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ABSTRACT

Teachers' pedagogical competencies are vital in meeting the special education needs of
gifted students effectively. In this context, the aim of this study is to adapt the scale
developed by Jarrah and Almarashdi (2019) to the Turkish language in order to examine
the pedagogical competencies of teachers teaching in different branches necessary for the
education of gifted students and to investigate the competencies of teachers in different
branches using the adapted scale. For this purpose, firstly, the scale investigating teachers'
pedagogical competencies was adapted into Turkish, and then how this competency differs
according to different variables was examined with the relational survey method. The
original scale has two sub-dimensions: teacher competence (9 items) and school support
(10 items). As a result of the validity analyses, the adapted scale includes 8 items for teacher
competence and 4 items for school support. As a result of the reliability analysis of the
adapted scale, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was found to be 0.92. According to the findings
obtained after the application of the scale, it was seen that teachers' competence in meeting
the special education needs of gifted students was at a low level. In the face of the findings,
this study emphasizes that teachers should receive professional training based on pre-
service and in-service practice in order to increase their competencies.
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Introduction

Since gifted individuals are seen as important persons for the human resources and economic
development of societies, the education of these individuals is important (Besangon, 2013; Jarrah &
Almarashdi, 2019). Gifted students have different characteristics from other individuals in terms of
cognitive, creativity, affective, and behavioral aspects (Reis-Jorge et al., 2021). For these reasons,
students identified as gifted have different learning paths (Gémez-Arizaga et al., 2016; Kahyaoglu,
2013; VanTassel-Baska, 2003). Therefore, many studies have pointed out the unique characteristics
and special educational needs of gifted students (Feldhusen, 1991; Feldhusen & Ruckman, 1988;
Gabrijelci¢ & Konrad, 2019; Howell & Bressler, 1988; VanTassel-Baska, 2003) and emphasized that
failure to meet special educational needs results in loss of ability (Godor, 2019). Gagné (2004; 2009)
defines the education process of gifted students as a talent development process. In this education
process, the teacher and the program factors come to the forefront. In this context, researchers (Al-
Oweidi, 2019; Ataman, 2003; Jarrah & Almarashdi, 2019; Karaman, 2017) state that regular education
curricula are insufficient to meet the special education needs of these students. For this reason, it is
stated that special education needs are provided by a program prepared according to the needs of
gifted students and teachers with pedagogical competencies who can implement this program
(Gabrijel¢i¢ & Konrad, 2019; Yakut et al., 2020; Reis-Jorge et al., 2021).

As teachers' knowledge of the characteristics and special educational needs of gifted students affects
their teaching practices in the classroom (Godor, 2019), many studies (Gémez-Arizaga et al., 2016;
Jarrah & Almarashdi, 2019; Khalil & Accariya, 2016; Reis-Jorge et al., 2021; Rowley, 2012) have
focused on the role of teachers in the education of gifted students and the skills they should possess.
In general, the competencies that teachers should have are stated in the research (Akar, 2020, 2021;
Gomez-Arizaga et al., 2016; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; NAGC, 2021). It is emphasized that these
skills can be gained through well-designed and appropriate professional training (Gagné, 2004;
Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994). Previous studies have stated that teachers have a role in both the
identification process of gifted students (Gomez-Arizaga et al., 2016) and the implementation of the
learning activities they need (Godor, 2019; Jarrah & Almarashdi, 2019). In addition, Gémez-Arizaga
et al. (2016) emphasized that teachers initiate the identification process of gifted students,
thoroughly investigated the pedagogical competencies that teachers should have in the classrooms
of gifted students within the framework of Shulman's (1986) content knowledge and pedagogical
content knowledge, and offered suggestions. In addition, it was emphasized that the knowledge that
teachers should have is acquired in the pre-service period and that these skills are acquired in the
pre-service period, while they deepen their competencies with experience (Bangel et al., 2010;
Darling-Hammond et al., 2009; Gabrijel¢i¢ & Konrad, 2019; Gémez-Arizaga et al., 2016). When the
mentioned competencies are not acquired by teachers, it will lead to the failure of gifted students in
general education classes (Sayy, 2019).

In this context, teachers' knowledge and competencies in the identification of gifted students and
meeting their special education needs have been investigated in many aspects by many studies. Akar
(2020, 2021) and NAGC (2021) presented the ideal teacher skills required in the gifted classroom.
Gomez-Arizaga et al. (2016) investigated the required teacher competencies from the perspective of
the teacher himself/herself, colleagues, students, and administrators. In this study, students
emphasized social-affective skills, while other researchers emphasized designing and implementing
instructional activities that fall under cognitive skills. Darling-Hammond et al. (2009), Jarrah and
Almarashdi (2019), and Karp (2010) examined the professional characteristics that teachers should
have from the perspective of experienced teachers. Godor (2019) and Guskin et al. (1988) emphasized
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teachers' knowledge about the characteristics of gifted students, and Reis-Jorge et al. (2021)
emphasized the in-service training needs of teachers. Some studies (Jarrah & Almarashdi, 2019;
Karp, 2010) investigated the competencies of subject teachers. Many studies have investigated
teachers' views on the effectiveness of special programs for gifted students. Bangel et al. (2010),
Gabrijel¢ic & Konrad (2019), and Hodges et al. (2021) investigated teachers' self-perceptions of their
own competencies.

Although the existing literature emphasizes the importance of educational practices and teacher
competence to meet the special educational needs of gifted students, it reveals that teachers in both
special education and general classrooms do not receive appropriate training. In addition, Jarrah
and Almarashdi (2019) consider investigating the effects of teachers and programs to be essential for
gifted students to receive a successful education. Therefore, one way to understand whether gifted
students receive an appropriate education in both special education and general education
classrooms and whether the identification process is carried out appropriately is to investigate
teacher and program competencies. Especially in the context of Turkey, it is seen that the knowledge
and pedagogical competencies of teachers from different branches in meeting the special education
needs of gifted students have not been investigated in a way to cover many branches. In addition,
there is a lack of knowledge about the competencies of the school and the program implemented in
the education of gifted students by teachers of different branches (Jarrah & Almarashdi, 2019). In
this context, this study focuses on the competencies of different subject teachers working in general
education classrooms to meet the special educational needs of gifted students and the school and
program effects that support these competencies. Within the framework of this focus, this study
aims to (1) investigate the competencies of different subject teachers in meeting the educational
needs of gifted students in terms of subject, years of experience, and education they have received,
and (2) investigate how the program and school facilities support these competencies of teachers.
The research questions of the study are stated below.

1. What is the level of teachers' competencies in the field of giftedness and the support they can
receive from the school?

2. Do teachers' competencies in the field of giftedness and the level of support they can receive
from the school differ according to gender and education status variables?

3. How do teachers' competencies in the field of giftedness and the level of support they can
receive from the school differ according to the variable of years of experience?

4. How do teachers' competency levels in the field of gifted education and the support
programs of schools for these students differ according to the branch variable?

Theoretical Framework

Characteristics of Gifted Students

Renzulli (2005) sees giftedness as a combination of high IQ, creativity, and perseverance. Within the
developmental approach, Gagné (2004; 2009) defines the concepts of giftedness and giftedness
separately and considers giftedness as natural skills and potentials, while giftedness is defined as
high performance in a certain field of work. Altintas and Ilgun (2016) emphasize that gifted students
may have high academic performance, high intellectual and cognitive skills, high creativity, and
high social intelligence. In addition, some researchers (Narimani & Mousazadeh, 2010; Olthouse,
2014) state that gifted students have leadership skills, great interest in social events, and high self-
confidence. MoNE (2018, p. 18) defines a gifted individual as follows:
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..an individual who learns faster than his/her peers, is ahead in creativity, art and leadership
capacities, has special academic ability, can understand abstract ideas, likes to act independently
in his/her fields of interest and performs at a high level...

Feldhusen (1982) and Hertzog (1998) state that gifted students differ in terms of the type and level
of skills and thus have different learning characteristics or traits. Gomez-Arizaga et al. (2016) and
Thomson (2010) emphasize that gifted students outperform their peers in terms of personality and
learning characteristics. Kerry (1983) categorized these learning needs into three groups: cognitive,
social, and affective. In cognitive termes, it is stated that gifted students have a tendency to establish
complex relationships between ideas/information, enjoy thinking about abstract concepts, are open
and flexible to differences in learning activities, and have a tendency towards logical analysis and
objectivity. Dunn et al. (1989), Gomez-Arizaga et al. (2016), Mills (2003), and Oakland et al. (2000)
state that gifted students feel responsibility for their own learning, prefer kinesthetic learning, do
not want to be molded, like independent learning and dislike passive listening. In addition,
Gadanidis et al. (2011) and Johnsen (2004) state that these students enjoy problem-solving activities,
questioning the information given, experimenting, exploring, generating alternative solutions, and
coming up with original ideas. In terms of social characteristics, Arizaga et al. (2016) state that it is
not always easy for gifted students to interact socially in the context they are in, as they sometimes
feel that they are not accepted and that they are different from others. Silverman (2002) attributes
this to the asynchronous developmental process created by the gap between cognitive and social-
affective development. Finally, Arizaga et al. (2016) argue that the affective characteristics of gifted
students affect their learning characteristics and should be taken into account together with
cognitive and social aspects. It is emphasized that factors such as motivation, independent work,
and group work should be taken into account.

Considering the learning characteristics mentioned above, many researchers (Bangel et al., 2010;
Feldhusen, 1982; Reis-Jorge et al., 2021) state that it is not possible to meet the education of these
students in normal schools, under normal starts, with programs, tools, equipment and personnel
prepared for normal students. Thus, they emphasized that specially trained personnel, specially
prepared programs, special tools and equipment, and appropriate educational environments are
required for gifted students.

Teachers” Competencies and Skills

The competencies that teachers should have to meet the special education needs of gifted students
in their classrooms have been examined by many researchers (Akar, 2020). Within the scope of this
research, Jonnaert's (2002) definition of competence was adopted. Competence is defined as the
resources such as knowledge, procedures, or attitudes possessed by an individual "to know how to
behave" in a certain context and situation. These resources are defined as professional competencies
in education and have been investigated from many angles by educational researchers. Shulman
(1986) defined the competencies that teachers should possess under four categories. These are
content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and contextual
knowledge. Researchers (Gabrijelci¢ & Konrad, 2019; Reis-Jorge et al., 2021) state that the first
condition for teachers to be successful in the classroom of gifted students is a deep knowledge of
their individual and learning characteristics. In addition, many researchers (Gomez-Arizaga et al.,
2016; Troxclair, 2013) categorized the competencies that teachers should have in the gifted classroom
under three headings: content knowledge, teaching, and social-emotional character, which includes
positive relationships with students. Content knowledge is the field knowledge of the teacher about
the subject taught. Teachers are expected to have a deep content knowledge of the content within
their specialty. Instructional strategies, on the other hand, include teaching and learning strategies
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applied to impart content knowledge to gifted students. According to Gémez-Arizaga et al. (2016),
these learning strategies are expected to be flexible, enable active student participation, include
effective teaching activities, and increase student motivation. Finally, social-emotional skills involve
the extent to which teachers have positive interactions with students. This skill primarily involves
knowing students' individual and learning characteristics and learning capacities.

