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3iCTaBJICHHI 3 YSBJICHHSAMH IIOJI0 CTAJOHHHX SKOCTEH CKpHITaI-BUKOHABIS. J[pyrwii eram — opieHTaIliiHO-aHATITHIHUNA —
TIOB’S13aHO 3 PO3BUTKOM 3/1aTHOCTI MaiiOyTHIX CHEIaIiCTIB 10 3iCTaBIICHHS BIIACHUX BUKOHABCHKUX HaMIpiB Ta MOMKIIMBOCTEH 3
ABTOPCHKO-3MICTOBIMH KOOPAMHATAMH PO3yUyBaHHX TBODIB (TIOPIBHSHHS KOHICMIIH «S1-BHKOHABEIB» 1 «SI-KOMITO3UTODY),
TOOTO 3MIHCHIOEThCS aHa3 CyO’€KTIB BHKOHABCHKOI B3a€MOMii (BHKOHABEIL-TBIp). TpeTili eram — MPOrHOCTUYHO-
TpaHc(hOPMYIOUHIT — PUCBIYYETHCS BU3HAYEHHIO 1 pealtizalii mporpamMu Kopekiiii, moaudikari, Tpanchopmartii BAKOHaBCHKUX
JIOCSITHEHD BIJIOBIZHO JI0 BU3HAYEHOT BUKOHABCHKOT MPOEKT-KOHLIETIIIIT CKPUIAIIST; aKTHBI3aLlli CTAHOBIICHHS IEPCOHATI30BAHO-
BUKOHABCHKOT'O CTHIIIO CTY/ICHTIB IIUIIXOM CTHMYJIFOBaHH! iX JI0 CAMOBHP@)KEHHSI Y BAKOHAaBCbKOMY MHUCTELITBI, CIOHYKaHHSI JI0
CHCTEMHO-TIEPETBOPIOBAILHOI KOHIIEPTHO-BUKOHABCHKOT JisUTbHOCTI. UeTBepTHii eTar, KOPEeKTHBHO-TAPMOHI3YIOUHH, CIIPSIMO-
BYETHCSI HA HAIIOBHEHHS] BUKOHABCHKOTO Te3aypyCy CTY/EHTIB-CKPHUITaJIiB HOBUMH LIIHHICHO-3HAYYIIMMH MY3HYHUMH 00pa3amu,
30aradeHHs iX JyXOBHOI CepH, PO3LIMPEHHS chepH IHTEIeKTyaIbHO-eMOIIMHIX TTepeKUBaHb MICTEITBA i Ha il OCHOBI po-
3BUTKY 3[aTHOCTI JI0 TIOIITYKY OPHTIHAIFHUX XyI0KHBO-TEXHIYHIX 3aC001B iHTEpIIpeTamii My3HKH.

Kntouosi cnosa: apTUCTUYHO-TBOPYHMHA pPiBEHb, OCOOHCTICHO-(paxoBa CaMOMIarHOCTHKA, aKCIOJOTiYHO-
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MEASUREMENT OF GIFTEDNESS:
ANNOYING FAILURES AND GREAT DISCOVERIES

The article presents the results of the research on intelligence, giftedness and its measurement which demonstrate
strong and weak points of solving the problem of measuring gifted individuals. Intelligence comes out as a mental con-
struct of intelligent behaviour and giftedness is given as its attribute. Intelligent behaviour is structurally presented; this
serves a theoretical basis for the measurement of giftedness which is based on the suggested principles. The issue of
development of giftedness is brought to the open and social and pedagogical conditions are considered to be necessary
to change structural components of giftedness quantitatively.
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Introduction

The fact that people differ in their abilities (including
academic) has been known since early times. But at the
times when an individual form of learning dominated in
education because only some people could study, the
problem of differentiating people on the basis of their
abilities (first of all in education) was not so urgent. Peo-
ple from social corps d’elite mostly studied as they were
mainly prepared to learning genetically. Cases when peo-
ple showed their inability to study were considered to be a
deviancy as well as those cases when people from masses
proved to be academically strong and rose to eminence in
cognitive and creative activities.

Science and Education, 2017, Issue 4

91

The issue of differentiating people on the basis of
their abilities became relevant after broad masses got the
opportunity to learn and collective forms of learning were
incorporated into an academic process. Thus it was neces-
sary to identify those who turned out to be unable to mas-
ter academic curriculum properly. This is not about those
who have grave mental disorders but about those who are
retarded at the present period of time.

A positive solution of this pragmatic problem en-
courages researchers (at present primarily psychologists,
not pedagogues) to formulate a new issue — whether it is
possible in the same way to identify those who outgrow
their peers mentally at the present period of time, not in
those characteristic features which are responsible for




academic progress because separating this group of indi-
viduals did not provoke any obstacles (they were diamet-
rically opposite to those who received the lowest scores
according to the diagnostic results), but in more global
features which are among the others responsible for aca-
demic progress as well.

Since learning is closely connected with cognitive
process it is natural to identify a global psychic construct
together with intelligence. So, those individuals who
make better progress than their peers in learning academic
material outgrow their peers mentally. We should note
here that this firm conclusion was later specified. In par-
ticular, it was clarified that the individuals who keep
ahead of the others intellectually can lag behind in learn-
ing. On the other hand, the individuals who keep ahead of
the others must not necessarily outgrow intellectually.

Why it is so, is a question. That is why we empha-
size that the problem to look into intelligence is being
risen and it promises more benefits in comparison with
testing academic progress or psychic phenomena respon-
sible for this progress. A practical need in testing intelli-
gence pushes a theoretical problem to identify its essence.

Summarizing research data on identifying intelli-
gence essence we can state that theoretical approaches
identify intelligence as one ability or take a number of
intellectual abilities as a basis, that is consider intelligence
from a psychic point of view, highlight a cognitive activi-
ty or include a creative component into intelligence; de-
fine intelligence as a unification and thus assume different
types of intelligence.

The systematic researches of intelligence essence
start with Ch. Spearman’s statistic method, the author
succeeded in differentiating between general and specific
intelligence [1].

