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Giris: Bu ¢alismanin amaci istiin yetenekli ilkokul 6grencilerine yonelik 6gretmen aday bildirim dlgeginin
gelistirilmesidir. Gelistirilen lgegin kuramsal temeli Renzulli’nin Ug Halka Kurami’na dayanmaktadir.

Yontem: Bu galisma kapsaminda ilkokul dénemindeki {istiin yetenekli gocuklar1 belirlemek amaciyla ilkokul
Donemi Ustiin Yetenekli Cocuklar igin Ogretmen Aday Bildirim Olgegi (IDABO) gelistirilmistir. Calisma tarama
modelinde betimsel bir aragtirmadir. Calisma 1°de, temel eksenler analizine dayali agimlayict faktdr analizi
uygulanmistir. Calisma 2°de, giiclii maksimum olabilirlik kestirim y&ntemi kullanilarak yapilan dogrulayici faktor
analizi gerceklestirilmistir. Caligma 3°te, dlgegin gecerligi test edilmistir.

Bulgular: Pilot ¢alisma 507 katilimci ile 89 maddelik deneme formu kullanilarak gergeklestirildi. Pilot uygulama
asamasindan sonra dl¢ekte 50 madde kalmistir. 225 katilimeryla 50 maddelik lgek icin dogrulayici faktor analizi
gerceklestirilmistir. Analiz sonucunda, Slgege iliskin uyum indekslerinin miilkemmel uyuma sahip oldugu
belirlenmis ve 6l¢egin ikinci diizey ii¢ faktorlii ve 27 maddeden olusan yapist dogrulanmustir. Olgegin gecerliligine
iligkin yapilan incelemede iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler ile tipik gelisim gosteren dgrenciler karsilagtirilmis ve iistiin
yetenekli 6grenciler lehine istatiksel olarak anlamli fark elde edilmistir. Olgegin giivenirligine iliskin Cronbach’s
a ve tabakali Cronbach’s a, McDonald’s o, bilesik giivenirlik katsayilar1 ve ¢ikarilan ortalama varyans degerleri
incelenmistir. Olgegin tamamina ve alt boyutlarima iliskin giivenirlik katsayilarinin tamammin .95 iizerinde oldugu
belirlenmistir.

Tartisma: Bulgular dogrultusunda “Ilkokul Dénemi Ustiin Yetenekli Cocuklar i¢in Aday Bildirim Olgegi’nin,
gecerli bir 6lgme araci oldugu ve iistiin yetenekli gocuklari tanilamada giivenilir puanlar verecegi sdylenebilir.

Anahtar sézciikler: 1lkokul 6grencileri, tanilama, iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler, iistiin yeteneklileri tarama, iistiin
yetenekli ¢ocuklar igin 6gretmen aday bildirim 6lgegi.
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Giris

Alan uzmanlarinin birgoguna gore “iistin yetenek™ sosyal bir yapidir (Borland, 2021; Kaufman &

Sternberg, 2008). Kavrama atfedilen anlam zaman, kiiltir, toplumsal yap1, bélge (yer) gibi degiskenlere bagh

olarak degisebilmektedir. Bununla birlikte “Ustiin yetenekli birey kimdir?” sorusuna bagl olarak belirlenen

kriterler de farklilagsabilmektedir. Kabul edilen 6zel yetenek tanimi1 tanilamada kullanilan yontemlerin, testlerin ve

Olgeklerin segiminde dnemli rol oynar (Giigyeter & Sak, 2018). Dolayistyla bolgeler igin tanilamada kullanilacak
Olgme araglari ve tanilama yaklagimlari da farklilik gostermektedir (Pfeiffer, 2002).

Ustiin yetenek kavrami Tiirkiye’de Milli Egitim Bakanhgi (MEB) tarafindan su sekilde
tanimlanmaktadir: “Yasitlarina goére daha hizli 6grenen, yaraticilik, sanat, liderlige iliskin kapasitede 6nde olan,
ozel akademik yetenege sahip, soyut fikirleri anlayabilen, ilgi alanlarinda bagimsiz hareket etmeyi seven ve yiiksek
diizeyde performans gosteren birey” (MEB, 2018). Bakanligin yapmis oldugu tanimda genel zihinsel kapasitenin
yani sira hizli 6grenme, yaraticilik, sanat, liderlik gibi yeteneklere yer verilmistir. Zekanin ya da bilissel
yeteneklerin Olciilmesi bireylerin sadece tek bir niteligi hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmamiz1 saglar. Sadece zeka
testlerinin kullanildig1 bir yaklasimla bu tanima gore dgrencilerin bilissel kapasiteleri hakkinda bilgi sahibi olurken
tanimda yer alan diger niteliklere yonelik 6ngoriide bulunamayiz. Baska bir ifadeyle zeka testleri ile motivasyon,
yaraticilik ya da diger iistliin yetenegi tanimlayan nitelikleri degerlendiremeyiz. Dolayisiyla tanima uygun
tanilamanin yapilabilmesi igin bahsedilen kavramlar1 degerlendirebilecek olgme yaklagimlari tercih edilmeli,
degerlendirilmek istenen nitelige uygun testler, dlgekler kullanilmali ve buna uygun tanilama siiregleri takip
edilmelidir (Ayas & Kirisci, 2021; Bildiren, 2018a; Silverman & Gilman, 2020).

Ustiin Yetenekli Ogrencilerin Tamilanmasi

Farkli iilkelerde ya da ayni iilkenin farkli bolgelerinde muhtemel birgok iistiin yetenegi tanilama stratejisi
ya da prosediirii s6z konusudur. Bu g¢esitlilige ragmen genel olarak bu siire¢ birbirini izleyen asamalardan
olusmaktadir (Sak, 2017). Asamalarin sirasi ve sayisi egitim programinin amacina gore de farklilagabilir (Ayas &
Kirisci, 2021; Olszewski-Kubilius & Thomson, 2015). Tanilama siireci tim 6grencilerin 6gretmenleri, aileleri,
akranlar1 ya da diger uzmanlar tarafindan aday gosterilmeleri ile baglamaktadir (National Association for Gifted
Children [NAGC], 2015). Bu siirecte ¢esitli checklistler, davranig dlgekleri, 6gretmen ya da akran aday gosterme
Olgekleri, grup basart testleri gibi araglar kullanilabilir (Ayas & Kiris¢i, 2021; Rothenbusch vd., 2018). Aday
gosterme agamasi bir sonraki asama olan degerlendirme komisyonu agisinda zaman ve maddi giderlerin ekonomik
olarak kullaniminda 6nem tasimaktadir. Bu asama ayni zamanda Ogrencilerin bir sonraki asamalarda zaman
kaybetmelerini, duyussal olarak olumsuz etkilenmelerini 6nlemek a¢isindan da 6nemlidir. Bir sonraki asama zeka
testlerinin ya da alana 6zgii basar1 tetstlerinin kullanildigi asamadir. Bu asamada belirlenen kriterlere gére aday
gosterilen 6grencilerin aldiklar1 puanlar belirlenir. Her bir 6grenci i¢in elde edilen dlgme sonuglari uzmanlar
tarafindan bir sonraki asamada bir araya getirilerek degerlendirilir ve son agamada tanilanan dgrenciler uygun
programlara yerlestirilirler. Bu asamalarin her biri tanilamanin giivenilir bir sekilde gerceklestirilmesi agisindan
onemlidir. Bunlar igerisinde belki de en 6nemlisi aday gosterme asamasi olabilir. Aday gdsterme agamasinin dogru
ve giivenilir bir sekilde gergeklestirilememesi gergekten {istiin yetenekli olma ihtimali olan dgrencilerin gzden
kagmasina neden olabilir. Bu asamada &grencilerin spesifik yonlerinin degerlendirilmesini saglayan 6gretmen
goriisleri tistiin yetenegin tanilanmasinda 6nemli veriler sunmaktadir (Jarosewich vd., 2002).

Ogretmen Aday Gosterme Olgekleri

Geleneksel tanilama yaklagimlari sadece zeka testi puani ya da basari testi puanini temel alirken ¢agdas
yaklasimlar zeka puanlarinin yani sira 6gretmen, akran, aile, bireysel aday gosterme dlgekleri, protfolyolar ve diger
otantik dlgme yaklagimlarini bir arada kullanilmasini igermektedir (Brown vd., 2005). Pfeiffer’n (2002) iistiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin tanilanmasina yonelik en iyi uygulamalari 6nerdigi ¢alismasinda da sz ettigi tizere tanilama
¢oklu olgiimleri icermelidir. Tanillama siirecinde 6gretmenler dgrencileri hakkinda standartlastirilmis testlerden
elde edilemeyecek spesifik ozellikler hakkinda 6nemli veri kaynaklar1 olarak rol iistlenirler. Iyi tasarlanmus
dereceleme Slgekleri de dgretmenlere 6grencileri hakkinda gorislerini gilivenilir ve etkili bir sekilde 6zetleme
imkani sunar (Jarosewich vd., 2002).

Son yillarda iistiin yetenekli 6grencileri tanilamada 6gretmen goriislerinin kullanilmasi yaygin olarak
tercih edilen yontemlerden olmustur. Tanilamada ¢oklu kriter yaklagiminin yayginlasmasiyla birlikte dereceleme
Olgegi gelistirme calismasi da artis gostermistir. Ancak teknik olarak uygun olan aday gdsterme Olcegi oldukca
smirh sayidadir (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2007). Calismalarinda Jarosewich ve digerleri (2002), otuz bir 6lgek
arasindan en sik kullanilan ve en popiiler olan 6gretmen dereceleme 6lgeklerinin; Gifted and Talented Evaluation
Scales (GATES; Gilliam vd., 1996), Scales for Rating the Behavioral Characteristics of Superior Students
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(SRBCSS; Renzulli vd., 1997) ve Gifted Evaluation Scale, 2nd Edition (GES-2; McCarney & Anderson, 1998)
oldugunu belirtmistir. Her ne kadar GATES, GES-2 ve SRBCSS'min olumlu nitelikleri olsa da tanilamada
kullanishiligimi sinirlayabilecek teknik eksiklikleri de vardir. Bu 6lgeklerin sinirliliklari, normatif 6rneklemi temsil
etmemeleri, puanlayicilar arasi1 diisiik giivenirlige sahip olmalar1 ve tanilamanin dogruluguna iliskin kanitlarin
yetersiz olmasidir (Jarosewich vd., 2002). Bu 6lgeklerin yani sira alanyazinda yer alan diger 6nemli 6gretmen aday
gosterme Olgeklerinden bazilari ise sunlardir: HOPE Scale (Gentry vd., 2015), the Scales for Identifying Gifted
Students (Ryser & McConnell, 2004) ve Gifted Rating Scale (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003).

Tiirk¢e 6gretmen aday bildirim formu uyarlama ve gelistirme ¢aligmalar1 oldukg¢a siirh sayidadir. The
Gifted Rating Scale-Preschool/Kindergarten Scale’in (GRS-P) Tiirk¢e uyarlamasi yapilmistir (Karadag & Pfeiffer,
2016). Bu ¢alismanin ardindan okul 6ncesi dénem iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklar i¢in aday bildirim 6lgegi gelistirilmigtir
(Bildiren & Bikmaz-Bilgen, 2019). Her iki ¢aligmada da okul oncesi 6grencilerini aday gostermeye yonelik
oOlcekler tizerinde ¢alisilmistir. Ayrica, Sahin (2013) iistiin yetenekli ilkokul 6grencilerini aday gostermeyi iceren
bir 6lcek gelistirmistir.