NAGC (2021) has set certain standards for the competencies that teachers of gifted students should
possess. The first standard includes understanding students' learning and developmental
differences in cognitive, affective, and psychological domains and being able to create stimulating
learning environments by taking into account the interests, strengths, and needs of these students.
Secondly, teachers' ability to plan, select, adapt, adapt, and take into account differences in order to
customize and differentiate curriculum content according to the specific learning needs of gifted
students. Thirdly, teachers are expected to have competencies in the identification and assessment
of gifted students. Thus, Gabrijelci¢ and Konrad (2019) emphasize that teachers should have a high
degree of interdisciplinary knowledge and skills competencies that encompass pedagogy,
psychology and other school-related disciplines. VanTassel-Baska and Stambaugh (2005), on the
other hand, suggest how teachers can support gifted students in mainstream classrooms as follows.
Adequate content knowledge, effective classroom management skills, differentiating the
curriculum, taking into account the differences of students from different cultures, using
appropriate teaching materials, the teacher's knowledge and attitude towards gifted students, taking
the necessary time for planning, and having the support of the school administration.

Curriculum Standards

Berman et al. (2012) states that gifted students have programs that do not satisfy them in general
education classes and even these students are neglected by many teachers. Similarly, Celikten (2017)
states that the development of gifted students will be hindered if there is no program and education
process in which they will be educated. Davashgil (2004) emphasizes that since the abilities and
skills of gifted students are very different from each other, the education program implemented
should take these differences into consideration and should be implemented. Akar (2020) states that
differentiation by teachers will not be sufficient to meet the special education needs of gifted
students. It is emphasized that there should be a school culture that will support this differentiation
process, a management understanding, and resources that care about gifted students. In this context,
a differentiated program implemented by a competent teacher will be useful in meeting special
education needs (Matthews & Kitchen, 2007). In this regard, Tomlinson (1999) sees differentiated
curriculum and instruction based on students' interests and skills as a fundamental strategy for
meeting the learning needs of gifted students in mainstream classrooms. The curriculum should be
differentiated from the regular curriculum in terms of stage, depth, and complexity. In this way,
gifted students have opportunities according to their skill areas and are not pulled to the average of
the students in the class.

Science and Art Centers (BILSEM) are the most widespread institutions in Turkey where programs
for gifted students are implemented. Science and Art Centers are independent special education
institutions opened to ensure that gifted students of primary, secondary, and high school age (art,
music, and general mental ability) are aware of their individual talents and use their capacities at
the highest level by developing their capacities without disrupting their education in formal
education institutions (Karaman, 2017). Students studying in BILSEMs study in regular schools.
Since gifted students also receive education in general classes and teachers' selection of students to
BILSEMs is initiated with the recommendation of teachers, teachers are expected to differentiate the
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program and learning activities in general education classes and support teachers in terms of both
professional development and resources in school management.

Method

Research Design

In this study, which aims to examine the variables affecting teachers' competencies to meet the
special education needs of gifted students in the classroom and the level of support they can receive
from their schools, the relational survey method was used. The survey model is a research model
that aims to portray the situation as it is without manipulating the current situation and tries to
determine the existence and/or level of change between more than one variable (Biiyiikoztiirk et al.,
2018; Fraenkel et al., 2012).

Research Group

The data belonging to the first sample group were used for adaptation and the data belonging to the
second sample group were used to examine teachers' competencies in this field in terms of different
variables.

First Sample Group

The adaptation process was carried out through convenience sampling among teachers from
different branches working in schools affiliated with the Sanlurfa Directorate of National Education
in 2022. The sample consisted of 213 people, 127 of whom were female (59.6%) and 86 of whom were
male (31.4%). The average years of service of men (13.5) was lower than that of women (15.6).

Second Sample Group

In the study, the sample was selected using simple random sampling method among the teachers
working in primary and secondary schools affiliated with Sanhurfa Provincial Directorate of
National Education in the spring semester of the 2022-2023 academic year. Demographic
information of the sample group is given in Table 1.
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Table 1
Demographic information of the participants

Demographic Variables N %

Gender Female 149 51.7
Male 139 48.3
Total 288 100

Experience 0-1 12 4.1
2-5 61 21.1
6-10 77 24.6
11-15 48 16.6
16-20 43 14.9
21+ 47 16.3
Total 288 100

Branch Special Education Teacher 5 1.73
Classroom Teacher 88 30.55
Pre-school Teacher 42 14.58
Social Studies Teacher 18 6.25
Turkish Language Teacher 19 6.59
Science Teacher 15 5.20
Mathematics Teacher 16 5.55
English Language Teacher 27 9.37
Other 58 20.13
Total 288 100

When the data in Table 1 are examined, it is seen that the number of female participants is close to
the number of male participants, the number of participants in the seniority grouping (except 0-1) is
close to each other, and the number of participants in the distribution by branch is predominantly
in the direction of classroom teaching and preschool teaching.

Data Collection Tools

The personal information form prepared by the researchers and the "Teachers' Competence in
Meeting the Instructional Needs of Gifted Students" scale developed by Jarrah and Almarashdi
(2019) (adapted in this study) were used as data collection tools. Prior to the research, the ethics
committee approval was given by the Harran University Social and Human Sciences Ethics
Committee with the decision numbered 2022/250 on 16.12.2022.

Personal Information Form

A personal information form prepared by the researcher was used to collect data on demographic
variables such as gender, years of seniority, branch and whether or not they had received training
on giftedness.

Teachers’ Competency Scale for Meeting the Instructional Needs of Gifted Students

The pedagogical self-efficacy scale for meeting the special educational needs of gifted students was
developed by Jarrah and Almarashdi (2019). This scale, which aims to measure teachers'
competencies in meeting the instructional needs of gifted students, consists of a total of 19 items and
uses a 5-point Likert-type assessment. The original scale has two sub-dimensions: teacher
competence (9 items) and school support (10 items). All items except the eighth item contain positive
statements. High scores on the scale indicate that teachers are competent and receive the necessary
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support. Cronbach's a value for the whole scale was calculated as .93 by Jarrah and Almarashdi
(2019).

Findings
Adaptation of Scale

The steps followed in the process of adapting the scale of teachers' competence in meeting the
instructional needs of gifted students are listed below.

Adaptation Process

In the adaptation process of the scale, exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis
were used for validity, and the Cronbach a value was determined for reliability, respectively. The
scale items were translated from English to Turkish, and the agreement between the original scale
and the translation was checked by 5 field (special ability) experts with a good command of English.
After the necessary adjustments were made, the scale was translated from Turkish to English again
by 2 language experts, and its consistency was evaluated by comparing it with the original form.
After this stage, the scale was reviewed for linguistic and cultural appropriateness by taking the
opinions of 2 Turkish language experts to ensure language validity. Finally, for content and face
validity, 4 experts working in the field of special ability were asked to rate the appropriateness of
the items between 1 and 5. According to this rating, items with a score above 3 were accepted as
appropriate. The mean appropriate score of the items ranged from 3.45 to 4.73.

Validity
Exploratory factor analysis

SPSS 21 and AMOS 21 programs were used to analyze the data. EFA and CFA were conducted to
test the construct validity of the scale, respectively. Before conducting the analyses, the reverse item
was recoded, missing and missing data were examined, and extreme values were checked. The
suitability of the sample size for EFA was examined by the Kaiser-Mayer Olkin test, and this value
was found to be .90. A KMO value greater than .70 indicates that the sample size is sufficient for
EFA (Bryman & Cramer, 1999). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was used for the suitability of the data.
As a result of the measurement (x2=2726.49, p<.00), it can be said that the data are suitable for EFA
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

The results of the first EFA showed that the scale items were grouped under 4 sub-factors
(eigenvalue greater than 1.00), which accounted for 62.71% of the total variance. As a result of the
factor loadings examined, items with overlapping factor loadings in the first EFA (items 13 and 17)
were removed from the scale, respectively. As a result of repeated EFAs to determine the most
appropriate factor structure, the items that led to more than one factor and did not load on any factor
(items 8, 12, 15, and 19) were removed one by one. As a result of all these procedures, a valid two-
factor structure was obtained as Teacher Competence (TC) and School Support (SS) with a total
variance of 64.47% (See Table 2).
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Table 2
Factor Loadings of the Items

Factors

Items Teacher competency School support
S3 904

S4 .898

S7 .864

S5 .835

S6 .830

S2 778

S1 767

S9 .595

S10 901
S11 .837
S14 810
S16 609

Confirmatory factor analysis

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using the AMOS 21 program (see Figure 1). First-order
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to determine whether the factor structure in the
original form of the scale would be confirmed in the Turkish sample. A CFA is used to examine the
extent to which a predetermined or organized structure is confirmed by the collected data (Dimitrov,
2012).

Figure 1
Final Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model Results

.30 ‘_
s
\m«—0>

\-«—o

.62
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As a result of the examination of the fit indices, necessary adjustments were made between items 3
and 5 and items 6 and 7, which were found to be compatible with each other. In the final model, the
x2/df value was found to be 2.30. A x2/df ratio less than 5 is acceptable for model fit (Kline, 2016;
Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003). The fit index values were found as follows, respectively: RMSEA =
0.06, AGFI = 0.90, NFI = 0.94, IFI = 0.97, GFI = 0.94, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96. These values indicate an
excellent fit (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2016).

Reliability

Cronbach a values were calculated to determine the reliability of the scale. As a result of the analysis,
the Cronbach a coefficient value for the first factor, Teacher Competence, was calculated as .932,
while the coefficient value for the second factor, School Support, was calculated as .813. The
Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for the entire adapted scale was found to be 0.924 in this
study. The results show that the reliability of the instrument is high (Kayzs, 2010).

Investigation on Some Variables

The Kurtosis and Skewness values were examined to determine the conformity of the data collected
with the pedagogical self-efficacy scale in meeting the special education needs of gifted students to
the normal distribution. Researchers state that this value between -1 and +1 is a measure of normal
distribution (Biiytlikoztiirk, 2011; Morgan et al., 2004). For each subgroup analyzed in this study, the
Skewness of the pedagogical self-efficacy scale in meeting the special education needs of gifted
students was calculated as -.15 (standard error .14) and the Kurtosis was calculated as -.19 (standard
error .28). Since these values were distributed between -1 and +1, normal distribution was accepted
and the data were analyzed with parametric techniques.

Findings in line with the First Research Question

In order to answer the first research problem of this study, "What is the level of teachers'
competencies in the field of giftedness and the support they can receive from the school?", the data
obtained with the pedagogical self-efficacy questionnaire scale in meeting the special education
needs of gifted students were evaluated, and the values of all dimensions and the whole scale (mean,
standard deviation and the corresponding statements) are given in Table 3.

