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The article provides an overview of the socio-cultural and
educational research focused on US ethnic minorities. The article
focuses on the data of American researchers. Particular attention is
paid to the language factor, which is regarded as the main barrier for
ethnic minorities in the United States for participation in programs
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Statement of the problem in general aspect. In 2015 the US
Department of Education made three 5-year demonstration grant awards to
develop and expand models serving students who are underrepresented in
gifted and talented programs, particularly ethnic minority, economically
disadvantaged, English language learners, and students with disabilities, to
help reduce gaps in achievement and to encourage the establishment of equal
educational opportunities for all students.

A study by the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS) found
that some ethnic groups are significantly less likely than their White
counterparts to be involved in gifted programming [29]. The NELS study
provided statistics for Asian, White, African American, Hispanic, and Native
American students. Based on this classification, the Asian, Hispanic, and
Native American groups are the most likely to contain students whose native
language is not English. The study found that 17.6% of Asian students, 6.7%
of Hispanic students, and 2.1% of Native American students were involved
in gifted programming, compared with 9% of White students [29]. In
addition, there has been a significant increase in the rate at which certain
ethnic groups have been identified for gifted programming, but this rate
shows no sustained rise for Hispanic students over the past 3 decades [10].
Although the underrepresentation of minority students in gifted programs has
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been acknowledged in the literature for many years [11; 20; 21], serious
attention has only recently been drawn to the educational concerns of gifted
students whose native language is not English [6].

Students with limited English proficiency are often underserved in
gifted programs and overrepresented in special education programs [10; 25;
34]. Although it is expected that these students will be represented in gifted
programming and special education programming at a rate representative of
the school-age population, this is not occurring [20]. Plummer D. estimated
that culturally and linguistically diverse students are “underrepresented by
30% to 70% in national gifted programs and overrepresented by 40% to 50%
in special education programs” [28].

The analysis of recent research and publications. In recent years, the
developing and expanding models serving students who are underrepresented
in gifted and talented programs are under review in various aspects.
Involving the youth from ethnic minorities in gifted programming was
studied by Coleman M., Cross C., Donovan M., Ford D., Frasier M.,
Gallagher J., Garcia J., Grantham T., Goodman M., Maker J., Marland S.,
McKenzie J., Patton J., Peterson J., Plucker J., Plummer D., Resnick D., Soto
L. D., Vasquez O.

Ethnic minorities and minority education, multiculturalism and national
identity in the USA were highlighted by Bogue D. J., Brown M.E., Glazer
N., Guibernau M., Guidieri R., Horowitz Donald L., Hutchinson J., Levinson
D., Lieberson S., McAll C., Moynihan Daniel P., Musgrave Thomas D.,
Naylor L. L., Rex J., Rhea J. Tilden, Smith A.D., Sowell T., Thernstrom S.
A., Waters M. C.

The problems of educating school-age persons (five to seventeen years
of age) who spoke a language other than English in the United States studied
Artiles A.J., August D., Berenyi J., Combs M.C., Hakuta K., Ingold C.W.,
Fleischman H., Gal S., Hopstock P., Kloss H., Kogan E., Mclaren P., Ortiz
A.A., Ovando C.J.,, Schmidt R., Shannon S., Wiley T., Wang S. C.,
Woolard K.

Language Education Policies to International Human Rights Standards
are investigated by Crawford J., Cummins J., Gandara P., Hammarberg T.,
Hopkins M., Jhingran D., Leibowitz A. H., Reyhner J., Rosado L., Singh N.,
Wright S. Bilingual Education research is conducted by Brisk M., Collier V.
P., Combs M. C., Cobb B., Crawford J., Espinosa L., Hsu C., Fasciano H.,
Kronauge C., Littlejohn J., Ovando C. J., Reynolds C. W., Stewner G.,
Steinberg Lois S., Thomas W. P., Vega D.
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Accessibility of ethnic minorities to Gifted and talented programs in
the USA is considered in the normative documents and various programs as
well: “Racial and Ethnic Representation in Gifted Programs: Current Status
of and Implications for Gifted Asian”, “Council of the Great City Schools.
Educating English Language Learners in the Nation's Urban Schools”,
“National Center for Education Statistics. Statistics in Brief: Public School
Student, Staff, and Graduate Counts by State”, “U.S. Census Bureau's
projections”, “The Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education
Act”, “U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education”,
“Convention on the rights of the child. United Nations General Assembly
Resolution, 20 September, 1989”.

