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Abstract: 
 
This paper is a comprehensive review of state provision and policy for exceptionally 
talented pupils in the performing arts and sport and in England undertaken in 2004 –2005, 
highlighting emergent features in the current map of provision in the context of the policy 
drive towards widening participation to standards of academic and vocational excellence 
and with reference to the so-called English model of gifted education (Eyre 2004). The 
review focuses on the identification and provision of advanced training for talented 
‘performers’ in music, dance and drama and for athletes. The review identifies key 
themes related to the management and policy directions of the provision as well as to 
important social and cultural problematics concerning to the identification and nurturing of 
talented pupils. The paper concludes with a discussion of common themes and interests 
within the provision for talented education, and recommends a more integrated policy and 
operations approach from government in order to secure its own stated objectives for 
widening participation at all levels of cultural production and reception.  
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The Policy Context For Gifted And Talented Education and Vocational Training 
 
Since 1997 in the UK, the New Labour Government has focussed attention on improving 
provision for the most able pupils, particularly in areas of disadvantage through, for 
instance, the Excellence in Cities (EiC) initiative. Research carried out for the Local 
Government Association by White et al. (2003) suggests that recent literature relating to 
educational policy and provision for the most able pupils in England has been focussed 
almost entirely on the development of provision within the EiC programme (OfSTED, 
2001; Goodhew, 2002; Warwick, 2003). Eyre (2000) and Bonshek and Walters (1998) 
suggest that the dismantling of the Assisted Places Scheme was a trigger for government 
to develop a national policy to assist the most able pupils, particularly in areas of 
disadvantage.   
 
The government may also have been influenced by Adonis and Pollard (1988) who 
claimed that parental anxiety about low levels of achievement in maintained schools 
coupled with a reduction in selective schooling based on tests at 11 years had led to a 
high demand amongst the professional classes for private and independent schooling. In 
this context the government’s focus on gifted and talented education could be seen as 
part of its more general drive to lever up standards of achievement in public sector 
schooling in order to stem the flow towards private schooling amongst the professional 
classes, as well as being a response to the economic necessity to train a better educated 
work force in order to compete in the global markets (for instance: House of Commons, 
1997).  
 
However, the New Labour government was also concerned to counter claims in the 
academic discourses that special provision for the gifted and talented is elitist and of most 
benefit to the already advantaged professional classes (Bourdieu 1988; Ball et al., 1996). 
Part of this counter-strategy has been to embrace a multi-dimensional model of 
giftedness and talent based, for instance, in the work of Howard Gardner (1983; 1999) on 
Multiple Intelligences so that the terms ‘gifted’ and ‘talented’ can apply to the widest 
possible range of human abilities, including sport and the performing arts. The 
government has also pursued an ideological commitment to ‘meritocracy’ in order to 
counter claims that class rather than merit differentiate access to specialist educational 
resources for the highly able (Touraine, 2000; Young, 1999). This has led government to 
make a policy commitment to widening participation and access though, for instance, the 
EiC programme.  
 
This commitment is echoed in the rhetoric, which combines the pursuit of access with 
excellence of standards in educational and cultural policy. In recent speeches on 
education and social mobility, Secretary of State for Education and Skills, Ruth Kelly 
asserted that ‘Our task is to make sure that for everyone involved in learning excellence 
and equity become and remain reality’ (Kelly, 2005a, p.5) and ‘the biggest opportunity is 
our chance to create a complete system where it’s your own efforts and not your 
background, or your colour, or your gender that has most influence on your 
achievements’. (ibid. p.10). Elsewhere, Kelly admits:  

But, it is still the case that those from more affluent backgrounds are more likely to 
achieve than those from more disadvantaged homes. So whilst attainment is rising 
everywhere, the gap isn’t narrowing in the way we want it to. (2005b) 

 
In 1999, the report of the House of Commons Select Committee on Education established 
the groundwork for a national policy for gifted and talented pupils (House of Commons, 
1999). These terms are now used by government and replace previous policy terminology 
such as ‘most able’, ‘very able’ and ‘exceptionally able’. As part of the emerging national 
strategy, a gifted and talented strand was established in the EiC, supported by the 
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appointment of Gifted and Talented Co-ordinators in every school, cluster Co-ordinators 
and area Strand Co-ordinators.  
  
The EiC established a policy distinction between the terms gifted and talented in which 
‘gifted’ referred to pupils in the top 5-10% in academic subjects and ‘talented’ referred to 
pupils with ‘exceptional ability’ in P.E, music, dance, drama and the visual arts (White, 
Fletcher-Campbell, & Ridley 2003, p. 2) It is important to recognise that this distinction is 
not widely made in the literature and came into effect as policy with the EiC initiative. 
There is no clear research base for this distinction (see for instance Gardner 1983; 
Monks, 1992; Renzulli, 1977; Sternberg, 1985). Gardner (2000), for instance, articulates a 
common view amongst researchers in saying that: 

 
I find no motivated reason to call linguistic facility intelligence but consign musical 
ability to talent, nor do I find the capacity to deal with numbers in any way different 
from the capacity to deal with spatial information or with knowledge of other 
individuals (p.81) 

 
White et al. concluded that there is considerably more literature on gifted pupils than 
talented pupils and added this hypothesis to the conclusion:  
 

It may be speculated that there are well trodden paths for talented pupils, most of 
which lie outside the regular curriculum offered and representing ‘specialised’ or 
‘segregated’ provision….The challenge of the academically gifted pupil is one 
which faces ordinary teachers in their day-to-day lives and if not addressed, could 
lead to disaffection and under-achievement (2003, p.36). 

