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What Characteristics of a Student Mo-
tivate Turkish Pre-service Elementary
School Teachers to Include or Not In-
clude Students in Gifted Education
Programs?

Smif Ogretmeni Adaylar1 Bir Ogren-
cinin Hangi Ozelliklerine Bakarak O
Ogrencinin Ustiin Zekali Olup Olma-
d1g1 Konusunda Karar Verir?

Omer Erdimez!

Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate Turkish
pre-service elementary school teachers’ reasons for
including or not including a student to gifted educa-
tion programs through eleven profiles (hypotethical
scenarios) originally created by five American ex-
perts in the field of gifted education. The original
profiles were translated and adapted to be more
relevant to Turkish culture. These profiles were
named “Student Profiles Survey” in this study. The
profiles were varied based on characteristics embed-
ded in each profile and I was able to create eight
versions (piles) of the Student Profiles Survey. The
data of this study was derived from a bigger study.
Only qualitative part of the bigger data set was re-
ported in this study. Participants of the study were
16 Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers
who were attending two colleges of Education at a
university located in Southeast of Turkey. After
filling the survey, Turkish pre-service teachers were
interviewed to explain their reasons to include/ not
include the students in the survey to gifted education
programs. Turkish pre-service elementary school
teachers explained their reasons for including the
students in the profiles to gifted education programs
mostly based on the personal, academic, and social
characteristics of the students embedded in the pro-
files but they did not often referred students’ charac-
teristics when they were explaining their reasons for
exclusion. Rather than explaining their reasons based
on characteristics of the students, Turkish pre-service
teachers increased their expectations and created
excuses to underestimate the potentials of the stu-
dents in the profiles when they were asked to explain
their reasons for exclusion.

Key Words: Turkish pre-service teachers, gifted,
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Oz

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, smif Ogretmeni adaylarmin
Ogrencileri {istiin zekalilar programina dahil edip
etmeme nedenlerini belirlemektir. Calismada kulla-
nilan veri toplama araci, iistiin zekalilar alaninda
uzman bes Amerikal tarafindan hazirlanmis olan ve
hayali {istiin zekali 6grencileri tamitan bir ankettir.
“Ogrenci Profilleri Anketi” olarak adlandirilan an-
ketteki on bir hayali 6grenciyi tanitan senaryolar
aragtirmaci tarafindan Ingilizceden Tiirkgeye cevrilip
uyarlanmuigtir. Ogrencilerin farkli 6zellikleri dikkate
almarak kurgulanan, hazirlanan hayali senaryolar,
sekiz farkli Ogrenci Profilleri Anketi’nin olugsmasini
saglamistir. Bu calismada kullanilan veriler ise daha
kapsamli bir ¢alismadan elde edilen verilerin sadece
nitel kismini olugturmaktadir. Calismanin katilimci-
lar1 Tiirkiye'nin glineydogusunda yer alan biiytik bir
tiniversitenin sinif d6gretmenligi programina devam
eden 3 ve 4. Siif Ogrencileridir. Anketi dolduran
Ogretmen adaylari ile goriismeler yapilmis ve anket-
te yer alan hayali 6grencileri {istiin zekalilar progra-
mina dahil edip etmeme nedenleri sorulmustur. Sinif
Ogretmeni adaylari, senaryolarda yer alan &grencileri
iistlin zekalilar programlarina dahil etme sebeplerini
agiklarken genelde 6grencilerin kisisel, akademik ve
sosyal Ozelliklerine vurgu yaparken dahil etmeme
sebeplerini aciklarken bu 6zellikleri goz ardi ettikleri
gozlemlenmistir. Ogretmen adaylar1 dahil etmeme
nedenlerini agiklarken o6grenci 6zelliklerine vurgu
yapmak yerine bahaneler {iretmis, 6grenciden yana
beklentilerini yiikseltmis ve bu &grencilerin var olan
potansiyellerini hafife alarak bu 6grencileri iistiin
zekalilar programina dahil etmeyeceklerini beyan
etmigtirler.
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Introduction

Teachers play an important role regarding referral of students to gifted education programs.
Most gifted referrals are made by teachers (Davis &Rimm, 2004; Hallahan, Kaufmann, & Pullen,
2009). Because of teachers’ crucial role at identification process, their perceptions, knowledge,
and levels of understanding of gifted students” characteristics become very important. Teachers’
shortcomings about gifted students” characteristics and their misperceptions about gifted stu-
dents might lead to fallacious referrals. As a result of lack of knowledge about gifted students
and misperceptions about these students, teachers might nominate non-gifted students or fail to
nominate students who are indeed gifted but who do not the meet the criteria that teachers be-

lieve represent the characteristics of gifted students (Erdimez, 2017).

Previous research has shown that some teacher level and student level factors might affect the
referral process. Student level factors are: students” cultural and ethnic backgrounds (Elhoweris,
Mutua, Alsheikh, & Holoway, 2005; Grantham, 2002; McBee, 2010), students’ personality traits
(Alvidrez& Weinstein, 1999; Endepohls-Ulpe & Ruf, 2005; Erdimez, 2017, Hunsaker, 1994;
Persson, 1998; Siegle, Moore, Mann,& Wilson, 2010), students” socio-economic status (Van Tassel-
Baska, Patton, & Prillaman, 1991), students” ages (Siegle et al., 2010), and the twice-exceptionality
of students (Bianco & Leech, 2010). Teacher level factors are: teachers” gender bias (Bianco, Har-
ris, Garrison-Wade, & Leech, 2011; Erdimez, 2017; Siegle & Reis, 1998), teachers’ gender
(Erdimez, 2017), the gifted status of teachers (Bégin & Gagné, 1994; Michener, 1980), teachers’
knowledge of giftedness (Bianco & Leech, 2010; Morris, 1987), teachers’ stereotypical views
(Erdimez, 2017; Grantham, 2002; Miller, 2009; Peterson & Margolin, 1997; Powell & Siegle, 2000),
and words describing students (Erdimez, 2017; Siegle et al., 2010).

As stated by Siegle (2001), not only aforementioned factors but also teachers’ their beliefs, biases,
attitudes, expectations and perceptions can impact their referral decisions. Because of these rea-
sons, when investigating teachers’ reasons of referral, any factors that constitute the identity of
teachers such as; the knowledge, culture, beliefs, biases, attitudes, and perceptions should be
taken into consideration. The questions such as; “How do teachers perceive the giftedness? What
lenses do they use to perceive the characteristics of a gifted student? Do their culture and
knowledge impact their perceptions of giftedness?” have substantial importance to better inves-
tigate and understand a teacher’s perception of giftedness. In this study, Turkish pre-service
elementary school teachers’ perceptions of giftedness were investigated through hypothetical
scenarios. Before reviewing studies focusing on perceptions of Turkish teachers, it might be bene-
ficial to review studies related to Turkish teachers” knowledge of giftedness to better understand

their perceptions of giftedness.
Turkish Pre-service and in-service Teachers” Knowledge of Giftedness

The number of studies focusing on Turkish Pre-service and in-service teachers’ knowledge of
giftedness is limited (Demirhan, Uyanik, Giingoren, & Erdogan, 2016; Inan, Bayindir, &Demir,
2009; Gokdere & Ayvaci, 2004). In this section, it will be explained to what extend that Turkish

teachers are trained or knowledgeable about gifted students and their characteristics.
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In a recent study, Demirhan, Uyanik, Giingoren and Erdogan (2016) surveyed 193 Turkish uni-
versity websites to determine to what extent the subject “gifted student” is included in the teach-
ing plan of elementary school teaching programs. The authors of the study found that 70 univer-
sities had an elementary school teaching program and among those universities, 68 of them of-
fered a special education course in which the subject “gifted student” was covered. When they
investigated the special education course content and objectives, the authors found that objec-
tives concerning “gifted student” take the last place among objectives of this course, and that
objectives focusing on characteristics of gifted students come across as one of the least addressed
objectives in the special education course. In addition, Demirhan et al. (2016) reported that only
four colleges of education in Turkey offer an elective course that covers topics about gifted stu-
dents and their characteristics. The findings of this study indicate that elementary school teacher
programs in Turkey do not provide enough training for pre-service teachers to recognize and

educate gifted students.