Representation by race and ethnicity of students in gifted education was
studied by Baldwin, Ford, Frasier, Grantham, Harris, Torrance.

The aim of the given paper is to analyze the main factors that have
influence on involving the youth from ethnic minorities in gifted
programming in the United States; to review the researches which illuminate
American understanding of racial ideologies and social justice in
multilingual states; to summarize the latest documents regarding the
problems of education the youth from ethnic minorities in such a diverse
society, as the USA.

Main material presentation. Famous American scientists Ford,
Grantham, Guertin, Johnson, Plucker, Reis, Saccuzzo have examined the
educational needs of several special populations of students: Asian, Pacific
Islanders, African Americans and Latinos; students with disabilities, students
who speak a language other than English from migrant families, who are
gifted and talented. In 1979, approximately 1 in 10 school-aged children
spoke a language other than English at home; by 2003, the proportion rose to
nearly 1 in 5 (9.9 million) children (U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics, 2005) [38]. Between the 1989-1990 and
2004-2005, 2010-2015 school years, none-English-speakers enrollment in
public schools more than doubled from 2,030,451 students to 6,555,729
according to National Center for Education Statistics. The number of English
language learners (ELLs) is getting increase. Camarota S. stated that the
largest country of origin of ELLs is Mexico; immigrants from Mexico
account for 2.9 million, or one third, of the national increase in ELLs in the
U.S. school-age population since 1982 [7]. This phenomenal growth is not
limited to certain states in the U.S. Although the Western region of the
country has seen the most dramatic growth in students who speak languages
other than English in the home (29% of 5—17-year-olds in 1999), even states
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in the Midwest, which have the lowest proportion of such students (8% in
1999), have experienced tremendous growth in the ELL student population,
as Kochhar, Suro, Tafoya stated in 2005.

Castellano J. and Diaz E. studied that despite increased awareness of
the need to identify more ELLs into gifted programs, this population remains
underrepresented in GT programs. Thus, many ELL students are not
receiving the educational services necessary. Failure to provide necessary
educational services, including the provision of challenging academic work
in the native language, may lead to overall underachievement [8].

Barkan J. and Bernal E. confirm that regrettably, research indicates that
educational systems have focused their attention on the weaknesses rather
than on the cognitive strengths of culturally and linguistically diverse
students [4].

Aguirre N. states that frequently, due to the inherent language barriers
between ELLs and American schools, ELL students have fewer opportunities
compared to their native English-speaking peers to be noticed by teachers for
behaviors traditionally characteristic in America of gifted and talent students
[1]. Inherently, ELL students’ giftedness may manifest in specific ways that
are framed within and that emphasize the students’ linguistic, ethnic, and
cultural backgrounds. That is, aptitudes and characteristics of talent potential
are culturally defined and embedded [11; 23]. Identification procedures
ought to concentrate on a broader conception of giftedness that includes
nontraditional approaches that consider culture [12]. Therefore, as Harris,
Rapp, Martinez, and Plucker state, assessment and referral practices should
aim at inclusiveness of culturally based characteristics of giftedness [14].
Gallagher J. and Coleman M. identified two barriers of traditional
assessment procedures in identifying ELL students as gifted and talented.
First, poor communication often exists between educators who teach gifted
and talented students and teachers of other special populations, such as
special education and ELL students. This lack of communication reduces
opportunities to observe and know children, including ELL children, in
multiple educational settings. The opportunity for ELL children to be
identified for having exceptional gifts and talents is increased when
educators collaborate to bring together information about a child from
multiple sources and multiple environmental influences. Second, the lack of
explicit identification policies regarding proper identification of gifted
students from underrepresented groups is another barrier to valid and reliable
identification procedures for this population [14]. Hernandez R., Marcelo S.,
and Rochin R. define additional barriers to effective practices for identifying
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ELL students as gifted and talented cited in the literature include low teacher
expectations of minority students [13]; Frasier M. selected biases in
standardized testing [11]; McKenzie J. stressed the noninclusive or lack of
cultural relevancy of our definition of 372 Journal for the Education of the
Gifted giftedness [22]; and Soto L. noticed negative reactions by school
personnel toward non-English-speaking students [32].