An alternative to the outcomes made by Ch. Spear-
man was L. Thurstone’s idea that intellectual activity has
seven basic constructs such as verbal understanding, vocal
fluency, memory, thinking and the speed of perception
[2].

R. Cattell and his supporters try to connect
Ch. Spearman’s and L. Thurstone’s ideas to save the idea
of general intelligence, thus, accentuating general, fluent
and crystallized intelligence as well as basic components
of intelligence such as visual abilities, mnemic abilities
and performance abilities [3].

However, qualitative differences are so bright that
H. Gardner defines the following types of intelligence:
linguistic, logic and mathematical, spatial, interpersonal,
intrapersonal, musical, kinesthetic and natural [4].

We should mention that the idea of different types of
intelligence is supported due to some circumstances and
these supporters enlarge this list. As a result there have
appeared a practical intelligence and an emotional one.
All this proves that a new type of intelligence can as well
appear in science.

At the same time the supporters of the idea of gen-
eral and specific intelligence confirm that general intelli-
gence is present in four out of H. Gardner’s eight intelli-
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gence types; a high rate of g in tests that label linguistic,
logic and mathematical, spatial, natural, interpersonal
domains and the low rate of other domains, especially a
kinesthetic one [4].

Altogether researchers discuss intellectual and crea-
tive abilities of individuals. As well as in many other
cases we can differentiate between two opposite ap-
proaches. The scientists supporting the first approach
believe that even if intellectual and creative abilities are
connected, this connection is very slight. The others think
that creative and intellectual abilities line up, moreover a
creative component is inherent a cognitive activity and a
creative activity itself is based on a cognitive activity.

Here we should state that accumulated empirical da-
ta, on the one hand, indicate the connection between a
cognitive and a creative activity, and on the other hand,
facilitate to conclude that these constructs are relatively
independent. Thus, we have found that ten characteristics
of a creative potential correlate with ten characteristics of
intelligence (in average with r = 0,09), originality and the
thinking fluency predict intellectual abilities (r =0,20),
altogether intellectual and creative potential positively
correlate except from high 1Q, though creativity and intel-
ligence are different in neurologic activity which was
demonstrated by examinees during open and close tests.
The analysis of empirical outcomes helped us to conclude
that the key difference between intellectual and creative
activity is in the nature of intention, either limited or met-
empirical.

The paper aims to provide evidence that intelligence
comes out as a mental construct of intelligent behaviour
and giftedness is given as its attribute.

Discussion

Other researchers try to connect intellectual abilities
with other psychic characteristics. Having analyzed scien-
tific works on this issue we see that intellectual abilities
positively correlate with the speed of nerve process, emo-
tional state, memory, thinking, etc. Moreover, the speed
of processing information together with personal charac-
teristic features impact the results of testing intelligence
due to predicted additive influence of information process
speed on it and quadratic effect of interaction between
agitation and personal features; the progress increases
when agitation goes up but only to some extent, when
agitation increases very much the progress falls; all in all
these correlations reflect individual differences in access
to specific sets of short-term memory.

The connection of intellectual abilities with other
psychic features have a practical value as they serve as a
basis for revised methodologies of recording intellectual
abilities. Classical methodologies of testing intelligence
are also being permanently changed, beginning with
A. Binet and T. Simon tests [5], and going through
D. Wechsler scales. They need modifying. And the focus
must be not on result but on process, dynamic measure-
ment, stating the purpose of utilizing recorded tasks and
taking into account a bigger number of components of
cognitive abilities which are tested [6].




The analysis of intelligence research results provokes
more questions than gives answers to those questions
which were stated before analyzing scientific works.

First of all the attempts to identify the essence of in-
telligence have one drawback — they do not give the pur-
pose of what psychic phenomena must be labeled by such
an integration as intelligence. If to take into account that
the behavior of live objects is based on instinct and intel-
lectual principles then it is clear that everything that pro-
vides intellectual or reasonable behavior must be called
intelligence.

In order to utilize this approach we should define
wise behavior. The key to the answer lies in the differ-
ences between instinctive and reasonable behavior.

Instinctive behavior is a reaction of the organism to a
stimulus. Such actions are focused on the self-
preservation of an organism that is the provision of condi-
tions necessary for life. A characteristic feature of instinc-
tive behavior is its sporadicalness: each time the organism
reacts to the same stimulus as if this influence is for the
first time each time. Though live organisms (not intellec-
tual ones) are characterized by some congenital reflexes;
moreover, if the same stimulus is repeated live organisms
develop association reflexes. Though this reflex response
on the stimulus is unaware and what is more, is not ab-
stractly summarized, that is why in the same situations it
is never predicted.

Another point is reasonable behavior. A reasonable
being that has a reasonable behavior accumulates life
experience, in other words the organism responds to stim-
uli which had positive outcomes. Moreover, this positive
experience is accumulated in memory both in specific and
abstractly generalized form. In case with a human being
these stimuli can be factors of social and natural actions
which are direct or abstract in the form of a problem sit-
uation.

Another difference between reasonable behavior and
instinctive or reflexive one is formulating the aim to
achieve which physical and intellectual attempts are fo-
cused on.

In case of reasonable behavior to reach the goal is to
analyze the situation in which a human being is. If to
formulate the aim in the abstract form this analysis is
actually the analysis of given data in a task which must be
done. As a result one of the modified ways of reaching the
aim is selected and a conclusion is made about the ab-
sence of the way of reaching the aim of solving a problem
among the past experiences.

In the case, when the intuition prompts that the se-
lected way will reach the aim, an individual approaches
the finish, step by step, by extrapolating the motion focus
and comparing it with the ultimate goal.

If there are no ways of reaching the ultimate goal of
the past experience or while reaching it or the selected
way proves to be inappropriate an individual reconsiders
the data of accumulated experiences to separate the con-
tent and the form and to construct the way of solving the
risen problem.
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Usually the beings with reasonable behavior are
called to have intelligence. By the way, some of the listed
behaviors or maybe all of them are inherent in animals.