Tiirkiye’de Ustiin Yetenekli Ogrencileri Tamlama

Tiirkiye’de 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin tanilanmasi okul 6ncesinden donemden itibaren Milli Egitim
Bakanligina bagl kurumlarda, &zel tanilama merkezlerinde ve Universitelerin ilgili birimlerinde
gerceklestirilmektedir. Ailelerin ya da 6gretmenlerin yonlendirmesiyle tanilama yaygin olarak MEB biinyesindeki
Rehberlik ve Arastirma Merkezleri’nde (RAM) standart zeka testleri ile yapilmaktadir (MEB, 2013, 2018).

Tiirkiye’de resmi tanilama islemleri MEB’e bagli Rehberlik Arastirma Merkezleri ve Bilim Sanat
Merkezleri’nin (BILSEM) isbirligi ile gergeklesmektedir. BILSEM &zel yetenekli dgrencilerin zenginlestirme
programi cercevesinde egitim alabilecekleri resmi bir kurumdur. BILSEM’de 6zel yetenekli 6grenciler ilkokul 1.
siniftan lise son sinif diizeyine kadar egitim alabilmektedir. BILSEM’de tanilama 6rgiin egitime devam eden 1. 2.
ve 3. smif 6grencileri igin gergeklestirilmektedir. Bu siireg; sinif 6gretmenlerine egitim verilmesi, 1.2. ve 3. sinif
ogretmenleri tarafindan gozlem formlarinin doldurulmasi, grup tarama uygulamasi, grup tarama uygulamasinda
basarili olan 6grencilerin yetenek alanlarina gore bireysel degerlendirilmeye alinmasi olmak {izere dort adimi
izleyen bir siirectir (MEB, 2019).

flgili yonetmelik geregi (MEB, 2019), sinif dgretmenleri tarafindan &grenciler tanilama igin aday
gosterilmektedir. Bu durum sinif 6gretmenlerinin sorumlulugunu arttirmaktadir. Ancak gerek uluslararasi gerekse
ulusal ¢aligmalarda, sinif 6gretmenlerinin istiin yetenege iliskin bilgi diizeylerinin yetersiz oldugu ve istiin
yetenek konusunda destege ihtiyag duydugu bir¢ok ¢alisma ile ortaya koyulmustur (Bildiren, 2018b; Perkovié
Krijan vd., 2015; Sahin, 2016; Sahin & Cetinkaya, 2015; Sahin & Kargin, 2013; Yuen vd., 2018). Bu baglamda,
iistiin yetenekli gocuklarin 6zelliklerini iyi diizeyde yansitacak aday 6lgekleri sinif 6gretmenlerinin gézlemlerini
destekleyebilecektir. Bu ¢alismada sinif 6gretmenlerinin iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklart dogru aday gosterebilmesi igin
Renzulli’nin (1978) ti¢lii halka modeline dayali aday bildirim 6l¢egi gelistirilmesi amaglanmigtir.

Yontem

Bu arastirma kapsaminda ilkokul dénemindeki iistiin yetenekli cocuklarin belirlenmesi amaciyla “Ilkokul
Donemi Ustiin Yetenekli Cocuklar i¢in Aday Bildirim Olgegi (IDABO)” gelistirilmistir. Calisma tarama
modelinde betimsel bir aragtirmadir (Fraenkel vd., 2012). Gelistirilen dlgege iliskin giivenirlik ve gecerlik kanitlari
da aragtirma kapsaminda yer almaktadir. Gegerlige dair kanit olmasi amaciyla yapir gecerligi baglaminda
acimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) ve dogrulayici faktor analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Ek olarak bilim ve sanat
merkezlerinde (BILSEM) destek egitimi alan {istiin yetenekli 6grenciler ile yalmzca ilkokulda dgrenim goren
ogrencilerin 6lgekten aldiklari puanlar arasinda manidar bir farklilik olup olmadig1 da incelenmis ve boylelikle
yine yapi gegerligine bir kanit sunulmustur. Son olarak giivenirlik analizleri yapilmistir.

Olcek Gelistirme Siireci

IDABO’niin gelistiriimesinde Renzulli’nin (1978) iistiin yetenekliligi tanimlamada ortaya koydugu iiglii
¢ember modelinden yararlanilmistir. Bu model {i¢ boyuttan olugsmaktadir ve boyutlarin kesisimi iistiin yetenegi
ifade etmektedir. Boyutlar genel yetenek, yaraticilik ve ise adanmishk olarak adlandirilmaktadir. Mevcut
calismanin aragtirmacilari uzman olarak literatiirii inceleyerek madde havuzunun olusturulmasinda aktif rol
oynamiglardir (Brody, 2007; Karadag & Pfeiffer, 2016; Renzulli, 2005; Renzulli & Reis, 2004, 2021; Schneider
& McGrew, 2012; Sahin, 2013). Uzman grubu, dort Gistiin yetenekliler alan uzmani ve iki 6l¢me ve degerlendirme
uzmanindan olusmaktadir. Ustiin yetenekliler alaninda uzman arastirmacilarin literatiire dayali olarak yazdig
maddeler tiim uzmanlar tarafindan birlikte gozden gegirilerek dogrudan ya da diizenlemeler yapilarak havuza dahil
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edilmistir. Maddelerin gézden gegirilerek havuza dahil edilmesi asamasi uzman grubunun 3 kez bir araya
gelmeleriyle ve madde havuzunu ayri ayr1 incelemeleri ile tamamlanmistir. Bu toplantilar sonucunda 98 maddelik
bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur ve maddeler her bir alt boyut (genel yetenek, yaraticilik, ise adanmislik) i¢in
“higbir zaman”, “nadiren”, “ara sira”, “siklikla” ve “her zaman” olmak tizere 5’1 likert tipindedir. Madde havuzu,
gelistirici uzman grubunun maddeleri yeniden gbzden gegirmesi ve bagka uzmanlardan da uzman goriisi
alimmasiyla 89 maddeye diismiistiir. Uzman goriisii veren toplam uzman sayisi ise 9 dlgme ve degerlendirme
uzmani ile 10 Ustlin yetenekliler alan uzmani olmak tizere 19’dur. Madde havuzunun uzman goriisleri
dogrultusunda nihai halini almasiyla birlikte Aydin ili merkezinde ve ilgelerinde ilk pilot uygulama
gerceklestirilmistir. Ik pilot uygulama veri setinde faktdr ¢ikarma yontemlerinden biri olan temel eksenler
analizine dayali agimlayict faktdr analizi uygulanmistir. AFA’dan sonra madde havuzunda 50 madde kalmistir.
Bu 50 maddelik formla bir uygulama daha yapilarak farkli veriler lizerinde dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmistir.
Dogrulayici faktor analizi ile madde sayis1 27 maddeye diismiistiir. 27 madde iizerinden gegerlige bir kanit sunmak
amaciyla iistiin yetenekli olarak tanilanan ve bilim ve sanat merkezlerinde destek dgrenim alan 6grenciler ile
sadece ilkokulda 6rgiin 6grenime devam eden 6grencilerin toplam puanlar t-testi ile karsilastirilmistir. Son olarak
yine 27 maddelik forma dayali olarak giivenirlik sonuglar1 da incelenmistir.

Cahisma Grubu

Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubunu 2021-2022 egitim-6gretim yilinda Aydin’da bulunan 27 ilkokulda ve 2
BILSEM’de 6grenimine devam eden 735 ilkokul dgrencisi olusturmaktadir. Veriler ¢alisma gruplarindaki ilkokul
ogrencilerinin sinif dgretmenlerinden toplanmugtir. Siif 6gretmenleri aragtirmacilarin da rehberliginde her bir
Ogrencisi i¢in ayr1 ayri dagitilan formlart gézlemlerine gére doldurmustur.

Calisma Grubu 1

Aragtirma kapsaminda AFA ve DFA farkhi galisma gruplari iizerinde yiiriitiilmiistiir. Oncelikle 89
maddeden olusan dlgek formu 510 ilkokul 6grencisi i¢in sinif 6gretmenlerine uygulanmistir. Ancak analize 507
ogrenci verisi dahil edilmistir. AFA’nin yiiriitiildiigi bu ¢alisma grubunda gegerli kiz ¢cocuk yiizdesinin %47.50
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica 6grencilerin gegerli sinif diizeyi yiizdesi de incelenmistir. Calisma grubuna dahil
ogrencilerin %23.01inin 1. sinifta, %15.26’sinin 2. sinifta, %29.61’inin 3. sinifta ve %32.12°sinin 4. sinifta
6grenim gormektedir.

Calisma Grubu 2

Calisma 2 kapsaminda AFA sonucunda madde havuzunda kalan 50 madde iizerinden Renzulli (1978) ii¢
halka modeline dayali olarak verinin modeli dogrulayip dogrulamadigini incelemek adina farkli bir ¢alisma
grubundan elde edilen veriler iizerinde DFA yapilmistir. Tkinci uygulamada calisma grubu yine Aydin ilindeki
farkli 225 6grencinin dgretmenlerinden olugmaktadir ve bu 6gretmenler dgrencileri i¢in 50 maddelik formu
doldurmustur. Ancak analize 224 6grenci verisi dahil edilmistir. DFA’ nin yiiriitiildiigii bu calisma grubunda kiz
Ogrenci oran1 %47.3’tiir. Calisma grubundaki 6grencilerin sinif diizeyleri igin gegerli ylizdelerinin ise 1., 2., 3. ve
4. sinif i¢in sirastyla %22.22, %22.69, %25.46 ve %29.63 tiir.

Calisma Grubu 3

Gelistirilen IDABO’nin gecerligine kanit saglamak amaciyla iistiin yetenekli olarak tanilanan ve
BILSEM’e devam eden dgrenciler ile sadece ilkokulda 6rgiin 6grenime devam eden 6grencilerin toplam puanlari
karsilagtirilmistir. Veriler ¢aligma gruplarinin ilkokul 6grencilerinin sinif 6gretmenlerinden toplanmistir. Calisma
grubunda BILSEM’de destek 6grenim alan dgrenciler 31 kisidir ve kiz oram %41.94’tiir. Orgiin 6grenimde ise 37
6grenci bulunmaktadir ve kiz oran1 %37.84’tiir. BILSEM o6grencilerinde 3. ve 4. smif diizeyinde 6grenim géren
Ogrenci orani sirasiyla %16.13 ve %83.87 iken, normal 6grenimde %18.92 ve %81.08 dir.