 
There are a number of assumptions in this hypothesis, which undermine a policy concern 
with widening access to standards of excellence for pupils in disadvantaged areas in 
particular. Firstly, there is an acceptance of a hierarchy in which the needs of 
academically gifted children, rather than those of talented children become ‘every day’ 
concerns in the day-to-day lives of teachers: academic ‘giftedness’ is valued over 
vocational ‘talentedness’. Secondly, there is no consideration of the cost and exclusivity 
of what are essentially ‘well trodden paths’ leading pupils into private training markets for 
extra curricular training in music, dance and drama in particular. Neelands et al. (2003) 
show that access to vocational dance and drama training at the elite academies and 
conservatoires is dependent on qualifications and modes of training which are only 
available in the private market. They also, following Bourdieu (1979b), establish that 
access to ‘specialised’ and ‘segregated’ provision in the performing arts in particular is 
dependent on levels of cultural capital which are more usually associated with certain 
social and economic groups rather than others.  Similarly in music, only 8% of school age 
children in the maintained sector have regular tuition provided by an LA or independent 
music service (Hallam & Rogers, 2003) and 84% of those studying for music at a 
conservatoire or university attended independent schools against a national average for 
all subjects of 9.39% (HESA, 2005).    
 
The House of Commons Select Committee laid the foundations for a clear and distinctive 
national policy for an  ‘English model of gifted education’ (Eyre, 2004) to be managed by 
the Schools Directorate in the DfES. It recommended, for instance, that: funding for gifted 
and talented children should be incorporated into core funding for schools; all national 
initiatives should have a gifted and talented dimension; OfSTED inspections and reports 
should contain gifted and talented data; and all schools should be required to appoint a 
Gifted and Talented coordinator.  
 
This fiscal and policy leverage on the maintained education system has created a policy 
model for gifted pupils characterised by provision that is integrated within mainstream 
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schooling rather than being segregated into specialist provision. This core provision is 
supplemented by access to enhanced opportunities offered both within and beyond 
school at local, regional and national levels (Campbell et al., 2005). 

 
The gifted education model assumes a ‘ladder’ of progression and provision which begins 
in every classroom and which is supported by extra school provision at local, regional and 
national levels. In Eyre’s view this model provides the conditions in which ‘direct 
intervention with individuals can reverse the effect of socio-economic disadvantage or 
other lack of support’ (Eyre, 2004, p.5).  She also argues that the integration of gifted 
provision into mainstream schooling, rather than in ‘segregated’ or ‘specialised’ provision, 
together with the formation of a national and public sector centred policy as opposed to 
private education market centred provision is what distinguishes the English model from, 
for instance, the American and European models of gifted education policy and provision.  
 
Scope And Field Of Review 
 
We are engaged in the six year evaluation of the Dance and Drama Awards (DADA) 
(2000-2006), a state funded scholarship scheme which provides access to high quality 
vocational training in the private dance and drama training market for highly talented 
students aged 16 years and older. The Awards are given on ‘merit’ and are not means-
tested. The Awards pay for the full cost of training and trigger significant maintenance 
funding for eligible students to attend 22 elite vocational dance and drama providers in 
the private and independent sector.  Access to the Awards is dependent on being offered 
a place in an accredited school, based on audition and in some cases an additional 
interview.  
 
In 2004-2005, we undertook a review to identify and map different sources of state funded 
provision for talented young performers in order to make a comparative study between 
key areas of provision – music, dance, drama and sport – and between policy models of 
gifted and talented provision.  
 
This review has focussed in particular on the identification and continuing support for 
‘performers’, in other words on those young people who show exceptional ability in the 
performance of their talents. There are broader definitions of talent, which challenge the 
construction of talent merely as a measure of performance ability and potential (for 
instance: Abbott & Collins, 2002; Bailey et al., 2004; Haroutounian, 2000; Warburton, 
2002). These definitions stress the importance of including the non-performance related 
dimensions of curriculum music, dance, drama and PE, such as team work, leadership, 
task commitment and academic skills in a multi dimensional assessment of talent. The 
claim is that a broader psychological and social profile is a more reliable indicator of 
potential and also of under-achievement than technical measures of actual performance 
accomplishments. A broader educational construct of talent, in which performance is only 
one element, is a reminder also that the outcomes for the exceptionally talented may 
include a wider range of domain-specific and transferable pathways beyond becoming a 
professional performer or athlete. 
 
Alternative definitions of talent, which eschew actual performance levels as a single and 
sufficient measure, follow conventional concepts of giftedness that acknowledge that 
giftedness is more than innate ability. It is also associated with, for instance, creativity, 
task commitment and other psycho-behavioural indicators (see for instance: Gagné, 
1994; Gardner, 2000 Monks, 1992; Sternberg, 1985). In PE in particular, there is an 
argument that developing talent is as much to do with an individual’s capacity to benefit 
from development opportunities and advanced training as it is to do with actual 
performance at any given age or stage (Abbott & Collins, 2004; Bailey, 2004; Kirk & 
Gorely, 2000; Murdoch, 1990). However, the review shows that in general terms prior 
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achievement (performance) is the principal indicator for inclusion in gifted and talented 
registers (Kendall, 2003) and that the most commonly used criteria for identifying talented 
pupils in PE were performance in school and/or club sport (Bailey et al., 2005)   
 
Since the work of Guilford (1967), identification of gifted and talented pupils has tended 
towards the use of multi-dimensional models of ability that include, for instance, creativity 
and motivation rather than identification by psychometric testing of a single general 
intelligence (IQ) (Freeman, 1995). Recent models of giftedness stress a range of personal 
characteristics in addition to ‘raw’ ability’ which include the influence of school, home and 
peers as well as the vital importance of access to opportunities, motivation and support to 
develop talent (for instance: Gagné, 1994; Sternberg, 1985).  
 
However, in conceptualising the outcomes of advanced training for talented pupils in 
general and in the performing arts in particular, this review shows that there is an 
expectation amongst policy makers, national governing bodies for sport and employers 
that the most talented young people are those who are capable of gaining employment in 
the labour markets associated with their chosen field. This criterion of ‘employability’, 
which is as much a judgment of ‘aptitude’ as it is of current levels of performance, is more 
significant than any qualification or assessment of prior achievement.  In sport, the 
expectation may be that the most talented are capable of competing at national and 
international levels.  
 