We would quit considering intelligence if it were not
for three moments.

First, intelligence from the point of view of reasona-
ble behavior is somewhat discussed conventionally and
schematically, it cannot be separated from other domains
of psychic activity, on the background of which this be-
havior is performed.

Second, there are a lot of examples in which human
and animal behavior acts are inclined to work intellectual-
ly but they are not because they have more reflexive and
not intellectual components.

And finally, analyzing the given examples of reason-
able behavior we can make a conclusion that almost all of
them do not predict utilizing life experience in static un-
changed form and are connected with its modification,
building elements and the construct which are in memory.
And it can be defined as a creative activity. In other
words, reasonable behavior without creating something
new is impossible. Thus, intelligence is an integration of
psychic features which organically combine reproductive
and productive actions.

At the same time it is unacceptable to simplify this
integration only with psychic features. An exceptionable
role is given to reasonable behavior of psychic states.
First of all, emotions play a great role. Emotions as a
catalyst of physical and psychic energy enhance the effi-
ciency of reasonable behavior. Without positive emotions
it is difficult to start anything and to reach the aim and to
solve a problem. They are necessary to counteract the
accumulation of negative emotions, uncertainty which is
crucially necessary to renew physical and psychic states.

Feelings also affect the effectiveness of reasonable
behavior. Feelings colour this behavior. They define the
nature of the aim, urge to constantly move forward.

The indisputable fact is the level (quality) of devel-
opment of psychic process which takes part in achieving
the ultimate goal.

All this is the ground to be suspicious about different
types of intelligence, as H. Gardner suggests, that is to
speak about a practical or emotional intelligence and so
forth. To confirm this point of view it is necessary to
recall what caused the appearance of these terms. Here
two factors appeal to us.

Reasonable behavior is the realization of the past life
experience. It is clear that if an individual has studied
some science realm so he/she is expected to achieve pro-
gress but it does not mean that in everyday life which is
not connected with professional activity he/she will also
have progress. Similarly, we can say about some academ-
ic domains such as humanities and hard sciences and so
forth. But if an individual is successful in one domain and
is not competent in other ones it gives the grounds for
doubting in the level of the development of his/her intelli-
gence.




The development of all psychic phenomena which
take part in intellectual activity impacts reasonable behav-
ior. But is it possible to speak about different types of
intelligence on the basis of differentiating individuals’
interests?

We should say that the neglect of life experience and
preference of traits, interests supported by a social pres-
sure of an egalitarian number of psychologists, peda-
gogues and sociologists led to existing confusion in the
study of intelligence. We cannot speak about types of
intelligence on the basis of individual ability to under-
stand emotions, esthetic feeling, etc.

As a result, these two factors encourage to differenti-
ate between academic and practical, logic and mathemati-
cal and linguistic, emotional and esthetic intelligence, etc.

But reasonable behavior is universal in all domains
of activity, types of problems and so on.

Intelligence as an integration of psychic processes,
features and individuals® states which provide their rea-
sonable behavior cannot be divided into types and kinds
because intelligence is an organic combination of psychic
processes, features and individuals’ states and other psy-
chic components which provide the effectiveness of rea-
sonable behavior.

It should be also noted that reasonable behavior is al-
so considered at the productive and reproductive levels.
Thus, the accumulation of life experience predicts the
separation of form and content in the cognition; a con-
structive coloring of the content in different shape, incor-
porating the separated content element in knowledge,
restructuring the existing system including the separated
content element, the search for possible absent compo-
nents in the system which makes it conscientiously open
to next complementing, restructuring and systemizing
related systems in the framework of meta system.

A hypothetical presentation of intelligence, apart
from theoretical significance is characterized by some
practical value that is on the basis of existing theoretical
assumption to measure intelligence; in particular, intellec-
tual tests are developed. A significant positive correlation
between the results of intelligence testing and academic
progress made us believe that the measured construct is
the phenomenon which is the foundation for intellectual
activity of an individual that is intelligence. In fact, the
given empirical fact is not enough for such specific con-
clusions.

On the other hand, there is another problem. During
the process of intelligence testing it became clear that
some individuals do not only solve tasks set for their age
group but solve a number of problems set for another age
group (for older people). This fact is undisputable evi-
dence that they outgrow their peers intellectually. It was
logical to join such individuals in one group. It was done
and what is more they were called gifted.

The described theoretical approach is difficult to car-
ry out in practice as an individual can solve some tasks set
for another age group but at the same time he/she cannot
do some tasks set for his/her own age group and some-
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times cannot even solve problems set for younger people.
That is why a static approach plays an important role
here. Representative groups for each age (year by year)
are selected, tests for each age group are tried out and a
new test is formed where there are questions for the given
age group and there are questions for older individuals. A
new test is tested on a representative sample, an average
meaning is calculated and the received parameter is con-
sidered to be the right level of intelligence for the individ-
uals of the present age group. A standard abnormality is
also calculated according to the results of representative
sample. The indicators which show the growth are high
than norms. The individuals who have these indicators are
called gifted. Accordingly we can speak about specifically
gifted and deeply gifted individuals considering critically
the indicators of two and three standard deviations.

We claim that this approach is rather conventional as
those individuals whose intelligence test scores are in a
boundary zone between leveling points show no qualita-
tive changes.

It should be noted that the described static approach
has not been practically proved to be valuable since it
appeared. There were some attempts to call gifted indi-
viduals (without theoretical statement) who are in the
upper one percent of systemized parameters of test scores.
The developers of academic programs for gifted individu-
als use vague criteria or focus on the number of individu-
als who can master these programs on the basis of finan-
cial and organizational opportunities.

It is necessary to take apart from this utilitarian view
and analyze the one which has more psychological issues
in its theoretical background. Intelligence test based on
task fulfillment is built on the recording skills existing at
a certain time which are formed on the basis of relevant
knowledge and which in its turn is the result of necessary
abilities. But that is not enough. Motives, interests and
environment are also important for the ultimate successful
outcome. Thus, we can make a conclusion that this theo-
retical approach makes it impossible to objectively test
intelligence and on this basis to separate a group of gifted
individuals. At the same time giftedness according to this
approach (and it is almost the one that is used) is defined
as a fact of possessing at the moment of testing some
(statistically calculated) knowledge and abilities.