Veri Analizi
Calisma 1

Calisma 1’de oncelikle 510 kisilik veriye yonelik olarak veri inceleme ve temizleme islemleri yapilmistir.
Bu dogrultuda verilerin dogrulugu incelenmistir. Verilerin dogrulanmasi sonrasinda tepki oriintiileri incelenmistir
ve 3 Ogrenciye ait tepki Oriintiileri ayn1 oldugu i¢in (hepsi 1, hepsi 3 vb. olarak isaretlenmis) analiz dist
birakilmistir. Verilere iliskin ug¢ degerler Z puanlarina gore incelenmis ve Z puanlari -4 ile +4 araliginda degistigi
icin ug deger gozlenmemistir. Nihai olarak 507 kisilik bir ¢aligma grubu ile analizler yapilmistir. Kayip veriler

incelendiginde ise kayip veri miktarinin madde diizeyinde %0 ile 1 aralifinda degistigi goriilmiistiir. Kayip veri
miktarinin %5°ten az olmasi sebebiyle ortalama atama yontemi kullanilmistir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).
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Calisma 1’de veriler incelendikten ve temizlendikten sonra Orneklemin faktdrlesmeye uygunlugu
incelenmistir. Bu dogrultuda Kaise-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 6rnekleme uygunlugu 6l¢imii ve Barlett kiiresellik testi
sonuglarina dayali yorum yapilmistir. Orneklemin faktorlesmeye uygun oldugu belirlendikten sonra faktér ¢ikarma
yontemlerinden AFA (temel eksenler analizi) yapilmistir. AFA’da boyutlar arasi iligkilerin yiiksek olmasi
nedeniyle Promax dondiirme yontemi kullanilmigtir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

Calisma 2

Calisma 2’de oncelikle 225 kisilik veriye yonelik olarak veri inceleme ve temizleme iglemleri yapilmistir.
Bu dogrultuda verilerin dogrulugu incelenmistir. Verilerin dogrulanmasi sonrasinda tepki oriintiileri incelenmistir
ve 1 6grenciye ait tepki oriintiileri ayni oldugu i¢in analiz dig1 birakilmigtir. Verilere iligkin u¢ degerler Z puanlarina
gore incelenmis ve Z puanlari -4 ile +4 araliginda degistigi i¢in uc¢ deger gdzlenmemistir. Nihai olarak 224 kisilik
bir calisma grubu ile analizler yapilmistir. Kayip veriler incelendiginde ise kayip veri miktarinin madde diizeyinde
%0 ile 1.3 araliginda degistigi goriilmistir. Kayip veri miktarmin %5’ten az olmasi sebebiyle ortalama atama
yontemi kullanilmistir (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

Calisma 2’de veriler incelendikten ve temizlendikten sonra dogrulayici faktor analizi yapilmigtir. DFA
yapilmadan 6nce ¢ok degiskenli normallik baglaminda goreli cok degiskenli basiklik degeri incelenmistir. DFA’da
kullanilan kestirim yontemi robust maksimum olabilirlik yontemidir. Bu nedenle asimptotik kovaryans matrisine
dayali analiz yapilmistir. Dogrulayici faktér analizini yapmadan oOnce maddeler arasi korelasyonlar da
incelenmistir. Dogrulayict faktor analizinde LISREL 8.8 programi kullanilmistir ve unit loading identification
(ULI)’a gore 6lgeklenmistir. ULI igin her boyutun ilk maddesi referans degisken olarak alinmistir. DFA sonucunda
elde edilen faktor yiikleri, t degerleri ve hata degerlerinin yani sira uyum indekslerinden RMSEA, SRMR, X?/sd,
NFI, NNFI, CFI, GFI ve AGFI’ya gore model veri uyumu incelenmistir. Bu indeksler kriter degerler ile
karsilagtirilarak uyum diizeyi yorumlanmistir.

Calisma 2 kapsaminda son olarak giivenirlik kanitlari da incelenmistir. Alt boyutlar baglaminda
Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, bilesik giivenirlik katsayilar1 ve ¢ikarilan ortalama varyans hesaplanmistir.
Olgegin genel giivenirligi i¢in ise tabakali Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, bilesik giivenirlik katsayilar1 ve
cikarilan ortalama varyans hesaplanmistir. Ayrica madde-toplam korelasyonlari da giivenirlige bir kanit olmasi
amaciyla incelenmistir.

Calisma 3

Calisma 3’te verilerin dogrulugu kontrol edildikten ve ug¢ deger/tepki orilintiisii olmadig: belirlendikten
sonra verilerin normalligi incelenmistir. Verilerin normal dagilip dagilmadigi Shapiro-Wilk normallik testi ile
incelenmistir. BILSEM igin p degeri 0.019 (istatistik = 0.916, df = 31), normal 6grenim igin p = 0.000 (istatistik
= 0.863, df = 37) bulunmustur. Bu dogrultuda her iki grupta da testin manidarlig1 verilerin normal dagilmadigini
gostermektedir. Diger yandan varyanslarin homojenligi Levene testi ile incelendiginde p = 0.138 (F = 2.255, dfl
=1, df2 = 66) bulunmustur. Bu dogrultuda manidar olmayan sonuca dayali olarak varyanslarin homojen oldugu
sOylenebilir. Varyanslarin homojen olmasi ancak normallik sayiltisinin saglanmamasi sebebiyle ¢alisma 3’te
nonparametrik testlerden Mann Whitney U testi yapilmistir. Ayrica Cohen d etki biiyiikliigii de incelenerek
yorumlanmuistir.

Tablo 1’de verilen faktor yiikleri incelendiginde genel zihinsel yetenek boyutunda 0.479 ile 0.850
araliginda, yaraticilik boyutunda 0.389 ile 0.872 araliginda ve ige adanmishik boyutunda ise 0.438 ile 0.898
araliginda degistigi goriilmiistiir. AFA dogrultusunda elde edilen agiklanan varyans orani incelendiginde ise
Olcegin agikladigr toplam varyansin %78.910 oldugu gériilmiistiir. Buna gore toplam varyansin ligte ikisinden
fazlasina 6l¢ekte kalan maddeler ile ulagildigi belirlenmistir (Cokluk vd., 2012). Déndiirme sonucu ii¢ faktoriin
acikladig1 varyans oranlari incelendiginde ise ise adanmiglik boyutunun %32.547, yaraticilik boyutunun %32.902

ve genel zihinsel yetenek boyutunun ise %32.926 oldugu goriilmiistiir.
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Tablo 1
AFA Sonucunda Kalan Maddelerin Faktor Yiikleri

6

Maddeler

Oriintii matrisi

F1

F2

F3

Faktor 1: Genel zihinsel yetenek

Yasitlarina gore zengin sozciik dagarcigina sahiptir.

iki veya daha fazla seklin birlestirilmesi durumunda seklin nasil gériinecegini soyler.
Bir problemdeki ya da olaydaki degiskenler arasindaki iligkiyi agiklar.
Konular/durumlar/olaylar hakkinda derinlemesine sorular sorar.

Sebep sonug iligkilerini kolaylikla kurar.

Ogrendigi bilgiyi yeni durumlara transfer eder.

Problem ¢6ziimleri i¢in dogru tahminlerde bulunur.

Karmasik problemlerin ya da olaylarin kaynagini yasitlarina gére daha hizli analiz eder.

Nesneler/olaylar/durumlar arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklart kolaylikla fark eder.
Bir konuda elde ettigi bilgiyi o konuyla iliskili diger durumlara geneller.

Siifta iglenen yeni bir konuyu yasitlarindan daha kolay 6grenir.

Uzun siire 6nce 6grendigi bilgileri gerektiginde hatirlamakta zorlanmaz.

Dinledigi hikaye ile ilgili akranlarinin fark etmedigi ayrintilar1 agiklar.

Yeni 6grendigi gorevleri yasitlarina gore daha hizl yerine getirir.

Herhangi bir problemi analiz ederken pratik yéntemler kullanir.

.565
.758
795
.628
732
.850
.840
.763
.690
.661
744
.594
479
578

481

Faktor 2: Yaraticilik

Risk almayz tercih eder.

Uriinlerini olustururken 6zgiirce kararlar alir.

Sira dis1 fikirler tiretir.

Iyi bir dogaglama yetenegine sahiptir.

Cozim yollari arasindan en kullaniglt olani tercih eder.

Etkinlikler sirasinda islevsel tasarimlar olusturur.

Olaylar ve durumlarla ilgili ok sayida fikir iiretir.

Ozgiin cevaplar verir.

Bir gorevde/etkinlikte hayal giiciinii kullanarak 6zgiin {iriinler iretir.
Baskalarinin fark edemedigi 6rtiik mizah durumlarina dikkat eder.
Bir sey iiretirken kopyalamak yerine yeni bir {irlin olusturmayi tercih eder.
Cevresindeki materyallerden farkli tiriinler olusturur.

Baglantisiz gibi gorlinen konular arasinda iliski kurar.

Ince bir mizah anlayis1 sergiler.

Bir durumu detaylariyla agiklar.

Yeni bir sey denemeyi tercih eder.

Bir nesneyi alisilmig kullanim amaci diginda kullanir.

.659
.619
.818
872
.389
.658
.629
.663
.709
773
572
577
579
.789
476
.689
.703

Faktor 3: Ise adanmishk

Kendi bagina baslattigi etkinligi sonuna kadar yapar.

ilgi duydugu konulara son derece baghlik gosterir.

Kendi ¢alisma diizenini ve kurallarin1 kendi belirler.

ilgi duydugu alanda 6grenmeye yonelik yiiksek bir enerjiye sahiptir.
Odaklanma becerisi yiiksektir.

Ilgi duydugu ¢alismay1 bitirmek igin uzun siire calisir.

Verilen gorevi tamamlamada 1srar eder.

flgi duydugu bir isi yarim birakmaz.

ilgi duydugu ¢alismalari eksiksiz tamamlamak icin ¢aba harcar.
Zorlu gorevlerle karsilastiginda gorevi tamamlamak i¢in azimle devam eder.
Kendisini uzun siireli bir géreve adar.

Ilgili oldugu alanlarda kaynaklara (kitap. internet. dergi vb.) akranlarindan daha uzun siire dikkatini

yogunlastirir.
Belirli bir problem iizerinde uzun siire ¢aligir.
Kendisi i¢in yiiksek hedefler belirler.
Hedeflerine ulagmak i¢in sabirla miicadele eder.
Ozel ilgi alanina giren konularda tiim dikkatini toplar.
Aldig1 sorumluluklarda 6z degerlendirme yapar.
Etkinliklerde/gorevlerde disiplinli bir sekilde caligir.

.840
.768
.692
.546
.601
.847
.898
.833
.842
.857
755

438
.640
.516
.823
.620
.623
.855
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Calisma 2
Dogrulayic1 Faktor Analizi

Calisma 2 kapsaminda AFA sonucunda madde havuzunda kalan 50 madde iizerinden Renzulli (1978) {i¢
halka kuramina dayali olarak verinin modeli dogrulayip dogrulamadigimni incelemek admna farkli bir 6rneklem
tizerinde DFA yapilmistir. DFA yapilmadan 6nce ¢ok degiskenli normallik baglaminda da goreli ¢ok degiskenli
basiklik degeri incelendiginde 1.207 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu degerin 1’den biiyiik olmasi nedeniyle asimptotik
kovaryans matrisine dayali olarak DFA yapilmasina karar verilmistir. Bu dogrultuda DFA’da kullanilan kestirim
yontemi robust maksimum olabilirlik yontemidir. DFA yapmadan 6nce maddeler arasi korelasyonlar da
incelenmistir ve ¢oklu baglantililik sorunlarmin olmamasi i¢in 0.80°den yiiksek korelasyona sahip maddeler
atilmigtir (Pallant, 2016). Korelasyon matrisine dayali olarak 23 madde atildiktan sonra kalan 27 madde ile DFA
yapilmistir. DFA sonucunda elde edilen standartlastirilmis faktor yiikleri ve bu faktor yiiklerine iligkin t degerleri
Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2 incelendiginde standartlagtirilmig faktor yiiklerinin genel zihinsel yetenek i¢in 0.74 ile 0.91
araliginda, yaraticilik boyutu igin 0.71 ile 0.91 araliginda, ise adanmislik boyutu igin ise 0.83 ile 0.91 araliginda
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica t degerleri incelendiginde tim maddeler igin manidar oldugu goriilmistiir. DFA
sonucunda elde edilen yol diyagrami Sekil 1°de verilmistir.