For these reasons, this review adopts a narrower scoping of talented provision as the 
identification and advanced training of performers based on the assessment of actual and 
potential achievement of those young people with the talent and vocation to reach the 
highest levels of performance/competition. The review is not substantially concerned with 
closely examining the various academic discourses and contests surrounding either the 
field of gifted and talented education or the related fields of music, dance, drama and 
physical education. The review covers the policy and provision for exceptionally talented 
vocational performers and an analysis of findings which is principally concerned with 
testing whether the provision is consistent with the policy and with broader relevant 
educational and cultural policy.  However, in keeping with current thinking in the field of 
gifted and talented education, the review assumes that the highest levels of performance 
are only achievable if accompanied by an appropriate development history of support, 
motivation, parental and peer attitudes, and self-concepts, but this review is particularly 
concerned with describing the provision and opportunities made for the development of 
performance, or ‘employability’ levels and abilities to professional standards.   
 
The data collected from the DADA evaluation have been used to contextualise the 
present study and to code the analysis and presentation of review data against key 
themes derived from the DADA evaluation (Neelands et al., 2003). These themes are: the 
management and location of talented provision; the identification processes used in 
selecting the ‘most talented’ young people; the quality and level of training; and sensitivity 
to issues of inclusion and access to provision. Further contextual data are provided from 
quantitative surveys of the socioeconomic status of membership of the National Academy 
for Gifted and Talented Youth (Campbell et al., 2005). The review also draws on a 
baseline survey of the literature on effective pedagogies for gifted and talented students 
(Hewston et al., 2005). We could not locate any prior reviews or surveys, which set out to 
map the state provision across the different domains of talent. 
 
For the purposes of the review, talented provision means any process of identification and 
training of exceptionally talented young people in the fields of dance including ballet, 
music, drama and sport that receives government support either through the direct 
funding of institutions and events or in the form of grants, awards, subsidies and 
scholarships to institutions, groups and individuals. Talented provision includes 
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maintained public sector schooling and vocational HE, private and independent training 
markets and out of school provision at summer schools or other weekend or twilight 
training for those identified as being exceptionally talented.  
 
In the field of sport the review identifies and comments on the provision for the top 10% of 
young people (DCMS/DfES, 2003). In the fields of dance, music and drama the provision 
reviewed here is probably in the top end of the top 5% of young people, possibly the top 
1-2 %. This is an estimate based on the target group for the seven music conservatoires 
and the elite private training schools accredited by the Council for Dance Education and 
Training (CDET) and the National Council for Drama Training (NCDT) whose schools 
audition 20,000 applicants for 1,400 places and typically select between 1-10% of 
applicants at audition (Neelands et al., 2003). It should be noted that the government’s 
gifted and talented strategy is also concerned with the identification and provision for the 
top 5-10% within each school, but this paper is concentrated on the top 5-10% nationally.  
 
The review includes an extensive desk analysis of key policy documents from House of 
Commons Select Committees, Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), 
Department for Education and Skills (DfES), Arts Council England (ACE), Sport England, 
and UK Sport Institute. The data have been gathered from: policy frameworks; web site 
and publicity materials; evaluation reports, steering group and advisory group reports as 
well as other gifted and talented related documents from intermediaries such as Youth 
Sport, Youth Dance England and Youth Music. This exercise has also included a visual 
analysis of images and discourse analysis of textual materials to identify discourse related 
to access and inclusion agendas in particular. The material findings of the review have 
been member checked for accuracy and inclusiveness with key civil servants in the Gifted 
and Talented Education Unit (GTEU) at the DfES and Arts Council England. 
 
Findings of The Review 
 
A landscape of fragmented management and dependence on the private and 
independent markets 
 
The review shows that whilst there is increasing provision for talented pupils in the 
performing arts and sports there is no recognisable model that might compare with the 
scope and integration of the model for gifted education. In particular, the key difference 
between gifted and talented education provision and policy is that the advanced training 
provision for talented young performers is almost entirely located in the private and 
independent sector, with sport provision being the partial exception. Even where 
instrumental provision is provided in maintained schools, it is exempt from the regulation 
established in the Education Act 1996 that education provided during school hours must 
be free of charge and the average cost of lessons is £63 per annum for Primary pupils 
and £85 for secondary pupils. Research by DfES shows that music is the most expensive 
subject in the curriculum for parents (DfES, 2004b).   
 
We have suggested that one reason for the lack of parity between gifted and talented 
provision may be to do with a hierarchic distinction in terms of the ‘value’ of identifying 
and developing academically gifted pupils against the less obvious economic value of 
providing similar levels of provision for talented pupils; particularly when, historically, 
talented provision has tended to be purchased outside of the mainstream educational 
provision (Neelands et al., 2003). But there are also significant logistical differences in 
terms of government departmental responsibilities, which inhibit the development of a 
coherent national policy for talented pupils comparable to the ‘English model for gifted 
education’.  
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Because gifted provision is essentially concerned with identifying and working with 
academically able pupils of school age, it is centrally managed by the DfES and its 
intermediaries like the National Academy for Gifted and Talented Youth and London 
Gifted and Talented.  Because provision for exceptionally talented pupils has traditionally 
been located beyond school and because it includes the development of cultural 
practices, the provision that exists also falls within the remit of the Department for Culture, 
Media and Sport (DCMS) and its intermediaries like Arts Council England and Sport 
England, Youth Music, Youth Dance England and Youth Sport.  
 
The most obvious feature of the English model of state provision for talented young 
people, therefore, is that there does not appear to be a coherent, consistent or cohesive 
organisation despite there being a number of common issues and concerns across the 
various programmes and projects which constitute the provision, and which will be 
discussed in the final section of this paper. Policy, management and delivery of the 
provision are split between different government departments and agencies. Policy and 
provision for talented young performers falls under four different ministerial and junior 
ministerial remits: Culture, Arts, Schools and HE, and Adult Learning.  Different 
departments within the DfES have a stake in delivering across the provision for talented 
athletes, dancers, musicians but we found no evidence of cross representation of DfES 
personnel in the different management, advisory and steering groups responsible for the 
provision.  
 
