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The problem of talent has attracted researchers’ attention and interest around the world, and is 

very important and global problem nowadays. The research f this problem has a very long history in 
the science of our country and in a foreign psychology. But there are a lot of unknown in this field of 
psychological knowledge until nowadays. It makes further holding of theoretical and methodological 
researches very topical problem. In this article there is the analysis of fundamental methods which 
describe a phenomenon of talent person. These methods put human science together from their origin 
up to now. These methods don’t contradict one another, they supplement each other. 
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There is analysed a distinction between classical and non – classical approaches to 

interpretation of a phenomen of culture. Classical approach interprets culture as the practice of 
cultivating of the human individuality, methods of communication, body culture, which are embodied in 
the cultural models of the self – identification of  European man. Non – classical approach is based on 
the idea of opacity, fragmentation, uncertainty and cultural mosaic of human experience and gives 
ontoloqical model of culture. 
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