We must say that the term “giftedness” which was
introduced into the science empirically is sometimes de-
fined in the wrong way. We mean a number of different
definitions of this notion which are almost not connected
with empirical method of testing or identifying. Among
this pseudo-scientific polyphony one can detect some
opinions. For example, giftedness is connected with get-
ting a big number of skills at birth which guarantees the
diversity of an individual as a grown. On the other hand,
giftedness is considered to be a really high level of abili-
ties based on the abilities obtained at birth. All other defi-
nitions balance between these two definitions. Though,
sometimes we can observe some tricks: extreme philan-
thropists believe that all psychic normal individuals are




gifted. More rational ones think that giftedness in children
can be developed. Taking into account giftedness as the
state of development of knowledge and abilities we can
conclude that it is scientifically incorrect because one can
develop attributes which at the time identify this state but
not the state itself.

Fragmental measurement of intelligence, the imbal-
ance between testing real progress of individuals which
causes social and political consequences force the re-
searchers to sin against scientific rigorousness and accu-
racy and speak about different types of giftedness. We
cannot count all as almost each publication of a starting
investigator contains a new type of giftedness. If this
process is not stopped, then there is a perspective that the
number of types of giftedness will equal with the number
of items in a classification of occupations. In one of the
cases the term “giftedness” is attributed with intellectual,
thus we receive intellectual giftedness. Partly we can
agree as giftedness is truly connected with intelligence.

But there are contradictions in this approach. Even if
to use the concept of multiple intelligence (in fact agree-
ing with some of its types) then all types of giftedness
which are connected with eight types of intelligence are
intellectual giftedness. In practice it is neglected.

Other types of giftedness are recognized which go
far beyond the framework of multiple intelligence, for
example, educational and so on. The disadvantage of this
approach is the shift from obtained abilities at birth to
specific ones. It contradicts Gagne’s concept according to
which giftedness and talent are separated [7]. The re-
searcher associates giftedness with those psychic attrib-
utes with which an individual is born and which are prac-
tically not influenced by external factors. Talent is associ-
ated with the features which can be changed and devel-
oped under the influence of external factors.

To proceed we must make some excursus. The point
is that theoretically it is possible to separate some psychic
constructs which deserve to have their own names, in
other words their generalization into a notion. To these
constructs we can refer the complex of potentials which
an individual obtains at birth; the range of these poten-
tials; universal potentials (which are the basis of abilities
responsible for all psychic activities, specific potentials
(which are the basis of potential responsible for specific
types of psychic activity), due to criteria (at least statisti-
cally interpreted) level of potential development; prognos-
tic recorded level of potential development. This list can
be continued but these items are enough to comprehend
this fringe problem. The two terms which became widely
used due to psychological and social factors and which
are used historically are “giftedness” and “talent”. Thus, a
pure pragmatic (not scientific) issue appears which of the
two listed constructs can be called giftedness.

Why pragmatic? From the practical point of view it
is not enough to say that giftedness is, for example, the
complex of universal potentials, obtained by an individual
at birth. Any concept loses everyday coloring if its defini-
tion contains a clear or hidden hint on the method of cal-
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culating its quantitative measure or qualitative length. But
it is the only criterion of a productive definition in our
domain. Under the term “giftedness” many people under-
stand (it is a pragmatic demand of a society) not only
qualitative and quantitative state of a selected psychic
construct but its prognostic value. In other words, defin-
ing giftedness it is necessary to find the phenomenon
which under favorable external conditions guarantees an
individual’s significant progress economically or spiritu-
ally.

As a result a psychic concept partly loses its pure
scientific meaning, being dissolved in a social dimension.
And here again the problems of applied nature rise. Do
we record the presence of giftedness in order to imple-
ment differentiated learning? Or is it better to think about
future progress of these individuals? And what if to com-
bine the first and the second? Without any doubt, the list
of pragmatic aims at which the definition of giftedness
focuses can be enlarged.

Which pragmatic aim to prefer in such a case? There
are cases when different aims are brought out to open. In
this case we deal with utilitarian definitions which are
workable and are formulated to select students for some
academic programs. At the same time there are cases
when more remote but more global aims are set, for ex-
ample, giftedness is the level of potential development
which is necessary for making some significant creative
progress in a grown up life.

Thus, we have come to a three-circuit definition of
giftedness suggested by G. Renzulli as abilities higher
than average, agitation (that is the desire to know, to solve
a problem, etc.) and according creative potential [8]. A
characteristic feature of this definition is that it is focused
on an individual’s progress in a grown up life. Moreover,
it is connected with creative potential that had been ne-
glected by this time. This neglect is the result of theoreti-
cal guesses and even empirical researches (the veracity of
which is doubtful) that intellectual and creative activities
are independent phenomena. This scientific confusion can
be explained by the fact that creativity is defined as artis-
tic by mistake; neglecting the fact that each elementary
process of cognition is the process of constructing some-
thing new, and it is a creative activity. And at last, gifted-
ness which is the indicator of quality of processes, fea-
tures and states of an individual which are responsible for
intellectual activity is determined by some psychic indica-
tors (here agitation, purposefulness, perseverance, etc.).

If to look at giftedness in a larger context one can
claim that it is an attribute of intellectual behavior of an
individual.

The mentioned above algorithm of intellectual be-
havior is universal (in the broad meaning) for solving any
theoretical or practical task in any domain of a person’s
activity. This complex of intellectual components together
with intellect managing all, without any exception, psy-
chic and physical actions relieves from the necessity to
speak about general and intellectual giftedness. Thus, the
term “giftedness” can be used as a general notion.