Table 3
Values of the Questionnaire Used
N X sd Value
Mean_Y 288 3.09 .85 Indecisive (medium)
Mean_D 288 3.37 .80 Indecisive (medium)
Total 288

When the findings in Table 3 are examined, it is seen that the level of teachers' competence (X=3.09,
ss=.85) and the level of support they receive from the school (X=3.37, ss=.80) are among the average
scores.

Findings in line with the Second Research Question

The answers to the second problem of this study, "Do teachers' competencies in the field of
giftedness and the level of support they can receive from the school differ according to gender and
education status variables?" were determined by independent samples t-test (See Table 4).
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Table 4
t-test results for variables
Variable: Gender N X df sd t p
Competence  Male 139 3.10 .82 .07 18 .85
Female 149 3.08 .88 .07
Support Male 139 3.36 .76 .06 -.19 .84
Female 149 3.38 .84 .06
Training status
Competence  Yes 30 2.12 77 14 -7.17 .00
No 258 3.20 .79 .04
Support Yes 30 2.90 1.04 19 -3.49 .00
No 258 3.43 .75 .04

When the data in Table 4 are examined, it is seen that while there is no significant difference in the
levels of competence (t(288) =186 p>.05) and school support (t(288) =-,199 p>.05) according to gender,
there is a significant difference in favor of no education in the dimensions of competence (t(288) =-
7,17 p<.05) and school support (t(288) =-3,49, p<.05).

Findings in line with the Third Research Question

The third problem of this study, "How do teachers' competencies in the field of giftedness and the
level of support they can receive from the school differ according to the variable of years of
experience?" was analyzed by one-way variance analysis and the results are given in Table 5.

Table 5
Analysis of Variance Results Related to Variables
Experience N X sd Source KT df KO F p  Significant
of Difference
Variance
Competence 0-1 12 346 49 Between 6.53 5 130 1.79 .11
group
2-5 61 3.14 .75 Within ~ 205.07 282 .72
group
6-10 77 3.15 .85 Total 211.60 287
11-15 48  3.04 .90
16-20 43 3.19 91
21+ 47  2.80 91
Support 0-1 12 356 .50 Between 9.72 5 194 310 .01 2-6,5-6
group
2-5 61 355 .83 Within ~ 177.01 282 .62
group
6-10 77 341 .69 Total 186.74 287
11-15 48  3.23 .92
16-20 43 3.53 .76
21+ 47 3.04 81

When the results of the ANOVA test according to the teachers' years of experience according to the
level of competence are analyzed in Table 5, it is seen that there are no significant differences within
and between the groups. When the ANOVA test results of the years of experience variable according
to school support are examined, it is seen that there are significant differences between the groups

197



Zekai Ayike Muhammet Davut Giil * Mehmet Fatih Karacabey

(F(5,282) =3.10 p<.05). In the groups of the scale that show significant differences, teachers with less
seniority have higher mean scores than more senior teachers.

Findings in line with the Fourth Research Question

The answers to the fourth problem of this study, "How do the competency levels of teachers in the
tield of gifted education and the support programs of schools for these students differ according to
the branch variable?" are given in Table 6.

Table 6
Variance Analysis According to Support Program and Branch Variables
KT df X2 F p
Between group 11.91 9 1.32 1.84 .06
Competence ~ Within group 199.69 278 71
Total 211.60 287
Between group 3.18 9 .35 537 847
Support Within group 183.55 278 .66
Total 186.74 287

When the results of the ANOVA test according to the teachers' years of experience on the level of
competence and school support are analyzed in Table 6, it is seen that there are no significant
differences within and between groups (F(9.278) = 1.84; F(9.278) =.53, p>.05).

Frequency Analysis

In the section above, the relationship between teachers' competencies to meet the special education
needs of gifted students in classrooms and the support they receive from their schools in terms of
administrative, professional development and resources was revealed according to variables such
as gender, years of experience and training/non-training status. In this section, the responses of 288
teachers from different branches who participated in the study will be presented in terms of
frequency.

When the findings are analyzed, it is observed that 258 teachers (90%) did not receive any training
on the characteristics and education of gifted students. In addition, it was observed that only 30
(10%) teachers received training in various ways or institutions. When the answers are examined,
the trainings were provided by in-service training provided by MoNE (9), university undergraduate
education (9), school guidance service (3), GRC (2), BILSEM (1), distance education participation (1),
and their own efforts (1). 4 participants did not specify where they received their education.
Considering the branch examples, 6 of 88 classroom teachers, 1 of 10 mathematics teachers and 1 of
3 guidance counselors stated that they received training. None of the 10 participant science teachers
received training. In addition, teachers were asked whether they had sufficient resources to address
gifted students and whether they had time to prepare for teaching these students. 85% of the teachers
stated that they did not have enough resources and 70% stated that they did not have time to prepare
for such lessons.

Tables 7 and 8 below present the frequency analysis of the responses to the questions asked to the
teachers. When undecideds are taken into account, one-fourth of the teachers stated that they have
knowledge about the learning characteristics and educational needs of gifted students. It was
revealed that 30% of the teachers were familiar with the identification process of gifted students. 97
of the participants (33.7%) were classroom teachers. Six of the participating classroom teachers stated
that they had received training on the education of gifted students and 53 of them were familiar with
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the identification process of gifted students. Considering that classroom teachers are predominantly
involved in the identification process of gifted students, their level of competence in the
identification of gifted students is very low.

When the frequencies of the other answers were examined, it was found that the teachers'
competencies of individualizing learning, developing special materials, supporting other teachers,
differentiating teaching and using different teaching techniques were similarly around 30%.
Considering that 10% of the teachers received training, the 30% level is a result to be considered. As
mentioned above, this contrast is supported by the fact that teachers who did not receive training
considered themselves competent and stated that they received more support from their schools
than those who did not receive training. This indicates that untrained teachers do not have any
knowledge about the learning characteristics and special education needs of gifted students.

The level of finding the program appropriate to meet the special education needs of gifted students
is around 15%. The level of professional development opportunities offered by schools to meet the
special education needs of gifted students was around 30%. In addition, about 80% of the teachers
agreed that there should be differentiated teaching practices and curricula for gifted students.
Finally, it was observed that the majority of teachers stated that "education of gifted students in
regular classes is a waste of time for these students".

Table 7

Frequency Results for Pedagogical Competence

[
> ] o5}
5 5 < f g8
h < < = N »hA
% % % % %
1 TIhave abroad, general knowledge about the learning 4.5 212 26 37.5 10.8
characteristics and educational needs of gifted students.
2 I am familiar with the identification process of gifted students. 5.2 253 236 36.1 9.7
3 Icanindividualize teaching and learning for gifted students. 49 274 309 28.5 8.3
4 I can develop special materials to be used with gifted students. 4.9 24 31.9 32.3 6.9
5 I can support every new teacher in the education of gifted 5.9 24 236 365 10.1
students.
6 I can differentiate the curriculum to include gifted students. 4.5 28.8 326 27.1 6.9
7 Ican use different teaching techniques for gifted students. 6.3 382 267 23.3 5.6
9 Thave the competence to teach gifted students. 6.3 26.7 329 29.2 52

199



Zekai Ayike Muhammet Davut Giil * Mehmet Fatih Karacabey

Table 8
Frequency Results Regarding Perceived School Support

<)
> v v
°h B $ % 22
h < < = A HA
% % % % %
1 My school is implementing a program that meets the needs of 3.1 149 274 372 174
gifted students.
2 My school provides support for my professional development 4.9 247 299 288 118

to support me in teaching gifted students.

4  Teaching gifted students in regular classes is a waste of their 18.4 358 194 205 59
time.

6  Ishould have an advanced understanding of accelerating gifted 22.6 524 149 87 14
students beyond the general curriculum areas.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

Gifted students are students who have different learning characteristics and learning needs from
other student groups (Feldhusen, 1982; Gémez-Arizaga et al., 2016). In the process of special
educational needs and talent development of gifted students, teacher competencies and the program
implemented are of vital importance (Gagné, 2004). In line with these reasons, this study
investigated the competencies of subject teachers in general education classrooms in meeting the
special educational needs of gifted students and the effectiveness of the support and program
provided to teachers by the school. One of the most striking results obtained from the research
findings is that the rate of teachers receiving training for the education of gifted students is very low
and teachers do not consider themselves competent to a great extent. As stated in the study of Say1
(2018), teachers should participate in an effective vocational training program to meet the special
learning needs of gifted students.

When the relationship between teacher competence and experience was examined in the study, it
was found that teachers with less experience were more competent. In Cheung and Phillipson's
(2008) study, although there was a significant difference, it was found that experienced teachers
guided gifted students more competently. The finding obtained in this study is also contrary to
Hansen and Feldhusen's (1994) study. The reason why teachers with less experience feel more
competent may be considered as preparation for the recent increase in the number of BILSEM
employment. From another point of view, the reason why teachers who have not received any
training on the education of gifted students define themselves as more competent than teachers who
have received training may be due to the lack of knowledge about the individual and learning
characteristics of these students and how their teaching needs may be. For this reason, in line with
Hujar and Matthews (2021), it is very difficult for teachers to express their opinions without any
knowledge. This finding indicates that without any knowledge about the cognitive, affective and
learning characteristics of a learner group, it is difficult to envision what kind of learning needs this
group may have and how these needs can be met in the classroom. The fact that the findings do not
show a significant relationship between branch and teacher competence indicates that teachers from
a certain branch do not have competence.

200



Adaptation of Teachers' Competency Scale for Meeting the
Instructional Needs of Gifted Students and Investigation of Some Variables

In addition, it is noteworthy that teachers found the school program, material support and the school
inadequate for their professional development in terms of supporting their competencies. Gagné
(2004) and VanTassel-Baska (2003) identify such factors as environmental factors in the learning
process of gifted students and attribute them as much importance as teacher competence. Therefore,
unless schools are both resource and managerially competent, the competence of teachers will not
be sufficient to meet the special education needs of gifted students. In the study, it is generally
understood that teachers are aware of the importance of the special education needs of gifted
students both in terms of their own competencies and in the category of program/school support. It
was stated at the beginning of the article that teachers play an active role in the identification process
of gifted students in addition to meeting their special education needs. Considering that BILSEM
selection is initiated with the nomination of classroom teachers, such a low level of teacher
competence will hinder the identification process of gifted students. In line with Kagan (1992), this
study suggests that teachers should receive well-prepared professional training both in-service and
pre-service in order to have comprehensive knowledge about gifted students.

