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ANALYTICAL, CRITICAL AND CREATIVE THINKING DEVELOPMENT
OF THE GIFTED CHILDREN IN THE USA SCHOOLS

Kuvarzina A.Yu.

Teachers of the gifted students should not only make an enrichment and accel-
eration program for them but also pay attention to the development of analytical, crit-
ical and creative thinking skills. Despite great interest for this issue in the last years,
the topic of analytical and creative thinking is poorly considered in the textbooks for
the gifted. In this article some methods, materials and programs of analytical, critical
and creative thinking skills development, which are used in the USA, are described.
The author analyses and systematize the methods and also suggests some ways of
their usage in the Russian educational system.

Purpose: to analyze and systematize methods, materials and programs, that are
used in the USA for teaching gifted children analytical, critical and creative thinking,
for development of their capacities of problem-solving and decision-making.

Methods and methodology of the research: analysis, comparison, principle
of the historical and logical approaches unity.

Results: positive results of employment of analytical, critical and creative
thinking development methods were shown in the practical experience of teaching
and educating gifted children in the USA educational system.

Results employment field: the Russian Federation educational system:
schools, special classes and courses for the gifted children.

Keywords: gifted children education; the USA educational system; critical

thinking, analytical thinking, creative thinking development.
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PA3BUTUE AHAJIMTUYECKOI'O, KPUTHYECKOI'O U TBOPYECKOI'O
MBIIIJIEHUA Y OJAPEHHBIX JIETEHM B IIKOJIAX CIIA

Kysap3una A.1O.

VYuurens, odyyaroniyue oOJapeHHbIX JeTel, JOHKHBI HEe TOJIBKO COCTaBUThH IS
HUX 000ralarolyo 1 yCKOPEHHYIO POTPaMMy, YTO U yJIETUTh BHUMAaHHUE PA3BUTHUIO
KPUTUYECKUX M aHAJUTUYECKUX criocoOHocTei. HecMoTpst Ha Gosbloil uHTEpeC K
ATOW CTOpoHE OOy4eHHs B TOCIEIHUE TOAbl, HA CaMOM Jiejie B y4yeOHUKax W IMpo-
rpaMMax JiJIsl OAapEeHHBIX J€Te KPUTHUECKOMY M aHATUTHUYECKOMY MBIIUICHUIO Ye-
JsieTcss Majo MecTa. B maHHOM cTaThe OMMCaHbl METObI, MaTEPHAIBI U IPOTPAMMBI,
KoTopble ucnonb3ytorcs B CILLIA mis 00ydeHust ojapeHHbIX JeTel aHATUTUYECKOMY,
KPEaTUBHOMY M KPUTHUYECKOMY MBIIICHHUIO, Pa3BUTHS CIIOCOOHOCTEN MPHUHATHUS pe-
HIEHUI U pelleHus npoliaeM. ABTOPOM MPOBOJUTCS aHAIU3 U CUCTEMAaTHU3alUs 3TUX
METOJIOB, a TaKXKe IpeaaratoTcsi MyTH WX UCIOJb30BaHUS B pOCCUHCKON 00pa3oBa-
TEJIbHOU MpaKTHKE.

Heab: aHanu3upoBaTh M CUCTEMATU3UPOBATH METOJbI, MaTepHalbl U TIPO-
rpaMMbl, KoTopble ucrnonb3ytorcs B CILIA ans oOyueHus ogapeHHBIX AeTeil aHaIH-
TUYECKOMY, KPEaTHUBHOMY M KPUTHUYECKOMY MBILIUICHUIO, Pa3BUTUSL CIOCOOHOCTEM
MPUHATHUS PEIICHUN U PEeIIeHUs POOIIEM.

MeTon niam MeTOI0/10THS NPOBeAeHusl padoThl: aHANIU3, CPABHEHUE, TPUH-
IIUIT CUCTEMHOCTH, €IMHCTBA UCTOPUUECKOTO U JIOTHYECKOTO MOAXO0B.

Pe3yabTaThl: BBISIBICHBI MOJOKUTEIbHBIE PE3YJIbTaThl TPUMEHEHUSI METOOB
pPa3BUTHs AHATUTHUYECKOTO, KPEATUBHOTO U KPUTHUECKOTO MBIIJICHUS B O0y4YEHUU U
BOCIIUTAHUU OJIapEHHBIX AeTeil B oOpa3oBaTenbHoM cucteme CLIA.

Oo6sacTh IpUMEHEeHUs1 Pe3yJbTaTOB: 00pa3oBaTeibHas cucTeM P®D: MIKOIbI,
crenuanbHble KYPChl U KJIACCHI JJI OJapEHHBIX JETeH.

