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Oz
Giris: Ogrenme giicliigii olan bir dgrenci {iniversite smavinda iistiin bir basar1 saglayarak tip fakiiltesine
yerlesebilir mi? iki kere farkli dgrenciler olarak da bilinen 6grenme giigliigii olan iistiin yetenekli dgrencilere
yonelik galismalar son zamanlarda hiz kazanmistir. Bu ¢aligmada ise akademik basarisizliga ragmen tip fakiiltesine
girmeyi bagaran Fatih'in giicli ve zayif yonlerini ile giiglilklere karsi kullandig: stratejilerinin belirlenmesi
amaglanmistir.

Yontem: Calisma modeli olarak nitel arastirma yontemlerinden durum ¢aligmasi kullanilmigtir. Aile goriismeleri,
Fatih ile yapilan goriismeler, Fatih'in ¢izimleri ve zeka testi sonucuyla birlikte Fatih'in zorlandig1 ve yetenekli
oldugu alanlar analiz edilmistir.

Bulgular: Elde edilen veriler sonucunda Fatih'in ilkokuldan beri 6grenme giicligii yasadigi, 6zellikle Tiirkge
dersinde zorluk ¢ektigi ve akademik basarisizlik yasadigi belirlenmistir. Yasadigi akademik basarisizliga ragmen
matematik alaninda iyi performans gosterdigi saptanmistir. Ayrica genel zihinsel yetenekte yetenekli oldugu ve
resim yapmada olaganiistii yetenege sahip oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.

Tartisma: Fatih'in giiclii ile zayif yonlerini, yetersizliklerini telafi etmek ve bir seyler basardigini ortaya koymak
icin resim alanindaki yaraticiligini 6n plana ¢ikarmasi dikkate alindiginda Fatih'in 6grenme giigliigii olan iistiin
yetenekli bir 6grenci oldugu belirtilebilir. Sonuglar, 6grenme gii¢liigii olan iistiin yetenekli bireylerin belirlenmesi
baglaminda tartisilmustir.

Anahtar sézciikler: Ustiin yeteneklilik, 6grenme giicliigii, tanilama, giiclii yonler, zay1f yonler.
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Giris

iki gereksinimliligin tanimina iliskin bir fikir birligi olmasa da (Foley-Nicpon, 2015; Ronksley-Pavia,

2015), son yillarda 6grenme giicliigli ve stiin yetenegin bir arada gdriilebilecegine iliskin aragtirmalar hiz
kazanmustir (Al-Hroub, 2011; Assouline vd., 2010; Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018; Foley-Nicpon & Assouline,
2020; Maddocks, 2018; Ottone-Cross vd, 2017; van Viersen vd., 2016). Aragtirmalarin artmasina ragmen dgrenme
giicliigii olan istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin (20; twice exceptional [2¢]) tanilanmasi, bu ¢ocuklarin farkli 6zellikler
gostermesi nedeniyle giiclesmektedir. 26 niin tanilanmasi iizerine bir fikir birligi olmamas: (Maddocks, 2018) bu
sorunu derinlestirmektedir. Diisiikk akademik basari, yeteneklerin géz ardi edilmesi, maskelemenin etkileri

tanilamanin yani sira 26’lii 6grencilere yonelik egitimi de olumsuz etkilemektedir (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Foleyi
Allmon vd., 2011; McCoach vd., 2001).