Census Bureau projections through 2050 indicate an increasingly
diverse nation: between 2010 and 2050, the Hispanic population will grow
from 49.7 million to 132.8 million, an increase of 83 million or 167 percent.
The group's share of the nation's population will almost double, from 16
percent in 2010 to 30 percent in 2050. The Asian population will grow 213
percent, or from 14.4 million to 34.4 million. Asians' share of the population
will double, from 4.7 percent to 7.8 percent. The black population will grow
from 39.9 million to 56.9 million, an increase of 17 million or 46 percent.
The black share of the population will remain relatively the same at around
13 percent. The non-Hispanic white population will increase by only 1
percent, from 200.9 million to 203.3 million, a gain of 2.5 million. The non-
Hispanic white share of the population will decline from 64.7 percent in
2010 to 46.3 percent in 2050.

Identification of gifted students is not an easy process. Gifted and
talented learners are unique and challenging students. Like all gifted and
talented students, they are curious, creative, observant, and sensitive. All
gifted and talented students are the best and brightest of any community in
which they live. They are members of the community and future leaders of
their generation. Critically important to educators is the definition stated that
gifted and talented students are those identified as possessing outstanding
abilities, who are capable of high performance and require appropriate
instructionand educational services commensurate with their abilities and
needs beyond those provided by the reqular school program. Gifted and
talented children include those children with demonstrated achievement or
potential ability. Students with gifts and talents will demonstrate
achievement or potential ability, or both, in any of the following areas or in
combination: general intellectual ability, creative thinking, leadership ability,
visual and performing arts ability, specific ability aptitude.

As stated previously, one barrier to identification may in fact be the
people expected to look for gifts and talent among students — their teachers.
Teachers often have the responsibility of nominating students for gifted
programs. A study by Peterson J. and Margolin L. found that teachers did not
refer any students of limited English proficiency for gifted identification
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[26]. However, some researchers indicate that teachers are more likely to
nominate students who cooperate, answer questions correctly, and are
punctual, advantageous behaviors in the United States mainstream culture.
These qualities may not be advantageous or considered expressions of
giftedness in other cultures. In addition, teachers are more likely to nominate
students who resemble other gifted students with whom they have had
contact. According to Cohen L. [9], teachers may lack the knowledge and
understanding of the cultural, linguistic, and cognitive skills of ELLs.
Bermudez A., Rakow S., Marquez J., Sawyer C., Ryan C state that together,
the above issues may result in a population of ELL students whose limited
English proficiency and cultural differences may disguise their talents to
teachers and other school staff [5].

Founded in 1983 by the U.S. English organization, the English Only
(EO) movement was established in an effort to make English the official
language of the United States. Efforts to apply this movement started with
the nation’s increasing number of immigrants and the “growing discontent
with bilingual education” [24]. ‘Official English’ is a political movement in
the United States of America which contends that national unity, American
identity and the English language itself are threatened both by immigration
and languages other than English. Also known as ‘English Only’, this
movement’s primary areas of focus are educational policy for language
minority children, linguistic access to political and civil rights (such as the
right to access voting materials and drivers’ licensing exams in languages
other than English), and a constitutional amendment that would give English
the status of the sole official language of the United States [31]. The EO
movement has received strong attention from the media. Funding and
campaigns have helped the movement progress and “by 2010, 26 states had
active Official English laws on their books” [24]. Although English is still
not specified as the nation’s official language, some states, including
California, Arizona, and Massachusetts, were successful in their promotion
of EO instruction. For example, in California, an initiative supported by
politician and millionaire Ron Unz received great support for EO instruction,
despite its attempt to devalue bilingual education [24]. Proponents of the EO
movement argue that the principles that guide their movement would help
the United States to resolve issues related to racism that are so common in
certain divided nations where multilingualism is prevalent. Opponents of
legislating English as the official language argue that making English the
official language would aggravate issues of racism and discrimination. In
fact, U.S. English has sparked an attitude of hostility towards Asian and
Latino groups [24].
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English-only programs have also had a negative impact on Native
Americans as the loss of Native American indigenous languages have
resulted in a loss of cultural identity for many of their people [16; 18; 19; 24;
35;36; 37; 39; 40].