The knowledge of in-service teachers regarding gifted students and their characteristics is not
different from pre-service teachers. To determine in-service teachers’ awareness about character-
istics of gifted individuals, Inan, Bayindir and Demir (2009) developed and administered a sur-
vey to 75 in-service teachers who were working in one of the cities of Turkey. In—service teachers
stated their agreement or disagreement to 30 items regarding describing the characteristics of the
gifted individuals. The authors of the study concluded that in-service teachers were confused
about the characteristics of a gifted individual and a successful student. The authors claimed that
this confusion stems from their shortcomings about recognizing the characteristics of gifted indi-

viduals.

Another study that focused on in-service elementary school teachers” knowledge of giftedness
and the characteristics of gifted students revealed that in-service elementary school teachers do
not have enough knowledge to recognize gifted students based on their responses to the ques-
tionnaire developed by the researchers (Gokdere & Ayvaci, 2004). In-service elementary school
teachers’ responses to interview questions also revealed that most of the teachers define gifted
students with the characteristics of successful students. Results of the above-mentioned studies
indicate that colleges of education in Turkey do not provide enough training for pre-service
teachers to recognize gifted students and their characteristics. Teachers’ lack of training about
gifted students and their characteristics jeopardizes potential gifted students” education and fu-
tures. As a result, pre-service teachers’ knowledge and perception of giftedness have become

very important.
Turkish In-service and Pre-service Teachers’ Perceptions of Giftedness

Similar to studies focusing on Turkish pre-service and in-service teachers’ knowledge of gifted-
ness, the number of studies focusing on Turkish pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions
of giftedness is limited (Akar&Akar, 2012; Capan, 2010; Ozsoy, 2014; Tezcan, 2012). When inves-
tigating these studies, one can see that one of these studies was about pre-service teachers” per-
ceptions of giftedness (Capan, 2010) and the other three were about in-service teachers’ percep-
tions of giftedness (Akar&Akar, 2012; Ozsoy, 2014; Tezcan, 2012). Although all four studies used
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qualitative methods to investigate pre-service and in-service teachers” perceptions of giftedness,
two of the studies used metaphorical representations, words or objects used to describe some-
thing (Capan, 2010; Ozsoy, 2014) and the other two studies used semi-structured interviews to
collect the data.

Capan’s (2010) study about Turkish pre-service teachers’ perceptions of gifted students was the
first to use metaphors to detect those perceptions. The study participants consisted of 211 pre-
service teachers enrolled in nine different programs of a college of education at an established
university. Capan (2010) gave pre-service teachers the following statement and asked them to fill
in the blank spaces: ‘A gifted student is like / resembles ............... , because......... " Pre-service
teachers created 128 different metaphors, which were classified under 13 categories/themes. The
most frequently used metaphors were valuable mineral, computer, fertile land and diamond. The
author of the study concluded that, generally, pre-service teachers were able to describe gifted
students and their characteristics, but pre-service teachers’ lack of knowledge about how to edu-
cate those students made pre-service teachers think that gifted students would not perform at a

level appropriate to their potentials.

The second metaphoric study about perceptions of giftedness was conducted with 75 students,
teachers and parents of students who were attending a Science and Art Center, a state after-
school program designed for gifted students (Ozsoy, 2014). The participants of the study created
75 different metaphors to describe the gifted student. Diamond, light and tree were the most fre-
quently used metaphors to describe the gifted student. Seven categories/themes were created
based on metaphors created by participants of the study. The author of the study concluded that
students’, teachers” and parents” metaphors were homogenous. “The person who is different
than his/her peers” was the category/theme, which consisted of the highest number of metaphors
(18). Although the author of the study claimed that the participants were able to recognize gifted
students, the category/theme that consisted of the highest number of metaphors showed ambigu-
ity. The participants of the study describe a gifted student as “someone who is different from
his/her peers,” but they did not explain how or in what way the gifted student is different from
his/her peers. The ambiguity might have been as a result of participants’ lack of knowledge about
the characteristics of gifted students. The biggest limitation of ézsoy’s (2014) and Capan’s (2012)
studies were related to collection of the data. Using only metaphors to detect pre-service teachers’
perceptions of giftedness migh not provide a broad picture about these teachers’” perceptions and

knowledge level of giftedness.

In another study, Akar and Akar (2012) investigated in-service teachers” perceptions of giftedness
through semi-structured interviews. The study consisted of 155 in-service teachers who were
working for public schools in one of the cities of Turkey. Among those teachers, 88 of them were
elementary school teachers and the rest of them were teachers of different subject areas. The re-
searchers asked in-service teachers how they define giftedness and what the characteristics of
gifted individuals are. In-service teachers defined giftedness as follows: having a gift or talent,
having different characteristics, being successful and having high IQ or intelligence. In-service
teachers’ ideas about characteristics of gifted students were categorized under 9 themes. The first

five themes were categorized as positive characteristics and the last four were categorized as
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negative characteristics of gifted students by the researchers: being different, curious, creative,
successful, having high communication skills, asocial, having behavior problems, hyper-active,
and bored. The researchers concluded that Turkish in-service teachers did not have enough
knowledge about giftedness and were not able to differentiate the gifted student from the suc-
cessful one. This study also emphasizes the importance of a teachers” knowledge level of gifted-
ness. Pre-service and in-service teachers should receive some training or take some courses to

better recognize the gifted students.

The last study about in-service teachers’ perceptions of giftedness was different from previous
studies mentioned in this section based on the results of the study (Tezcan, 2012). The study’s
participants were 15 early childhood teachers; 5 of them working for public schools and 10 of
them for private schools. The researcher used semi-structured interviews to detect early child-
hood teachers’ perceptions towards gifted children and their education. The author of the study
concluded that early childhood teachers consistently perceived and defined giftedness as a con-
cept based on excellence in cognitive abilities. Although the other perception studies found that
pre-service and in-service Turkish teachers did not have enough knowledge to recognize gifted
students and their characteristics, in Tezcan’s (2012) study, pre-service teachers were able to rec-
ognize gifted students and their characteristics based on excellence in cognitive abilities. The dif-
ference between Tezcan’s (2012) study and other perception studies can be better explained when
investigating educational backgrounds of early childhood teachers who participated in that
study. All 15 early childhood teachers at least took a course about gifted education during their
undergraduate or graduate education; 4 of them took in-service training about gifted education

and 5 of them took at least a seminar about gifted education.