26’14 6grencilerin bir yandan giiclii istbilis becerileri (Hannah & Shore, 2008), iyi gelismis kelime
dagarciklart (Wood & Estrada-Hernandez, 2009), problem ¢6zme stratejileri (Munro, 2002), {istin uzamsal
becerileri (Reis & McCoach, 2002) ve yiiksek diizeyde yaraticilik (Ruban & Reis, 2005) sergilemeleri; bir yandan
da diisiik akademik basari (Foley-Nicpon & Assouline, 2020), temel isleme becerilerinde zayiflik (Assouline vd.,
2010), disiik fonolojik farkindalik (van Viersen vd., 2016) gibi dzellikler gostermeleri tanilamay1 daha karmagik
bir hale getirmektedir. Ama buna ragmen 26’ye yonelik farkindalik, tanilama ve miidahale konusunda arastirmalar
giderek artmaktadir (Lovett, 2013; Lovett, & Sparks, 2013; Maddocks, 2018, 2020; Nicpon vd., 2013; Ruban &
Reis, 2005). Biz bu ¢aligmada ilkokul 2. Sinifin sonuna dogru okumaya gecebilen, hala okuma ve yazmada sorun
yasayan, bununla birlikte miithis bir resim yetenegi olan, lise 6gretmenlerinin umudu kestigi bir donemde kimsenin
beklemedigi bir sekilde tip fakiiltesini kazanan bir 26’1 oldugu kanisina vardigimiz dgrencinin bugiine kadar
neden tanilanmadigini ve bu giigliige ragmen nasil ilerleyebildigini incelemeye calistik.

Ogrenme Giicliigii Olan Ustiin Yetenekli Cocuklar

Ogrenme giicliigii, bireyin yazili ve sdzlii dilin anlasiimas1 ve kullanilmastyla ilgili temel psikolojik
stireclerde yasadigi zorluklari ifade eder. Bu zorluklar, dinleme, diigiinme, konusma, okuma, yazma ve
matematiksel hesaplamalar yapma gibi becerileri igerir (Firat & Bildiren, 2023; Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act [IDEA], 2004). Bu tanima iistiin yeteneklilik eklendiginde &grenciler yetenek ve giicliik arasinda
stkigsmig bir durumda olabilmektedir. Ama bu durumun yasanabilecegi halen bir¢ok kisi tarafindan kabul edilmekte
zorlanilmaktadir (Foley-Nicpon vd., 2011; Portesova, 2010). 26°1i 6grenciler, okuma, matematik, yazim veya
yazili ifade gibi belirli bir akademik alanda performans seviyelerinde dnemli bir tutarsizlik sergileyen iistiin
zihinsel beceriye sahip 6grencilerdir (McCoach vd., 2001). Ogrenme giigliigii alan yazina iliskin arastirmalarda
O6grenme giigliigii olan ogrencilerin heterojen bir grup olusturdugu belirtilmektedir (Firat & Bildiren, 2022;
Fletcher vd., 2018; Swanson vd., 2013; Wong & Butter, 2012). Benzer bir durum 26’lii 6grenciler i¢in de s6z
konusudur (Baum vd.,1991; Brody & Mills, 1997). Bu heterojenlige ragmen 26’1t 6grenciler en az bir akademik
alanda yetersizlik yasarlar ve biligsel performanslarina ragmen diisiik akademik performans gosterirler (Assouline
vd., 2010; Foley-Nicpon vd., 2011). Ancak 26’lii 6grenciler, bilissel yetenekleri ile biligsel islemleme zayifliklari
arasinda farkliliklar gdsterirler (Maddocks, 2020).