The idea of intellectual behavior as an attribute of
giftedness was born as a result of generalizing academic
and professional activity of individuals. If an individual
learns and solves problems as a result of intelligent be-
havior, then he/she is expected to achieve significant
progress in a professional activity. Many examples can be
given to illustrate that individuals demonstrating high
level of knowledge and ability of its practical use at
school in their grown up life did not make any progress.
And on the contrary, those who failed at school in their
grown up life generated new products like genii. Why is it
s0? Because the former studied in the ordinary style culti-
vated by an educational system while the latter opposed
the formal academic scholasticism and at the same time
learned about the world in the style inherent to intelligent
behavior.

What internal constructs identify an individual’s in-
telligent behavior? These are phenomena of genetic na-
ture but not psychological or physiological. We do not
know what they look like and we might not know in the
future. The question to what extent intelligence and de-
termined style of intellectual behavior are congenital or
required is open to us as we do not have enough scientific
evidence to justify the conclusions. We will give an ex-
ample to show that there are phenomena which can be
taught but cannot be learnt. Let us suppose that this phe-
nomenon is the style of an individual’s reproductive and
productive activity.

To take the mentioned above into account we con-
clude that giftedness is mainly genetically determined
intellectual potential which estimates an individual’s
intellectual behavior which is represented by the styles of
his/her reproductive and productive activity.

And yet what is the difference between a gifted indi-
vidual and an ordinary one? It is potential? No, it is not,
because a mentally normal child has all human potentials
at birth. Besides, it is impossible to identify them purely.
Is it the level of ability development? Yes, it is. But it also
depends on the factors of external impact which makes it
impossible to use it in the process of dividing individuals
into gifted and ordinary. So, we may possibly call intel-
lect of a mental apparatus of an intellectual behavior and a
determiner of the style of reproductive and productive
activity. Most likely.

As giftedness was first associated with an individu-
al’s intellect that is why the first methods of its evaluating
were the methods of measurement of intelligence, in par-
ticular, recording the level of the development of intellec-
tual abilities. Later, when the concept of giftedness was
expanded and many types of giftedness were introduced,
methods of its measurement focused on testing other
domains of mentality and did not change in their meaning.
As it was before only knowledge and abilities which rele-
vant potentials possess are tested.

So in order to trace the evolution of theoretical prin-
ciples of measuring giftedness there is no need analyzing
the tried and tested methods to measure the types of gift-
edness. It will be enough to concentrate on one of them.
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Paying tribute to historical sequence we will consider the
methodological instruments of measuring intellectual
giftedness which help to reveal intellectually gifted indi-
viduals. Here due to some reasons we treat intellectual
giftedness and giftedness as synonyms.

As it was mentioned above, the evaluation of gifted-
ness is first of all connected with testing intellectual po-
tential. Intellectual potential which is the basis for intel-
lectual abilities can, of course, be tested using problems,
the solution of which demands their work. Choosing one
fundamental thesis the developers of intellectual abilities
tests aim to construct a universal and appropriate instru-
ment.

Flexibility requires the selection of the tasks which
can be suggested for people of the same age, who origi-
nate from different cultural and social environments.
Convenience demands the simplicity of using and pro-
cessing the results of testing.

To make tasks flexible they are selected for partici-
pants of a representative sample to be easily solved. After
the tasks check they can be suggested in different cultural
and social environments. As a representative sample
(even an ideal one) is formed within one country then the
problem of its utilization in other countries is up-to-date.
The results of testing these tools in other countries (with
other educational systems) are not positive.

The result of solving the problem of convenience is
more positive. The thing is that in the simplest instrument
all tasks are given with a set of answers (one is correct
and the others are not). As all respondents have the same
set of possible answers, then it is easier to define correctly
completed tasks. At the same time this simplicity is asso-
ciated with the possibility to guess the correct answer. To
reduce the chance of random selection of the correct an-
swer, the number of options is increased. Although, there
are some significant limitations. Empirically it was re-
vealed that a maximum good option is the task with four
answers. This is because respondents doing the task orally
can keep in their memory not more that the mentioned
number of options. Under these circumstances the possi-
bility of random selection of a correct answer is 0,25. To
increase the probability of a correct answer various tactics
are used but it does not increase the probability to 1.

There is another disadvantage of the simplicity of a
test connected with the choice of the right answer on the
question. For those who conduct a test of intellectual
abilities not only the positive result of solving a problem
is important but the technique used by a respondent dur-
ing this process. But it is impossible due to mentioned
above circumstances.

Let us come back to the flexibility of tasks. First ex-
aminations mostly consisted of tests. That is why it was
considered that if to find a theoretical background of a
task, to adapt it to another language one can get an
adapted tool of testing. But it was wrong. Because no
matter how thorough these actions might be they confront
the system of education, its historical tradition, learning
content and process which are so strong that the total




refusal from text materials and replacing them with graph-
ical do not help.

That is why one can make a conclusion about the
limited possibilities of tools to test intellectual potential
on the basis of recording intellectual skills. Despite the
tools which are at best relevant in the country where they
were developed are actively being developed by different
scholars on somewhat different theoretical principles
concerning the structure of intelligence and intellectual
potential and are called intelligence tests and tests of
intellectual potential. Among the most famous ones, we
can mention Binet-Simon test, Wechsler test and
Amthauer test.

Let us put their limited relevance to test intelligence
of people of ethnic minorities and families of low eco-
nomic status apart and speak about other negative aspects.
First, there is a question: Do intelligence tests really test
intelligence? The absence of a single theoretically proved
and empirically checked principle of the structure of intel-
ligence makes the idea of unambiguity of one answer
impossible. A marked positive correlation of the results
using different intellectual tests is not the evidence of
fixing the construct which from pragmatic point of view
can be called intelligence.

Moreover, the issue of the additive of results of test-
ing of different structural components of intelligence is
insuperable. It is neither theoretically nor empirically
possible to calculate specific gravity of any of structural
components of intelligence on the whole. Despite this
fact, parameters are “successfully” added, the conse-
quence of which is operating the indicator which is called
the coefficient of intelligence and it is graphically pre-
sented as 1Q.