Sport provision for talented athletes is embedded within the Physical Education, School 
Sport and Club Links strategy (PESSCL), which is jointly managed by DfES and DCMS 
and operates through a complex web of intermediaries and private and public 
partnerships such as the Youth Sport Trust and Sport England (DCMS/DfES, 2003). This 
policy integrates curricular and extra curricular opportunities and at 16 years the provision 
for highly talented athletes is jointly managed by DCMS and the UK Sport Institute 
through the Talented Athlete Bursary Scheme (TABS) and at 18 years through the 
Talented Athlete Scholarship Scheme (TASS) .  
 
Music provision for exceptionally able school age pupils is solely managed by the Schools 
Directorate of the DfES and by HEFCE at 18 years, even though the provision is, to a 
certain degree at least, preparing young musicians for cultural work that is also strongly 
associated with the DCMS sphere of influence. More recently DCMS has joined forces 
with DfES to promote the ‘Music Manifesto’ (Music Manifesto, 2005), which is a 
comprehensive programme of music making opportunities in schools, HE and the 
community. Music provision also depends on a complex web of government departments 
and agencies, private and public operators for its delivery. The core provision for talented 
musicians is the Music and Dance Scheme (MDS) which funds 800 boarding places at 
four elite music providers and four classical dance providers.  This provision is 
augmented by access to the National Grants for Music and Dance (NGMD), which 
provide means tested support for training at private Centres for Advanced Training 
(CATs) based in the junior departments of the six Music Conservatoires, the Sage Centre 
in Newcastle and at Yorkshire Young Musicians in Leeds. Talented musicians may also 
benefit from additional school based tuition funded by the Music Standards Fund (DfES, 
2004). At 18 years talented musicians will apply for places at the seven HEFCE managed 
premium funded Music Conservatoires. The MDS also have management responsibility 
for Youth Music and Youth Dance England even though both these organisations provide 
out of school provision more usually associated with DCMS and its intermediaries.  
 
Provision for classical ballet and some genres of dance is included in the MDS which 
funds boarding places at private ballet and classical dance schools and in the NGMD, 
which funds training at five regional Centres for Advanced Training, with a strong 
emphasis on classical and contemporary dance. At 16 years the Learning and Skills 
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Council (LSC) manages the DADA Awards for dance and ballet places at the elite private 
vocational schools. At 18 years HEFCE provides premium funding for training places in 
the Conservatoire for Dance and Drama and one of the so-called Hosier Schools; the 
Hosier Schools are small performing arts institutions in the public sector that receive 
premium funding from HEFCE (Hosier, 1999).  
 
Even within a specific area of talented provision like dance, there are multiple government 
departments and agencies involved - DfES (Standards), DCMS, ACE, LSC and HEFCE. 
There are no formal structural or strategic links between the various departments 
responsible. There is no evidence, for instance, of liaison between LSC, who took on 
responsibility for the DADA Awards in April 2005 (previously managed by the learning 
support section of DfES), and the Music and Dance Section in the DfES, who have 
responsibility for the Music and Dance Scheme but no historical connection with DADA 
even though both programmes give awards to some of the same dance and ballet 
schools and therefore to the same pool of talented young people in the 16-19 age range.  
 
Our review shows that Drama is the least supported domain of talented education and 
training. The DfES makes no special provision equivalent to music, dance or sport. There 
are no Centres of Advanced Training and apart from the Brit School there is no provision 
for exceptionally talented performers in drama in the maintained sector before 16 years of 
age. The DCMS makes no provision for talented performers in drama and there is no 
equivalent organisation to the lottery funded Youth Dance, Music and Sport organisations 
which exist both to encourage participation and to broker community and other out of 
school talent development opportunities. At 16 years, talented musical theatre performers 
become eligible for the LSC managed DADA Awards, which provide funding for training at 
five private vocational schools. At 18 years talented actors in drama and musical theatre 
are eligible for places at HEFCE premium funded HEIs including the Conservatoire for 
Dance and Drama and two of the Hosier Schools.  
 
Following the ‘well-trodden paths’; mainstream and private sector provision  
 
The policy model for gifted provision is based in mainstream schooling supported by 
additional extra curricular extension and enrichment activities at local, regional and 
national level. Schools are required to appoint co-ordinators for gifted and talented 
education and OfSTED reports now include data on the quality of a school’s provision. 
How does this model, which exists primarily to respond to the needs of academically 
gifted pupils compare with the policy model for talented pupils in terms both of 
mainstream provision and extra curricular opportunities for advanced training?  
 
Our review indicates that the policy and provision for exceptionally talented athletes is 
more consistent with the government’s strategy for supporting gifted pupils as 
characterised in Eyre’s ‘English Model’. It is embedded within mainstream education 
provision with a requirement that the school, through the School Sport Coordinators and 
Link Teachers should take responsibility for identifying and appropriately supporting 
talented pupils in PE. The Talent Ladder and the Junior Athlete Education Programme set 
out a model of progression and goals for talented athletes.  Additional resources and 
awards are made available to support out of school learning and training at various sites, 
in both the public and independent sectors.  
 
There are 400 Specialist Sport College Partnerships each made up of a Specialist Sport 
College in the maintained sector, eight secondary schools and around forty-five primary 
and special schools. Each of these partnerships is also linked to key organisations such 
as National Governing Bodies, UK Sport Institute, Institute of Youth Sport.  In addition 
there are 2,400 School Support Coordinators in secondary schools and 18,000 Link 
Teachers in primary schools who have a responsibility for identifying and providing 
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access to club level training for highly talented pupils. The Talent Ladder and Junior 
Athlete Education Programme further support the mainstream provision (DCMS/DfES, 
2003). At 16 and 18 years talented athletes can access the TASS and TABS schemes 
respectively, which provide funding for high level coaching and training in regional 
consortia. (DCMS/DfES, 2003).  There is also a well developed regional and national 
organisation through, for instance, the Multi Skills Academies and the National 
Performance Camps. The sport  provision is also jointly managed, and structurally unified 
by two departments, DfES and DCMS.  
 