This study was conducted with teachers working in Sanliurfa province. The first recommendation
of the study is to conduct a study in other provinces or on a larger scale. In addition, since this study
is a perception-based study, there is a possibility that teachers may mark what they do not know as
if they know. For this reason, qualitative and mixed studies such as observation and document
analysis can be conducted. Another recommendation that can be derived from the results of the
study is that teachers should receive in-service trainings based on experiential learning on how to
meet the characteristics and learning needs of gifted students.
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OZET

MAKALE BILGISI

Ogretmenlerin sahip olduklar1 pedagojik yetkinlikler 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin dzel
egitim ihtiyaclarmin etkili bir sekilde karsilanmasinda hayati oneme sahiptir. Bu
baglamda, bu calismanin amaci farkli branslarda 6gretim yapan 6gretmenlerin 6zel
yetenekli 0grencilerin egitimi icin gerekli olan pedagojik yetkinliklerini incelemek igin
Jarrah ve Almarashdi (2019) tarafindan gelistirilen 6lcegin Tiirkce diline uyarlamasini
yapmak ve uyarlanan 06lcegi kullanarak farkli branslarda dgretmenlerin yetkinliklerini
arastirmaktir. Bu amag dogrultusunda ilk olarak 6gretmenlerin pedagojik yetkinliklerini
aragtiran dlgegin Tiirkgeye uyarlanmasi yapilmis daha sonra farkli degiskenlere gore bu
yetkinligin nasil farklilastig: iliskisel tarama yontemi ile incelenmistir. Orijinal 6lcegin
Ogretmen yetkinligi (9 madde) ve okul destegi (10 madde) olmak tizere iki alt boyutu
bulunmaktadir. Yapilan gecerlik analizleri sonucunda uyarlanan Olgegin Ogretmen
yetkinligi 8 madde ve okul destegi ise 4 madde icermektedir. Uyarlanan o&lgegin
giivenirlik analizleri sonucunda Cronbach alfa katsayisi ise 0,92 olarak bulunmustur.
Olgegin uygulanmasindan sonra elde edilen bulgulara gore 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli
Ogrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarini karsilama yetkinliklerinin diisiik seviyede oldugu
goriilmiistiir. Elde edilen bulgular karsisinda, bu calisma 6gretmenlerin yetkinliklerinin
artirilmasi igin hizmet 6ncesi ve hizmet i¢i uygulamaya dayali meslekli egitim almasi
gerektigi vurgulamaktadir.
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Ogretmenlerin Ozel Yetenekli Ogrencilerin Ogretim Thtiyaclarii Karsilama Yetkinlik
Olgeginin Uyarlanmasi ve Bazi1 Degiskenler Agisindan Incelenmesi

Giris

Ozel yetenekli bireyler toplumlarin insan kaynaklari ve iktisadi gelisimi igin 6nemli bireyler olarak
goriildiigiinden bu bireylerin egitimi 6nem arz eder (Besangon, 2013; Jarrah ve Almarashdi, 2019).
Ozel yetenekli grenciler biligsel, yaraticilik, duyugsal ve davranigsal hususlardan diger bireylerden
farkli 6zelliklere sahiptirler (Reis-Jorge ve digerleri, 2021). Bu sebeplerden dolay1 6zel yetenekli
olarak tanilanan o6grencilerin farkli 6grenme yollar1 vardir (Gomez-Arizaga ve digerleri, 2016;
Kahyaoglu, 2013; VanTassel-Baska, 2003). Bu ylizden pek ¢ok ¢alisma 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin
benzersiz Gzelliklerini ve 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarini isaret etmis (Feldhusen, 1991; Feldhusen ve
Ruckman, 1988; Gabrijel¢i¢ ve Konrad, 2019; Howell ve Bressler, 1988; VanTassel-Baska, 2003) ve
ozel egitim ihtiyaglar1 karsilanmamasinin yetenek kayiplar ile sonuglandigini vurgulamugtir
(Godor, 2019). Gagné (2004; 2009) 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin egitim siirecinin bir yetenek gelisim
stireci olarak tanimlar. Bu egitim siirecinde 6gretmen ve uygulanan program faktorlerini 6n plana
cikarir. Bu baglamda arastirmacilar (Al-Oweidi, 2019; Ataman, 2003; Jarrah ve Almarashdi, 2019;
Karaman, 2017) normal egitim miifredatlarinin bu Ogrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarinin
kargilanmasinda yetersiz kaldigmi belirtmektedir. Bu sebeple 6zel egitim ihtiyac1 6zel yetenekli
ogrencilerin ihtiyaglarina gore hazirlanmis bir program ve bu programi uygulayabilecek pedagojik
yetkinliklere sahip 6gretmenler tarafindan saglandigini belirtilmistir (Gabrijeléi¢ ve Konrad, 2019;
Yakut ve digerleri 2020; Reis-Jorge ve digerleri, 2021).

Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli dgrencilerin karakteristik ozelliklerine ve &zel egitim ihtiyaglarmna
kars1 sahip olduklar: bilgilerin, siniftaki 6gretim uygulamalarin etkilediginden (Godor, 2019), pek
¢ok calisma (Gémez-Arizaga ve digerleri, 2016; Jarrah ve Almarashdi, 2019; Khalil ve Accariya, 2016;
Reis-Jorge ve digerleri, 2021; Rowley, 2012) 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin egitiminde
sahip olduklari role ve sahip olmalar1 gereken becerilere odaklanmistir. Aragtirmalar da genel olarak
ogretmenlerin sahip olmalar1 gereken yetkinlikleri belirtilmistir (Akar, 2020, 2021; Gémez-Arizaga
ve digerleri, 2016; Hansen ve Feldhusen, 1994; NAGC, 2021). Bu becerilerin iyi tasarlanmis ve uygun
bir mesleki egitimle kazandirabilecegi vurgulanmaktadir (Gagné, 2004; Hansen ve Feldhusen, 1994).
Daha Once yapilan arastirmalar dgretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin hem tanilama siirecinde
(Gomez-Arizaga ve digerleri, 2016) hem de ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 6grenme etkinliklerinin
uygulanmasinda (Godor, 2019; Jarrah ve Almarashdi, 2019) rolleri oldugunu ifade etmislerdir.
Ayrica Gémez-Arizaga ve digerleri'nin (2016) calismasinda 6zel yetenekli dgrencilerin tanilama
stirecini 6gretmenlerin baglathgini vurgulanmis, 6gretmenlerin 6zel yeteneklilerin smiflarinda
sahip olmalar1 gereken pedagojik yetkinlikleri Shulman’in (1986) alan bilgisi, pedagojik alan bilgisi
cercevesinde etrafli bir sekilde aragtirmis ve oneriler sunmustur. Ayrica 6gretmenlerin sahip olmast
gereken bilgilerin hizmet Oncesi donemde edinildigi ve tecriibe ile yetkinliklerini daha da
derinlestirdikleri belirtilirken bu becerilerin hizmet 6ncesi donemde kazanildigini vurgulanmistir
(Bangel ve digerleri, 2010; Darling-Hammond ve digerleri, 2009; Gabrijel¢i¢ ve Konrad, 2019;
Gomez-Arizaga ve digerleri, 2016). Belirtilen yetkinlikler 6gretmenler tarafindan kazanilmadiginda,
ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin genel egitim siiflarinda basarisizliklarina sebep olacaktir (Sayi, 2019).

Bu kapsamda ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin tanilanmasi ve 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarinin
karsilanmasindaki bilgi ve yetkinlikleri pek ¢ok calisma tarafindan bir¢ok agidan arastirilmistir.
Akar (2020, 2021) ve NAGC (2021) 6zel yeteneklilerin smifinda olmasi gereken ideal 6gretmen
becerilerini aragtirmistir. Gomez-Arizaga ve digerleri (2016) gerekli olan 0gretmen yetkinliklerini
O0gretmenin kendisi, meslektaslari, 6grenciler ve yoneticiler goziinden arastirmistir. Bu arastirmada
ogrenciler sosyal-duyussal becerilere vurgu yaparken, diger arastirmacilar bilissel beceriler
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kapsamina giren Ogretim etkinlikleri tasarlama ve uygulamaya vurgu yapmistir. Darling-
Hammond ve digerleri (2009), Jarrah ve Almarashdi (2019) ve Karp (2010) 6gretmenlerin sahip
olmasi gereken mesleki 6zellikleri tecriibeli 6gretmenlerin goziinden incelemistir. Godor (2019) ve
Guskin ve digerleri (1988) 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin karakteristik ozelliklerine
yonelik bilgilerini, Reis-Jorge ve digerleri (2021) ise 6gretmenlerin hizmet ici egitim ihtiyaclarina
vurgu yapmustir. Bazi arastirmalar (Jarrah ve Almarashdi, 2019; Karp, 2010) brans 6gretmenlerinin
yetkinliklerini arastirmiglardir. Bircok arastirma ise 0gretmenlerin, 6zel yetenekli 6grenciler igin
uygulanan 6zel programlarin etkinlikleri hakkinda goriislerini arastirmistir. Bangel ve digerleri
(2010), Gabrijelci¢ ve Konrad (2019) ve Hodges ve digerleri (2021) 6gretmenlerin kendi yetkinlikleri
tizerine 0z yeterlik algilarini arastirmigtir.

Mevcut alanyazin, 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmas icin gerekli
olan egitim uygulamalarinin ve 6gretmen yetkinliginin 6nemini vurgulamasina ragmen hem 6zel
egitim hem de genel siiflardaki 6gretmenlerin uygun bir egitim almadiklarini ortaya koymaktadir.
Ayrica Jarrah ve Almarashdi (2019) Ogretmenlerin ve uygulanan programlarin etkilerini
arastirmay1, Ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin basarili bir egitim almalar: igin gerekli saymaktadir. Bu
ylizden 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin hem 6zel egitim smiflarinda hem de genel egitim siniflarinda
uygun bir egitim alip almadiklar: ve tanilama siirecinin uygun yapilip yapilmadigini anlamanin bir
yolu dgretmen ve uygulanan program yetkinliklerini aragtirmak olarak goriilmektedir. Ozellikle
Tiirkiye baglaminda diistintildiigiinde, farkli branglardaki 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin
ozel egitim ihtiyaglarini karsilamadaki bilgi ve pedagojik yetkinliklerinin bir¢ok brans: kapsayacak
sekilde aragtirllmadigi goriilmektedir. Bunlara ek olarak, farkli brans 6gretmenlerinin 6zel yetenekli
ogrencilerin egitiminde okulun ve uygulanan programin yetkinliklerine yonelik bilgi azlig:
goriilmektedir (Jarrah ve Almarashdi, 2019). Bu baglamda bu arastirma genel egitim smiflarinda
gorev yapan farkli brans Ogretmenlerinin 0zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 0zel egitim ihtiyaglarimi
kargilama yetkinlikleri ve bu yetkinlikleri destekleyen okul ve program etkileri {izerine
odaklanmaktadir. Bu odak cergevesinde bu arastirma, (1) farkli bransglarda egitim veren
ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimini karsilamadaki yetkinliklerini brans, tecriibe yil1
ve aldiklar1 egitim cercevesinden arastirmak ve (2) uygulanan program ve okul imkanlarinmn
ogretmenlerin bu yetkinliklerini nasil desteklediklerini arastirmaktir. Calismanin arastirma sorular1
asagida belirtilmistir.

1. Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekliler alanindaki yetkinlikleri ve okuldan alabildikleri destek ne
diizeydedir?

2. Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekliler alanindaki yetkinlikleri ve okuldan alabildikleri destek
diizeyi cinsiyet ve egitim alma durumu degiskenlerine gore farklilasmakta midir?

3. Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekliler alanindaki yetkinlikleri ve okuldan alabildikleri destek
diizeyi deneyim yili degiskenine gore nasil farklilagsmaktadir?

4. Ogretmenlerin 6zel yeteneklilerin egitimi alanindaki yetkinlik diizeyleri ve okullarm bu
ogrencilere yonelik destek programlarinin brans degiskenine gore nasil farklilasmaktadir?

Kuramsal Cerceve
Ozel Yetenekli Ogrencilerin Karakteristik Ozellikleri

Renzulli (2005), 6zel yetenekliligi yiiksek IQ, yaraticilik ve sebatin birlesimi olarak goriir. Gelisimsel
yaklasim igerisinde Gagné (2004; 2009) tistiin zeka ve iistiin yetenek kavramlarini ayr1 ayr: olarak
tanumlayarak, tistiin zekay1 dogal beceri ve potansiyeller olarak goriirken, iistiin yetenegi belli bir is
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alaninda gosterilen yiiksek performans olarak tamimlar. Altintas ve Ilgun (2016) 6zel yetenekli
ogrencilerin yiiksek akademik performans, yiiksek entelektiiel ve bilissel beceriler, yiiksek
yaraticiik ve yiiksek sosyal zekaya sahip olabileceklerini vurgular. Ayrica bazi1 arastirmacilar
(Narimani ve Mousazadeh, 2010; Olthouse, 2014) 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin liderlik becerilerinin,
sosyal olaylara biiytiik ilgi duyduklari, yiiksek 6zgiivene sahip olduklarmi belirtir. Milli Egitim
Bakanligi (MoNE, 2018, s. 18) ise 6zel yetenekli bireyi soyle tanimlamaktadir:

yasitlarina gore daha hizli 6grenen, yaraticilik, sanat, liderlige iliskin kapasitede 6nde olan, 6zel
akademik yetenege sahip, soyut fikirleri anlayabilen, ilgi alanlarinda bagimsiz hareket etmeyi
seven ve yiiksek diizeyde performans gosteren birey.

Feldhusen (1982) ve Hertzog (1998) 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin beceri tiirii ve seviyesi bakimlarmdan
farklilik gosterdiklerini ve bdylece farkli 6grenme karakteristiklerine veya oOzelliklerine sahip
olduklarmi belirtir. Gémez-Arizaga ve digerleri (2016) ve Thomson (2010) 6zel yetenekli
ogrencilerin kisilik ve 6grenme Ozellikleri agisindan, yasitlarma gore daha iistiin performans
gosterdiklerini vurgular. Kerry (1983) bu 6grenme ihtiyaglarim biligsel, sosyal, ve duyussal olarak
ti¢ gruba ayirmustir. Biligsel agidan, 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin fikirler/bilgiler arasinda karmasik
iliskiler kurma egilimlerinin oldugu, soyut kavramlar1 diisiinmekten hoslandiklarini, 6grenme
etkinliklerinde farkliliklara acik ve esnek olduklarini, mantiksal analiz ve nesnellige yonelimlerinin
oldugu belirtilir. Dunn ve digerleri (1989), Gémez-Arizaga ve digerleri (2016), Mills (2003) ve
Oakland ve digerleri (2000) ozel yetenekli o6grencilerin kendi Ogrenmeleri igin sorumluluk
hissettiklerini, kinestetik 6grenmeyi tercih ettiklerini, belli bir kaliba girmeyi istemedikleri, bagimsiz
ogrenmeyi sevdiklerini ve pasif dinlemekten hoslanmadiklarimi belirtir. Ayrica Gadanidis ve
digerleri (2011) ve Johnsen (2004) bu 6grencilerin problem ¢6zme etkinlilerinden hoslandiklarini,
verilen bilgileri sorgulamay1, deneyleri, kesfetmeyi, alternatif ¢oziimler {iretmeyi ve orijinal fikirler
ortaya atmay1 sevdiklerini belirtir. Arizaga ve digerleri (2016) sosyal oOzellikler agisindan,
kendilerinin bazen kabul gérmedigine ve baskalarindan farkli oldugunu hissettikleri i¢in 6zel
yetenekli 0grenciler, icerisinde bulunduklar1 baglamda sosyal etkilesim kurmalarinin her zaman
kolay olmadigini belirtir. Silverman (2002) bu durumu bilissel ve sosyal-duyussal gelisim arasinda
bulunan farkin yarattig1 asenkronik gelisim siirecine baglar. Son olarak, Arizaga ve digerleri (2016),
ozel yetenekli Ogrencileri sahip olduklar1 duyussal ozelliklerin 6grenme karakteristiklerini
etkilediklerini ve biligsel ve sosyal agilarla beraber hesaba katilarak diisiiniilmesi gerektigini belirtir.
Motivasyon, bagimsiz ¢alisma ve grup calismasi gibi etmenlerin goz oniinde bulundurulmas:
gerektigi vurgulanur.

Yukarida belirtilen 6grenme karakteristikleri goz oniine alindiginda bir¢ok arastirmaci (Bangel ve
digerleri, 2010; Feldhusen, 1982; Reis-Jorge ve digerleri, 2021) bu 6grencilerin egitimlerinin normal
okullarda, normal startlar altinda, normal ogrenciler i¢in hazirlanmis program, arag, gereg ve
personelle karsilamasinin miimkiin olmadigin belirtmektedir. Boylece 6zel yetenekli 6grenciler i¢in
ozel yetismig personel, 6zel hazirlanmig programlar, 6zel arag ve gerecler ile uygun egitim ortamlar:
gerektigini vurgulamislardir.

Ogretmen Yeterlilikleri ve Becerileri

Ogretmenlerin kendi siniflarinda bulunan 6zel yetenekli dgrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarmni
karsilamak igin sahip olmalar1 gereken yetkinlikler pek ¢ok arastirmaci tarafindan incelenmistir
(Akar, 2020). Bu aragtirma kapsaminda yetkinlik kavrami Jonnaert’in (2002) tanim1 benimsenmistir.
Yetkinlik bir birey tarafindan belli bir baglamda ve durumda “nasil davranacagin bilmek icin”
sahip olunan bilgi, prosediir veya tutum gibi kaynaklar olarak tanimlanir. Bu kaynaklar egitimde
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mesleki yetkinlikler olarak tanimlanir ve egitim arastirmacilar1 tarafindan pek ¢ok agidan
aragtirilmigtir. Shulman (1986) 6gretmenlerin sahip olmalar1 gereken yetkinlikleri dort kategori
altinda tanimlamistir. Bunlar igerik (alan) bilgisi, pedagojik bilgi, pedagojik alan bilgisi ve baglama
dair bilgi olarak tanimlanir. Arastirmacilar (Gabrijel¢i¢ ve Konrad, 2019; Reis-Jorge ve digerleri,
2021) 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin smifinda basarili olmanin ilk sarti bu 6grencilerin
bireysel ve ogrenme karakteristiklerine dair derin bilgilerinin olmasini belirtir. Bunun yaninda,
bir¢ok arastirmaci (Gomez-Arizaga ve digerleri, 2016; Troxclair, 2013) 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli
ogrencililerin sinifinda sahip olmas: gereken yetkinliklerini igerik bilgisi, 6gretim ve 6grenciler ile
olumlu iligkiler igeren sosyal-duygusal karakter olarak ii¢c bashk altina almistir. Igerik bilgisi,
dgretmenin dgretilen konu ile ilgili sahip oldugu alan bilgisidir. Ogretmenlerin uzman olduklar
brans dahilindeki igerige dair derin bir alan bilgisinin olmasi beklenir. Ogretim stratejileri ise, igerik
bilgisini 6zel yetenekli 6grencilere kazandirmak icin uygulanan 6gretim ve 6grenme stratejilerini
icerir. Gomez-Arizaga ve digerleri, (2016) bu 6grenme stratejilerinin esnek, aktif 6grenci katilimin
saglayan, etkili 6gretim etkinliklerini igeren ve Ogrenci motivasyonunu artiran ozelliklere sahip
olmasi beklenir. Son olarak sosyal-duygusal beceriler 6gretmenlerin 6grenciler ile ne derece olumlu
etkilesimler kurdugunu igerir. Bu beceri oncelikle 6grencilerin bireysel ve 6grenme karakterlerini,
o0grenme kapasitelerini bilmeyi igerir.

NAGC (2021) ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6gretmenlerinin sahip olmasi gereken yetkinlikleri belli
standartlar altinda belirlemistir. Birinci standart 6gretmenlerin 6grencilerin biligsel, duyussal ve
psikolojik alanlardaki 6grenme ve gelisim farkliliklarini anlamayi, bu 6grencilerin ilgilerini, giiglii
yonlerini ve ihtiyaglarmi dikkate alarak tesvik edici 6grenme ortamlar1 olusturabilmeyi igerir. Tkinci
olarak ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel 6grenme ihtiyaglarina gore miifredat igerigini
ozellestirme ve farklilastirmak igin planlama, se¢im yapma, uyum saglama ve farkliliklar1 dikkate
alma becerileri 6n plana cikar. Ugiincii olarak oOgretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli &grencilerin
tanilanmasinda ve yeteneklerin degerlendirilmesi yetkinliklerine sahip olmas1 beklenir. Boylece
Gabrijel¢ic¢ ve Konrad (2019) 6gretmenlerden pedagoji, psikoloji ve okul ile ilgili diger disiplinleri
kapsayan disiplinleraras: yiiksek derecede bilgi ve beceri yetkinliklerine sahip olmas1 gerektigini
vurgular. VanTassel-Baska ve Stambaugh (2005) ise 6gretmenlerin genel smiflarda bulunan 6zel
yetenekli 6grencileri nasil destekleyebileceklerini su sekilde belirtmistir. Yeterli alan bilgisi, etkili
smif yonetimi becerileri, miifredatta farklilastirma yapma, farkl kiiltiirlerden gelen 6grencileri
farkliliklarini g6z oniinde bulundurma, uygun 6gretim materyalleri kullanabilme, 6gretmenin 6zel
yetenekli O0grencilere karsi bilgi ve tutumu, planlama i¢in gerekli zaman ayirabilme ve okul
yonetiminin destegini almasi olarak belirlemistir.