Based on the findings of the studies focusing on Turkish in-service and pre-service teachers’ per-
ceptions of giftedness, first of all, we can conclude that pre-service teachers, especially pre-service
elementary school teachers, do not receive enough training about gifted students, their character-
istics and education at colleges of education in Turkey (Demirhan et. al., 2016; Gokdere & Ayvaci,
2004; Inan, Bayindir, & Demir, 2009). Second, pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions of
giftedness were negatively affected by those teachers’ lack of knowledge about gifted students
and their characteristics (Akar & Akar, 2012; Capan 2010; Cjzsoy, 2014). Third, the number of
studies focusing on pre-service and in-service teachers” perceptions of giftedness is limited (Akar
& Akar, 2012; Capan, 2010; Ozsoy, 2014; Tezcan, 2012). More studies are needed to better under-
stand pre-service and in-service teachers’ perceptions of giftedness and what factors motivate
them to nominate students to gifted education programs. Last, teachers” knowledge about gifted
students and their characteristics positively affect their perceptions of giftedness and ability to

recognize these students (Tezcan, 2012).
Purpose and Rationale

In this study, I used the student profiles created by Siegle et al. (2010) and a follow up interview
to investigate reasons of Turkish pre-service teachers to include/ not include students in the pro-
tiles to gifted education programs. The reasons of pre-service teachers to include or not include a

hypothetical student to gifted education programs might provide characterictics that pre-service
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teachers associate with giftedness. Because pre-service elementary school teachers have the high-
est possibility of attending some classes about gifted students and most of the gifted referrals
occur during elementary school years (McBee, 2006), pre-service elementary school teachers were
selected for this study to investigate reasons motivated them to include/ not include a student to
gifted education programs.Because teachers” knowledge about gifted students and their charac-
teristics positively affect their perceptions of giftedness and ability to recognize these students,
teachers” knowledge level of giftedness also investigated through their credentials in gifted edu-

cation. The following question guided the study:
Research Question:

1. What were Turkish pre-service teachers’ reasons to include/not include the students in

the profiles to gifted education programs?
Method

Research Design

This study has a qualitative research design (Creswell, 2014) to detect Turkish pre-service elemen-
tary school teachers’ reasons for nominating or not nominating students to gifted education pro-
grams. Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers were interviewed to explain their reasons
for including or excluding students in the profiles to/from gifted education programs. Semi-
structured interview questions (see Appendix A) were used to detect the reasons of inclusion or

exclusion.
Settings and Participants

Junior and senior Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers who were attending two differ-
ent colleges at Gaziantep University, Gaziantep College of Education and Nizip College of Edu-
cation, were recruited for this study. A total of 16 pre-service elementary school teachers from the
two colleges of education accepted to participate in the study. To be able to create a representa-
tive sample of pre-service teachers, at least two pre-service teachers who rated the same profiles
were asked for interviews. The number of junior and senior students who volunteered for inter-
views from both colleges was equal. I was able to verify gifted status of one pre-service teacher
and interviewed her. Information about interviewees” gender, affiliation, gifted status, and cohort

is provided in Table 1.

Table 1. Information about Interviewees’ Gender, Affiliation, Cohort, and Gifted Status

Colleges Gender Cohort Gifted Status
Male Female Juniors Seniors Yes No
Gaziantep 3 5 4 4 1 7
Nizip 3 5 4 4 0 8
Total 6 10 8 8 1 15
Instruments

To investigate what characteristics of hypothetical students motivated Turkish pre-service ele-
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mentary school teachers to include or not include these students to gifted education programs, I
used Student Pro-files Survey (Appendix A) created by Siegle et al. (2010) and interview ques-
tions (Appendix B). To investigate whether taking some courses related to gifted education af-
fects Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers’ perceptions of giftedness, these students’

credentials in gifted education used as an independent variable in this study.

Student profiles survey. Siegle et al. (2010) developed the Student Profiles Survey based
on their own experiences in gifted and talented programs or on characteristics that the research
literature indicated to influence students” selection for gifted and talented programs. In total, 11
different profiles were created and the gifted student described in each profile had different char-
acteristics (Siegle et al., 2010). Although 11 different profiles were created, they differed from one

another due to the characteristics embedded in each profile.

The original profiles were translated and adopted to be more relevant to Turkish Culture. All of
the profiles are presented in Appendix A and the characteristic variations are indicated in paren-
thesis at the top of each profile. Moreover, Table 2 provides the variables embedded in each pro-
file. As can be seen in the table below, the profiles included several variables, including but not
limited to gender, grade level, presence of ability, outside area of passion, length of passion, or-
ganizational ability, and so forth. Based on these variables, 64 different profiles were created in
total.

Table 2.Variables Embedded in Student Profiles Survey

Profiles Variables

Gender: Kadir/Keriman

P1
School Subject Interest: Turkish/Life Sciences/Math/Science

Gender: (Betul/Bilal)

P
2 Grade Level: First/Second/Third/Fourth)

Gender: Melek/Mustafa

P3
Presence of Ability: In Reading/In Math

Gender: Demet/Davut
P4 Outside Area of Passion: Dogs/Eagles
Length of Passion: Kindergarten/Second Grade

P5 Gender: Sami/Selma

Organizational Ability
Gender: Necip/Nalan

P6 Area of Ability: Math/Reading
Assertiveness
Gender: Gulay/Galip

pP7 .
Attention

s Gender: Leyla/ Lokman
Control Over Students
Gender: Ertan/Eylul

P9 .
Emotion

P10 Gender: Cemal/Canan
Relationship with Classmates

P11 Socio-economic Status

Family History in Gifted Programs

Interview questions. These questions helped me to investigate what characteristics of hy-

pothetical students motivated Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers to refer or not refer
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these students to gifted education programs (see Appendix B). Using these questions, characteris-

tics of student associated with giftedness were determined and investigated in depth.
Procedures

After receiving the site authorization from Gaziantep University, I was able to conduct my re-
search by using my personal networks at both colleges. The announcement of the study was
made in the classes of the colleges of education. The lay summary of the study was delivered to
the students. The students who agreed to take part in the study received the consent form of the
study and Student Profiles Survey. The students were asked to fill out and bring back the survey
to the class the following week. In the next four weeks, I visited the two colleges to gather the

surveys and make interviews with students who volunteered.
Reliability/ Validity Issues

I coded qualitative data gathered through the interviews along with a doctoral student who had
expertise in qualitative analysis. To calculate inter-coder agreement, two of the sixteen interviews
were coded separately by me and the doctoral student. The inter-coder agreement was calculated
by using Cohen’s Kappa (Cohen, 1960). The inter-coder agreement between two coders was at a
moderate level (i = .404, P < .001). After ensuring a moderate agreement between two coders, I

coded the rest of the interviews.
Data Analysis

To detect Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers” reasons to include or exclude the stu-
dents in the profiles in the gifted education program, their responses to interview questions were
analyzed by employing the Grounded Theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). By using this method, the
pre-service teachers’ responses were coded, compared and categorized. Open, axial, and selective

coding were used to create the main themes in the responses of the pre-service teachers.
Findings

Research Question: What were Turkish pre-service teachers’ reasons to include/ not in-

clude the students in the profiles in/from gifted education programs?