On the other hand, developers of such tests do not try
to distance themselves when selecting tasks, moreover,
they are not able to get rid of the impact of the learning
consequences on the results of tests.

Good reasons that a respondent will make all efforts
to summon up his/her intelligence are also absent as it
happens in some cases when his/her intellectual activity is
motivated by practical goals.

One cannot ignore the fact that the time given to
complete the tasks of intellectual tests is limited. We
cannot doubt that the level of intelligence is more or less
determined by the fluency of neuronal processes. But can
we make this parameter and the correctness of tasks com-
pleted equal? As a result, the comparison of intelligence
of two individuals, one of whom thinks faster but less
accurately and another one slower but more accurately is
becoming scientifically incorrect.

Recording the level of his/her development is often
used to measure giftedness and it enhances the negative
effect. Because even if tests of intelligence really test it
then the limited value 1Q is confirmed neither theoretical-
ly nor practically which differentiates gifted individuals
from ordinary ones; similarly there is not such a limited
value to differentiate between ordinary individuals and
those with low mentality. A statistic approach in order to
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solve this fundamental, theoretical or pragmatic problem
has no longer been conventional. Because the scale of
recording the level of intelligence is a continuous process
that makes it impossible to interpret quantitative differ-
ences between neighboring points in terms of qualitative
differences.

Let us use the meaning of the coefficient of intelli-
gence 1Q = 130 as a criterion of giftedness. But what can
we say then about individuals with 1Q = 140 and so forth?
They are gifted, brightly gifted or simply gifted? The
absence of qualitative criteria puts forward the statistic
approach which divides the scale of intelligence with the
help of the meaning of standard deviation, two standard
deviations and three standard deviations. But it is a tech-
nical tool but not a theoretical or a practical statement.

Let us take for granted that gifted individuals are
those who have 1Q = 130 and more. If now the result of a
student A testing is 135 points. It means that he/she is
gifted. In a year taking a similar testing which is for an
older age group he/she will be able to have 125 points.
How to interpret this result? That this student has lost
his/her giftedness? And what to do if student B has 125
points in the first test and in the second test he/she has
135 points? Has this student joined the group of gifted?
Moreover, what shall we say about student C, who has
135 and 145 accordingly? Has he/she developed his/her
giftedness?

This approach of interpretation and assessing gifted-
ness means that giftedness can be either obtained, devel-
oped and lost within certain time. Scientifically it is
vague. And what do we have in real life? We expect from
an individual who was selected into the group of gifted to
progress but he/she does not satisfy these expectations.
On the other hand, we limit the access of an individual
who was put in the group of ordinary to programs for
those from whom we expect great progress. Not to speak
of the consequences of the wrong testing of mental re-
tarded individuals. And all this because the knowledge is
accumulated, skills are cultivated and potentials are de-
veloped. But it is not linear at different speed and at dif-
ferent times.

To take this fact into account, researchers try to use
dynamic intellectual testing and testing of giftedness.
Here the indicators of coefficient of intelligence within
some period of time are averaged and on this ground the
conclusion about giftedness is made. The problem is only
partly solved. Knowledge, skills and abilities are being
changed during lifetime. At first this process is more
intensive, later it becomes less intensive. Though each
individual has his/her own dynamics. Ideally the process
of testing must be prolonged but testing is not aimed at
certifying the existence or absence of giftedness in an
individual after his/her death. A pragmatic thought de-
mands to conduct testing as early as possible.

We will state here that a dynamic testing of intelli-
gence is done according to the scheme ‘learning — test-
ing’. This approach has its pros and cons. One of them is
academic potential.




As we can see, intelligence definition and intellectu-
al tests which are developed on its basis and which are
used to diagnose tests which are relatively relevant in
predicting academic progress of individuals are not de-
prived of theoretical and methodological drawbacks.
Knowing this, reasonable psychologists offer to add the
data of testing which record the characteristic features of
gifted children to the results of testing. It, in fact, general-
izes but does fully solve the problem. First of all, because
there is no accurate accordance between the coefficient of
intelligence and a set of personal characteristic features of
children.

To summarize everything mentioned it is necessary
to reconsider the existing essence of intelligence, to rein-
terpret giftedness and methodological principles of its
testing.

If to understand intelligence as a psychic apparatus
of an individual’s intellectual behavior and giftedness as
its attribute, then the testing of giftedness predicts consid-
ering the following issues:

. the accumulation of life experience in one’s
memory;

. highlighting the form and the content in the el-
ement of cognition;

. formal constructive shaping of the highlighted
content;

. incorporating of the content into the basic
knowledge;

. restructuring the existing system including the
content element;

. searching for absent components of the system
that makes it open for further restructuring and further
supplement;

. establishing connections between a restructured
system and other systems of past experience;

. systematizing related systems within the meta-
system.

= formulating the ultimate goal;

= the analysis of a situation from the point of
view of the goal set;

= the choice of one of the options of achieving
the ultimate goal in some revised form (as a conclusion of
its absence among data of past experiences);

" an intuitive evaluation of the possibility of
achieving the ultimate goal by the selected way;

" extra polar direction of focus;

" constant comparison of extra polar direction
and the ultimate goal.

All this describes a reasonable way to consider re-
productive and productive activity of an individual. It
emphasizes the process during which the result has been
got. Undoubtedly the result is not neglected but it be-
comes more specific but not general as it was before.

Everything proves that the result of assessing gifted-
ness cannot just be the development of test “paper — pen-
cil” (or even its computer version). The methodology of
testing must be complex and must utilize different meth-
ods of recording, relevant components of intelligent be-
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havior on stages of cognition and creative use of
knowledge that is to obtain features of the methodology
of testing focusing on the revealing the diagnosis of gift-
edness of a respondent and to be more accurate in detect-
ing the style of his/her behavior which can or cannot be
intelligent. Nothing more. Giftedness is inherent or it is
not. And if it is not inherent, it is not a big problem be-
cause potential is inherent (it is socially important), but
their combination does not provide a unique style (intelli-
gent behavior) of reproductive and productive activity.
And that is all. And these results do not make ordinary
people second rate even when they are unconscientiously
compared with those labeled gifted.