The history of U.S. educational legislation is grounded in the changing
conceptions about the most effective way to provide high quality education
for all students. In fact, the Supreme Court has recognized the fundamental
role education plays, not only in individual success, but in maintaining a
prosperous society [3]. Language of instruction became the focal point of
discussions over time, as more and more students came to the classroom
from non-English speaking home environments. According to the 2010 U.S.
Census, English Language Learner (ELL) enrollment has increased by 65%
over the past ten years. The Census also predicts that students who come
from homes that speak a language other than English will make up 40% of
the entire school-age population by 2030 [39]. According to Article 29 of the
United Nations Convention on the Rights of a Child (1989) “the education of
the child should be directed to the development of respect for the child's
parents, his or her own cultural identity, language and values, for the national
values of the country in which the child is living, the country from which he
or she may originate, and for civilizations different from his or her own”.
Along the same lines, Article 30 states that “a child belonging to an (ethnic,
religious, or linguistic minority) should not be denied the right to use his or
her own language [40]. Access to education in one’s native language should
be intimately connected with the question of democratic practices. No doubt,
immigrant learners need to learn the language of the host country but this
should happen in a way that will enable them to not only read the word but
also the world.

Schmidt R. [31] examines bilingual education in the public schools,
“linguistic access” rights to public services, and the designation of English as
the United States' “official” language. He illuminates the conflict by
describing the comparative, theoretical, and social contexts for the debate.
The source of the disagreement, he maintains, is not a disagreement over
language per se but over identity and the consequences of identity for
individuals, ethnic groups, and the country as a whole. Title VII thus resulted
in significant funding as well as needed attention to the instructional needs of
language minority students while, at the same time, ensuring the integrity of
language minority students’ educational content and environment. Title VII
was eliminated in 2002 with the enactment of No Child Left Behind Act.
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The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was an educational reform
signed into law by President George W. Bush on January 8, 2002. It was a
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and
funded federal programs aimed at improving education in U.S. public
schools by increasing accountability standards. The overall intent of the law
was to provide all children in the United States with a significant and equal
opportunity to achieve high academic standards. The U.S. Department of
Education established basic objectives in NCLB which included: the
acquisition of highly qualified teachers, student achievement of higher
academic standards, student competency in reading and math, Limited
English Proficiency (LEP) student competency in English, and higher rates
of high school graduation [15].

All students, including those with limited English proficiency (LEP)
and those with other special educational needs, have rights guaranteed under
the U.S. Constitution, federal legislation and decisions handed down by the
U.S. Supreme Court. As Multicultural Education, Training and Advocacy,
Inc (META) stated, all students have a right to freedom from discrimination,
the right to education programs responsive to their language needs, the right
to protection under the law, and the right to special education testing and
programs. In order to provide these guaranteed opportunities,
accommodations must be made to serve special needs of students.

Ovando C. J. and Combs M. C. summarized the point that both
bilingual education and special education are interventions aimed at
improving educational services to students whose needs have not been met
by traditional methods of providing universal public education [24]. The
challenges in educating LEP students and students of other special needs
begin in correctly identifying them. Students of LEP have been heavily
overrepresented and also underrepresented in special education programs
throughout the United States. LEP students and traditional special needs
children both often fall behind their peers, but for different reasons. The
reasons need to be determined and addressed appropriately in order for the
student to attain academic success. Artiles A. J. and Ortiz A.A. stressed,
“Before assessing a child for special education, first assess the instructional
program” [2], The federal Department of Education dictated in its inclusion
requirements for Title I that LEP students need to be assessed to extents
practical “in the language and form most likely to yield accurate and reliable
information on what such students know and can do, to determine such
students' mastery of skills in subjects other than English”. Research shows
that early intervention is most effective in turning around student progress
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with regard to students who are falling behind their peers; so timely notice,
assessment, and intervention are crucial for student success. In conclusion,
LEP students have a very difficult time keeping up with their peers who have
begun learning the language of instruction since birth. LEP students are in a
fragile academic position and need as much help from teachers and outside
sources as they can get. Teachers need to be trained to be aware of nuances
between LEP students who may have greater English language deficiencies
than other LEP students and LEP students with further special needs.

The diversity of students with limited ability in English is great. Some
of these students are foreign-born immigrants to the United States—some with
and some without prior schooling. Some of them are literate in their native
language. They came to the United States at different ages and for different
reasons—some to escape civil war or strife and political persecutions, while
some were attracted to the opportunities in the United States, and still others
drawn by its various programs of refuge and asylum. Most limited English
proficient (LEP) students, however, are born in the United States to
immigrant parents, and they start school with a native language other than
English and with varying degrees of speaking ability in English (and so are
increasingly referred to as English language learners, or ELLs).