To determine Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers’ reasons for inclusion or exclusion
of the students in the profiles, the pre-service teachers” responses to interview questions were
coded for qualitative analyses. Interview questions aimed to investigate pre-service teachers’
reasons for their ratings on the Students Profile Survey. As seen in Appendix B, interview ques-
tions focused on reasons of inclusion or exclusion and detecting characteristics of the students,
which motivated pre-service teachers to include or exclude these students in or from gifted pro-
grams. Pre-service teachers explained their reasons for inclusion or exclusion based on character-
istics of the students in the profiles. This was more common among inclusion codes. As men-
tioned before, pre-service teachers’ knowledge level of giftedness was the independent variable
of this study. Because none of the pre-sevice teachers took any classes related to gifted education,
I was not able to investigate how pre-service teachers” knowledge level affected their perceptions
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of giftedness. Only pre-service teachers’ reasons of inclusion and exclusion were reported with-

out any comparisons.

The reasons to “definitely include” and “definitely not include” combined under opposite cate-
gories: inclusion and exclusion codes. For the responses of “include with reservations”, inclusion
reasons added to inclusion codes and explanations for “reservations” added to exclusion codes.
For the responses of “not include with reservation”, reasons for non-inclusion added to the exclu-
sion category and reasons for “reservations” added to the inclusion category. In responses with
“reservations”, pre-service teachers usually described characteristics opposite of the first part of
their response. Because of that reason, the codes for the first part of responses with reservations

added one category and the codes for the “reservations” part went under the opposite category.
Reasons for Inclusion

When Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers were asked why they would include the
students in the profiles for gifted education programs, they mostly explained their reasons of
inclusion based on the characteristics of the students in the profiles. Based on the pre-service
teachers” responses to interview questions, 49 different inclusion codes with a total frequency of
307 were created for inclusion category. The inclusion codes were categorized under five themes:
academic characteristics, cognitive characteristics, personal characteristics, social-emotional char-
acteristics and controversial issues in gifted education (see Table 3). As seen in Table 3, Turkish
pre-service teachers explained their reasons of inclusion mostly based on academic and personal
characteristics of these students. Twenty six different codes with total frequency of 222 were un-
der these two categories. The frequencies of codes under the Cognitive Characteristics theme and
Social-emotional theme were very close to each other and controversial issues in gifted education

had the lowest number of codes and frequency.

Academic characteristics. Turkish pre-service teachers often referred to academic charac-
teristics of the students in the profiles when explaining their reasons of inclusion. In total, 11 dif-
ferent codes were created under this theme. Reading skills /achievement, academic achievement,
mathematical skills/achievement and large vocabulary were some of the codes with the highest
frequencies (see Table 3). Pre-service teachers more often referred to academic characteristics of
the students in the profiles while explaining their reasons of inclusion. For instance, a pre-service
teacher (P5011) explained her reasons of including Melek, the female student who is introduced
as an avid reader and who understands math concepts quickly in Profile 3, as follows:

“I rated this one as definitely include. I have looked at characteristics of Melek. In general, gifted students’
verbal abilities are advanced. They are people who like to talk and discuss. And If Melek is a talkative per-
son then ... she also has a large vocabulary and plays with words. Then, I would like to include this stu-
dent to the special education program. I mean special education program for gifted kids, because she reads
books which are above her peers” level, the books which are not appropriate for her age. She reads those be-
cause she comprehends them. She even comprehends mathematical concepts in a faster way”.

Another pre-service teacher responded to the question of why she would include Nalan, a female
student who was assertive and had excellent math abilities as introduced in Profile 6, to the gift-
ed education program based on academic characteristics of this student;
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“Because she has excellent mathematical skills. For me, mathematical abilities can be counted as problem
solving abilities. She is also organized and this is important for me. I believe gifted persons will be orga-
nized in every task. Expressing ideas in an appropriate way is also important. Because of these reasons, I
would include her...”

Table 3. Inclusion Themes and Codes

Personal Characteristics f(115)  Academic Characteristics £(107)
Being curious 33 Reading skills/achievement 24
Desire to learn in-depth 10 Academic achievement 20
Desire to share the knowledge 9 Mathematical skills/achievement 18
Searcher/researcher 9 Large vocabulary 10
Watching the Science Channel 8 Excel in writing 9
Passion 8 Playing with words 7
Interest in more than one area/different areas 8 Creative story writing 6
Talkative/ verbal abilities 6 Getting good grades 5
Humor 6 Neat schoolwork 4
Critical/Questioning 5 Active class participation 3
Asking thoughtful questions 5 Making connections with course 1
Having more than one characteristics 3

Organized 3

Loving discussions 1

Prone to study 1

Cognitive Characteristics f(31)  Controversial Issues in Gifted Education £(19)
Recall abilities 6 Multiple Intelligence/types of intelligence 8
Memorization skills 6 Effects of nature/ Family History in Gifted Programs 6
Ability to solve problems 6 Socio-economic status 3
Making connections between events/thoughts 5 Effects of nurture 2
Fast thinking /comprehension 4

Thinking more than one thing at the same time 3

Imagination 1

Social-Emotional Characteristics £(35)

Self-confidence 6

Dominant 5

Socialization with elders 4

Helping others 3

Leadership 3

Preoccupied 3

Being approved by others 3

Empathic 3

Emotional 2

Organization skills 1

Knows and Fells Bored 1

Introspective 1

Cognitive characteristics. This theme had six different codes with a total frequency of 31.
Recall abilities, memorization skills, ability to solve problems, making connections between
events/thoughts, fast thinking/comprehension, and imagination were the codes of this theme.
Turkish pre-service teachers did not often refer to the cognitive characteristics of the students in

the profiles when explaining their reasons for inclusion.

One of the Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers (P5033) explained her reasons for in-
clusion of Leyla, a female student who is good at recall abilities and a who has a dominant per-

sonality as explained in Profile 8, to gifted education programs based on her recall abilities;

“Here, I would include her because she has excellent recall abilities and writing skills [Burada da
kompozisyonyazmasivebilgilerihatirlamasikonusundacokmiikemmelbecerileresahipolduguicindahilederim]”
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Another pre-service teacher (P4013) referred to the problem solving abilities of Selma, an unor-
ganized bright female student who loves to learn as described in Profile 5, when explaining her

reasons of inclusion;
“Because she is social, has excellent problem solving abilities and has a desire to read”

Personal characteristics. Turkish pre-service teachers mostly referred to the personal char-
acteristics of the students in the profiles when explaining their reasons for inclusion. This theme
had the highest number of codes and frequency (see Table 3). Being curious, desire to learn and
desire to share knowledge were some of the codes under this theme. The code of being curious
had the highest frequency. Being curious was mentioned 33 times in responses of pre-service

teachers when explaining their reasons for inclusion.