Tablo 2
Standartlastirilmis Faktor Yiikleri ve t Degerleri
Madde Standartlastirilmig t-
no Maddeler faktor yiikii degeri
Faktor 1: Genel zihinsel yetenek
Gl Yasitlarina gore zengin sozciik dagarcigina sahiptir. 0.85
G2 Hzi6 ;/leg/ra daha fazla seklin birlestirilmesi durumunda seklin nasil goriinecegini 0.87 21.35*
G3 Bir problemdeki ya da olaydaki degiskenler arasindaki iligkiyi agiklar. 0.91 21.71*
G4 Konular/durumlar/olaylar hakkinda derinlemesine sorular sorar. 0.89 21.10*
G5 Problem ¢6ziimleri i¢in dogru tahminlerde bulunur. 0.88 19.42*
G6 I\Lec‘s;eler/olaylar/dummlar arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklari kolaylikla fark 0.89 18.49%
G7 Bir konuda elde ettigi bilgiyi o konuyla iligkili diger durumlara geneller. 0.74 10.78*
G8 Uzun siire 6nce d6grendigi bilgileri gerektiginde hatirlamakta zorlanmaz. 0.86 15.29*
G9 Dinledigi hikaye ile ilgili akranlariin fark etmedigi ayrmtilar agiklar. 0.88 21.10*
Faktor 2: Yaraticilik
Y1 Risk almayz tercih eder. 0.78
Y2 Uriinlerini olustururken dzgiirce kararlar alir. 0.88 17.35*
Y3 Coziim yollar1 arasindan en kullaniglt olan1 tercih eder. 0.71 10.38*
Y4 Etkinlikler sirasinda islevsel tasarimlar olusturur. 0.89 14.90*
Y5 Cevresindeki materyallerden farkli iirtinler olusturur. 0.90 14.19*
Y6 Baglantisiz gibi gériinen konular arasinda iliski kurar. 0.91 15.48*
Y7 Ince bir mizah anlay1s1 sergiler. 0.85 14.16*
Y8 Yeni bir sey denemeyi tercih eder. 0.89 15.15*
Y9 Bir nesneyi alisilmis kullanim amaci diginda kullanar.. 0.88 15.91*
Faktor 3: Ise adanmishik
i1 Kendi ¢alisma diizenini ve kurallarini kendi belirler. 0.86
2 Ilgi duydugu alanda 6grenmeye yonelik yiiksek bir enerjiye sahiptir. 0.91 17.99*
i3 Odaklanma becerisi yiiksektir. 0.87 16.93*
i4 Ilgi duydugu ¢alismay1 bitirmek i¢in uzun siire calsir. 0.86 18.16*
i5 Verilen gorevi tamamlamada 1srar eder. 0.88 20.07*
i6 Ilgi duydugu bir isi yarim birakmaz. 0.85 16.35*
i7 Kendisini uzun siireli bir géreve adar. 0.91 20.07*
; Tgili oldugu alanlarda kaynaklara (kitap, internet, dergi vb.) akranlarindan daha "
18 P 0.83 16.96
uzun siire dikkatini yogunlastirir.

i9 Aldig1 sorumluluklarda 6z degerlendirme yapar. 0.87 17.69*

*p<.05
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Sekil 1
Path Diyagrami

Chi-Sguare=516.58, df=32Z1, P-value=]

Sekil 1 incelendiginde 27 maddeli modele iligkin yol diyagraminda maddelere iligkin standartlastirilmig
yol katsayilarinin 0.71 ile 0.91 araliginda oldugu goériilmistiir. Ayrica standartlastirilmis hata varyansinin ise 0.17
ile 0.50 araliginda oldugu goriilmiistiir. Faktor yiiklerinin 0.30’dan yiiksek olmasi ve hata varyanslarinin 0.90’dan
diisiik olmasi nedeniyle 6l¢ekten bagka bir maddenin ¢ikarilmasina gereksinim duyulmamistir. Bu modele iliskin
model uyum indeksleri Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3’te verilen uyum indeksleri incelendiginde ise SRMR, X?/sd, NFI, NNFI, CFI indekslerine gore
model veri uyumunun miikemmel oldugu (<0.050; <2.00; >0.95; > 0.95; > 0.95) goriilmiistiir (Brown, 2015; Hu
& Bentler, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). RMSEA indeksine gore ise iyi uyum (< 0.080) gosterdigi sdylenebilir
(Brown, 2015; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). GFI ve AGFI degerleri incelendiginde ise zayif uyuma isaret ettigi
goriilmiistiir. Ancak GFI ve AGFI degerlerinin 6rneklem biyiikliigii ile birlikte artmasi ve Orneklem
biiyiikliiglinden etkilendigi gdz oniine olarak model-veri uyumunun genele itibariyle milkemmel uyuma sahip
oldugu soylenebilir (Marsch vd., 1988).
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Tablo 3
Uyum Indeksleri
Uyum indeksleri Degerler
RMSEA 0.052
SRMR 0.028
X?/df 1.61
NFI 0.99
NNFI 0.99
CFl 1.00
GFI 0.82
AGFI 0.79
Giivenirlik

IDABO’ne iliskin giivenirlik sonuglar1 da incelenmistir. Giivenirlik baglaminda Cronbach’s a ve tabakali
Cronbach’s a, McDonald’s w, bilesik giivenirlik katsayilar1 ve ¢ikarilan ortalama varyans (COV) ele alimmustir.
Bu katsayilara iliskin degerler Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4
Olgek ve Alt Olcekler icin Bilegik Giivenirlik ve Cikarilan Ortalama Varyans
Olgek ve alt 6lgekler a ® BG CoV
Genel zihinsel yetenek 0.964 0.965 0.964 0.748
Yaraticilik 0.960 0.962 0.961 0.734
Ise adanmuslik 0.967 0.967 0.966 0.759
Olgek Stratified o = 0.986 0.986 0.988 0.747

Not: a = Cronbach’s a, @ = McDonald’s @, BG = bilesik giivenirlik, COV = ¢ikarilan ortalama varyans

Tablo 4 incelendiginde 6lgege ve dlgegin alt boyutlara iliskin giivenirlik katsayilarinin tamaminin 0.95
iizerinde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu dogrultuda tiim katsayilara gore 6l¢iimlerin ¢ok yiiksek giivenirlige sahip oldugu
sOylenebilir. Ek olarak ¢ikarilan ortalama varyans degerlerinin de 0.50’den oldukga yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Bu bulgu da giivenirligin bir diger kaniti olmasinin yani sira yapi gegerliginin de bir kanit1 olabilir (Fornell &
Larcker, 1981). Son olarak madde toplam korelasyonlar1 da incelendiginde 0.553 ile 0.849 arasinda degistigi
goriilmiistiir. Madde toplam korelasyonlarinin da 0.30’dan oldukga yiiksek olmasi yine giivenirlige bir kanit olarak

sunulabilir (Pallant, 2016).

Tiim asamalar dogrultusunda 6lgek nihai olarak her boyutta 9 madde olmak iizere toplam 27 maddeden
olusan bir dlgektir (EK). Olgegin birinci diizeyde ii¢ faktorlii olmasiyla birlikte ikinci diizeyde tek faktorlii olmast
nedeniyle dl¢ekten toplam puan alinabilmektedir. Bu dlgek 5°1i likert tipinde bir 6l¢ek oldugu icin alinabilecek
puan ranji 27 ile 135 araliginda degismektedir.

Calisma 3

Calisma 3 kapsaminda dlgegin gecerligine kanit saglamak amaciyla iistiin yetenekli olarak tanilanan ve
BILSEM’de destek 6grenim alan 6grenciler ile sadece ilkokulda drgiin 6grenime devam eden 6grencilerin toplam
puanlart karsilastirilmistir. Karsilastirmak amaciyla hangi hipotez testinin kullanilacagina karar vermeden once
normallik ve varyanslarm homojenligi incelenmistir. Verilerin normal dagilmamasi nedeniyle Mann-Whitney U
testi yapilmistir. Bu teste iliskin sonuglar Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5
Mann-Whitney U Sonuglar

Grup N Sira ortalamast Siralar toplamu U z p
Ustiin yetenek 31 39.68 1230
Tipik 37 30.16 1116 413 1977 0.048

Tablo 5 incelendiginde p < 0.05 oldugu i¢in istiin yetenekli ¢ocuklar ile tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarin
ilkokul donemi iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklar i¢in aday bildirim 6l¢eginde aldiklar: toplam puanlar arasinda manidar
bir farklilik oldugu sdylenebilir. Bu farklilik iistiin yetenekli cocuklar lehinedir. Ustiin yetenekli ¢ocuklara iliskin
puanlarin ortalamasi ve standart sapmasi sirasiyla 109.29 ve 16.88’dir. Tipik gelisim gdsteren ¢ocuklar i¢in ise
strastyla 94.70 ve 27.11°dir. Ustiin yetenekli gocuklarda ranj 80 ile 132 araliginda iken, yalmzca drgiin 6grenime
devam eden ¢ocuklarda 32 ile 131 araliginda degismektedir. Ayrica Cohen d etki biiyiikligii de incelenmistir.
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Cohen d etki biiyiikligii 0.65 bulunmustur. Bu dogrultuda etki biiyiikliigiiniin 0.50’den yiiksek olmasi nedeniyle
orta diizey etkinin s6z konusu oldugu sdylenebilir (Cohen, 1992).

Tartisma

Bu calismada “Ilkokul Dénemi Ustiin Yetenekli Cocuklar icin Aday Bildirim Olcegi” gelistirilmistir.
Olgegin gelistirilmesi ii¢ asamada gergeklestirilmistir. ilk asamada AFA yapilmistir ve bu analiz sonucunda baz1
maddeler dlgekten ¢ikarilarak ikinci uygulama yapilmistir. Ayrica bu analiz sonucunda ii¢ faktorlii bir yap:
gbzlenmis ve aciklanan varyansin oldukca yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Tkinci asamada ise DFA yapilmis ve
giivenirlik kanitlart incelenmistir. DFA sonucunda ikinci diizey tek boyutlu ve ii¢ alt boyutlu yapimin uyum
indekslerinin genel itibariyle miikemmel model veri uyumuna isaret ettigi goriilmistiir. Gilivenirlik kanit1 olarak
Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, bilesik giivenirlik ve ¢ikarilan ortalama varyansin incelendigi bu asamada
olgiimlerin cok yiiksek giivenirlige sahip oldugu gézlemlenmistir. Uciincii asamada ise gecerlige kanit sunmak
amaciyla istiin yetenekli ¢ocuklar ile normal 6grenime devam eden ¢ocuklarin 6l¢egin nihai formundan aldiklar
puanlar arasinda manidar farklilik olup olmadigi incelenmistir. Bu asamada Mann-Whitney U testi sonucunda
manidar bir farklilik oldugu bulunmustur. Bu ii¢ ¢alisma sonucunda Ol¢iimlerin gegerli ve giivenilir oldugu 27
madde ve ii¢ alt boyuttan olusan bir 6lgek elde edilmistir. Olgegin her alt boyutunda dokuz madde bulunmaktadir.
Olgegin birinci diizeyde ii¢ faktorlii olmasiyla birlikte ikinci diizeyde tek faktdrlii olmasi nedeniyle &lgekten toplam
puan alinabilmektedir. Bu 6l¢ek 5°1i likert tipindedir ve 27 ve 135 puan araliginda degismektedir. Puan arttik¢a
dgrencinin iistiin yetenekli aday1 bir birey olma olasilig1 artmaktadir. Olgekte puanin artmasi ¢ocugun iistiin
yetenekli olarak tanilanmasi igin yeterli degildir. Yiiksek puan alan g¢ocuklarin iistiin yetenekli aday1 olmasi s6z
konusudur.