Recent research reveals that there are some professional tensions in the English model 
for talented athletes. The talented agenda in PE is sport led and identification is often 
based on actual levels of performance rather than from within a multidimensional model 
that reflects potential and the breadth of learning in PE as a curriculum subject, a subject,  
which includes but is not restricted to sport and dance (Bailey, 2002).  This tension in the 
field of PE (mirrors debates in the more general field of gifted education between 
generalist ‘all-rounder’ constructs of giftedness and differentiated domain-specific 
constructions. 
 
Music is a National Curriculum subject. There is a foundation for the early identification of 
classical musicians through Local Authority (LA) Music Services and, subject to personal 
financial resources, through success in grade examinations, which unlike dance and 
drama graded exams may be available as part of mainstream school provision. The most 
talented musicians in the 8-19 age range are eligible for MDS scholarships. Additional 
extra-curricular support is available through the NGMD.  
 
Dance and drama are not National Curriculum subjects in their own right. Drama is one 
element in the English curriculum and dance is a core element of PE. This lack of 
statutory status together with a policy emphasis on the core subjects results in a patchy 
and often haphazard provision for exceptionally talented pupils in dance and drama 
during the primary or secondary years (OfSTED, 2003; 2003b; 2004). This is significant 
given the importance of early identification and advanced training for pupils who are 
talented in dance. It suggests that these pupils are unlikely to be identified or given the 
appropriate interventions to develop their talents unless they access the private dance 
training market at an early age. Lack of National Curriculum status may also mean that 
there are fewer talented and specialist teachers of drama and dance in the maintained 
sector (Harland et al. 2000; Secondary Heads Association 1995, 1998). Prior to 16 years 
of age, talented young dancers and theatre performers must expect to pay for teaching 
and coaching in the private training market and success is often measured, as it is in 
music, by grade examinations, which are only available in the private training market. 
Early identification of talented ballet students is essential and when identified the most 
talented classical ballet students in the 8-19 range are eligible for a means tested MDS 
scholarship. The provision for dance is made more complex by its positioning in the 
National Curriculum within Physical Education but not in any significant way within the 
PESSCL.  
 
There is no planned provision to support the early identification of and pathways for the 
most talented performers in drama and musical theatre, and very little support for 
contemporary dance and non-European traditions of dance. There is no network of 
Centres of Advanced Training as there is for young musicians and dancers. Specialist 
Performing Arts Schools do not have the same strategic partnership role played by the 
Specialist Sport School Partnerships in identifying talented performers and brokering 
advanced training at local and regional levels.  
 
There appear to be good foundations within maintained schools for the early identification 
and development of athletes and musicians based on prior performance, but for classical 
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and contemporary dancers, drama and musical theatre this is entirely through the private 
sector. Bourdieu and others have suggested that access to the private training markets in 
dance and drama is likely to be socially differentiated and closely associated with the 
highest socio-economic groups (Bourdieu, 1979b). There are then obvious anomalies 
between the integrated policy model for gifted education and the reality of fragmented, 
segregated and privatised talented provision.  
 
Widening participation and raising standards: a social market approach to ‘equity 
and excellence’ 
 
In contrast with the model of gifted provision, the government’s provision for talented 
performers in the arts in particular is based on the purchasing of advanced training places 
in the private training markets. New Labour has rejected the idea of an assisted places 
scheme to enable the most academically gifted pupils to attend elite private and 
independent school in favour of an integrated approach within the maintained sector. 
However, there is a different policy assumption that talented young performers are best 
served by existing Centres of Excellence in the private and independent sector, which 
offer ‘segregated’ and ‘specialist’ provision (Myerscough, 2003). Fees in the private sector 
for MDS providers average at £22,570 p.a. (MDS, 2005).  In some cases the private and 
independent providers for talented pupils are almost wholly dependent on what amounts 
to an assisted places scheme for talented pupils. Both the Royal School of Ballet and 
Chetham’s, which are elite private and independent boarding schools have 95% of their 
students supported by the MDS as ‘aided pupils’, for instance (MDS database 2005).  
 
The government’s purchasing power in these markets does of course allow them to apply 
pressure, or leverage, on the markets to comply with government’s key social objectives 
for widening participation and raising standards in the training market. This approach is 
sometimes referred to as a ‘social market’ strategy in which the government seeks to 
intervene in the private market in order to make it more equitable (Gray, 1992; Le Grand 
& Estrin, 1989; Skidelski 1989). In the case of talented young performers, the government 
has the opportunity to use its purchasing power, for instance, to make the market more 
accessible to populations who have traditionally been under-represented in both the 
training and labour markets in the performing arts – British Minority Ethnic (BME) 
students, students from low –income families and students with disabilities. Leverage may 
also include the imposition of a qualifications regime or inspection by OfSTED.  
 
Some areas of the talented provision, such as the Dance and Drama Awards, do combine 
financial support for students with contractual requirements or terms and conditions with 
which private providers must comply. This has meant, for instance, the introduction of 
recognised Trinity College London qualifications into a market in which 78% of graduates 
had left training without any form of recognised qualification prior to the introduction of the 
Awards (Neelands, et al. 2003).  All providers in receipt of Awards are now subject to 
inspection of the quality of teaching and management by the Adult Learning Inspectorate 
(ALI) and OfSTED with continued funding dependent on very good inspection results and 
transparent accounting. As a result of this leverage on the market, 100% of DADA Award 
holders now leave training with at least a Level 5 qualification and ALI judged that 91% of 
all lessons observed in 2004-2005 were good or better compared to 71% in 2000-
2001(ALI, 2001; Neelands et al., 2003).  Leverage provided by the government’s 
spending power in the private training markets can also be effective in making marketing 
and audition processes more transparent and accessible and in requiring providers to be 
pro-active in terms of pursuing the government’s social policy in terms of inclusion 
agenda and outreach (Neelands et al., 2003).   
 