Program Yeterlikleri

Berman ve digerleri, (2012) 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin genel egitim smiflarinda onlar1 tatmin
etmeyen programlarin oldugunu ve hatta bu Ogrencilerin bir¢ok Ogretmen tarafindan ihmal
edildigini belirtir. Benzer olarak, Celikten (2017) 6zel yetenekli dgrencilerin egitim gorecekleri
programin ve egitim siirecinin olmamasi halinde bu 6grencilerin gelisiminin engellenecegini
belirtir. Davashigil (2004) ise 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin yetenek ve becerileri birbirlerinden ¢ok farkl
oldugu i¢in uygulanan egitim programinin bu farkliliklar1 gbze almas: gerektigini ve uygulanmasi
gerektigini vurgular. Akar (2020) 0Ozel yetenekli Ogrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaclarmin
karsilanmasinda Ogretmenlerin yapacaklar: farklilastirmalarin yeterli olmayacagmi soyler. Bu
farklilagtirma stirecini destekleyecek bir okul kiiltiirii, 6zel yetenekli 6grencileri onemseyen bir
yonetim anlayisi ve kaynaklarin olmasi gerektigi vurgulanir. Bu baglamda, yetkin bir 6gretmen
tarafindan uygulanan farklilastirilmis bir program o6zel egitim ihtiyaglarim1 karsilamada faydal
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olacaktir (Matthews ve Kitchen, 2007). Bu dogrultuda, Tomlinson (1999) 6grencilerin ilgilerine ve
becerilerine gore farklilagtirilmis bir program ve 6gretimi, genel smiflarda bulunan 6zel yetenekli
ogrencilerin 6grenme ihtiyaclarini karsilamak i¢in temel bir strateji olarak goriir. Uygulanacak olan
program, normal egitim programina gore asama, derinlik ve karmasiklik agilarma gore
farklilagtirilmalidir. Boylece 6zel yetenekli 6grencileri kendi beceri alanlarina gore firsatlar bulur ve
smiftaki 6grencilerin ortalamasina ¢ekilmek gibi bir durum s6z konusu olmaz.

Tiirkiye'de 6zel yetenekli 6grencilere 6zgii programin uygulandig1 kurumlardan en yaygini Bilim
ve Sanat Merkezleridir (BILSEM). Bilim ve Sanat Merkezleri; ilkokul, ortaokul ve lise cagindaki 6zel
yetenekli O6grencilerin (resim, miizik ve genel zihinsel yetenek) orgiin egitim kurumlarindaki
egitimlerini aksatmayacak sekilde bireysel yeteneklerinin farkinda olmalarini ve kapasitelerini
gelistirerek en {iist diizeyde kullanmalarmi saglamak amaciyla agilmis olan bagimsiz 6zel egitim
kurumlaridir (Karaman, 2017). BILSEM'lerde &grenim goren dgrenciler normal okullarda dgrenim
gormektedirler. Ozel yetenekli 6grenciler aym1 zamanda genel siniflarda egitim aldiklarindan ve
ogretmenlerin BILSEM'lere &grenci secimi dgretmen onerisi ile baglatildigindan genel egitim
siniflarinda  Ogretmenlerin programi ve oOgrenme etkinliklerini farklilagtirmalar1 ve okul
yonetiminde Ogretmenleri hem mesleki gelisim hem de kaynak agisindan desteklemesi
beklenmektedir.

Yontem

Arastirma Modeli

Ogretmenlerin smif icinde ©zel yetenekli grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarmi kargilama
yetkinlikleri ve okullarindan alabildikleri destek diizeyini etkileyen degiskenlerin incelenmesini
amaglayan bu ¢alismada iligkisel tarama yontemi kullanilmistir. Tarama modeli, mevcut durumu
manipiile etmeden, durumu oldugu gibi resmetmeyi amaglayan ve birden fazla degisken arasindaki
degisimin varligin1 ve/ya diizeyini belirlemeye calisan arastirma modelidir (Biiyiikoztiirk ve
digerleri, 2018; Fraenkel ve digerleri, 2012).

Arastirma Grubu

Arastirmaya katilan birinci 6rneklem grubuna ait veriler uyarlama, ikinci 6érneklem grubuna ait
veriler ogretmenlerin bu alandaki yetkinliklerinin farkli degiskenler bakimindan incelenmesi
amaciyla kullanilmistir.

Birinci Orneklem Grubu

Uyarlama siireci 2022 yilinda Sanliurfa Milli Egitim Miidiirliigtine bagli okullarda gorev yapan
farkli brans dallarindaki Ogretmenler arasindan uygun Orneklem yoluyla olusturulmustur.
Orneklem 127'si kadin (%59,6) ve 86's1 erkek (%31,4) olmak iizere 213 kisiden olusmaktadir.
Erkeklerin hizmet y1l1 ortalamasi (13.5), kadinlardan (15.6) daha diisiiktiir.

Ikinci Orneklem Grubu

Arastirmada, Sanhurfa 1l Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii'ne bagh ilkokul ve orta okullarda 2022-2023
egitim ogretim yil1 bahar déneminde gorev yapan 6gretmenler arasindan basit rastgele 6rnekleme
yontemi kullanilarak 6rneklem segilmistir. Orneklem grubuna ait demografik bilgiler Tablo 1’de
verilmisgtir.
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Tablo 1
Katilimcilarin Demografik Bilgileri

Demografik Degiskenler N %

Cinsiyet Kadin 149 51.7
Erkek 139 48.3
Toplam 288 100

Kidem 0-1 12 4.1
2-5 61 21.1
6-10 77 24.6
11-15 48 16.6
16-20 43 14.9
21+ 47 16.3
Toplam 288 100

Brans Ozel Egitim Ogretmenligi 5 1.73
Sinif Ogretmenligi 88 30.55
Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi 42 14.58
Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi 18 6.25
Tiirkge Ogretmenligi 19 6.59
Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi 15 5.20
Matematik Ogretmenligi 16 5.55
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi 27 9.37
Diger 58 20.13
Toplam 288 100

Tablo 1’deki veriler incelendiginde kadin katilimcilarin sayisinin erkek katilimcilarin sayisia yakin
oldugu, kidem gruplamasinda (0-1 hari¢) katilimci sayisinin birbirine yakin oldugu, bransa gore
dagilimda ise katilimci sayisinin baskin olarak sinif ogretmenligi ve okul Oncesi 6gretmenligi
yoniinde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araclan

Veri toplama araci olarak arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan kisisel bilgi formu ve Jarrah ve
Almarashdi (2019) tarafindan gelistirilen ve bu calismada uyarlamasi yapilan “Ogretmenlerin Ozel
Yetenekli Ogrencilerin Ogretim ihtiyaglarml Karsilama Yetkinlik” o6lgegi kullanilmustir.
Arastirmanin 6ncesinde Harran Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Etik Kurulu tarafindan 16.12.
2022 tarihinde 2022/250 numarali karar ile etik kurul onay1 verilmistir.

Kisisel Bilgi Formu

Aragtirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan kisisel bilgi formu araciligiyla cinsiyet, kidem yili, brang ve 6zel
yetenekliler ile ilgili egitim alip almama durumlar1 gibi demografik degiskenler hakkinda veri
toplanmustir.

Ogretmenlerin Ozel Yetenekli Ogrencilerin Ogretim Thtiyaclarini Karsilama Yetkinlik Olcegi

Ozel yetenekli dgrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaclarin1 karsilamada pedagojik 6z-yetkinlik Slcegi,
Jarrah ve Almarashdi (2019) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin
ogretim ihtiyaglarini karsilama yetkinliklerini 6l¢meyi amaclayan bu 6lgek toplam 19 maddeden
olusmakta ve 51i Likert tipi degerlendirme yapmaktadir. Orijinal Olgegin 6gretmen yetkinligi (9
madde) ve okul destegi (10 madde) olmak {izere iki alt boyutu bulunmaktadir. Sekizinci maddesi
harig tiim maddeler olumlu ifadeler igermektedir. Olgekten alinan yiiksek puanlar 6gretmenlerin
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yetkin ve gerekli destegi aldiklarini ifade etmektedir. Olgegin tiimii i¢in Cronbach a degeri ise
Jarrah ve Almarashdi (2019) tarafindan .93 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Bulgular
Olcegin Uyarlanmasi

Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli &grencilerin dgretim ihtiyaglarim karsilama yetkinlik &lgegini
uyarlama siirecinde takip edilen adimlar sirasiyla asagida belirtilmistir.

Uyarlama Siireci

Olgegin uyarlama siirecinde sirasiyla gegerlik i¢in agimlayict faktdr analizi ve dogrulayict faktor
analizi; giivenirlik i¢in de cronbach a degeri belirlenmistir. Olcek maddeleri ingilizce "den Ttirkge
’ye gevrilmis orijinal dlgekle geviri arasindaki uyum iyi derecede Iingilizce bilen 5 alan (6zel yetenek)
uzmaru tarafindan kontrol edilmistir. Gerekli diizenlemeler yapildiktan sonra 6lgek 2 dil uzman
tarafindan tekrar Tiirkceden Ingilizceye cevrilmis ve orijinal formla karsilastirilarak tutarlilig:
degerlendirilmistir. Bu asamadan sonra dil gecerliligini saglamak igin 2 Tiirk¢e dil uzmanindan
goriis aliarak dilsel ve kiiltiirel uygunluk agisindan gozden gegirilmistir. Son olarak kapsam ve
goriiniis gecerligi icin Ozel yetenek alaninda calisan 4 uzmana maddelerin uygunlugunu 1 ile 5
arasinda puanlamalar: istenmistir. Bu derecelendirmeye gore 3 puan iistii alan maddeler uygun
olarak kabul edilmistir. Maddelerin uygun puan ortalamalar1 3.45 ile 4.73 olarak degismektedir.

Gecgerlik
Acgimlayict faktor analizi

Verilerin analizinde SPSS 21 ve AMOS 21 programlar1 kullanilmsgtir. Olgegin yap1 gegerligini test
etmek i¢in sirasiyla AFA ve DFA gerceklestirilmistir. Analizler gerceklestirilmeden 6nce ters madde
yeniden kodlanmis, kayip ve eksik veriler incelenmis, u¢ degerler kontrol edilmistir. Orneklem
biiyiikliigiiniin AFA'ne uygunlugu Kaiser-Mayer Olkin testi ile incelenmis ve bu deger .90 olarak
bulunmustur. KMO degerinin .70"ten biiyiik olmasi 6rneklem sayisinin AFA i¢gin yeterli olduguna
isaret etmektedir (Bryman ve Cramer, 1999). Verilerin uygunlugu icin Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi
kullanilmustir. Olciim sonucunda (2= 2726.49, p<.00) verilerin AFA i¢in uygun oldugu soylenebilir
(Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2007).

Gergeklestirilen ilk AFA sonucuna gore 6lgek maddelerinin toplam varyansimn %62.71’ini olusturan
4 alt faktor altinda (6z degeri 1.00’den biiyiik) toplandigini gostermistir. Incelenen faktor yiikleri
sonucunda, ilk AFA'nde binisik faktor yiiklerine sahip (13 ve 17. maddeler) sirasiyla olgekten
cikarilmigtir. En uygun faktor yapismi belirlemek icin tekrarlanan AFA’leri sonucunda birden fazla
faktore yon veren ve hicbir faktore yiik vermeyen maddeler (8, 12, 15, ve 19. maddeler) tek tek
cikarilmistir. Téim bu islemler sonucunda toplam varyansi %64.47 olan Ogretmen Yetkinligi (OY) ve
Okul Destegi (OD) olmak {izere iki faktorlii gecerli bir yapi elde edilmistir (Bkz. Tablo 2).
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Tablo 2
Maddelerin Faktor Yiikleri
Faktorler
Maddeler Ogretmen yetkinligi Okul Destegi
S3 904
S4 .898
S7 .864
S5 .835
S6 .830
S2 778
S1 767
S9 .595
S10 901
S11 .837
S14 .810
S16 .609

Dogrulayic: faktor analizi

Dogrulayic faktor analizi AMOS 21 programi kullanilarak yapilmistir (bkz. Resim 1). Olgegin
orijinal formundaki faktor yapismin Tiirkiye Ornekleminde dogrulanip dogrulanmayacagin
belirlemek icin birinci dereceden dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Onceden belirlenmis
veya diizenlenmis bir yapimnin toplanan verilerle ne 6l¢tide dogrulandigimni incelemek igin bir DFA
kullanilmistir (Dimitrov, 2012).