26°1i dgrenciler genellikle es zamansiz gelisim gosterirler ve yetenekleri ve giigliikleriyle birlikte sadece
iistiin yetenekli ya da sadece dgrenme giigliigii baglaminda degerlendirilmezler (Ottone-Cross, 2017). Bunun
o6nemli bir nedeni Baum (1989) ve Brody ve Mills'e (1997) e gore yetenek ya da giigliiklerin maskelenmesidir. 26
olan dgrenciler genellikle ii¢ farkli gruba ayrilmaktadir (Brody & Mills, 1997). i1k grupta, iistiin yetenekli oldugu
kabul edilen ancak ayni zamanda 6grenme giigliigii yasayan 6grenciler yer almaktadir. Bu grup, yiiksek 1Q veya
yiiksek akademik basarilariyla 6ne ¢iktigi icin kolayca iistlin yetenekli olarak tanimlanabilir (Bisland, 2004). Bu
durum, 6grencinin karsilastig1 giicliikleri maskeleyerek istiin yetenegin varligini gosterir. (Reis vd., 2014). Bu
grup, iistiin olarak kolaylikla tanimlanabilir ancak yazim hatalar1 yaparlar, zayif el yazisi1 becerileri sergilerler ve
bu gruptan beklenen performans ile ger¢ek performanslari arasinda tutarsizlik vardir (Baum & Owen, 2004; Fetzer,
2000). ikinci gruptaki 6grenciler, 6grenme giicliigii tanis1 almis ve giicliiklerin {istiin yeteneklerini belirlemeyi
zorlastirdig1 6grencilerden olusur (Brody & Mills, 1997; Neihart, 2008). Bu 6grencilerde 6grenme giigliigii, baskin
bir sekilde ortaya ¢iktig1 i¢in potansiyellerini gizleyebilirler (Little, 2001). Bu durum, yetersiz degerlendirme
stiregleri veya Ogrencilerin gii¢likklerinin daha diisiik IQ puanlarina yol agma ihtimali nedeniyle, genellikle
Ogrencilerin istiin yeteneklerinin fark edilmedigi anlamima gelmektedir (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018). Bu
durumda, bu 6grenciler genellikle 6zel egitime yonlendirilebilir, ancak iistiin yeteneklerinin gelisimi konusunda
yeterli destek alamamaktadirlar (Neihart, 2008; Silverman, 2009). Genellikle, 6grencinin giicliik yasadig: alanlara
odaklanan bir destek saglanir. Ugiincii gruptaki 6grenciler, iistiin yetenekleri ve dgrenme giicliikleri birbirini
maskeleyerek herhangi bir tan1 almayan 6grencilerdir (Fetzer, 2000; King, 2005). Bu 6grenciler normal siniflarda
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egitime devam ederlerken, istiin yetenekli veya 6grenme gii¢liigii ceken 6grencilere saglanan hizmetler icin uygun
goriilmezler ve ortalama yeteneklere sahip olduklar1 kabul edilir (Brody & Mills, 1997). Akademik olarak dikkat
cekmedikleri i¢in iistiin yetenek veya dgrenme giicliigli tanisi almazlar (McCallum vd., 2013).

26’11 6grenciler birbirinden farkli ve kendilerine 6zgii 6zellikler sergilemelerine ragmen, ortak 6zellikleri
ortaya koymaya caligan aragtirmalar da bulunmaktadir (Brody & Mills, 1997; Reis ve digerleri 2014). 26’1i
ogrenciler, ileri diizey sozciik dagarcigi, problem ¢dzme becerileri, giiclii bellek, yaraticilik, soyut diisiinme, akil
yiiriitme, yiiksek genel zihinsel yetenek, sozel veya uzamsal yeteneklerde giiclii yonler gibi o6zellikler
sergileyebilmektedir (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Crepeau-Hobson & Bianco, 2013; Dare & Nowicki, 2015; LaFrance,
1997; Munro, 2002; Nielsen, 2002; Ruban & Reis, 2005; Wood & Estrada-Hernandez, 2009). 26’li 6grenciler bu
yeteneklere ragmen diigiik benlik kavrami gelistirebilir, kolayca cesareti kirilabilir, okulda dikkat giicliigli ¢ekebilir
ve egitim ortamindaki degisikliklere uyum saglamada zorluk yasayabilir (Assouline vd., 2010; Brody & Mills,
1997). Bunun nedeni yeteneklerinin yani sira szel yonergeleri izlemekte ve dikkati stirdiirmede zorlanma, temel
islemleme becerilerde, gorsel ve isitsel ayrim, siralama, kod ¢6zme becerileri, kisa siireli isitsel bellekte ve alici
ve ifade edici iletisimde giigliik yasama gibi problemler yasamalaridir. (Assouline vd., 2010; Baum vd., 2001;
Nielsen, 2002; Robinson, 1999; Waldron & Saphire, 1990, 1992). Bunun yani sira sézel ve yazili becerileri
arasinda farklilik olabilmekte, soyut kavram gerektiren gorevlerde c¢ok iyi performans sergilerken, bellek
gerektiren go—revlerde zorluk yasamaktadirlar (King, 2005). Sesbilgisel farkindalik, isitsel algi ve bellekte
yasadiklar1 zorluklar okuma yazma basarilarin1 olumsuz etkilemektedir (Waldron & Saphire, 1992). van Viersen
ve digerleri (2016) 26’1l 6grencilerin fonolojik farkindalik ve hizli isimlendirme becerilerinde zayif olduklarini,
ancak kisa siireli bellek, ¢alisan bellek ve dil becerilerinde ise giiglii olduklarini bulmuslardir. Ayrica arastirma,
fonolojinin, 26’1 ¢ocuklar i¢in bir risk faktorii oldugunu gdstermistir. Bu sonuglar 26°lii 6grencilerin okuma
yazmada sorun yasadiklar1 gostermektedir ancak 26’lii 6grencilerin ortalama zeka diizeyindeki disleksi olan
ogrencilerden daha iyi okuduklari tespit edilmistir (Berninger & Abbott, 2013; van Viersen vd., 2016; Van Viersen
vd., 2017). Okuma yazmaya ek olarak, say1 hissi, temel matematiksel hesaplama, sayilarla akil yiiriitme becerisinin
zay1f olmasi, matematik basarisini olumsuz etkilemektedir (Waldron & Saphire, 1992). Egitim programlarinin
genelde okuma, yazma ve aritmetik gibi temel akademik becerilere bagli olmasi nedeniyle diisiik akademik bagar1
gosterebilmekte (Baum vd., 2001; Gilman vd., 2013) ve bunlardan dolay: duygusal ve davranigsal zorluklart bir
arada yasayabilmektedirler (Assouline vd., 2010). Basarisizliklarin devam etmesi durumunda diisiik benlik algis
ve akademik 06z yeterlilik sergileyebilmektedirler (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018; King, 2005; Olenhack, 2009).

