUA ofdapeHHbIX WKoAbHMKOB B CLUA, KaHaae u
BennkobputaHuu.

B cmamse oceeuwjeHbl n00x00bl K onpedeneHuto noHAmMul «00apéHHOCMb» U
«00apéHHbIl» 6 CLIA, KaHade u BeaukobpumaHuu. Ha ocHose aHanAu3a Hay4yHbix pabom
OMEPUKAHCKUX, KAHAOCKUX U 6pUMAHCKUX y4eHbIX U NMpasumesbCmeeHHbIX 00KYMeHMo8
uccnedyemolx  cmpaH — npedcmasseHo  cobcmeeHHoe — onpedesneHUe  MOHAMUSA
«00apPEHHOCMb», MO0 KOMOPbLIM NOOPA3yMe8aemcsa CO80KYNMHOCMb MPUPOOHbIX 300aMK08 U
cnocobHocmell  (UHMennekmMyanoHolx, Creyuguyeckux aKademu4yecKux, — MmexHUKO-
KOHCMPYKMOPCKUX,  MY3bIKa/bHO-QPMUCMUYECKUX,  XyOOHeCmMBEHHbIX,  CITOPMUBHbIX,
KpeamusHbIX U aAUOepCcKux), Ymo MpoAeaalomcsa 8 B8bICOKUX OOCMUMCEHUAX, U Haau4ue
MomeHyuana K makum 00CMuUXeHUusam.

Knarouesvle cnoea: o0apéHHOCMb, 06pa3osaHue 00apEHHbIX, 00aPEHHbLIU WKOMAbHUK,
CLUA, KaHada, BeaukobpumaHus.
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OCOBJINBOCTI PO3BYAA0BU MI}KHAPOAHOIO CMIBPOBITHULTBA Y CHEPI
HE®OPMA/IbHOI OCBITU AITEN TA YYHIBCbKOI MOJ1IOAI Y €C:
OPTrAHI3AL|IMHO-NPOLLECYANIbHUNA ACMEKT

Y cmammi po3anaHymo ocobausocmi po3bydosu mixHapoodHo20 cnigepobimHuymsa
Esponelicckozo Cor3y y cepepi HedpopmasnbHoi ocsimu dimeli ma y4HiBCbKOi M0s00i 8
acnekmi opeaaHizayiliHo-npoyecyansbHux 3acad. [IpoaHanizoeaHo HayKosul 0opoboK
3apyb6iRCHUX | 8iIMYU3HAHUX yYeHUX 3 03Ha4YeHoi npobaemu. 3a808KU 30CMOCYB8AHHIO MemMooy
CMPYKMypPHO-CUCMEMHO20 QHAAI3y BU3HAYEeHO opeaHi3auiliHi U npouyecyasnbHi OCHOBU
docnioxncysaHozo eHomeHy. 3pobaeHo akuyeHm Ha bazamopisHesocmi MiH(HAaPOOHO20
cnispobimHuumea y cehepi EC ma cneyughiku cydyacHux npouecie y uiti cehepi 8 acnekmi Kpoc-
cekmopasbHOi 83aemo0ii Ui sanioauii pezynbmamie HeghopmasnbHOI oceimu.

Knarouosi cnoea: Esponelicokuli Coro3, HegpopmanbHa ocsima Oimeli ma y4YHi8CbKOT
MO0s100i, OpeaHi3auiliHo-npouecyansbHi 3acadu, Kpoc-cekmopanbHuli nioxio, eanioauis.

NocraHoBKa npobnemun. CyyacHuir eTan po3byaoBM MiKHAPOAHOro
cniBpobiTHMUTBA EC Bigirpae ocobnamBy posb Yy nNpouecax CTaHOBJIEHHA W

PO3BUTKY 3ara/ibHOEBPONENCHKOIO HedpOpMaNbHOro OCBITHbOTO
npoctopy/cpepu HedopmanbHoi ocsiTn (HPO) ana aitei Ta yuHIBCbKOI MOIOA].
byayun petepmiHOBaHMM HM3KOK 3araibHUX MO3UTUBHUX | HEraTUBHUX

3pYyLIEHb Y EBPONENCBKOMY CYCNiNbCTBI, LLe eTan BiA3HaYaeTbcA GOpMyBaHHAM
HOBWX CTpaTerin B OCBITHIM i MONOAiXHIN nonitmyi €EC Ta iHCTPYMEHTIB iX

230