Sekil 1
Olgegin Son Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi Model Sonuclart
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Uyum indekslerinin incelenmesi sonucunda birbiriyle uyumlu oldugu goriilen 3 ve 5 ile 6 ve 7.
Maddeler arasinda gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmistir. Nihai modelde, x2/df degeri 2.30 olarak
bulunmustur. x2/df oraninin 5'ten kiiciik olmasi da model uyumu icin kabul edilebilir diizeydedir
(Kline, 2016; Schermelleh-Engel ve digerleri, 2003). Uyum indeks degerleri ise sirasiyla su sekilde
bulunmustur: RMSEA =0.06, AGFI = 0.90, NFI = 0.94, IFI = 0.97, GFI=0.94, CFI1=0.97, TLI=0.96. Bu
degerler miikemmel bir uyum diizeyi oldugunu gostermektedir (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2016).

Giivenirlik

Olgegin giivenirligini belirlemek icin Cronbach o degerleri hesaplanmistir. Analiz sonucunda
birinci faktor olan Ogretmen Yetkniligi icin Cronbach a katsay1 degeri .932 olarak hesaplanirken,
ikinci faktor olan Okul Destegi icin katsayr degeri .813 olarak hesaplanmistir. Uyarlanan 6lgegin
tamami i¢in Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi ise bu ¢alismada 0.924 olarak bulunmustur. Sonuglar,
aracin giivenilirliginin yiiksek oldugunu gostermektedir (Kayis, 2010).

Bazi Degiskenler Uzerinden Incelenmesi

Ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarini karsilamada pedagojik 6z-yetkinlik dlgegiyle
toplanan verilerin normal dagilima uygunlugunu belirlemek amaciyla basiklik ve ¢arpiklik
degerlerine bakilmistir. Arastirmacilar bu degerin -1 ile +1 arasinda olmasi normal dagilimin
Olctisii olarak ifade etmektedir (Biiytlikoztiirk, 2011; Morgan ve digerleri, 2004). Bu ¢calismada analizi
yapilan her bir alt grup icin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarini karsilamada
pedagojik 6z-yetkinlik 6lgeginin Carpiklik -.15 (standart hata .14) ve Basiklik -.19 (standart hata .28)
olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu degerler -1 ile +1 arasinda dagildigindan normal dagilim oldugu kabul
edilmis ve veriler parametrik teknikler ile analiz edilmistir.

Birinci Arastirma Sorusu Dogrultusunda Bulunan Bulgular

Bu galismanin ilk aragtirma problemi olan “Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekliler alanindaki yetkinlikleri
ve okuldan alabildikleri destek ne diizeydedir?” sorusuna cevap verilebilmesi i¢in 6zel yetenekli
ogrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaclarimi karsilamada pedagojik 6z-yetkinlik anketi olgegi ile ulagilan
veriler degerlendirilmis, 6lgegin tiim boyutlar ile biitiiniine ait degerler (ortalama, standart sapma
ve karsilik geldikleri ifadeler) Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3
Kullamlan Ankete Ait Degerler
N X ss Deger
Ortalama_Y 288 3.09 .85 Kararsizim (Orta)
Ortalama_D 288 3.37 .80 Kararsizim (Orta)
Toplam 288

Tablo 3’teki bulgular incelendiginde 6gretmenlerin yetkinlik (X=3.09, ss=.85) ve okuldan aldiklar
destek (X=3.37, ss=.80) diizeyinin ortalama puanlar arasinda oldugu goriilmektedir.

Ikinci Arastirma Sorusu Dogrultusunda Bulunan Bulgular

Bu ¢alismanin ikinci problemi olan “Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekliler alanindaki yetkinlikleri ve
okuldan alabildikleri destek diizeyi cinsiyet ve egitim alma durumu degiskenlerine gore
farklilasmakta midir?” sorusuna verdikleri yanitlar bagimsiz Orneklemler t testi yapilarak
belirlenmistir (Bkz. Tablo 4).

211



Zekai Ayik * Muhammet Davut Giil * Mehmet Fatih Karacabey

Tablo 4
Degiskenler ile ilgili t testi sonuglar
Degisken: Cinsiyet N X sd ss t p
Yetkinlik Erkek 139 3.10 .82 .07 18 .85
Kadin 149 3.08 .88 .07
Destek Erkek 139 3.36 .76 .06 -19 84
Kadin 149 3.38 .84 .06
Egitim alma durumu
Yetkinlik Evet 30 2.12 77 14 -7.17 .00
Hayir 258 3.20 79 .04
Destek Evet 30 2.90 1.04 .19 -3.49 .00
Hayir 258 3.43 .75 .04

Tablo 4’deki veriler incelendiginde, 6gretmenler yetkinlik (t(288) =,186 p>.05) ve okul destegi (t(288)
=-,199 p>.05) diizeylerinde cinsiyete gore anlamli farkliik gostermezken; yetkinlik (t(288) =-7,17
p<.05) ve okul destegi (t(288) =-3,49, p<.05) boyutlarinda egitim almama durumu lehine anlamh
farklilik oldugu goriilmektedir.

Uciincii Arastirma Sorusu Dogrultusunda Bulunan Bulgular

Bu galismanin {igiincii problemi olan “Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekliler alanindaki yetkinlikleri ve
okuldan alabildikleri destek diizeyi deneyim yili degiskenine gore nasil farklilasmaktadir?”
sorusuna verdikleri yanitlar tek yonlii varyans analizi yapilarak sonuglari Tablo 5'te verilmistir.

Tablo 5
Degiskenler ile Ilgili Varyans Analizi Sonuglari
Deneyim N X ss Varyans KT sd KO F p Anlamli
Kaynag: Fark
Yetkinlik 0-1 12 3.46 49 Gruplar 6.53 5 1.30 179 11
arasi
2-5 61 3.14 .75 Gruplar 205.07 282 .72
ici
6-10 77 3.15 .85 Toplam 211.60 287
11-15 48 3.04 90
16-20 43 3.19 91
21+ 47 2.80 91
Destek 0-1 12 3.56 .50 Gruplar 9.72 5 194 310 .01 2-6,5-6
arast
2-5 61 3.55 .83 Gruplar 177.01 282 .62
ici
6-10 77 341 .69 Toplam 186.74 287
11-15 48 3.23 92
16-20 43 3.53 .76
21+ 47 3.04 .81

Tablo 5te Ogretmenlerin deneyim yilinin yetkinlik diizeyine goére ANOVA testi sonuglar
incelendiginde grup icinde ve gruplar arasinda anlamli farklarin olmadig goriilmektedir. Deneyim
yili degiskeninin okul destegine gore ANOVA testi sonuglarina bakildiginda gruplar arasinda
anlamli farkliliklar oldugu goriilmektedir (F(5,282) =3,10 p<.05). Olgegin anlamli farklilik gosteren
gruplarinda daha az kidemi olan 6gretmenlerin daha kidemli 6gretmenlere gore daha yiiksek puan
ortalamasina sahip olduklar1 goriilmiistiir.
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Dordiincii Arastirma Sorusu Dogrultusunda Bulgular

Bu calismanin dérdiincii problemi olan “Ogretmenlerin 6zel yeteneklilerin egitimi alanindaki
yetkinlik diizeyleri ve okullarin bu 6grencilere yonelik destek programlarinin brans degiskenine
gore nasil farklilasmaktadir?” sorusuna verdikleri cevaplar varyans analizi yapilarak sonuglar:
Tablo 6’ da verilmistir.

Tablo 6
Destek Programi ve Brang Degiskenine Gore Varyans Analizi
KT sd X2 F p
Gruplar arast 11.91 9 1.32 1.84 .06
Yetkinlik Gruplar igi 199.69 278 71
Toplam 211.60 287
Gruplar arast 3.18 9 .35 .537 847
Destek Gruplar ici 183.55 278 .66
Toplam 186.74 287

Tablo 6'da 6gretmenlerin deneyim yilinin yetkinlik ve okul destegi diizeyine gore ANOVA testi
sonuglari incelendiginde grup iginde ve gruplar arasinda anlamh farklarin olmadig1 goriilmektedir
(F(9.278) =1.84; F(9.278) =.53, p>.05).

Frekans Analizleri

Yukaridaki boliimde cinsiyet, tecriibe yil1 ve egitim alma/almama durumu gibi degiskenlere gore
ogretmenlerin 0zel yetenekli Ogrencilerin simiflardaki 6zel egitim ihtiyaglarini karsilayabilme
yetkinlikleri ve calistiklar1 okullar: tarafindan yonetimsel, mesleki gelisim ve kaynak agisindan
destek alma durumu arasindaki iliski ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Bu boliimde arastirmaya katilan farkl
branslardan 288 6gretmenin verdikleri cevaplar frekans agisindan sunulacaktir.

Bulgular incelendiginde 258 6gretmenin (%90) 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin karakteristik 6zellikleri
ve egitimi tizerine herhangi bir egitim almadiklar1 gozlenmektedir. Bunun yaninda yalnizca 30
(%10) Ogretmenin gesitli yollarla veya kurumlardan egitim aldiklar1 gozlenmistir. Cevaplar
incelendiginde alinda egitimler; MEB tarafindan saglanan hizmet ici egitim (9), {iniversite lisans
egitimi (9), okulun rehberlik servisi (3), RAM (2), BILSEM (1), uzaktan egitim katilim1 (1), kendi
cabalar1 (1) tarafindan saglanmustir. 4 katilimcr ise nereden egitim aldigini belirtmemistir. Brang
orneklerine bakildiginda arastirmaya katilan 88 sinif 6gretmeninin 6’s1, 10 matematik 6gretmeninin
1i ve 3 rehberlik 6gretmenin 1'i egitim aldigini belirtmistir. Katilimei 10 fen bilimleri 6gretmeninde
egitim alan ¢ikmamigtir. Bunlarin yaninda 6gretmenlere 6zel yetenekli 6grencilere hitap edecek
yeterli kaynaklar1 olup olmadig1 ve bu 6grencilere ders vermek i¢in hazirlik zamanlarinin olup
olmadig1 sorulmustur. Ogretmenlerin %85'i yeterli kaynaklarmin olmadigmi ve %70 ise bu tiir
derslere hazirlanmak i¢in zamanlarinin olmadigini belirtmistir.