Olgekten elde edilen &lgiimlerin gecerli ve giivenilir olmasi nedeniyle dlcegin aday gdstermede
kullanilabilir oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Bu 6lgek ile ilkokul déoneminde iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklarin tanilanmasina
adaylik asamasinda ilkokul ogretmenlerine uygulanarak oOncelikle potansiyel iistiin yetenekli cocuklar
belirlenebilir. Sonraki asamada ise ¢ocuklar grup taramasina girebilir ve bireysel olarak standart 6l¢me araglari ile
degerlendirilebilirler. Milli Egitim Bakanliginin giincel tanilama islemleri incelendiginde (MEB, 2022a) okullarda
her sinif diizeyinin ancak yiizde yirmisi kadar 6grenci tanilamaya aday gosterilebilmektedir. Bunun nedeni her
gecen y1l iistiin yetenek tanilamasi icin 6grenci sayisinin giderek artmasidir. Ornegin 2022 yilinda 631.324 6grenci
aday gosterilmistir (MEB, 2022b). Saymin bu kadar yiiksek olmasi sinif 6gretmenlerinin bilgi yetersizligine bagh
olabilir (Bildiren, 2018b; Sahin & Cetinkaya, 2015). Adaylik 6l¢ekleri olmasina ragmen (Bildiren & Bikmaz-
Bilgen, 2019; Sahin, 2013), etkin kullanilmamasi bu sonuca yol agmis olabilir. Bu nedenle bu ¢alismada oldugu
gibi Ustiin yetenekli ¢ocuklarin karakteristik 6zelliklerini vurgulayan 6lgeklerin gelistirilmesinin faydali olacagi
sOylenebilir.

Olgegin gelistirilmesinde Renzulli (1978)’in iistiin yetenekliligi tanimlamada ortaya koydugu ii¢ halka
kuramindan yararlanilmigtir. Bu dogrultuda dlgegin ii¢ alt boyutu; genel zihinsel yetenek, yaraticilik ve ise
adanmuslik olarak belirlenmistir. Bu arastirmada ele alinan {i¢ halka kurami (Renzulli, 1978; Renzulli & Reis,
2021) benzer olarak Bildiren ve Bikmaz-Bilgen (2019)’in gelistirdigi 13 maddeden olusan “Okul Oncesi Dénem
Ustiin Yetenekli Cocuklar I¢in Aday Bildirim Olgegi’nde de ele alinmistir. Arastirmacilar lcege iliskin AFA,
DFA ve Renkli Progresif Matrisler Testi ve Biligsel Yetenekler Testi-Form 6 ile korelasyon sonuglarimi
incelendiklerinde Slgiimlerin gegerli oldugu sonucuna varmuglardir. In addition, researchers who found the
Cronbach's alpha coefficient to be 0.95 obtained measurements with high reliability. Ayrica Cronbach’s alpha
katsayisin1 0.95 bulan arastirmacilar yiiksek giivenirlige sahip dlgiimler elde etmislerdir. Olgekte ele alinan yapi
gibi Olgekten elde edilen gegerlik ve giivenirlik sonuglart da bu arastirmada gelistirilen olgek ile birbirine
benzemektedir. Arastirmacilarin gelistirdigi 6lcegin IDABO’den farki okul dncesi dénem iistiin yetenekli
¢ocuklar1 aday gostermede kullanilmasint amacini tagimasidir. Ulusal literatiir incelendiginde, erken ¢ocukluk
doneminde iistiin yetenekli cocuklar1 aday gostermek amaciyla “Ogrenci Adaylik Olgegi [Student Nomination
Scale-SNS] Karabulut ve Omeroglu (2021) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve Brigance K&I Screen 11’i Darga (2010)
tarafindan adapte edilmistir. SNS 6l¢egi 50 maddeden olugan 5°1i likert tipindedir ve alt1 faktorden olugsmaktadir.
Olgegin gecerligi ve giivenirligini inceleyen arastirmacilar arastirmanin sonucunda gelistirdikleri dlgekle gegerli
ve giivenilir dl¢limler elde etmislerdir. Bu 6lgek bu arastirma kapsaminda gelistirilen 6lgekten uygulanabilecegi
evren ve yapimin dayandigi teori bakimindan da farklidir. Bu aragtirmada gelistirilen 6l¢ek ilkokul déneminde
adaylig1 belirlemeyi amaglarken, SNS erken ¢ocukluk déneminde adaylig1 belirlemeyi amaclamaktadir. Ayrica
IDABO Renzulli’nin ii¢ halka kuramina dayanirken SNS Gardner’in ¢oklu zekd kuramma dayanmaktadir.
Goriildigi tizere Renzulli (1978) tglii gember modeline ve Gardner’in ¢oklu zeka kuramia dayali okul 6ncesi
donem Tstlin yetenekli ¢ocuklar1 aday gostermek amaciyla kullanilabilecek iki Olcek ulusal literatiirde
bulunmaktadir. Ancak ulusal literatiirde ilkokul ¢agindaki iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklari taramak i¢in kullanilabilecek
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Olcekler sinirli sayidadir. Bu nedenle bu arastirma kapsaminda ilkokulda 6grenim goéren iistiin yetenekli cocuklari
tanilama siirecinde aday gostermek icin bir dlgcegin gelistirilmesi 6nem arz etmektedir.

Alan yazinda farkl adaylik 6lgekleri uygulanmaktadir (Gentry vd., 2015; Gilliam & Jerman, 2015). Bu
tiir derecelendirme dlgeklerinin uygulanmasi, dgretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli tanimlama siirecine etkili gézlemler
verebilecegi ilizerine kuruludur. Schroth ve Helfer (2008)’in ¢aligmasinda 6gretmen adayliklarinin, arastirmaya
katilan katilimcilarm %80’inde etkili bir yontem olarak degerlendirilmistir. Ote yandan Sahin ve Cetinkaya (2015),
Sahin (2016) ve Akar ve Uluman'a (2013) gore sinif 6gretmenleri istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin &zelliklerine iligkin
bilgi eksikligi nedeniyle tanimlama siirecinde yeterince etkili olamamaktadir. Arastirma bulgularindaki bu
farkliligin nedenleri arasinda iistiin zekalilikla ilgili bilgi eksikligi, dgretmenlerin sadece akademik basariya
odaklanmasi (Lakin & Lohman, 2011) ve problem ¢dzme ve 6grenme hizini diger istiin zekalilik 6zelliklerine
gore daha iyi gozlemleyebilmeleri olabilir (Heller, 2004). Pek ¢ok c¢alisma, etkili egitim programlarinin
o0gretmenlerin {istlin yetenekli 6grencileri daha iyi tanimlamasini sagladigini gostermistir (Hemphill, 2009; Sahin
& Cetinkaya, 2015). Ogretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli cocuklar aday gostermelerinin dezavantajlart da olabilir.
Ogretmenlerin yeterli bilgiye sahip olmamasi ve basarili cocuklari daha sik aday gostermesi bu dezavantajlardan
bazilar1 olarak degerlendirilebilir. Wright ve Ford (2017) 6nyargilarin bile &gretmenlerin 6grencileri aday
gostermelerini etkileyebilecegini ifade etmektedir. Ancak bu dezavantajlara ragmen 6gretmenler tarafindan
doldurulan derecelendirme 6lgekleri standart testler tarafindan yakalanamayacak ek bilgiler saglar (Chan, 2000).
Ogretmenler, ¢ocuklari sik sik ve diizenli olarak gdzlemler ve onlarla etkilesime girer; bu da ¢ocuklar1 akademik
miitkemmellikte ve performans testlerinde daha iyi performans gostermelerine yardimei olan beceri ve yeteneklerin
taninmas1 acisindan 6zel bir konuma getirir. Sonug olarak calismamizda gelistirilen /DABO iistiin yetenekli
¢ocuklarin tanilamasinda adaylik agamasinda 6gretmen gozlemleri i¢in gegerli ve giivenilir bir 6lgme aract olarak
kullanilabilir.

Simirhiliklar ve Oneriler

Bu calismada gelistirilen IDABO &gretmen gozlemine gore degerlendirilmistir. Cocuklar1 aday gosterme,
O0gretmen gozlemi, 6gretmenlerin gézlemleri de {istiin yetenek kavramina iligkin algi ve bilgileri ve genel zihinsel
yetenek, yaraticilik ve ise adanmishk boyutunda gézlemleri ile sinirhdir. Olgiit gecerliginin olmamasi da bu
calismanin smirhiliklart arasinda degerlendirilebilir. Gelistirilen &lgekte yiiksek puan almak cocugun istiin
yetenekli olarak tani almasi igin yeterli degildir. Gelecek arastirmalarda IDABO'nin farkli araglarla iliskisi
incelenebilir. Ayrica IDABO araciligiyla aday gosterilen dgrencilerin bireysel incelemeleri (6rnegin zeka testi
sonuglari) arasindaki iliskiler incelenebilir.
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Ad /Soyadi Okul:
Dogum Tarihi (giin/ay/y1l): Degerlendirme Tarihi:
Siif: Cinsiyet:
Ogretmen Adr: Ogretmenlik Deneyimi:
Yonerge: Liitfen 6grencinizin davranig diizeyini en iyi tanimlayan maddelerin 6niine (X) isareti koyunuz.
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2 iki veya daha fazla seklin birlestirilmesi durumunda seklin nasil goriinecegini
soyler.
3 Bir problemdeki ya da olaydaki degiskenler arasindaki iligkiyi agiklar.
4 [Konular/durumlar/olaylar hakkinda derinlemesine sorular sorar.
5 Problem ¢6ziimleri i¢in dogru tahminlerde bulunur.
6  [Nesneler/olaylar/durumlar arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklari kolaylikla fark eder.
7 Bir konuda elde ettigi bilgiyi o konuyla iliskili diger durumlara geneller.
8  |Uzun siire 6nce 6grendigi bilgileri gerektiginde hatirlamakta zorlanmaz.
9 Dinledigi hikaye ile ilgili akranlarimin fark etmedigi ayrintilar agiklar.
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10 [Risk almayi tercih eder.
11 |Uriinlerini olustururken 6zgiirce kararlar alir.
12 |Co6ziim yollar arasindan en kullanigli olani tercih eder.
13 |Etkinlikler sirasinda islevsel tasarimlar olusturur.
14 |Cevresindeki materyallerden farkli {irinler olusturur.
15 |Baglantisiz gibi goriinen konular arasinda iliski kurar.
16  |ince bir mizah anlayis1 sergiler.
17  |Yeni bir sey denemeyi tercih eder.
18  [Bir nesneyi alisilmis kullanim amaci disinda kullanir.
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19  |Kendi galisma diizenini ve kurallarini kendi belirler.
20 [ilgi duydugu alanda 6grenmeye yonelik yiiksek bir enerjiye sahiptir.
21  |Odaklanma becerisi yiiksektir.
22 |ilgi duydugu calismayi bitirmek icin uzun siire ¢alisir.
23 |Verilen gorevi tamamlamada israr eder.
24 |llgi duydugu bir isi yarim birakmaz.
25  |Kendisini uzun siireli bir géreve adar.
26  [ilgili oldugu alanlarda kaynaklara (kitap, internet, dergi vb.) akranlarindan daha
uzun siire dikkatini yogunlastirir.
27 |Aldig1 sorumluluklarda 6z degerlendirme yapar.
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Abstract

Introduction: The aim of this study is to develop a teacher nomination scale for gifted students in primary schools.
The developed scale is theoretically based on Renzulli’s Three-Ring Conception of Giftedness Theory.

Method: In this study, a Teacher Nomination Scale for Gifted Children in Primary Schools (TNSG-P) was
developed to identify gifted children attending primary school. The descriptive survey design was used in this
study. In study 1, the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis method was conducted. In study 2, the
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using robust maximum likelihood estimation method was carried out. In study
3, the validity of the scale was tested.

Findings: A pilot study involving 507 participants was carried out using the 89-item trial form. After the pilot
phase, 50 items remained in the scale. A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on the 50-item scale in a
sample of 225 participants. This showed that the fit indices of the scale had a perfect fit and the second level three-
factor structure of the scale with 27 items was confirmed. In the validity analysis of the scale, gifted students and
typical students were compared and a statistically significant difference was obtained in favor of the gifted
students. Cronbach’s a and stratified Cronbach’s a, McDonald’s ®, composite reliability coefficients and average
variance extracted (AVE) values regarding the reliability of the scale were also examined. The reliability
coefficients for both the overall scale and its subscales were found to be above .95.