The review indicates that there are varying emphases on access and social inclusion 
across the areas of provision, particularly in the private training markets for music, dance 
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and drama.   In contrast the DCMS/DfES sport initiatives have a clear commitment to the 
development of athletes with sensory and physical disabilities and from other under-
represented populations, and our analysis of text and images shows this message is 
prominent in all of their publicity and web sites. Fifteen of the forty-seven sports supported 
by the TASS scheme, for instance are specific to athletes with disabilities. The extensive 
regional framework of support, including the school sport co-ordinators, is intended to 
increase access from low-income families in particular (DCMS/DfES, 2003).   
 
The first phase of the evaluation of the Dance and Drama Awards scheme identified a 
lack of students with disabilities and those from BME communities and proportions had 
remained stable over the three years to 2003 when 6% of Award holders were other than 
white and 2.6% had self-reported disabilities, the largest group specifying dyslexia.  
However, the numbers of Award holders from low income families had increased to 37% 
by the third year of the scheme (Neelands et al., 2003).  As a result of these statistics the 
DfES instituted positive action to encourage BME and students with disabilities, signifying 
a commitment to increasing access to training for these as well as students from low 
income families.  Some scholarship funds have been converted to fund flexible provision 
of training for students with significant disabilities and a marketing officer to attract a 
broad range of under-represented groups (Neelands et al., 2004). In this way the 
government has used the DADA Awards as leverage on the private training market in 
drama and drama post-16, to ensure that the market meets key social, cultural and 
educational objectives set by government.  
 
Our review found that the MDS provision for Music, Ballet and Dance appears not to 
place the same emphasis on inclusion and access agendas. BME pupils are significantly 
less likely to take part in ensemble music making in community music settings and school 
compared with pupils of white origin (Filmer-Sankey et al., 2005). However, there is no 
mention in the texts we analysed of policies for increasing access by BME and other 
under-represented groups to the scheme, nor do there appear to be any objectives or 
programmes relating to inclusion, either on the DfES’s own web site or in the 
prospectuses and other reports from the eight private training providers or the ten CATs. 
Our scrutiny of text and images on related web sites and promotional materials indicated 
that marketing, publicity, audition processes and recruitment have not been reviewed or 
influenced by the government’s social objectives for its cultural and gifted and talented 
policies, particularly in terms of textual references to inclusion and images representative 
of BME students and students with disabilities. There is reference in the 2003/4 Annual 
Report to an increase to 20% in students from low income families, but there is no 
statement as to whether this is an aspirational goal for the scheme. There is some 
evidence that the National Grants Scheme which provides for advanced training has been 
successful in widening participation, but only 128 grants were made in 2004. It is also the 
case that the MDS scholarships are means tested, but even parents with incomes of 
£100,000 can expect some remission of fees (DfES, 2005).  There are no published 
figures for recipients with disabilities or from other under represented populations (DfES, 
2004).  
 
The problematics of identifying talent 
 
The review shows that graded talent qualifications in music, dance and drama 
administered by, for instance, Trinity College, London, the Royal Academy of Dance and 
the London Academy of Music and Dramatic Arts are often seen as necessary 
‘benchmarks’ of pupil achievement in the performing arts and certain levels of vocational 
qualifications are required as a pre-requisite for training in the elite music, dance and 
drama conservatoires and schools. These qualifications, which ‘benchmark’ actual levels 
of performance, are almost exclusively offered in the private training markets rather than 
in the maintained sector (Neelands et al., 2003).  
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Evidence from the DADA Awards evaluation also suggests that audition practices and 
judgements may favour applicants from certain social and cultural groups (Neelands et 
al., 2003; CDET, 2002a; NCDT, 2002b). This evidence reinforces the arguments by 
Baum, Owen and Oreck (1996) who suggest that auditions tend to favour certain social 
and cultural groups and are ‘sensitive to specific previous training’ and by Verrant (2005) 
who identifies the obstacles posed by normative auditions for students with disabilities. 
Similar concerns have been raised in relation to the social exclusiveness and 
unidimensionality of high stakes performance-based assessments in sport (Bailey, 2002).  
 
Additionally, providers in the private training market for the performing arts charge fees for 
auditions and tend to be located in London. In drama, auditions usually require a 
Shakespeare monologue, which may be more familiar to some applicants than others.  In 
both drama and dance there are also expectations about which body shapes and other 
physical attributes are appropriate for further training and/or employment. Dance schools 
often decide whom to audition partly on the basis of photographs required by the 
application process. Classical dance schools will also expect photographs of applicants in 
prescribed steps from the restricted code of classical dance, such as Tendu devant effacé 
with arms in 4th (from Royal School of Ballet application form 2005).  
  
Gardner (2001) and Csikszentmihalyi (1997) argue that ‘talent’ and ‘creativity’ are, in any 
case, judgements of value awarded by the community, culture or field in which individual 
claims to be talented or ‘creative’ are made. Bourdieu also draws attention to the 
importance of ‘expert’ validation for individual ‘talents’ and ‘achievements’ which are 
necessary for entry into a ‘field of cultural production’ (Bourdieu, 1995). In music, dance 
and drama auditions, the review shows that there is a second set of judgements made 
beyond ‘measurements’ of ‘raw’ talent or ability. These judgments are sometimes termed 
as ‘employability’ or ‘castability’ or ‘musicality’ and include ‘expert’ judgments about an 
applicant’s potential for advanced training and future employment based on the audition 
panel’s understanding of the labour markets in the performing arts. Again, these 
judgments may tend to favour certain applicants rather than others even when there is no 
distinction to be made in levels of achievement measured in graded exams or other tests 
of vocational competence.  
 