Tablo 7 ve 8'de 6gretmenlere sorulan sorulara verilen cevaplarin frekans analizleri sunulmustur.
Kararsizlar goz oniine alindiginda 6gretmenlerin dortte biri 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6grenme
ozellikleri ve egitim ihtiyaclar ile ilgi bilgiye sahip olduklarini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin
%30unun oOzel yetenekli Ogrencilerin tanilama siirecine asina olduklar1 ortaya c¢ikmustir.
Katilimcilarin 97’si (%33.7) smnif ogretmenidir. Katilan sinif 6gretmenlerinin 6’s1 6zel yetenekli
Ogrencilerin egitimi {izerinde egitim aldigini ve 53'niin ise 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin tanilama
siirecine agina oldugunu belirtmistir. Ozel yetenekli 6grencileri tanilama siirecinde baskin olarak
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sinif 0gretmenleri goz oldugu diisliniiliirse, 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli dgrencilerin tanilama
yetkinlikleri seviyeleri ¢ok diistiktiir.

Diger cevaplarin frekanslarma bakildiginda, ogretmenlerin O0grenmeyi bireysellestirme, Ozel
materyaller gelistirme, diger 6gretmenler destek olma, 6gretimi farklilastirma ve farkli 6gretim
teknikleri kullanabilme yetkinlikleri benzer oranda %30'lar seviyesinde ¢ikmistir. Ogretmenlerin
%10'unun egitim aldig1 diistiniiliirse, %30 seviyesi diisiiniilmesi gereken bir sonuctur. Yukarida
belirtildigi tizere, egitim almayan dgretmenlerin kendilerini yetkin gormeleri ve okullarinda, egitim
almayanlara gore, daha ¢ok destek aldiklarini belirtmeleri bu zitlig1 destekler niteliktedir. Bu durum
egitim almayan oOgretmenlerin, 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6grenme ozellikleri ve 6zel egitim
ihtiyaclarimin nasil olabilecegi hususlarinda bir bilgiye sahip olmadiklarmni belirtmektedir.

Ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyacini karsilamada uygulanan programi uygun bulma
seviyesi %15 civarindadir. Okullarin 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyacini
karsilamak ic¢in sundugu mesleki gelisim imkanlar1 %30 civarinda ¢ikmustir. Bunun yaninda
ogretmenlerin yaklasik %80’i 6zel yetenekli 6grenciler i¢in farklilastirilmis 6gretim uygulamalar: ve
miifredat: olmasi gerektigi hususunda hemfikirdir. Son olarak dgretmenlerin ¢ogunlugunun “6zel
yetenekli 6grencilerin normal smuiflarda egitim gormelerinin bu &grenciler i¢in zaman kayb:
oldugunu” belirttigi gortilmiistiir.

Tablo 7
Pedagojik Yetkinlige Iliskin Frekans Sonuclari
e £ - :
v 3 3 £ 5 v 8
% 3 8 N 2 X
o = -+ = - n B
v o2 2 2 2
% % % % %
1 Ogzel yetenekli 6grencilerin grenme ozellikleri ve egitim 4.5 212 26 37.5 10.8
ihtiyaclar1 hakkinda genis, genel bir bilgiye sahibim.
2 Ozel yetenekli grencilerin tanilanma siirecine aginayim. 52 253 23.6 36.1 9.7
3 Ozel yetenekli 5grenciler igin grenme ve dgretmeyi 4.9 274 309 28.5 8.3
bireysellestirebilirim.
4 Ogzel yetenekli dgrencilerle kullanilmak {izere 6zel materyaller 4.9 24 31.9 32.3 6.9
gelistirebilirim.
5  Ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi konusunda her yeni 59 24 23.6 36.5 10.1
Ogretmene destek olabilirim.
6 Miifredati Ozel yetenekli 6grencileri kapsayacak sekilde 4.5 28.8 32.6 27.1 6.9
farklilagtirabilirim.
7 Ozel yetenekli 6grenciler igin farkli 6gretim tekniklerini 6.3 382 267 23.3 5.6
kullanabilirim.

9  Ozel yetenekli 8grencilere ders verebilecek yetkinlige sahibim. 6.3 26.7 329 29.2 52
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Tablo 8
Algilanan Okul Destekligine Iliskin Frekans Sonuclar:

v E g & § ) §
~& & § ©&8 X8
= 0 9 = > é >

52 & 5 E
¥ 3 < E %%

¥ ¥ v Vi
% % % % %
1 Okulum Ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin ihtiyaglarini karsilayan 3.1 149 274 372 174
bir program uyguluyor.
2 Okulum, 6zel yetenekli 6grencilere egitim vermemde beni 49 247 299 288 118

desteklemek icin mesleki gelisimime destek saglamaktadir.
4 Ozel yetenekli 6grencilere normal simiflarda ders vermek 184 358 194 205 59
onlarin zaman kaybidir.
6 Ozel yetenekli 6grencileri genel miifredat alanlarmin 226 524 149 87 14
otesinde hizlandirmak igin ileri diizeyde bir anlayisa sahip
olmaliyim.

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Ozel yetenekli dgrenciler diger dgrenci gruplarindan farkhi dgrenme 6zelliklerine ve &grenme
ihtiyaclarina sahip Ogrencilerdir (Feldhusen, 1982; Gdémez-Arizaga ve digerleri, 2016). Ozel
yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaglar1 ve yetenek gelisimi siirecinde, 6gretmen yetkinlikleri
ve uygulanan program hayati 6nem tasimaktadir (Gagné, 2004). Bu sebepler dogrultusunda bu
calismada, genel egitim siniflarindaki brans 6gretmenlerinin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim
ihtiyaglarmi karsilamadaki yetkinlikleri, 6gretmenlere okul tarafindan saglanan destegin ve
programin etkinligi aragtirilmigtir. Aragtirma bulgularindan elde edilen en carpici sonuglardan biri
ogretmenlerin Ozel yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimi i¢in egitim alma oranimin ¢ok diisiik seviyede
olmas1 ve oOgretmenlerin kendilerini biiyiik oranda yetkin gormemesidir. Sayrnin (2018)
calismasinda belirtildigi gibi, 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel 6grenme ihtiyaglarini karsilamak igin
etkili bir mesleki egitim programina katilmalar1 gerekmektedir.

Calismada o0gretmen yetkinligi ve tecriibe arasindaki iligki incelendiginde, tecriibesi daha az olan
O0gretmenlerin daha yetkin olduklar1 ortaya ¢ikmistir. Cheung ve Phillipson’un (2008) ¢alismasinda
ise anlaml fark ¢gikmakla birlikte tecriibeli 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grenciler daha yetkin bir
sekilde rehberlik ettikleri ortaya ¢gikmuistir. Bu ¢alismada elde edilen bulgu Hansen ve Feldhusen’in
(1994) calismasina da zittir. Tecriibesi daha az olan Ogretmenlerin kendilerini daha yetkin
hissetmelerinin nedeni son zamanlarda artan BILSEM istihdamina hazirlik olarak diisiiniilebilir. Bir
diger acidan, Ozel yetenekli Ogrencilerin egitimi hakkinda herhangi bir egitim almayan
ogretmenlerin alan Ogretmenlere gore kendilerini daha yetkin tanimlamalarmin sebebi bu
ogrencilerin bireysel ve 6grenme Ozellikleri ve 6gretim ihtiyaglarinin nasil olabilecegine kars: bilgi
eksikliginden kaynakl olabilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Bu sebeple Hujar ve Matthews’e (2021) paralel
olarak, 6gretmenlerin herhangi bir bilgiye sahip olmadan goriis belirtmelerinin ¢ok zor oldugunu
belirtmistir. Bu bulgudan, bir 6grenen grubunun biligsel, duyussal ve 6grenme karakteristikleri
hakkinda herhangi bir bilgi sahibi olmadan, bu grubun nasil bir 6grenme ihtiyacina sahip
olabilecekleri ve bu ihtiyacin smnif igerisinde nasil giderilebilecegini tasavvur edilmesinin zorlugu

215



Zekai Ayik * Muhammet Davut Giil * Mehmet Fatih Karacabey

belirtmektedir. Bulgularin, brans ve 6gretmen yetkinligi arasinda anlamli bir iliski gostermemesi,
belli bir branstan 6gretmenlerin yetkinlik sahibi olmadigini isaret etmektedir.

Ayrica, 6gretmenlerin yetkinliklerini desteklemeleri bakimindan, okulda uygulanan program,
materyal destegini ve okulun mesleki gelisimleri agisindan yetersiz bulmalar1 dikkate deger bir
durumdur. Gagné, 2004 ve VanTassel-Baska (2003) 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6grenme siireglerinde
bu gibi faktorleri cevresel faktorler olarak belirleyip, 6gretmen yetkinligi kadar 6nem atfetmektedir.
Bu yiizden, okullar hem kaynak hem de yonetimsel olarak yetkin olmadik¢a, 6gretmenlerin yetkin
olmasi ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaclarini karsilamada yeterli olmayacaktir.
Calismada genel olarak Ogretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli Ogrencilerin 6zel egitim ihtiyaclarmin
oneminin farkinda oldugu hem kendi yetkinlikleri hem de program/okul destegi kategorisinde
verilen cevaplardan anlagilmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin, 6zel yetenekli ogrencilerin 6zel egitim
ihtiyaglarini karsilamanin yaninda, bu 6grencilerin tanilama siirecinde etkin rol aldiklar1 makalenin
baginda belirtilmistir. BILSEM segimlerini, simf dgretmenlerinin aday gostermesi ile baslatildig
diistintildiigiinde, bu gibi diisiik diizeyde 0gretmen yetkinligi 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin tanima
siirecini sekteye ugratacaktir. Bu calisma, Kagan’a (1992) paralel olarak, Ogretmenlerin 6zel
yetenekli 6grencilere iliskin kapsamli bilgiye sahip olmalar: i¢in hem hizmet i¢i hem de hizmet
oncesi donemde iyi hazirlanmis mesleki egitim almalar: sarttir.

Bu ¢alisma Sanlurfailinde gorev yapan 0gretmenler ile yapilmistir. Calismanin ilk 6nerisi diger iller
veya daha genis capli bir arastirma yapilmasidir. Ayrica, bu ¢alisma algiya yonelik bir calisma
oldugu icin, 6gretmenlerin bilmediklerini biliyor gibi isaretleyebilme ihtimali vardir. Bu sebeple
gozlem, dokiiman analizi gibi nitel ve karma calismalar yapilabilir. Calisma sonuglarndan
cikabilecek diger bir 6neri ise 6gretmenlerin 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin karakteristik 6zellikleri ve
ogrenme ihtiyaclarinin nasil karsilanacagi tizerinde tecriibe etmeye dayanan hizmet igin egitimler
almasidir.

Etik Kurul Onayr: Bu aragtirmanin etik kurul onayi, Harran Universitesi Sosyal ve Begeri Bilimler Etik
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