This approach of defining intelligence and giftedness
has a number of positive consequences of theoretical and
practical value.

For many centuries mankind has been searching for
the answer to the question How does a man detect prob-
lems and find solutions? A man can have encyclopedic
knowledge in a certain domain but is unable to produce
something new. On the contrary, without having the nec-
essary knowledge it is rather difficult to expect originality
and practical value of a suggested solution of a detected
problem. In other words, profound knowledge in a do-
main is a necessary but not sufficient condition for effi-
cient creativity.

Much depends on the way the knowledge was ob-
tained, what it is now at the moment of detecting a prob-
lem or its solving. It is important because if to follow a
logic way of detecting a problem and its solving, as a rule,
one can find nothing original. These cases usually result
trivially, this result being a slight deviation. Another point
is one’s intuition to be used in the process of dealing with
a problem. Due to intuition one can successfully combine
separate facts, fragmental elements of knowledge, etc. In
order all this to exist obtained knowledge must serve as an
integrity and at the same time as a fragmental one. The
integrity provides the birth of such a constituent and
fragmentation gives some constructive ideas which will
help to generate a new idea.

All we mentioned above conforms to the classical
formulae of creativity according to which in order to
produce something new it is necessary to forget some-
thing old though this something old was successfully
obtained. Something old here guarantees the integrity of
knowledge and at the same time this knowledge becomes
the source of forming constructive elements of new
knowledge.

Here we can think of one of the most masked educa-
tional secrets that is the style of learning which provides
the formation of profound knowledge which can be for-
gotten at the moment of searching a new problem or its
solution. It is a creative process. This style is, without any
doubt, one the fundamental elements of intelligent behav-
ior which if taken together form a psychic phenomenon
which is usually labeled giftedness.

If to take into account that the apparatus of intelli-
gent behavior is a complex psychic construct which we




call intelligence, then we can infer that a creative constit-
uent of any activity of an individual is the subsystem of
his/her intelligence. This inference is not trivial. In re-
search works we can see contradictory evidence of corre-
lation between intellectual and creative potential. The
reason of this contraction is irrelevant interpretation of
these terms and the absence of reasonable and rational
methodologies of detection and measurement of these
phenomena. The biggest part of intelligence test is to
continue a numerical series, and the biggest part of crea-
tivity test is to give examples of unusual use of usual
objects. The received parameters of intelligence and crea-
tivity will not correlate much. Yet, it does not prove that
one must not have knowledge to create masterpieces in
art, science or technology.

Conclusions

The analysis of researches of giftedness essence, its
structure and content facilitate to infer that certain con-
stituents can be influenced socially and educationally. At
the same time, we cannot ignore the fact that certain
structural components mostly stay unchanged after poten-
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JIATHOCTHUKA OBJAPOBAHOCTI: IPUKPI TIPOMAXM I BEJIUKI BIIKPUTTS