Discussion: The findings have revealed that the Teacher Nomination Scale for Gifted Children in Primary Schools
is a valid assessment instrument and gives reliable scores in identifying gifted children.

Keywords: Primary school students, identification, gifted students, gifted screening, teacher nomination scale for
gifted children.
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Introduction

The concept of “gifted” is a social construct as expressed by numerous special education experts (Borland,
2021; Kaufman & Sternberg, 2008). The meaning attributed to this concept may vary depending on time, culture,
social structure, and location. However, the criteria determined for answering the question “Who is a gifted
individual?” may also differ. The recognized definition of giftedness plays a significant role in selecting methods,
tests, and scales used in identification (Giigyeter & Sak, 2018). Therefore, assessment instruments and
identification approaches used for identification also vary across regions (Pfeiffer, 2002).

The Republic of Tiirkiye Ministiry of National Education (MoNE) defines the concept of giftedness as:
“An individual who learns faster than his/her peers, is ahead in creativity, art and leadership, has special academic
ability, can understand abstract ideas, likes to act independently in his areas of interest, and has a high level of
performance” (MoNE, 2018). This definition includes abilities such as rapid learning, creativity, art and leadership
as well as general mental capacity. Assessment of intelligence or cognitive abilities allows us to have information
about one quality of individuals only. While we can have knowledge about the cognitive capacities of students
according to this definition with an approach using only intelligence tests, we cannot make predictions about other
qualities in the definition. In other words, we cannot evaluate motivation, creativity or other qualities that define
superior ability with intelligence tests. Therefore, it is required to prefer measurement approaches that can evaluate
the mentioned concepts, use tests and scales suitable for the quality to be evaluated and follow appropriate
identification procedures in order to make an identification in accordance with the definition (Ayas & Kiris¢i,
2021; Bildiren, 2018a; Silverman & Gilman, 2020).

Identification of Gifted and Talented Students

There are many potential talent identification strategies or procedures used in different countries or in
different regions of the same country. Despite this diversity, this procedure typically comprises a sequence of
successive stages (Sak, 2017). The order and number of these stages may differ based on the purpose of the training
program, as well (Ayas & Kiris¢i, 2021; Olszewski-Kubilius & Thomson, 2015). The identification process begins
with the screening stage of all students by their teachers, families, peers or other experts (National Association for
Gifted Children [NAGC], 2015). For this process, tools such as various checklists, behavior scales, teacher or peer
nomination scales, and group-administered achievement test can be used (Ayas & Kiris¢i, 2021; Rothenbusch et
al., 2018). The nomination stage is important for the next stage of evaluation in terms of efficient use of time and
budget as well as preventing students from losing time in the subsequent stages and being negatively affected
emotionally. In the next stage, intelligence tests or field-specific achievement tests are used. At this stage, the
scores of the students nominated according to a certain set of criteria are determined. Afterwards, the experts assess
the measurement results obtained for each student in the next stage, and the students who are identified are placed
in the appropriate programs in the last stage. Each of these stages is important for a reliable identification. The
most important of these stages may be the teacher nomination stage. Failure to perform the nomination stage
accurately and reliably may lead to overlooking students who are likely to be truly gifted. At this stage, teacher
opinions, which enable to evaluate students’ specific traits, provide important data in the identification of
giftedness (Jarosewich et al., 2002).

Teacher Nomination Scales

While traditional identification approaches are based only on the intelligence test score or achievement
test score, modern approaches include the use of teacher, peer, family, or individual screening scales (self-rating),
portfolios and other authentic assessment approaches as well as intelligence scores (Brown et al., 2005). Examining
the most effective methods for identifying gifted students, Pfeiffer (2002) suggests that identification should
include multiple measures, one of which is teacher nomination scales. In the identification process, teachers act as
important data sources about specific characteristics of their students that cannot be obtained using standardized
tests. Well-designed rating scales also offer teachers the opportunity to reliably and effectively summarize their
views on their students (Jarosewich et al., 2002).

In the recent years, the utilization of teachers’ assessments in the identification of gifted students has been
a widely favored approach. With the widespread use of multiple-criteria perspective in identification, the
development of rating scales has also increased. However, the number of technically feasible screening instruments
is very limited (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2007). In their review study, Jarosewich et al., (2002) reported that among
the thirty-one scales they reviewed, the most frequently used and popular teacher rating scales were Gifted and
Talented Evaluation Scales (GATES; Gilliam et al., 1996), Scales for Rating the Behavioral Characteristics of
Superior Students (SRBCSS; Renzulli et al., 1997), and Gifted Evaluation Scale, 2nd Edition (GES-2; McCarney
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& Anderson, 1998). Despite their positive qualities, SRBCSS, GES-2 and GATES also have technical limitations
that may restrict their effectiveness in the identification process. Limitations of these scales can be attributed to
non-representative standardization normative samples, low inter-rater reliability, and a lack of supporting evidence
for identification accuracy (Jarosewich et al., 2002). In addition, some other important teacher nomination scales
in the literature are the HOPE Scale (Gentry et al., 2015), the Scales for Identifying Gifted Students (Ryser &
McConnell, 2004) and the Gifted Rating Scale (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003).

The number of adaptation and development studies of Turkish teacher nomination scales is very limited.
The Gifted Rating Scale-Preschool/Kindergarten Scale was adapted into Turkish (Karadag & Pfeiffer, 2016). After
this study, a nomination scale was developed for gifted preschool children (Bildiren & Bikmaz-Bilgen, 2019). In
both studies, scales for screening preschool students were examined. In addition, Sahin (2013) developed a scale
for nominating gifted primary school students.

Identifying and Supporting Gifted Students in Turkey

In Turkey, the identification of gifted children is carried out in institutions affiliated with the MoNE, in
special identification centers and the related units of universities, starting from the preschool period. Under the
guidance of families or teachers, identification is commonly made using standard intelligence tests in the Guidance
and Research Centers affiliated with the MoNE (MoNE, 2013, 2018).

Official identification procedures in Turkey are carried out in cooperation with the Guidance Research
Centers and Science and Art Centers (SAC) affiliated with the MoNE. SAC is an official institution where gifted
students can receive education as part of the enrichment. In SAC, gifted students have the opportunity to receive
education from the first grade of primary school to the final grade of high school. Identification in SAC is carried
out for the 1%t-, 2M- and 3"-grade students who receive formal education. Identification process has four steps;
training primary school teachers, having 1%, 2", and 3"-grade teachers fill out observation forms, group
screening, and individual evaluation of the students who have been successful in the group screening based on
their skill domains (MoNE, 2019).

As per the relevant regulation (MoNE, 2019), classroom teachers nominate students for identification,
which increases their responsibility of teachers. However, both international and national studies have revealed
that the primary school teachers have an insufficient level of knowledge about giftedness and they need support
about giftedness (Bildiren, 2018b; Perkovié¢-Krijan et al., 2015; Sahin, 2016; Sahin & Cetinkaya, 2015; Sahin &
Kargin, 2013; Yuen et al., 2018). Therefore, nomination scales that reflect the characteristics of gifted children at
a good level can support the observations of teachers. The current study aims to develop a nomination scale based
on Renzulli’s Three-Ring Model so that primary school teachers can nominate gifted children properly.

Method

In this study, a Teacher Nomination Scale for Gifted Children in Primary Schools (TNSG-P) was
developed to identify gifted children attending primary school. The descriptive survey design was selected for this
study (Fraenkel et al., 2012). The validity and reliability evidence of the developed scale was also included in the
study. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were performed to provide
evidence for construct validity. In addition, whether or not there was a significant difference between the scores
of gifted students who received the support education in SAC and students who were educated only in primary
school was also examined, and thus, a proof of construct validity was presented. Finally, reliability analyses were
carried out.

Scale Development Process

In the development of the TNSG-P, Renzulli’s (1978) three-ring model was used to define giftedness.
This model consists of three dimensions and the intersection of these dimensions indicates giftedness. The
dimensions are called above average ability, creativity, and task commitment. The researchers of the current study
played an active role in the creation of the item pool by reviewing the literature as experts (Brody, 2007; Karadag
& Pfeiffer, 2016; Renzulli, 2005; Renzulli & Reis, 2004, 2021; Schneider & McGrew, 2012; Sahin, 2013). The
expert group included four experts in the field of giftedness and two in assessment and evaluation experts. The
items written by researchers who are experts in the field of giftedness based on the literature were reviewed
together by all the experts and included in the pool either directly or by making adaptations. The stage of reviewing
the items and including them in the pool was completed with the expert group meeting three times and examining
the item pool separately. As a result of these meetings, an item pool including 98 Five-point Likert-type items was
created, each with the options “Never”, “Rarely”, “Occasionally”, “Frequently” and “Always” and for each sub-
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dimensions (above average ability, creativity, task commitment). The item pool was reduced to 89 items after the
main expert group reviewed the items and received other expert opinions. The total number of experts who gave
their opinions is 19, including 9 assessment and evaluation experts and 10 experts in the field of gifted education.
After the item pool was finalized in line with expert opinions, the first pilot study was carried out in city center
and districts of the Province of Aydin in Tiirkiye. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principal axis method,
one of the factor extraction methods, was performed on the first piloting dataset. After performing EFA, 50 items
remained in the item pool. a new dataset was obtained by Giving this 50-item form to teachers of primary school
students and CFA was performed on these data. With CFA, the number of items were reduced to 27 items. In order
to provide proof of validity over 27 items, the total scores of students who were identified as gifted and received
supportive education in SAC and those who only attended formal education in primary school were compared with
the t-test. Finally, the reliability results were also examined based on the 27-item form.

Study Groups

The study group of the study consisted of 735 primary school students attending 27 primary schools and
two SACs in Aydm in the 2021-2022 academic year. The data were collected from the teachers of the primary
school students in the study groups. The teachers filled out the forms distributed separately for each student based
on their observations under the guidance of the researchers.

Study Group 1

EFA and CFA were carried out on different study groups. First of all, the scale form consisting of 89
items was given to the teachers of 510 primary school students. However, data of 507 students were included in
the analysis. In this study group where EFA was conducted, the rate of girls was found to be 47.50%. In addition,
the current grade level percentage of the students was also examined. 23.01% of the students in the study group
were studying in the 1st grade, 15.26% in the 2nd grade, 29.61% in the 3rd grade, and 32.12% in the 4th grade.

Study Group 2

In the Study Group 2, CFA was conducted on a different study group to examine whether or not the data
confirms the model based on the Renzulli (1978)’s three-ring model out of 50 items remaining in the item pool as
a result of the EFA. In the second round, the study group consisted of teachers of 225 students from different
districts of Aydin, and these teachers filled out the 50-item form for their students. However, data of 224 students
were included in the analysis. In this study group where CFA was conducted, the rate of girls was 47.3%. The
percentages for the grade levels of the students in the study group were 22.22%, 22.69%, 25.46%, and 29.63% for
the 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th grades, respectively.

Study Group 3

In order to find evidence for the validity of the TNSG-P, the total scores of the students who were
identified as gifted and registered at SAC and those who only attended formal education in primary schools were
compared. The data were collected from the teachers of the primary school students of the study groups. In this
group, 31 students received support education at SAC and the rate of girls was 41.94%. 37 students attended formal
education and the rate of girls was 37.84%. While the rate of SAC students studying at the 3" and 4™ grades was
16.13% and 83.87%, respectively, it was 18.92% and 81.08% in formal education.