KuaroueBble cioBa: o0yueHue oJlapeHHBIX JAeTel; oOpa3oBaTelbHas cucTemMa

CH_[A, PAa3BUTUC AHAJIUTHUYCCKOTO, KPCATUBHOI'O 1 KPUTHUYCCKOT'O MBIIIIJICHUSI.
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One common trait that differentiates gifted students from others is their capaci-
ty to perceive information and use it productively. Their analytical skills are evaluat-
ed in the various cognitive ability instruments, compare, analysis, synthesis tests,
tasks to classify objects etc. Since these children analyze information quickly and
productively, they are able to learn quickly and productively as well.

The purpose of thinking skills teaching is not merely to reproduce knowledge,
but to create and grow in cognitive abilities of students. These were the ideas of the
first programs for gifted children and then they influenced teaching methods of all
categories of the learners.

Thinking skills contributes to some types of intellectual activities, that means
that these skills are involved in reading, problem solving, creativity and other forms
of thinking. It is more than a technical skill or practice, it is on what good contempla-
tion, examination, reflection, study, decision, resolution, evaluation and other types
of reasoning are based [15].

Most thinking skills develop in the first few years of a child’s life, which
proves the importance of different interactions with parents, grandparents, caregivers
and other adults. Because children’s mental development is highly correlated with the
complexity of language in their development, it is not surprising to see a decline in
development in homes where passive television watching and minimal time for con-
versation in the norm [10].

Teachers also shape children’s thinking through effective instruction and class-
room climate [14]. Teachers must have a deep respect for students, listen to them to
understand their ideas, value their effort to think by allowing time for it, encourage
open discussion and active learning, accept errors and give supportive feedback [16].

During the 1970s and 1980s, investigations into the thinking processes of gift-
ed children led to the question of whether instruction in thinking skills was needed.
Gifted children are superior in their thinking and it was often that characteristic that

prompted identification of a child as gifted [2;13;17]. More recently, attention has
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been focused on how thinking varies among individuals. Shore and Kanevsky (1993)
reported seven ways in which gifted individuals differ in their thinking processes:

1) They have more extensive knowledge and use it more effectively;

2) They use metacognition more often and more efficiently;

3) They spend more time on the cognitively complex parts of problem solving
and then quickly solve and report solutions;

4) They are flexible in choosing strategies and points of view;

5) They enjoy and create complexity and challenge around their tasks [12, pp.
137-139].

Sternberg considered how thinking styles influence the identification of chil-
dren for gifted programs and the methods used in those programs. He used the meta-
phor of mental self-government to explain their theory: the legislative creates, imagi-
nes and plans; the executive function implements; the judicial function evaluates.
Sternberg believed individuals favor one of these functions over the others and that it
matters how thinking develops [14].

In the last two decades, researchers began to study cognitive science and de-
velopment deeply. [2;4;14], and emphasis is made on improving curriculum for gift-
ed students through thinking skills. The idea of higher level thinking has become cen-
tral for gifted children programs, and moving students into the more advanced skills
such as those of Bloom’s taxonomy (1956) was the goal. According to Bloom’s Tax-
onomy (1965), meaningful analysis involves many knowledge- level skills:

1) Knowledge of the ways of organizing, studying, judging and criticizing
ideas and phenomena;

2) Knowledge of presenting ideas;

3) Knowledge of the processes, directions ad movements of phenomena with
respect to time;

4) Knowledge of classes, sets, divisions and arrangements which are regarded

as fundamental or useful for a given subjects field, purpose or problem.
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Students should do less comprehension and repetition tasks and more analysis,
synthesis and comparison tasks. Later the Taxonomy became the basis for all gifted
children’s programs.

Leaders in the field of gifted education identified the principles of instruction:
including more complex and abstract concept-based curriculum, in-depth investiga-
tions, problem solving, decision making, reflection [3; 16]. These demands more in-
tegrative and productive kinds of thinking.

Decision which approach to use should depend on the type of gifted children
educational approach: homogeneous or heterogeneous class, clusters, mixed-ability
classrooms. The three approaches in the teaching of analytical and critical thinking,
include:

1) Teaching thinking processes directly in a structures course or separate les-
sons;

2) Infusing analytical and critical thinking into content instruction;

3) Using methods that promote thinking about content learning [Swartz,
parks, 1994].

These approaches have proven their efficiency in gifted education classes. In
the first approach two formats are commonly used: 1) separate courses with a clearly
developed structure and objectives; 2) teaching thinking skills as a separate lesson.

The program used Building Thinking Skills plan, developed by Black and
Parks 1in 1985, which includes figural and verbal lessons that develop key analysis
skills: compare and contrast, sequencing, classification, analogy. The lessons are built
by increasing complexity and provide cognitive stimulation for learning-disabled
gifted students. It can be evaluated with cognitive skills tests or the Standford
Achievement Test.

Critical thinking instruction a separate course usually involves teaching logic,
ethics and aesthetics. Such books as Critical Thinking Book (Harnadek, 1976), Phi-
losophy for Children (Lipman, 1979) are still popular and are widely used in schools.
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Analytical and critical thinking instruction has three common features: 1) is has
cross-disciplinary objectives and nature; 2) it is structured; 3) is relies on class dis-
cussion. Thinking courses are used primarily in recourse rooms or enrichment centers
because of their versatility across the curriculum.