American researchers are now identifying ways to improve both the
English language proficiency and the academic performance of ELL
students. Preparing English language learners for academic success, from the
Center for Public Education, synthesizes the current research and offers some
valuable lessons. Academic English proficiency is key to student
achievement, especially in the secondary grades. Too often, however,
students are reclassified as proficient in English on the. On average, it takes
four to seven years for ELL students to become proficient in the kind of
language used in textbooks. Attention to oral language skills and
reading and writing skills.

The Congress is making spending decisions for fiscal year 2017 over
the next few months. The first step is that the House and Senate
appropriations subcommittee on Labor-HHS-Education will hear from
colleagues and the Obama administration about funding priorities. The
purpose of the Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act is to
orchestrate a coordinated program of scientifically based research,
demonstration projects, innovative strategies, and similar activities that build
and enhance the ability of elementary and secondary schools to meet the
special educational needs of gifted and talented students. The Javits Act
focuses resources on identifying and serving students who are traditionally
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underrepresented in gifted and talented programs, particularly minority,
economically disadvantaged, English language learners, and students with
disabilities, to help reduce gaps in achievement and to encourage the
establishment of equal educational opportunities for all students.

In addition to the demonstration grants, the Javits program funds a
National Research and Development Center for the Education of Gifted and
Talented Children and Youth, which conducts a focused program of research
that includes an exploratory study, an impact evaluation, and leadership and
outreach activities to ensure that the research informs education practice.

In the given context, experience of the USA can be very useful for
Ukraine, especially in the context of developing conceptions of state
language policies in Ukraine.
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IMPOI'PAMMBI JJI1 OJAPEHHBIX U TAJTAHTJINBBIX
YUYAIIUXCA: BAPBEPBI JIUISA OTHUYECKUX MEHBIIMHCTB
B CIIA

B.H. Anpumos

B cmamve npedcmagnen 0630p COYUOKYIbMYPHBIX U  NeOA2OUHECKUX
UCCTe008aH UL, OPUEHMUPOBAHHBIX HA 3mHuYeckue mervuwuncmea CLIA. Cmamps
Goxycupyemess Ha Oanmwblx amepuxanckux ucciedosameneti. Ocoboe GHUMAHUE
yoensemcs S3bIKOBOMY (DaKmopy, KOmopwlil pACCMAMpueaemcs. Kak OCHOGHOU
bapvep 0ns smuuueckux menvwuncms ¢ CIIIA ona ywacmuss 6 npocpammax Ois
00aPEHHBIX U MATAHMIUBHIX YHAUUXCA.

Knrouesvie  cnoea:  3mHOKyIbMYpHOEe — 00pazosauue, IMHUYECKUe
MEHBUUHCIEA, NPOSPAMMbL OJisl OOAPEHHBIX U MATAHMIUBLIX VUAWUXCS, S3bIKOBOU
bapvep.

INPOI'PAMMU JJISA OBIAPOBAHUX I TATAHOBUTHUX YYHIB:
BAP'€PU UIAA ETHIYHUX MEHIIWH Y CIIA

B.M. Andimon

Y cmammi npedcmasnenuii 02120  coyiokynomypHux i neoa2ociuHux
docnidxcenn, opicumoganux Ha emuiuni menwunu CIIIA. Cmamms ¢oxkycyemvbcs Ha
Oanux amepukaucvkux oocnionuxie. Ocobnuea yeaza NPuoiIAEMbCA MOBHOMY
axmopy, sxuil pozensdacmuvcs K 0CHOSHULL 6ap'ep ons emuiunux menwun y CLIIA
011 yuacmi @ npoepamax onst 060apoeanUx i MATAHOBUMUX VUHIG.

Kniouosi cnosa: emnokynemypna oceima, emuiuHi MEHWUHY, NPOcPpaAMU Osl
000apo8anux i MANAHOBUMUX YUHI8, MOSHULL Oap'ep.