In dance, as we have seen, a talented applicant may be refused because their body 
image is not aesthetically consistent with the market demand for dancers who correspond 
to a particular physical profile. There are no BME dancers in the main national ballet 
companies and this labour market phenomenon will affect the selection processes used 
to access training in classical dance (Gottschild, 2003; Pancho, 2004).  In drama, a 
talented auditionee with a visible physical disability may not be considered ‘employable’ 
after training.  
 
The identification of talent in sport appears to be less problematic in terms of cultural and 
socio-economic variables, except that in common with other areas of talented provision 
there is the difficulty of identifying ‘potentiality’ (Institute of Sport, 2001). In other words, 
exceptionally talented young people may not achieve their best until later stages of 
training and in the same way a child who is identified as exceptionally talented at 10 years 
of age may not continue this trajectory into the teen and early adult years (Abott and 
Collins 2002; Bailey, 2004). The Talent Ladder, the Junior Athlete Education Programme, 
and the involvement of the NGBs are there to support the identification and progression of 
exceptionally talented young athletes as part of their public sector schooling. There is no 
such provision for music, dance and drama.  
There are sets of performance indicators for talented young performers available from the 
Creative Generation web-site which is sponsored by Arts Council England (ACE), DCMS 
and the DfES amongst others, but these tend to be general indicators of success in 
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curriculum arts education, which tends to be more inclusive, academic and generalist 
than advanced vocational performance related training which is necessarily highly 
selective, practical and specialist. In our view the Creative Generation indicators are not 
specific or technical descriptors of exceptional levels of performance attainment of the 
kind used in selecting highly talented performers for advanced training. They reflect a 
holistic subject based construction of talent which includes academic as well as 
vocational and other desirable humanist qualities such as inter-personal and critical 
thinking skills.  
 
Naturally talented or socially gifted? 
 
This review suggests that the academic profile of those talented performers in the arts 
who benefit from state supported provision is high.  A total of 99.6% of MDS award 
holders pass A levels at A-C, 91.6% pass GCSE at A-C and 98% go on to further study 
and training at post-18 (DfES 2004). For DADA Award holders there is a similar pattern 
with an average of nine GCSE passes at A* -C. (Neelands et al., 2003).  This suggests 
that the most talented young people in these domains also have good general academic 
attainment, which in turn suggests they have good general academic ability. At first sight 
these data appear to support the construction of talent as a generalised set of abilities 
which are transferable across a range of academic and vocational domains, rather than 
as a domain specific construction in which exceptional talent is differentiated by context 
and role. In other words, these data appear to show that exceptionally talented 
performers in the arts in particular are also able in academic contexts.  
 
However, higher success at GCSE is often associated with higher socioeconomic status 
and negatively associated with social disadvantage (Lindsay & Maguire, 2002). A recent 
survey of students entering training in the elite dance and drama schools in 2004 
conducted by the National Council for Drama Training (n=621) and the Council for Dance 
Education and Training (n=460) included data on the social class of respondents via 
occupation of father when students were aged 14. For dance the results were 47% in 
managerial and professional occupations and 26% in lower supervisory and technical 
occupations; in drama the figures were 56% and 15% respectively (Lindley and Perez 
2005a, 2005b). This socioeconomic profile is similar to the pattern established by 
Campbell et al. (2005) in their survey of  members of the National Academy for Gifted and 
Talented Youth (n = 1300)  which produced socioeconomic status data based on the 
2004 ACORN classifications. (ACORN stands for 'A Classification of Residential 
Neighbourhoods). These data show over-representation in the highest ACORN category 
of postcodes associated with ‘wealthy achievers’, with 43% of members as against a 
population norm of 24%.  
 
These data seem to suggest an inter-relationship between ‘giftedness’, ‘talent’ and 
socioeconomic status that raises the question of causal directionality and the factors, 
which enhance or limit potential.  In other words gifted and talented may still, to some 
extent, be terms associated with social rather than natural attributes. Bourdieu, in 
particular, has drawn attention to the problem of the ‘ideology of giftedness’ which treats 
socially conditioned aptitudes as ‘gifts’ through a selection and identification process 
which translates the inequalities of economic and social differences into differences of 
quality (Bourdieu, 1979a, p. 42). 
 
The problem in Music, Dance and Drama in particular is that they are cultural practices, 
which in their ‘complex’ or state subsidised forms tend to be associated with particular 
social and economic groups (Bourdieu 1998; Jowell, 2005; Willis, 1992).  Access to 
training, which might be understood as both the ‘development’ and the ‘opportunity’ of 
talentedness, may still depend on levels of cultural and social capital which have 
historically been restricted to those of a certain background and upbringing. If 
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opportunities and support are as essential to the development of talent as Sternberg and 
others have suggested, then ‘talent’ in these domains may be restricted to certain social 
economic groups rather than accessible for all who have above average ability in these 
domains.   
 
Discussion of Findings 
 
In our view, the fragmented model of policy, management and delivery tends to inhibit 
strategic planning and delivery of a national provision for talented young people. It also 
leads to contradictory practices and a lack of consistency in driving forward key aspects 
of the government’s policy agenda, both in terms of balancing the provision for gifted and 
talented young people and also in terms of the social objectives of the government’s 
broader cultural policies for widening participation to ‘standards of excellence’ in the 
sphere of culture (Jowell, 2004).   
 
There are, for instance, differences in the approach to inclusion, access and means 
tested support across the provision with some schemes like the Talented Athlete 
Scholarship Scheme and the Dance and Drama Awards making progress in terms of 
widening participation and giving access to advanced vocational training to significantly 
under represented populations, whereas there does not appear to be the same level of 
concern in the provision for exceptionally talented performers in music and classical 
dance.  In its annual report the MDS promises that ‘over time, it is intended that the 
scheme will address issues of equality of opportunity’ (DfES, 2005, p.6) 
  
Since 1997, New Labour has made substantial provision for widening participation and 
diversifying cultural and sporting life. In part this has been based on the policy that key 
social objectives, such as social inclusion and the recognition of under-represented 
groups in both the public and cultural spheres, can be partially addressed through cultural 
action as well as through social action (DCMS, 1999; ACE, 1998; DCMS, 2004a; Cowling, 
2004). Cultural projects like Creative Partnerships, the Music Manifesto and the Artsmark 
scheme have been successful in encouraging greater participation in a diverse range of 
arts and other creative work in schools. However, these projects have been designed to 
engage with the very broadest range of abilities and do not necessarily have within them 
a planned response to the needs of exceptionally talented young performers. The key 
objectives for New Labour’ cultural policy include widening participation and 
representation for all groups in society, to all levels of cultural activity including vocational 
training for the exceptionally talented regardless of different abilities , social and economic 
background, geographical access, culture and ethnicity (Jowell, 2004; Kelly, 2005). 
 