Data Analysis
Study 1

In Study 1, firstly, data analysis and cleaning processes were carried out for the data of 510 students. The
accuracy of the data was checked first. After the validation of the data, the response patterns were examined and
since the response patterns of three students were the same (all marked 1, all 3, etc.), they were excluded from the
analysis. The extreme values of the data were examined according to the Z scores. The Z scores ranged from -4 to
+4; therefore, extreme values were not observed. Finally, the analyses were performed with a study group of 507
students. Examination of the missing values revealed that it varied between 0 and 1% at the item level. Since the
amount of missing values was less than 5%, the mean assignment method was used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

In Study 1, the data were analyzed and cleaned, then the suitability of the sample for factoring was
examined, and the interpretation was made based on the Kaise-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sampling fit measurement
and results of Bartlett test of sphericity. After it was determined that the sample was suitable for factoring, EFA
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(principal axis factoring) was performed. Promax rotation method was used in the EFA because of the high
interdimensional relations (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

Study 2

In Study 2, first of all, data analysis and cleaning processes were carried out for the data of 225 students. After
verifying the accuracy of the data, the response patterns were examined and the response patterns of one student were
excluded from the analysis because they were the same. The extreme values of the data were examined according to the
Z scores. The Z scores ranged from -4 to +4; therefore, extreme values were not observed. Finally, the analyses were
performed with a study group of 224 students. When the missing values were examined, it was observed that the amount
of missing data varied between 0 and 1.3% at the item level. Since the amount of missing values was less than 5%, the
mean assignment method was used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014).

In Study 2, CFA was performed after the data were analyzed and cleaned. Before performing CFA, the relative
multivariate kurtosis value was examined in the context of multivariate normality. The estimation method used in CFA
was the robust maximum likelihood method, and therefore, an analysis based on asymptotic covariance matrix was
performed. Before performing CFA, correlations between the items were also examined. LISREL 8.8 program was used
in CFA and scaled according to unit loading identification (ULI). For the UL, the first item of each dimension was taken
as the reference variable. In addition to factor loads, t values and error values obtained as a result of CFA, model data fit
was examined according to the fit indices RMSEA, SRMR, X%sd, NFI, NNFI, CFI, GFI and AGFI. These indices were
compared with the values of the criteria and the level of agreement was interpreted.

Finally, proof of reliability for Study 2 was also examined. The Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega,
composite reliability coefficients and average variance extracted were calculated for the subscales. For the general
reliability of the scale, stratified Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, composite reliability coefficients and average
variance extracted were calculated. In addition, item-total correlations were also examined to obtain evidence of
reliability."

Study 3

In Study 3, the normality of the data was examined after checking the accuracy of the data and determining
that there was no outlier/response pattern. Whether the data were normally distributed or not was examined with the
Shapiro-Wilk test for normality. The p value for SAC was 0.019 (statistic = 0.916, df = 31), and p = 0.000 (statistic =
0.863, df = 37) for formal education. Accordingly, the significance of the test in both groups showed that the data were
not normally distributed. On the other hand, when the homogeneity of variances was examined by Levene’s test, p =
0.138 (F =2.255, df1 = 1, df2 = 66) was found. Therefore, the variances were homogeneous based on the non-significant
result. Since the variances were homogeneous but the assumption of normality was not met, the Mann Whitney U test,
one of the non-parametric tests, was used in study 3. In addition, the Cohen d effect size was also examined and
interpreted.

Results
Study 1

As part of Study 1, EFA was performed with the data obtained with 89 items in the first form. In this analysis,
principal axis factoring, was performed with the SPSS 23 program. Before performing the EFA, the suitability of the
sample for factoring was examined with the Kaise-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sampling fit measurement and the results of the
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity. Since the KMO was 0.988, which was greater than 0.90. the sample was perfectly suitable
for factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974). The results of the sphericity test also supported this and were found to be significant
(p = 0.000). After determining that the sample was suitable for factor analysis, it was decided that EFA could be
performed.

The EFA results were analyzed for 89 items. The items were excluded from the analysis one by one according
to their factor loadings and correlation values between items, and it was ensured that they showed an appropriate
structure. For this purpose, first of all, the factor loadings of the items were examined. The EFA results showed that none
of the items in the pool were loaded with a factor load of less than 0.30. Therefore, no item was discarded due to the low
factor load. However, there were items that were determined to be overlapping according to their factor loads. Since the
difference between the factor loads of these items loaded in more than one factor was less than 0.10. they were excluded
from the item pool. In removing the items from the pool, the results of each new factor analysis were examined, starting
with the removal of the item with the closest difference between the factor load on multiple factors and the items were
removed from the analysis one by one. Finally, one item from the item pairs with a value of 0.90 and above was removed
based on the opinion of three experts to prevent the correlation between the items from creating a multicollinearity
problem (Field, 2009; Pallant, 2016). Based on the EFA results, 50 items were retained in the item pool. Table 1 shows
the factor loadings of the remaining items obtained as a result of the EFA.
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Table 1
Factor Loadings of the Remaining Items According to EFA

Pattern matrix
F1 F2 F3

Items

Factor 1: Above average ability
Has rich vocabulary compared to his/her peers .565
Tells how two or more shapes will look like when they are merged. .758
Explains the relationships between variables in a problem or event. 795
Asks in-depth questions about topics / situations / events. .628
Easily establishes cause-effect relationships. 732
Transfers learned information to new situations. .850
Makes accurate predictions for problem solutions. .840
Makes a faster analysis of the source of complicated problems or events compared to his/her peers. .763
Easily notices the similarities and differences between objects / events / situations. .690
Generalizes a piece of information on a subject to other related situations. .661
Learns a new subject more easily than his/her peers. 744
Does not have difficulty in recollecting very old prior knowledge when needed. .594
Explains details about an audio story that is not noticed by his/her peers. 479
Performs newly-learned duties faster than his/her peers. 578
Uses practical methods in analyzing a problem. 481

Factor 2: Creativity
Prefers taking risks. .659
Makes decisions freely when creating products. .619
Produces extraordinary opinions. .818
Has good improvisation ability. .872
Prefers the most practical one among the given solutions. .389
Creates functional designs during the activities. .658
Produces many ideas about events and situations. .629
Gives original answers. .663
Produces original products in a task or activity by using imagination. .709
Pays attention to implicit humor that is not noticed by others. 773
Prefers creating a new product rather than copying it. 572
Creates original products by using the materials around. 577
Establishes relationships between seemingly unrelated topics. 579
Exhibits a good sense of humor. .789
Explains a situation in detail. 476
Prefers to try new things. .689
Uses an object for an unusual purpose. .703
Factor 3: Task commitment

Completes a self-initiated activity. .840
Shows strong commitment to the subjects he/she is interested in. .768
Sets his/her own study organization and rules. .692
Has a high learning motivation for the subject of interest. .546
Has a high level of concentration skill. .601
Works for a long period of time to complete the project he/she is interested in. .847
Insists on completing the task he/she has been given. .898
Does not leave the task of interest incomplete. .833
Makes an effort to fully complete the tasks of interest. .842
When faced with difficult tasks, he/she perseveres to complete the task. .857
Dedicates him (her) self to a long-term task. 755
Concentrates his/her attention on resources (books, internet, magazines, etc.) for a longer period of

time than his/her peers. 438
Works on a problem for a long period of time. .640
Sets high goals for him (her) self. 516
Strives patiently to reach his/her goals. .823
Gathers all his/her attention on matters of special interest. .620
Makes a self-evaluation of the responsibilities taken. .623
Works in a disciplined manner in activities/tasks. .855
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Examining the factor loads given in Table 1, it is clear that they vary between 0.479 and 0.850 in the
Above Average Ability subscale, between 0.389 and 0.872 in the Creativity subscale, and between 0.438 and 0.898
in the Task Commitment subscale. When the explained variance rate obtained in line with EFA was examined, it
was observed that the total variance explained by the scale was 78.910%. Accordingly, more than two-thirds of
the total variance was reached with the remaining items in the scale (Cokluk et al., 2012). When the variance rates
explained by the three factors as a result of rotation were examined, it was seen that the rate was 32.547% in the
subscale of Task Commitment, was 32.902% in the subscale of Creativity, and 32.926% in the subscale of Above
Average Ability.

Study 2
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

In the Study 2, CFA was performed on a different sample to examine whether or not the data confirms
the model based on the Renzulli (1978)’s three-ring model out of 50 items remaining in the item pool as a result
of EFA. When the relative multivariate kurtosis value was examined in the context of multivariate normality before
CFA, it was found to be 1.207. Since this value was greater than 1, it was decided to perform CFA based on the
Table 2

Standardized Solutions Factor Loadings and t Values

Items ltems Standardized t-values
No solutions
Factor 1: Above average ability
Al Has rich vocabulary compared to his/her peers 0.85
A2 Tells how two or more shapes will look like when they are merged. 0.87 21.35*
A3 Explains the relationships between variables in a problem or event. 0.91 21.71*
A4 Asks in-depth questions about topics / situations / events. 0.89 21.10*
A5 Makes accurate predictions for problem solutions. 0.88 19.42*
A6 Easily notices the similarities and differences between objects / events / situations. 0.89 18.49*
A7 Generalizes a piece of information on a subject to other related situations. 0.74 10.78*
A8 Does not have difficulty in recollecting very old prior knowledge when needed. 0.86 15.29*
A9 Explains details about an audio story that is not noticed by his/her peers. 0.88 21.10*
Factor 2: Creativity
C1 Prefers taking risks. 0.78
Cc2 Makes decisions freely when creating products. 0.88 17.35*
C3 Prefers the most practical one among the given solutions. 0.71 10.38*
C4 Creates functional designs during the activities. 0.89 14.90*
C5 Creates original products by using the materials around 0.90 14.19*
C6 Establishes relationships between seemingly unrelated topics. 0.91 15.48*
C7 Exhibits a good sense of humor. 0.85 14.16*
C8 Prefers to try new things. 0.89 15.15*
C9 Uses an object for an unusual purpose. 0.88 15.91*
Factor 3: Task commitment
TC1  Sets his/her own study organization and rules. 0.86
TC2  Hasahigh learning motivation for the subject of interest. 0.91 17.99*
TC3  Has a high level of concentration skill. 0.87 16.93*
TC4  Works for a long period of time to complete the project he/she is interested in. 0.86 18.16*
TC5  Insists on completing the task he/she has been given. 0.88 20.07*
TC6  Does not leave the task of interest incomplete. 0.85 16.35*
TC7  Dedicates him (her) self to a long-term task. 0.91 20.07*
TC8 Concentrates his/her attention on resources (books, internet, magazines, etc.) for a
i ; . 0.83 16.96*
longer period of time than his/her peers.
TC9  Makes a self-evaluation of the responsibilities taken. 0.87 17.69*

*p<.05

asymptotic covariance matrix. The estimation method used in CFA for this purpose is the robust
maximum likelihood method. Before performing CFA, the correlations between the items were also examined,
and items with a correlation higher than 0.80 were discarded to avoid multicollinearity problems (Pallant, 2016).
Based on the correlation matrix, CFA was performed with the remaining 27 items after 23 items were discarded.
Table 2 shows the standardized solutions factor loadings obtained as a result of the CFA and the t values of these
factor loadings.
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Figure 1
Path Diagram
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When looking at Table 2, it was observed that standardized factor loads ranged between 0.74 and 0.91
for Above Average Ability, between 0.71 and 0.91 for Creativity, and between 0.83 and 0.91 for Task Commitment.
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In addition, the t values were significant for all items. Figure 1 shows the path diagram obtained as a result of
CFA.

When examining Figure 1, it is clear that the standardized path coefficients for the items in the path
diagram of the 27-item model ranged from 0.71 to 0.91. In addition, the standardized error variance ranged between
0.17 and 0.50. Since the factor loads were higher than 0.30 and error variances were lower than 0.90. it was not
necessary to omit any other item from the scale. Table 3 shows model fit indices for this model.