Aadimon Banenrnn Mukos1alioBHY — JIOKTOP TIEIArOTiYHUX HayK, Ipodecop
kadenpu mexarorikn CXiTHOYKpaiHCHKOTO HAI[IOHABHOTO YHIBEPCHTETa 1MEHIi
Bomommmupa Jlans (CeBeponorenpk, Ykpaina). E-mail: alfimov_val@meta.ua

Alfimov Valentyn Mykolayevych — Doctor of Pedagogical Sciences,
Professor of the Department of Pedagogics, Volodymyr Dahl East Ukrainian National
University, Severodonetsk, Ukraine. E-mail: alfimov_val@meta.ua
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YIK [37.036:373.51]-053.5-058.65

ECTETUYHE BUXOBAHHSI JITEN YKPAIHU,
HOCTPAXKIAJIUX BIJI BIMCBKOBOI'O KOH®JIIKTY,
AK HEJATOI'TYHA ITPOBJIEMA

A. 10. BoBT

V' cmammi pozenamymo enius 6ilicbk08oco Koupuikmy Ha
NCUxonoeiunull cmar oimetl, iXHIO HCUMMEISTbHICMYb | (POPMYEAHHSL
C8ImMo2nAdy, OXAPAKMEPU308aHO PONb MA Nepesazu ecmemuiHoo
6ux06anHs Oimeu Yxpainu, sKi nocmpaxcoanu 6i0 GilicbKo802o
KOHpixmy.

Knrouosi cnosa: ecmemuune euxosanisi, ilicbKoguti KOH@ikm,
He2amueHi NCUXON02IUHI HACTIOKY, POlb ma nepesazu ecmemuyHo2o
BUXOBAHHS, CEIMOTIAO.

ITocTanoBka mnpoOieMu B 3aralibHOMY BUIJIAAI Ta ii 3B’S30K 3
BOXUTUBMMH HAYKOBUMH 1 TIPaKTWYHUMH 3aBIAaHHSIMH. BilicbKOBHI
KOHQUIIIKT, sSIKWil po3mouaBcst B YkpaiHi y 2014 pormi, 3HayHO 3MiHMB
TIONITUYHY, COLIAJIEHO-€KOHOMIYHY, KYJIBTYpHY Ta OCBITHIO CHTYallil0 B
kpaini. [locranu HOBI mpoOjeMu, HACHIIKK SKUX BIIUyIH Maibke Yyci
rpoMansHu YKpainu. BilichkoBi i, 0OCTPiM 3 Ba)KKOi TEXHIKH, YHUCETBHI
pyHHYBaHHS, 3aruOeNp JIIoJed HE MOIVIM HE BIUIMHYTH Ha IICHXOJIOTIYHHUH
cTaH rpoMaasH Ykpainu. OcoOnmBO Halypas3IUBIIIO BIKOBOIO KaTEropiero
BUsIBIIIMCS AiTH. Ha Hamry mymKy, ocBiTa, a caMe ecTeTUYHE BUXOBAHHS, SIKE
MOKJIMKAHO MPUBHOCHTH Yy KHUTTS JITeH Kpacy Ta paicTh TBOPYOCTI, €
OMHMM 3 YHMHHHKIB BiJHOBJICHHS MIYIIEBHOI pIBHOBarm Ta IOJOJIAHHS
HETaTUBHUX IICUXOJOTIYHUX HACHIJKIB MEPEKUTHX MOMIMH.

AHAJII3 OCTAHHIX JOCHiIKeHb i myOaikaniii, B AKMX 3al104aTKOBaHe
BUpilIeHHs1 AaHOi mpodiemu i Ha fAKI cnupaerbesi aBTOp. [Ipobnemu
€CTETUKHM Ta EeCTETHWYHOI'O0 BUXOBAaHHA NPUBEPTAIM YBary BHIATHHUX
BITYM3HSHMX Ta 3apyODKHMX IeNaroris, ICUX0JOTiB, ¢isocodiB. Cepen HUX
I'. [lleyenko, M. ®@imymna, C. Makcumiok, H. Moiicetok, C. IlanpueBchkuii,
M. IMamenko, b.Jluxauos, I'. Bamenko, C. MenpHuuyk, B. byrenko,
O. JloceB, O. Bbypos, IO. bopeB, M. Karan, JI. CronoBuu, k. [ptoi,
1. A#izHep. BoHu po3risinany icTopito po3BUTKY €CTETHKH sIK (hizocodchkol
HayKH, CYyTHICTh €CTETHYHOI'0 BUXOBaHHS Ta HOro OCOOIMBOCTI JUIS Pi3HUX
BIKOBHX TPYII, ONMCYBAIX Pi3HI METOAM Ta 3aCO0M 3/1HCHEHHS €CTETUYHOIO
BHXOBAHHS y IIKOJIaX Ta BUIIMX HaBYaJIbHUX 3aKJIAAAX.

18