The evidence suggests that in the arts in particular there is still a tendency for the 
provision for advanced training for exceptionally talented young performers to be 
restricted to certain social and cultural groups and it is also restricted to training in the 
western classical genres of music, dance and drama. The review suggests that in terms 
of pursuing an ‘excellence and equity’ objective for advanced vocational training in the 
arts in particular, the government has not yet increased material access, opportunity and 
support for all those young people who may have an entitlement to it. This is particularly 
evident in the advanced training of young performers aged 16 and older (Level 5/6 and 
Level H) where access is often dependent on prior training and accreditation in the private 
market and a specific education and training in classical music and dance and acting, 
which is not widely available.  The government’s ‘equity and excellence’ agenda to a 
certain extent depends on giving all young people the access to a pre-vocational primary 
and secondary arts education that has traditionally been restricted to the children of 
certain social and cultural groups (Ball, 2003; Bourdieu, 1979). However, the review also 
suggests that there is good practice in different areas of the talented provision and a more 
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holistic (or joined-up) management of the provision has the opportunity to apply this 
practice consistently and coherently.  
 
The PESSCL, for instance,  provides an effective model for other talent domains. It is 
grounded in the principles of the English model for academically gifted pupils. It works 
through local networks of maintained schools as well as club and community links. It 
integrates and brokers learning in formal and informal settings with independent and 
maintained provision. It is jointly managed by DfES and DCMS and reflects both spheres 
of influence. The government could encourage a similar response in the performing arts 
by creating Specialist Arts College Partnerships based on existing and high achieving 
Specialist Arts Schools and using the PESSCL model. The existing Artsmark and 
Creative Partnership projects could be required to audit and encourage structural 
opportunities for advanced training for young performers as part of their remits.  There 
could be a dedicated youth organisation for drama to match Youth Sport, Youth Music 
and Youth Dance England; there is increasing evidence that these organisations are 
important in widening access to a more diverse range of genres for talented young 
performers in their respective domains.   
 
A key inconsistency, in our view, is the use of means testing in the support for talented 
athletes, musicians, actors and dancers . Within dance provision, for instance, the Music 
and Dance Scheme is means tested but the Dance and Drama Awards are not. Instead 
these awards have a primary criterion of talent and a secondary criterion of ability to pay, 
yet both schemes appear to share a common agenda of ensuring that the most talented 
young people receive high quality training regardless of the ability to pay. In this context, 
disregard for the ability to pay alongside an absence of means testing works to the 
detriment of those unable to pay, by distributing the awards more thinly. It also increases 
the potential for differential access between social classes to the additional educational 
and cultural capital associated with talented provision, even when the policy driving such 
provision places a value on widening participation (Ball, 2003). The MDS has a well 
established means testing formula, which could be consistently applied across the 
talented provision.  
  
The problematics of talent identification and the imperative of ensuring access and 
transparency in selection processes suggest a need for a common set of standards, or a 
common code, which includes the marketing and presentation of talented provision for 
young performers, pre-vocational training opportunities, audition and other selection 
processes and the monitoring of curricula to ensure they are inclusive.  The common 
standards may also inform the range of accreditation, qualifications and quality assurance 
processes across the talented provision.  The DADA Awards providers are required to 
adopt a common code for inclusive and transparent audition practices and similar codes 
could be adopted for music and ballet as well as for sport provision that is accessed by 
performance or competition (Council for Dance Education and Training, 2000; National 
Council for Drama Training, 2000).  
 
There is a shared need across the provision to ensure that there is an effective regional 
and national structure to support the early and middle years formative development of 
talented young people (Myerscough, 2003). At present, sport provision has the most 
effective and comprehensive structure involving private and public partners and using 
existing partnerships were possible. Music has recognised the need to provide regional 
access of exceptional quality and has begun to create its own regional infrastructure of 
CATs.  Access for low-income families in particular is sensitive to easily accessible and 
publicly funded regional centres for advanced training (Myerscough, 2003).  The network 
of CATs for music and dance could be extended to include drama, musical theatre and 
non-western genres of performance. Dance and drama are notoriously London biased in 
terms of high quality training. The PESSCL scheme again serves as a role model for 
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making more effective geo-demographic use of local clubs, groups and other amateur 
and professional producers in the support of talented young performers in the arts.  
 
The government has emphasised the political importance of embedding key social 
objectives in every aspect of cultural policy including talented provision. Tessa Jowell, 
Secretary of State for Culture, Museums and Sport, articulates the relationship between 
mainstream arts education and widening participation to advanced training for talented 
pupils in these terms:  
 

We need the mechanisms in place so that a child with talent will be able to take 
that talent as far as they wish to go, bounded only by the limits of that talent and 
not constrained by their social and economic circumstances. If they decide to take 
their talent as far as it can go, we need the means to support them in this. (Jowell 
2004, p.15) 

 
However, our review suggests that if government is to move beyond its own rhetoric, 
there needs to be a closer synergy between education and cultural policy and provision in 
the arts in particular. There are now substantial sums of money being used to support 
talented young people, but there is a need to address the inconsistencies and inequalities 
between and even within different domains.  This will require greater collaboration and 
coordination between government departments and the various agencies together with a 
common purpose leading to comparable mechanisms, structures and approaches to 
optimise the total system for supporting the development of talented young people. 
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