Thinking skills direct instruction programs means single courses or cross-
disciplinary lessons including non-academic tasks. The infusion approach involves
the clarification and application of thinking processes within content lessons. It in-
volves structured questions to form various kinds of judgments, graphic organizers
and other forms of building thinking skills. Depicting the decision-making process,
the graphic organizers displays evidence for or against, possible consequences so that
students could better understand the process.

Unlike separate courses of teaching thinking skills, the infusion approach in-
volves restructuring lessons to fully employ the thinking strategy. This approach is
commonly used in homogeneous classes or clusters due to the depth of understanding
and necessity for individual research. Enrichment units (global studies, anthropology,
technology) are generally not included in the school program, therefore they are ideal
for infusion lessons.

Using instructional methods to stimulate students’ thinking is commonly used
in gifted education. These methods includes using cooperative learning, graphic or-
ganizers, asking higher order questions, employing Socratic dialogue, using interac-
tive computer software, engaging in inquiry, problem-based learning, etc. These
methods may be used in any gifted education service model, however they are espe-
cially useful in heterogeneous classes and cluster-grouped classes. Such methods
promote deep understanding of content for all students and may be used in individual
research programs as well.

For more than twenty years , teachers of the gifted taught to ask higher level
questions and conduct meaningful dialogues with the Junior Great Books Programm.

The books proved their efficiency in many research studies: Kelly, Murphy,

Waters studied their influence on abstract and literal understanding of the texts; Bird,
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Willok proved creative thinking improvement; Sondel proved writing skills im-
provement and Freitag and Chernoff proved that the childrens’ self-assesment im-
proves due to the possibility to change ideas in friendly environment [16].

Believing that thinking can be developed and strengthened, and understanding
that advanced thinking skills require high-level instruction, teachers of gifted students
create curricula that includes deep-thinking tasks. Scientists believe that the follow-
ing categories of thinking should be included into daily teaching: critical thinking [1;
17]; creative thinking [8]; problem finding [10] and problem solving [13]; metacogni-
tion (understanding one’s psychic function’s ) [15]; correlational reasoning and re-
flective inquiry [11]; questioning created for memory, divergence, convergence, aes-
thetics and ethics ompockl [uisi TPEHUPOBKU NaMSATH, AUBEPreHLNH, KOHBEPTECHIINH,
sacteTuku u 3TUKH [11]; inquiry and investigation [16]; dialectical thinking skills and
Socratic discussion [7].

Evaluating complex thinking processes allows teachers to see how students un-
derstand and define problems and how they organize and interpret information. This
is not a simple task that awaits research [6]. Teachers should not only model an in-
struction plan, but also evaluate children’s answers correctly, and that demand special
training [3]. Analytical thinking programs are usually evaluated with DCAT or RTCP
tests, as well as writing skills quality which depends on thinking skills.

Swartz and Perkins [15] also recommended three planning for teaching think-
ing: a) direct instruction of a particular strategy; b) use of this strategy: c) infusion of
the strategy in content-area lessons. They believe that infusion is the preferable
mode, because it helps students develop and integrate effective thinking into both
their academic and nonacademic lives. Good thinking development and use of think-
ing skills cut across all grade levels from kindergarten to graduate school, as well as
across all subject areas of instruction. This gives many opportunities for uniting

thinking skills materials and programs with the classroom content.
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Shore and Kanevsky [12] pointed out the difficulty of researching thinking
programs for the gifted, because this field needs classroom research to see how effec-
tively the program works. They suggest following ideas for that:

1) Parents should form reflecting behavior for children, create atmosphere
where the child will not be afraid to express his opinion, suggest discussions and val-
ue a child’s pint of view.

2) In the classroom the emphasis should be made on rewarding thinking, in-
quiry, consideration of alternatives in lieu of memorization and drill.

3) Thinking skills should be taught within a context that is motivating for stu-
dents. The methods should be included in all lessons and implied to all subjects. Stu-
dents’ thinking should be expanded into more complex, higher level mental opera-
tions by using questions , problems and conceptual issues. They need to build a
strong knowledge and conceptual base from which to develop themselves. [16].

4) Teacher should be more attentive to their relations with children, answer
their questions with more respect and less judgmentally. This requires listening and
watching themselves teach, use self-assessment tools and training.

5) Evaluation methods, especially standardized tests to evaluate students’ abil-
ity to think, should be developed. The answer in the test should not be chosen but
built by students themselves.

Practical experience teaches that thinking skills that result in the creation of
ideas and intelligent problem solving help gifted students develop their unique abili-
ties. Yet, a lot of graduate young people only have memorization and recalling factu-
al information skills, but lack proficiency in using that information to make judg-
ments. Teachers, parents and school administration should find the ways to solve this

problem.
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