A male pre-service teacher explained his reasons for including Azra, a bright high SES female

student who lives with her parents as described in Profile 11, based on her curiosity;

“I would include with reservations.... The reasons of inclusion are her high achievement and curiosity. We
see a curious person; curiosity means a person who is questioning and searching”

A female pre-service teacher (P5033) referred to another code created under personal characteris-

tics of the student when explaining her reasons of inclusion, sharing knowledge;

“It is stated in the profile that he tries to interrupt the teacher and shares the things he learned through
readings. This means...This made me to include him”

Social-emotional characteristics. Although 12 codes were created under this theme, the to-
tal frequency of these codes was 35. Turkish pre-service teachers did not very often refer to so-
cial-emotional characteristics of the students in the profiles. Self-confidence, socialization with

elders and helping others were some of the codes under this theme.

A male pre-service teacher referred to self-confidence and being dominant when he explains his
reasons for including Nalan, a voracious female fifth grader who has self-confidence in express-

ing her ideas;

“What I understand here is that Nalan is really curious and has a desire, which took her to success. And
also she expresses her ideas fearlessly. This means she has a high self-confidence. A person who is self-
confident trusts their own self and own knowledge. She even convinced her parents to make a fish pond in
their backyard. She is that much a dominant character. In my eyes, dominant characters are among gifted
people. Because of these reasons, I would include her.”

A female pre-service teacher also referred to social-emotional characteristics of gifted stu-
dents when explaining her reasons for inclusion. When she was asked for reasons of including
Keriman, a quiet and introspective student who is interested in Turkish, she explained the reason

as follows:

“For instance, she does not talk with her friends. May be she does not like what her friends talk about or
these things are not appropriate to her level. She more prefers to talk with her teachers. She prefers to walk
alone during break or talking with her teachers.”
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Controversial issues in gifted education. Turkish pre-service teachers rarely referred to
the controversial issues in gifted education. The codes in this theme referred to ongoing discus-
sions in gifted education such as nature vs. nurture (Yun Dai & Coleman, 2005), effects of socio-
economic status on intelligence, and multiple vs. general intelligence (Waterhouse, 2006); because
of this reason, these codes were combined under the theme of controversial issues in gifted edu-
cation. Only four different codes were under this theme. Total frequencies of all four codes were
19. Multiple intelligences/types of intelligence, socio-economic status, effects of nurture and ef-

fects of nature/family history in gifted education were the codes of this theme.

Two pre-service teachers, P1002 and P7010, referred to two different codes of this theme, effects
of nature/family history in gifted education and emotional intelligence/ types of intelligence,
when they were asked to explain their reasons for including Azra (Profile 11.2) and Eylul (Profile
9.7), respectively;

“It might be genetics because she has a gifted brother. In addition, she shows high achievement and watches
the science channel although she is a second grader.”

“I would definitely include her. She has excellent reading skills. She is a highly sensitive young woman
who reacts with strong emotions. I think this shows that she has an emotional intelligence which is at a
high level.”

Reasons for Exclusion

When Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers were asked why they would not include
the student in the profile to gifted education programs, they mostly explained their reasons of
exclusion not based on the characteristics of the student in the profile, but based on excuses and
explanations that underestimate the potential of the students in the profiles. Although four out of
five themes in this category focused on characteristics of the students, the fifth theme, which was
labeled as extra-ordinary expectation and underestimating the potential, had a total frequency of
78, which was more than the sum of the frequencies in the other four themes. The other four
themes were academic characteristics, cognitive characteristics, personal characteristics and so-

cial-emotional characteristics (see Table 4).

Extraordinary expectation and underestimating the potential. The total frequencies of
codes under this theme were higher than the total frequency of all of the other themes of exclu-
sion. There were 11 different codes with a frequency of 78. Pre-service teachers, rather than focus-
ing on characteristics of students, explained their reasons of exclusion mostly based on the codes
in this theme. Normal / average student, interest into only one area, bright but not gifted and
curious but not gifted were some of the codes of this theme. The codes in this theme showed that
pre-service teachers have extra-ordinary expectations as it relates to including a student in a gift-

ed program. The students without these skills or abilities were not perceived as gifted.

A female pre-service teacher (P1002) explained her reasons for not including Demet, a female
fourth grader who has been passionate about eagles since second grade, to the gifted education

program, referring her interest into only one area:
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“I did not see anything here. She is just doing something about eagles. Her only interest area is eagles and
nothing more. In my opinion, gifted people progress faster and should be more assertive..... I would have
included her if she was interested in science-fiction but she only has an interest in eagles and I think she
has visually something different...”

Another female pre-service teacher (P2016) also explained her reasons for not including
Bilal, a second grader who is an active class participant, to the gifted education program. She

expressed her extra-ordinary expectation from a gifted student with following sentences:

“I did not add Bilal to that category because being good at one area does not make you gifted. For instance,
are all painters gifted? Painters do good paintings. Or a very good teacher is gifted? Being good at one
thing does not make you gifted. It should be in more than one area and this achievement should be demon-
strated internationally. For instance, 1 read news about a 12 years old Chinese student who was found
cognitively at a university student level. He knows many languages. This is a scary brain. For me, this
student is gifted. This is my opinion.”

Table 4. Exclusion Themes and Codes

Extra Ordinary Expectation / Underestimating the £(78) Social-Emotional Characteristics £(41)
Potential
Normal /average student 27 Emotional/ cry easily 10
Interest into only one area 17 Do not have self-confidence 7
Bright but not gifted 12 Disruptiveness/ negative behaviours 6
Interest not intelligence 7 Introspective 5
Extraordinary expectation 5 Dominant 5
Being good at in only one area /intelligence type 3 Not respecting others' ideas 2
Curious but not gifted 3 Not being approved by others 1
Expecting achievement in more than one area 2 Not being able to reflect his personality 1
Nurture not intelligence 1 Not being able to prove him/herself 1
High SES 1 Being affected by others 1
Preoccupied 1
Getting angry 1
Cognitive Characteristics £(13) Academic Characteristics £(4)
Not to remember/Forget 8 Fall behind friends 2
Attention deficit 1 Not writing down the thoughts 1
Not being able to make connections between 1 Not in the top 10 percentile 1
thoughts
Memorization/not a creative thought 3
Personal Characteristics £(18)

Switching tasks without completion
Strange humor

Making comments not related to the topic
Not interested in science-fiction

Not organized

Introspective

=N W W e

Social-emotional characteristics. Turkish pre-service teachers more often referred to the
social-emotional characteristics of the students in the profiles when explaining their reasons for
exclusion. Twelve different codes were created under this theme. This theme had the second
highest number of codes among exclusion themes. Emotional /cry easily, do not have self-
confidence, disruptiveness/negative behaviors and introspective were some of the codes of this

theme.

One of the pre-service teachers (P4013) explained Eyliil’s emotional and easy to cry personality as

a reason for not including her:
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“Her reading skills are good but... It is stated that Eylul is immature for her age and cries easily when she
doesn’t get her own way. This is the reason why I did not include her”

Another pre-service teacher (P3004) also referred to social-emotional characteristics of Necip

(Profile 6) and explained his reasons of exclusion based on his self-confidence:

“He is also like Demet. Demet had an interest in dogs. Necip has an interest in fishes and only in fishes.
Actually this is good from one perspective, but we cannot say it is very good. I think he is at an average
student level. He is a successful student who does his homework. Since he believed that others’ ideas are
superior from his ideas, I mean, since he could not express his ideas very well, he accepted others’ ideas. 1
think a gifted student should always insist on ideas he/she has. They should not give up easily.”