Table 3

Fit Indices
Fit indices Values
RMSEA 0.052
SRMR 0.028
X2/df 1.61
NFI 0.99
NNFI 0.99
CFlI 1.00
GFI 0.82
AGFI 0.79

When the fit indices given in Table 3 were examined, it was observed that the model-data fit was excellent
(<0.050; <2.00; >0.95; >0.95; >0.95) according to the SRMR, X?/sd, NFI, NNFI, and CFI indices (Brown, 2015;
Hu & Bentler, 1999; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2014). According to the RMSEA index, it had a good fit (< 0.080)
(Brown, 2015; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). When the GFI and AGFI values were examined, they indicated poor fit.
However, considering that the GFI and AGFI values increase with the sample size and are affected by the sample
size, it can be asserted that the model-data fit generally had a perfect fit (Marsh et al., 1988).

Reliability

The reliability results of the TNSG-P were also examined. Cronbach’s a and stratified Cronbach’s «,
McDonald’s w, and composite reliability coefficients, and average variance extracted (AVE) were included in the
reliability analyses. Table 4 shows values for these coefficients.

Table 4
Reliability Coefficients and AVE for the Scale and Its subscales
Scale and subscales a w CR AVE
Above average ability 0.964 0.965 0.964 0.748
Creativity 0.960 0.962 0.961 0.734
Task commitment 0.967 0.967 0.966 0.759
Scale Stratified a = 0.986 0.986 0.988 0.747

Note: o = Cronbach’s a, @ = McDonald’s o, CR = composite reliability, AVE = average variance extracted.

When having a close look at Table 4, it was observed that all of the reliability coefficients of the scale
and its subscales were above 0.95. As such, it can be asserted that the measurements had very high reliability
considering all coefficients. In addition, the average variance extracted values were considerably higher than 0.50.
This finding, in addition to being a proof of reliability, can also be considered as a proof of construct validity
(Fornell, & Larcker, 1981). Finally, the item-total correlations showed that they varied between 0.553 and 0.849.
The fact that the item-total correlations are also higher than 0.30 can also be presented as a proof of reliability
(Pallant, 2016).

Considering all the stages, the scale consists of 27 items, 9 items in each subscale (see Appendix). Since
the scale has three factors at the first level and one factor at the second level, a total score can be obtained from
the scale. Since this scale is a 5-point Likert-type scale, total score varies between 27 and 135.

Study 3

To obtain evidence for the validity of the scale as part of Study 3, the total scores of the students who
were identified as gifted and who registered at SAC and those who only attended formal education in primary
schools were compared. Normality and homogeneity of variances were examined before deciding which
hypothesis test to use for comparison purposes. Because the data were not normally distributed, Mann-Whitney U
test was performed. Table 5 shows the results of this test.
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Table 5
Results of Mann-Whitney U test
Groups N Mean rank Sum of ranks U z p
Gifted children 31 39.68 1230
Typical children 37 30.16 1116 a3 19 0048

When Table 5 is examined, it can be asserted that based on p< .05, there was a significant difference
between the total scores of gifted children and typical children on the teacher nomination scale for gifted children
in primary schools. This difference was in favor of gifted children. The mean and standard deviation of the scores
for gifted children were 109.29 and 16.88, respectively. The values of the typical children were 94.70 and 27.11,
respectively. While the range for gifted children is between 80 and 132, it varies between 32 and 131 for children
who only receive formal education. In addition, the Cohen’s d effect size was found to be 0.65. As the effect size
is higher than 0.50. it can be asserted that there is a medium-level effect (Cohen, 1992).

Discussion

In this study, the TNSG-P was developed in three stages. In the first stage, EFA was performed and in
light of this analysis, some items were removed from the scale and a second version was created. In addition, a
three-factor structure was observed and the explained variance was found to be quite high in this analysis. In the
second stage, CFA was performed and evidence of reliability was examined. The CFA results showed that the fit
indices of the second level one-dimensional and three-dimensional structure overall indicated perfect model data
fit. At this stage, Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, composite reliability, and average variance extracted were
examined as proof of reliability, and it was observed that the measurements had very high reliability. In the third
stage, whether or not there was a significant difference between the scores of gifted children and children attending
normal education on the final form of the scale was examined to provide evidence of validity. At this stage, Mann-
Whitney U test revealed a significant difference. As a result of these three studies, a scale consisting of 27 items
and three subscales was obtained, with valid and reliable measurements. Each subscale of the scale comprises nine
items. Since the scale has three factors at the first level and one factor at the second level, a total score can be
obtained from the scale. This is a 5-point Likert type scale and its total score ranges between 27 and 135 points.
As the student’s scale score increases, the probability of the student being a gifted candidate also increases.
Increasing the score in the scale is not sufficient for the child to be identified as gifted. Children with high scores
are considered as gifted candidates.

The scale is considered as usable for screening because the measurements obtained from the scale are
valid and reliable. Potential gifted children can be identified first by applying this scale to primary school teachers
during the nomination stage of identifying gifted children in primary schools. In the next stage, children can enter
group screening and be evaluated individually with standard measurement tools. When the current identification
procedures of the Ministry of National Education are examined (MoNe, 2022a), only twenty percent of students
at each grade level can be nominated for identification because the number of students nominated for the
identification has been steadily rising. For example, 631.324 students were nominated in 2022 (MoNe, 2022b).
This high number may be due to the lack of knowledge of primary school teachers (Bildiren, 2018b; Sahin &
Cetinkaya, 2015). Although there are nomination scales (Bildiren & Bikmaz-Bilgen, 2019; Sahin, 2013), the lack
of their effective use may have led to this result. Therefore, it can be asserted that it would be useful to develop
scales that emphasize the characteristics of gifted children as in this study.

In the development of the scale, Renzulli’s (1978) three-ring model was used to define giftedness. As
such, the three subscales of the scale are above average ability, creativity, and task commitment. The three-ring
model (Renzulli, 1978; Renzulli & Reis, 2021) discussed in this study was similarly addressed in the Candidate
Notification Scale for Gifted Children in Pre-school Period with 13 items, which was developed by Bildiren and
Bikmaz-Bilgen (2019). When the researchers analyzed the results of EFA and CFA, and the correlation with the
Colored Progressive Matrices Test and Cognitive Ability Test-Form 6, they concluded that the measurements were
valid. In addition, the researchers who found that the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.95 obtained
measurements with high reliability. Like the structure discussed in the scale, the validity and reliability results
obtained for the scale are similar to the scale developed in this study. The difference of the scale developed by the
researchers from the Candidate Notification Scale for Gifted Children in Pre-school Period, is that it aims to be
used in the screening of gifted preschool children. Upon review of the national literature, it was found that the
“Student Nomination Scale (SNS)” was developed by Karabulut and Omeroglu (2021) and the Brigance K&1
Screen Il was adapted by Darga (2010) to screen gifted children in early childhood. The SNS is a 5-point Likert
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type scale with 50 items and six factors. Researchers examining the validity and reliability of the scale obtained
valid and reliable measurements with the scale they developed with their study. This scale is different from the
scale developed in the present study in terms of the population and the theory on which the structure is based.
While the scale developed in this study aims to determine candidacy in primary school period, SNS aims to
determine candidacy in early childhood. In addition, TNSG-P is based on Renzulli’s three-ring model while SNS
is based on Gardner’s multiple intelligences theory. As can be seen, there are two scales in the national literature
that are used to screen gifted preschool children based on the Renzulli’s (1978) three-ring model and Gardner’s
theory of multiple intelligences. However, a scale that can be used to screen gifted children in primary school is
limited in the national literature. Therefore, it is important to develop a scale to screen gifted children in primary
school to be used in the identification process.

Various nomination scales are in use (Gentry et al., 2015; Gilliam & Jerman, 2015). The implementation
of such rating scales is built upon the belief that teachers can offer effective observations to the process of
identifying gifted students. According to Schroth and Helfer’s (2008) study, teacher nominations proved effective
for 80% of the participants. On the other hand, according to Sahin and Cetinkaya (2015), Sahin (2016) and Akar
and Uluman (2013), classroom teachers cannot be sufficiently effective in the identification process due to their
lack of knowledge about the characteristics of gifted students. The reasons for this difference in these findings may
be the lack of information about giftedness, teachers’ focusing only on academic achievement (Lakin & Lohman,
2011), and being able to observe problem solving and rate of learning skills better than other giftedness
characteristics (Heller, 2004). Numerous studies have shown that effective training programs enable teachers to
better identify gifted students (Hemphill, 2009; Sahin & Cetinkaya, 2015). Teachers’ screening of gifted children
may also have disadvantages. Some of these disadvantages are that teachers lacking sufficient knowledge and
nominating successful children more frequently. Wright and Ford (2017) state that even biases can influence
teachers’ nominations of students. However, despite these drawbacks, teacher rating scales offer unique insights
that standardized tests cannot encompass (Chan, 2000). Teachers observe and interact with children frequently and
regularly, which puts children in a special position to be recognized for skills and abilities that help them perform
better on achievement tests. As a result, the TNSG-P developed in the present study can be used as a valid and
reliable measurement instrument for teacher observations at the screening stage in the identification of gifted
children.

Limitations and Implications

Teacher observations were used to assess the TNSG-P developed in this study. The nomination of children
is limited to teacher observations, and these observations are limited to the teachers’ knowledge and perception of
giftedness, as well as their assessments of above average ability, creativity and task commitment. Another
limitation of this study can be the lack of criterion validity. Achieving a high score on the scale does not guarantee
that the child will be recognized as gifted. It is recommended for future studies to examine relationship of TNSG-
P with other instruments. In addition, the relationships between the individual assessments (for example, results
of intelligence test) of students nominated through TNSG-P can be investigated.
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Appendix

Teacher Nomination Scale For Gifted Children In Primary Schools

Student Information
Student’s Name: School Name:
Date of Birth (year/month/day): Date of Rating:
Grade: Gender:
Teacher’s Name: Years of Teaching:
Direcition: Please put an (X) in front of the items which best describe the level of behaviour of your student.
Above Average Ability B
slo> 8 E g
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o =
2 x| g g <
o) L
1 [Has rich vocabulary compared to his/her peers
2 [Tells how two or more shapes will look like when they are merged.
3 |Explains the relationships between variables in a problem or event.
4 ]Asks in-depth questions about topics / situations / events.
5|Makes accurate predictions for problem solutions.
6 |Easily notices the similarities and differences between objects / events / situations.
7 |Generalizes a piece of information on a subject to other related situations.
8 |Does not have difficulty in recollecting very old prior knowledge when needed.
9 [Explains details about an audio story that is not noticed by his/her peers.
— s>
Creativity o > E = 2|
SHISEIRSEIDE
[&] o =
2 & gl 2 <
o [
10Prefers taking risks.
11Makes decisions freely when creating products.
12Prefers the most practical one among the given solutions..
13Creates functional designs during the activities.
14/Creates original products by using the materials around
15Establishes relationships between seemingly unrelated topics..
16[Exhibits a good sense of humor.
17|Prefers to try new things.
18Uses an object for an unusual purpose.
> & E| ¢
S = — >
Task Commitment SHOE R GEIDE
o [y
19Sets his/her own study organization and rules.
20Has a high learning motivation for the subject of interest.
21Has a high level of concentration skill.
22\Works for a long period of time to complete the project he/she is interested in.
23|Insists on completing the task he/she has been given.
24 Does not leave the task of interest incomplete.
25(Dedicates him (her) self to a long-term task.
26/Concentrates his/her attention on resources (books, internet, magazines, etc.) for a longer
period of time than his/her peers.
27Makes a self-evaluation of the responsibilities taken.
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