[IpoGnema mudepenHmiamnii iHANBIAIB HA OCHOBI IXHIX 31i0HOCTEH HaOyla aKTYaJIbHOCTI y 3B 3Ky 3 OXOIUICHHSM
OCBITOIO IIMPOKHMX Mac i 3aIPOBAKCHHSAM KOJEKTHBHUX (hOpM HaBUaHHS. 30KpeMa, HEOOXiTHO OyJo IIoHaiMeHIIe
BUSIBUTH THX, SIKi Ha JaHOMY €Talli BHSBHJINCS HECIPOMOXHHMHM SIKICHO 3aCBOITH HaBYanbHI nporpamu. Ilo3nTuBHUHA
pe3ynbTaT po3B’sI3aHH 1€l MParMaTU4HOI IPOOIEMH CIIOHYKA€E JTOCTIJHHUKIB c(OPMYIIIOBAaTH HOBY NPOOJIEMy: a Ui He
MOJXKHa B aHAJOTIYHMH CHOCIO BHSBUTH THX IHAMBIZIB, SIKIi HAa JaHOMY €Talli BHIIEPEKAIOTh CBOIX POBECHHUKIB y
NICUXIYHOMY pO3BHUTKY. [IpHuoMy He 3a THMHU mapameTpamu, siKi BUKIIOYHO BiJIIOBINAIOTh 32 HaBYaJbHI YCHIXH, a 3a
OUThII TJIO0ATHHUMHU XapaKTEPUCTHKAMH, sKi, KPIM YChOrO IHIIOIrO, BiAIOBIJAIOTh 1 3a akKaJeMidHi JOCATHEHHS
iHauBigiB. OCKiNBKY HaBYAJIbHA TiSJILHICTH IIJILHO IOB’s3aHA 3 IMi3HABAJILHOIO, TO JOIIILHO II00aJbLHHUM IICUXIYHUN
KOHCTPYKT OTOTOKHHTH 3 iHTenekToM. OTxke, OyJio 3p00JIeHO BUCHOBOK, Ti 1HAWBI/IM, SIKI BUMEPEIKAIOTh CBOIX pPOBEC-
HUKIB 3a 37aTHICTIO ONTaHyBaTH HaBYAJLHUN MaTepiall, BUMEPEIKAIOTh iX 32 PO3BUTKOM iHTeneKTy. [IpakTidHa motpe-
6a 00CTe)XEHHS IHTEJEKTY MOPOKYE TEOPETHUHY IpolieMy 3’sicyBaHHS HOTO CyTi. Y3araabHIOIOYH PE3yJbTaTH J0-
CIIIPKeHb, TPUCBAYCHUX 3 SICYBAaHHIO CYTHOCTI 1HTEJEKTY, MOKHA KOHCTaTyBaTH, [0 BUKOPUCTAaHI Ul LLOTO TEOpe-
TUYHI MiIXOANW OTOTOXXHIOIOTH IHTENEKT 3 ONHI€I0 3Ai0HICTIO abo OepyTh 3a OCHOBY HH3KY IHTEIIEKTyaJdbHHUX 31i0HO-
CTeH, PO3TIANAIOTh IHTENEKT y 3Mi0HICHIH TuIomuHI a0 BUXOIATH y TI00aNbHY cepy NCHXIYHOTO, aKIEHTYIOTh Ha
Mi3HABANBHIN TisUTEHOCTI 200 MOMIMAIOTh B IHTENCKTYAIBHUN 0a3WC TBOPUICTh, TPAKTYIOTH IHTENEKT SIK YHi(piKoBaHUI
KOHCTPYKT a00 JOMyCKaIOTh pi3Hi TUH iHTenekTy. [ToMixk THM, HocTae i iHma npodiema. Y mpoleci TeCTOBUX 00cTe-
JKEHb 1HTEJEKTY CTaJl0 OUEBHJIHHUM, 1[0 OKPEMi IHIUBIIM PO3B’I3YIOTh HE TIBKU 3aBJaHH:], OPIEHTOBaHI Ha TXHIN Xpo-
HOJIOTIYHUII BiK, a i HU3KY 3aBlaHb Juisi cTapmux oci0. Lled dakT € HezanepeyHnM CBiIYEHHSM TOTO, 1110 BOHU Ha MO-
MEHT 00CTE)KEHHSI BUIIEPEPKAIOTh CBOIX POBECHHUKIB 32 piBHEM iHTeNeKTy. JIoriuHMM OyJI0 y 3B’S3KY 3 I[IM BUOKPEMHU-
TH TaKuX IHAMBIAIB B okpemy rpymy. Illo i Gyno 3pobneno. binbie Toro, ix HasBamu obmapoBaHuMu. B omHOMY 3
BUIAJIKIB 10 TEPMIHY 000aposanicmb TOJAETbCS O3HAYCHHSI IHMENeKMYyaibHd 1 ONEPIKYEThCSI Ha BUXOJI iHmMeneKmy-
anvua 060aposanicme. 3 IAM YMOBHO MOJKHA ITOTOIUTHCH, 00 00/1TapOBaHICTh AIMCHO OB’ s3aHa 3 IHTEIEKTOM. AJe iy
IBOMY MIIXOJi € cymepedHocTi. bo HaBiTh SKIIO MOCIYTOBYBATHUCH KOHICIIIEI0 MHOXHHHOTO iHTENEKTY ((haKTH9IHO
MTOTODKYIOUHCH 3 JIOUIIHHICTIO BHOKPEMIICHHS JEKITFKOX HOTO THIIIB), TO yCi BUAM 00IapOBaHOCTI, ITOB’s13aHi 3 BiCh-
MOMa THUIIAMH IHTENEKTY, € IHTeIeKTyaJbHOI 00apOBaHICTIO, [0 HA MPAaKTHUIl irHopyeThcs. Ha ocHOBI aHamizy mo-
CIIJKEHB, SKi CTOCYIOTBCS CYTI 00apOBaHOCTI, 1i CTPYKTYpPH 1 3MICTY, MOXKHa 3pOOUTH BHCHOBOK IO T€, IO OKpeMi
CKJIaJIOB1 MiIJAOTECS [IiT COMiadbHO-TIEarori9YHOTO BIUTUBY. BoqHOYAc HEe MOXHA 3arepedyBaTtH i Toi (akT, 1o meBHi
CTPYKTYPHI KOMIIOHEHTH NMPAKTHYHO 3aJIMIIAIOTHCS y HE3MIHHOMY CTaHi MICJIsl TOTO, SIK BiJIOYBA€ThCS KpUCTaIli3alis
3aJIaTKIiB y 3IOHOCTI, 0 Ma€e Miclle Y paHHbOMY IUTSYOMY Billi, KOJIU JIisl COLIaIbHO-TIEAAroriYHOro (haKTOpy CyTTEBO
obmexena. bepyun 1o yBaru Toil (hakt, M0 OKpeMi CTPYKTYPHI KOMIIOHEHTH 00apOBaHOCTI MiIAat0ThCS Iii COIiaib-
HO-TIEZIArOTIYHOTO BIUIMBY, TOOTO, Yy KpallOMYy BHIIQJIKy, PO3BUBAIOTHCS 3 YacOM, MOMHJIKOBO CTBEPXKYBaTH, IO PO-
3BHMBAETHCSI MIPH LIbOMY 00/1apoBaHicTh. OOAapOBaHICTh — i€ IHTerpajibHa BIACTHBICTh IICUXIKH JIIOAWHH, 110 € aTpUOy-
TOM i po3ymHOT Mosestinky. | 11g BacTuBicTh € abo i Hemae. [i He MoskHa chopmyBaTH, KO ii He OyI0 IIPH HAPO-
KEHHI, 11 He MOKHa MiTHATH Ha BUIIMH YM ONYCTHTH Ha HWKYMH PiBEHb PO3BUTKY. X0Ua NPH IIbOMY CTPYKTYPHI KOM-
MIOHEHTH 00]apOBaHOCTI, TOOTO PO3YMHOT IMMOBEIIHKH IHANBIAA MOXYTb IlepeOyBaTH Ha Pi3HUX PIBHSAX PO3BHUTKY, ITOCH-
JIIOBaTUCS ab0 MOCIa0IIoBATUCS 3 YaCOM IIiJ| AI€I0 COIialIbHO-TIEIarOTIYHIX YMHHUKIB. Y 3B’SI3Ky 3 LIUM Iepe]| CHCTe-
MOIO OCBITH PE30HHO ITIOCTaBJICHA 3a/1a4a CTBOPHUTH TaKi COLiAILHO-TIEJATOTiYHI YMOBH Y TOMY CEpPE/IOBHII, B IKOMY
nepeOdyBae 00gapoBaHUI 1HAWBIN, 00 CTPYKTYPHI CKJIAJOBiI HOTO 00ZapOBaHOCTI HE MOCTAaOIIOBANUCS, a, HABIAKH,
MICUIIOBAJINCS 3 YACOM.
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