Personal characteristics. Switching tasks without completion, strange humor, making
comments not related to the topic, not interested in science fiction and not organized were five
codes of this theme. These codes were mentioned 18 times by pre-service teachers when explain-
ing their reasons for exclusion. A male pre-service teacher referred to humor skills of Melek, a
verbal female student who has a large vocabulary and enjoys playing with words, when explain-

ing his reason to not to include her in the gifted education program with the following statement:

“Why I would not include this student? Ok. This student is talkative but there is a lot of unnecessary in-
formation given to students. For me, intelligence is very important in humor. As I see, her humor is not
appreciated by people around her. If she wants her humor to be appreciated by others, she should use the
information she obtained in a nice and clever way. Since she did not use that way, it does not mean any-
thing. Although at the end it is stated that Melek turns in her assignments on time and has quality ranging
from assignment to assignment, most things are negative here.”

Another pre-service teacher (P5033) also referred to ‘switching tasks without completion’, a per-
sonal characteristicc when explaining her reasons of exclusion. She stated that Giilay, a lively
fourth grade student who has a passion for whales, should not be included in the gifted educa-

tion program because of this characteristic:

“Because, she is always pre-occupied. I underlined that part. It is also stated in the profile that Giilay’s
interest in different areas makes her switch tasks without completion. This means she does not complete
tasks. This causes me to not include her. Maybe a topic did not attract her but.... For example scientists
work for years, even some of them spend their life for a passion. Why they do not quit? It should not be
quitted”

Cognitive characteristics. Not to remember / forget, attention deficit, not being able to
make connection between events and thoughts and memorization / not creative thought were the
codes of this theme. These codes were mentioned 13 times by Turkish pre-service teachers when
explaining their reasons of exclusion. A female pre-service teacher (P5033) stated that not to re-
member /forget was a reason for her to not to include Keriman, a quiet and introspective student
who gets lost in thought and frequently has no idea what was just said, to gifted education pro-

gram:

“Why I would not include her? It is stated that her comments are not related to the topic and she is lost
among thoughts and does not remember what was said although she knows the topic. First of all, she is
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forgetful and does not remember what she has been doing and talks off topic. Although she is an organized
student, this is not enough to be gifted. I would not include her”

Academic characteristics. Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers rarely referred to
academic characteristics of the students when they were explaining their reasons of exclusions.
Fall behind friends, not writing down the thoughts and not in the top 10 percentile were the only
codes under this theme. These three codes were mentioned only four times by the pre-service

teachers.

A male pre-service teacher (P8025) explained his reasons of not including Betiil, a fourth grader
who is an active class participant, to the gifted education program with the following explanation

by referring to her academic characteristics:

“I would not include her because it is stated that although her friends move to a new topic... In the follow-
ing sentence, it is stated that she believes that she does not have enough time. She falls behind her friends in
regard to fast thinking skills. This sentence made me to think that way”

Discussion

Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers’ responses to the research question provided the
pre-service teachers’ reasons and rationale for including or not including the students in the pro-

files to gifted education programs.
Reasons for inclusion

As seen from Table 3, the pre-service teachers referred to characteristics of the students when
they were explaining their reasons for inclusion. Four out of five themes created under the inclu-
sion codes were about the characteristics of the student, namely academic, personal, cognitive,
and social-emotional characteristics. The last theme of inclusion was labeled as controversial is-
sues in gifted education. This theme received the lowest frequency among the other inclusion
themes. Personal and Academic characteristics themes received the highest frequencies. More
than two-thirds of all the inclusion codes were under these two themes. Pre-service teachers
mostly explained their reasons for including the students in the profile based on the personal and

academic characteristics of the students described in the profiles.

Being curious, reading skills /achievement, academic achievement, mathematical
skills/achievement, large vocabulary, and desire to learn in depth were the codes of academic and
personal characteristics themes which received the highest frequencies. Although participants of
this study used more words and codes to describe the characteristics of the gifted student, the
result of this study are consistent with Akar and Akar (2012) regarding the codes created to de-
scribe the characteristics of gifted students. The researchers investigated Turkish in-service
teachers’ perceptions of giftedness and found that being curious and academic achievement were
the two of the five positive characteristics used by in-service teachers to describe gifted students.
This study and the Akar and Akar (2012) study showed that Turkish pre-service and in-service
teachers mostly refer to the visible characteristics of the gifted students such as being curious and
academic achievement when they were asked to describe the characteristics of the gifted students
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or when they rationalize their reasons for including a student into gifted education programs.
Reasons for exclusion. In contrast to inclusion codes, the pre-service teachers did not often refer
to the characteristics of the students when they were explaining their reasons for not including
the students in the profiles to gifted education programs. Turkish pre-service elementary school
teachers explained their reasons for not including the students in the profiles to gifted education
programs based on excuses and explanations that underestimate the potential of the students in
the profiles. Although four out of five themes in this category focused on characteristics of the
students, the fifth theme, which was labeled as extraordinary expectation and underestimating
the potential, had a total frequency of 78, which was more than the sum of the frequencies of the
other four themes. The other four themes were academic characteristics, cognitive characteristics,

personal characteristics and social-emotional characteristics (see Table 4).

Normal/average student, interest in only one area, bright but not gifted, and curious but not gift-
ed were some of the exclusion codes of the extraordinary expectation and underestimating the
potential theme. The codes in this theme showed that pre-service teachers have extraordinary
expectations as it relates to including a student into a gifted program. The exclusion code of “in-
terest in only one area” shows that Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers believe that
gifted people have a general intelligence that enable them to be gifted in every area. This result is
consistent with the findings of Sak (2011) in which he investigated misconceptions, dogmas and
trendy views of Turkish society about giftedness. Sak (2011) found that 34.4 % of participants in
the study had omniscient belief; gifted people have a general intellectual capacity that enables
them to be gifted in everything.

The social-emotional characteristics theme received the second highest number of codes under
exclusion codes. Emotional /cry easily, do not have self-confidence, disruptiveness/negative be-
haviors and introspective were some of the exclusion codes under this theme. Turkish pre-service
elementary school teachers did not associate any social-emotional weaknesses with gifted stu-
dents; therefore, students who were crying easily, introspective, having behavior problems, and
not having self-confidence were not perceived as gifted. Persson (1998) found that teachers per-
ceive gifted students as emotionally more mature than their peers. Our results are consistent with
the findings of Persson (1998) but contradicting with previous studies which investigated Turkish
teachers’ and lay people’s perceptions of giftedness (Akar & Akar, 2012; Sak, 2011). In Akar and
Akar (2012) study, the authors found that not being social (introspective), having behavior prob-
lems were two of the four negative characteristics used by Turkish in-service teachers to describe
gifted students. In the other study (Sak, 2011), the author found that 60.5 % of Turkish people had
syndromic belief, most gifted people possess a set of psychological symptoms such as paranoia,
mania, depression, and antisocial tendencies, about gifted people. The results of this study indi-
cated that in contrast to previous gifted perception studies (Akar & Akar, 2012; Sak, 2011), Turk-
ish pre-service elementary school teachers did not associate any social-emotional weaknesses
with gifted students and did not include the students who have these characteristics to gifted

programs.

Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers rarely referred to personal, cognitive and academ-

ic characteristics of the student when they were explaining their reasons for exclusion. The total
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frequency of codes created under these three themes was less than the frequency of social-
emotional characteristics theme. Turkish pre-service teachers mostly explained their reasons for
not including the students in the profile based on excuses and explanations that underestimate
the potential of the students in the profiles or based on social-emotional characteristics of the
students. SpeirNeumister, Adams, Pierce, Cassady, and Dixon (2007) stated that if a teacher is not
sure whether a student is gifted, he/she will be less likely to recognize strengths of the student.
Because the pre-service teachers who were part of this study did not take any classes about gifted
students and their education, they were unsure about the characteristics of gifted students, and
they were not able to recognize the strengths of the students in the profiles. This was especially

more visible when they were explaining their reasons for exclusion of students in the profiles.
Research Contribution

This study is the first study which investigated Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers’
reasons of referral. By asking these teachers, why they would or would not include the hypothet-
ical students in the Student Profile Survey to gifted education programs, I determined the charac-
teristics of the students that these teachers associate with giftedness. In addition, responses of
pre-service teachers provided more insight about Turkish Pre-service elementary school teachers’
perceptions of giftedness. The number of studies focusing on reasons of referral and Turkish pre-

service teachers’ perceptions of giftedness are needed.
Practical Implications

The results of this study revealed that Turkish pre-service teachers are not knowledgeable
about gifted students’ characteristics. When they were asked to explain their reasons to include
the students in the profiles, they mostly explained their reasons with personal and academic
characteristics of the students but they were not able to explain their reasons of exclusion based
on students’ characteristics. These results indicate that not being able to explaining the reasons
for exclusion comes from ambiguity or lack of knowledge about the characteristics of the gifted
individuals (SpeirNeumister, Adams, Pierce, Cassady, & Dixon, 2007). Policy makers should at
least consider adding a course about characteristics of the gifted individuals to elementary school

teaching programs’ curricula for a better gifted identification process.
Limitations

The first limitation of this study was the affiliation of the pre-service teachers who participated in
the study. The participants of this study were pre-service elementary school teachers who were
attending one of the Turkish universities, Gaziantep University. Because of that reason, general-
izing the results of this study to all Turkish pre-service elementary school teachers might be prob-

lematic.

The second limitation of the study was gifted students described in each profile. Almost every
scholar in the field of gifted education defines giftedness in a way to appropriate his/her perspec-
tive (Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Worrell, 2011) and uses certain characteristics when de-

scribing the gifted students. In this study, I used profiles originally created by five experts of gift-
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ed education; therefore, characteristics embedded in the profiles reflect these experts’ definition
of giftedness and characteristics they associated with gifted students. Other experts of gifted edu-
cation field might not agree that the students described in these profiles are gifted or not associ-
ate some of the characteristics embedded in profiles with gifted students. Because of that reason,
instead of exposing pre-service teachers with some pre-conceived ideas and theories, it might be
better to explore pre-service teachers perceptions of giftedness without providing some pre-
conceived ideas or theories in future studies. In future studies, asking pre-service teachers to de-
fine characteristics of gifted students, without providing any theories or pre-conceived ideas,
might be more insightful to investigate these teachers’ knowledge level of giftedness and their

perceptions of giftedness.
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Appendix A. OGRENCI PROFILLERI ANKETI

Profil 1. (Cinsiyet X Ders)

Kadir (Keriman) sessiz ve icine kapanik bir 6grencidir. Konusulan konuyu bilmesine ragmen
¢ogu defa fikirler arasinda kaybolur ve az 6nce ne sdylendigini hatirlamaz. Yaptig1 yorumlar ise
¢ogu zaman konuyla alakasizdir. Kadir (Keriman), her cesit kitab1 okumay1 sever. Ozellikle (Ha-
yat Bilgisi, Tiirk¢e, Matematik veya Fen Bilgisi) dersine ¢ok merakhidir. Diizenli bir 6grenci
olmamasina ve nadiren 6devlerini yapmasina ragmen sinavlarda iyi puan almaktadir. Onun igin
arkadaslar ile vakit gecirmek ¢ok da tercih edilen bir sey degildir. Teneffiislerde yalniz basina
okul icinde gezmeyi veya 6gretmenleri ile konusmay1 tercih eder.

Profil 2. (Cinsiyet X Sinif)

Betiil (Bilal) derse aktif katilan (birinci, ikinci, {i¢lincii, dordiincii)sinif 6grencisidir. Derste
islenen bir¢ok konu hakkinda ¢ok akillica sorular sorar. Arkadaglariin yeni bir konuya ge¢mele-
rinin tizerinden ¢ok zaman ge¢mesine ragmen o hala ayni konu ile ilgilenmeye devam eder. Bu
durum Betiil (Bilal) igin ¢ok can sikicidir, ¢linkii 6grenmesi gerekenler igin kendisine yeterince
zaman verilmedigini diistinmektedir. Betiil (Bilal) bir¢ok farkl: fikir ve olay arasindaki iliskiyi
gorebilmektedir. Etrafindaki insanlar tarafindan ¢ok anlasilmayan ve takdir edilmeyen farkl bir
espri anlayisina sahiptir.

Profil 3. (Cinsiyet X Matematik X Okuma)

Melek (Mustafa) ¢ok konuskan bir 6grencidir. Genis bir kelime hazinesine sahiptir ve kelime
oyunlar1 yapmaktan hoglanir. Onun yaptig1 espiriler genellikle etrafindaki insanlar tarafindan
pek begenilmez ve onaylanmaz. Sinif igi tartismalarda genellikle biitiin sinifi domine etmeye
calisir ve bagkalarmin fikirlerinin goriinmemesine sebep olur. Okumaya ¢ok hevesli ve arzulu
olmasma ragmen okudugu kitaplar genellikle yasina uygun goriinmemektedir. (Okuma heve-
sinden bahsetme). Matematik ile ilgili kavramlar: ¢ok hizli bir sekilde anlayabilmesine ragmen,
siire ile smirlandirilmis matematik testlerinde genelde iyi performans gosterememektedir (Ma-
tematikten bahsetme). Melek (Mustafa) 6devlerini zamaninda teslim eder ve 6devlerinin kalitesi
odevden 6deve farklilik gosterir.
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Profil 4. (Cinsiyet X Tutku Duydugu Alan X Tutku Siiresi)

Demet (Davut) kartallara (kopeklere) ikinci siiftan (anasinifindan)itibaren asir1 derecede me-
rakli olan dordiincii siif 6grencisidir. Odasmin duvarlar kartal (képek) posterleri ile kaplidir.
Kartallar (kdpekler) hakkinda okul kiitiiphanesi ve sehirdeki halk kiitiiphanesinde bulunan bii-
tiin kitaplar1 okumustur ve simdi de gevre illerin kiitiiphanelerinden kartallar (képekler) hak-
kindaki kitaplar1 siparis etmeye baslamistir. Her konusmaya veya 6deve bir sekilde kartallar:
(kopekleri) yerlestirmeye ¢calismaktadir. Yazdig ctimleler, yaptig1 6devler hep kartallar (kdpek-
ler) hakkindadir. Demet (Davut) kartallara (képeklere) o kadar ¢ok ilgi duymaktadir ki bir sekil-
de onlar1 matematik ve fen bilgisi derslerine bile dahil etmektedir. Siruf arkadaglar kartallar (ké-
pekler) ile ilgili konugsmalardan bikmislar ve Demet (Davut)’e yeni bir ilgi alan1 bulmasmi tavsi-
ye etmektedirler ama o kartallar (képekler) hakkinda ilk giinkii kadar meraklidir.

Profil 5. (Cinsiyet X Organizasyon Becerisi)

Sami (Selma) 6grenmeyi seven ve bircok arkadasi olan parlak bir doérdiincii smif 6grencisidir.
Sami (Selma) diizenli bir 6grencidir. (Genelde masasin1 diizenli tutmada zorlanir ve 6devlerini
yanlig yerlere koyar. Odevleri genelde diizenli degildir). Sami (Selma) cana yakin ve sosyal
biridir. Problem ¢6zme becerileri miitkemmel ve okumaya ¢ok isteklidir. Sami (Selma) tarihi
mekanlara ¢ok meraklidir. Tiirkiye’deki biitiin saraylarin bulundugu sehirleri ve bu saraylarin
yapilis tarihlerini ezbere bilir ama kendi okulunda organize edilen etkinliklerin tarih ve saatlerini
hatirlamakta zorluk ¢cekmektedir.

Profil 6. (Cinsiyet X Ders X Kendini ifade Etme)

Necip (Nalan) mitkemmel matematik becerilerine sahip (okumaya ¢ok merakl1 ve istekli olan)
besinci sinif 6grencisidir. Okulda basarili ve 6devlerini diizenli yapan bir 6grencidir. Cogu kez
kendi goriislerini agiklamaktan ¢ekinir ve fikirleri arkadaslarinin etkisiyle ¢ok cabuk bask: altina
almir. (O kendi fikirlerini korkusuzca dile getirir ve bazen bu kararlilig1 arkadaslar ile ara-
sinda gerginlige yol acar). Necip (Nalan) baliklar1 ¢ok sever ve buldugu her firsatta baliklar
hakkinda bir seyler okur. Hatta anne ve babasini arka bahgelerinde kiigiik bir balik havuzu yap-
ma konusunda ikna etmistir.

Profil 7. (Cinsiyet X Dikkat)

Giilay (Galip) bir¢ok konuya ilgisi olan yasama sevinciyle dolu bir dérdiincii sinuf 6grencisidir.
Onun son zamanlardaki tutkusu balina ve yunuslardir. Her giin sahile vuran balinalar ile ilgili
haberleri takip etmektedir. Oglen arasinda okuldaki arkadaglarini “Balinalari koruyalim” kam-
panyasina katilmalari igin ikna etmeye ¢alismaktadir. Giilay (Galip)'in ¢ok farkli alanlara olan
ilgisi sinif igerisinde onun bir konuyu veya 6devi tamamlamadan bagka bir konuya yénelmesine
sebep olmaktadir. Genelde dalgin ve diisiincelidir. (Giilay /Galip derste genellikle verilen et-
kinligi tamamlamaz, 6nceki etkinligi veya ddevi tamamlamadigim fark etmeden bir sonraki
etkinlige gecer. Giilay /Galip genellikle derste odaklanamamaktadir). Giilay (Galip)'in 6dev-
lerinden onun matematik problemlerini ¢ozmede yetenekli oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Yaratici
hikaye yazma konusunda ayrintili fikirleri olmasina ragmen bu fikirlerini ¢ok nadir yaziya dok-
mektedir.

Profil 8. (Cinsiyet X Diger Ogrenciler Uzerindeki Etki)

Leyla (Lokman) tarih dersine asir1 derecede ilgi duyan bir dordiincii sinif 6grencisidir. Osmanli
Imparatorlugu’nu yoneten biitiin padisahlarin adlarini ve imparatorlugu yonettikleri seneleri
ezbere bilmektedir. Leyla (Lokman) dominant (lider olarak dogmus) bir kisiliktir ve gittigi yol-
da arkadaslarinin kendisini takip etmesini saglayabilecek biridir. Leyla (Lokman)kompozisyon
yazma ve bilgileri hatirlama konusunda ¢ok miikemmel becerilere sahiptir.

Profil 9. (Cinsiyet X Duygu)

Ertan (Eyliil) cok miikemmel okuma becerileri olan bir dordiincii sinif 6grencisidir. Biitiin kitap
tiirlerini bir ¢irpida okuyup bitirmekle beraber en ¢ok fabl tiiriinii sevmektedir. Ertan (Eyliil)
olumsuz durumlar karsisinda ¢ok yogun duygusal tepkiler gosteren hisli bir kisidir. (Ertan /Eyliil
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kendi istedigi olmayinca kolayca aglayan, yasina goére olgun olmayan biridir). Ertan (Eyliil)
odevlerini diizgiin bir sekilde yapan ve zamaninda teslim eden bir 6grencidir.

Profil 10. (Cinsiyet X Arkadaslar ile iliskiler)

Cemal (Canan) mutlu ve parlak bir {igiincii sinif 6grencisidir. Sinif arkadaglariyla ¢ok iyi anlasa-
mamaktadir ve ¢ogu kez konuyu anlamayan arkadaslarina yardim etmesi istendiginde bu du-
ruma Ofkelenmektedir (O arkadaslariyla ¢ok iyi gecinen ve konuyu anlamayan arkadaslarina
her zaman yardimci olmaya calisan bir 6grencidir). Cemal (Canan) bilim kurgu olmayan kitap-
lar1 okumaktan hoslanir ve bu kitaplardan 6grendigi bilgileri simif arkadaslari ile paylasmak ister.
Cemal (Canan) giin icerisinde bir¢ok kez 6gretmenin soziinii yarida kesip ona ve sinuf arkadasla-
rina okuyup 6grendigi seyleri anlatmaya galismaktadir. Ogretmen, Cemal (Canan)’ in dgrenme
askini her ne kadar takdir etse de, sinifin diizenini bozan bu tavrinin diger 6grenciler icin prob-
lem oldugunu diistinmektedir.

Profil 11. (Ekonomik Durum X Ailede Daha Once Ustiin Zekali Olarak Tanimlanma Durumu)
Azra, anne-babasi ve lise ikinci sinifa giden kardesi ile beraber yasayan diizenli ve parlak bir
ikinci smif 6grencisidir. Ailesinin ekonomik durumu iyidir (kotiidiir). Azra duygusal, empatik
ve arkadaglar tarafindan kabul goren bir 6grencidir. Derslerinde {istiin basar1 gosteren merakl
biridir. Azra kaplumbagalara asir1 derecede ilgi duyan ve zamaninin bir¢ogunu bilim kanalin
izleyerek geciren biridir. Matematik alaninda {istiin zekal olan abisiyle cok iyi geginir (Ustiin
zekalilar programina kabul edilirse, ailesinde iistiin zekalilar programina kabul edilen ilk kisi
olacaktir).

Appendix B. INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Q.1. Why would you include/ not include .............. (student’s name in the profile) to the gifted
program?
Q.2. What characteristic/s of ................. (student’s name in the profile) made you decide to in-

clude/ not include him/her to the gifted program?

Q.3 What were your hesitations when including/not including .......... (student’s name in the pro-

file) to the gifted program?
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