Bu giicliikleri zaman zaman rahatlatan yaraticilik 6zellikleri de dikkat ¢ekicidir (Karnes & Shaunessy,
2004; LaFrance, 1997; Olenhack, 2009; Yssel vd., 2014). Beckmann ve Minnaert’in (2018) 23 yayin iizerine
yaptiklar1 inceleme de 26°li 6grencilerin gorevlerinde yaratici yaklasimlar gosterdikleri tespit edilmistir. Ancak
26’11 dgrenciler bu yaraticiliklarini yetersizliklerini telafi etme i¢in kullanabilmektedirler (Daniels & McCollin,
2010). Yaraticilik gibi belirgin bir 6zellige ragmen birlikte yasanan giicliikler, tanilamaya iliskin net bir fikir
birliginin olmamas1 (Assouline & Whiteman, 2011; Lovett & Sparks, 2013), 26°1ii 6grencilerin yeterince erken
tespit edilmesini zorlagtirmaktadir (National Association for Gifted Children, 2013; Reis vd., 2014).

Ogrenme Giicliigii Olan Ustiin Yeteneklilerin Tanilanmasi

Yiiksek potansiyel ve yetersizlikler arasindaki catigma (King, 2005), 26’14 6grencileri tanilamayi
tartismali ve gii¢ bir duruma getirmektedir. Grupta yer alan 6grencileri ayirt etmede temel zorlugun yeteneklerin
yetersizlikleri, yetersizliklerin de yetenekleri maskelemesi oldugu belirtilmektedir (Baum vd., 2006; Brody &
Mills, 1997; Portesova, 2010). Ancak McCoach ve digerleri (2001) gore maskelemeye odaklanmak problem
igermektedir. Cilinkii tiim ortalama performans gosteren 6grencileri taramak miimkiin olamamaktadir. Bu nedenle
26’1l 6grencilerinin belirleyici 6zelliklerine odaklanmay1 oOnerirler, boylece bu ogrenciler kritik bir sekilde
basarisiz olmaya baglamadan dnce uygulayicilar tarafindan tanimlanabilirler.

Alandaki artan bilgi ve kavrayisa ragmen, tanimlama sorunlar1 hala mevcuttur (Reis vd., 2014) ancak
tanilamaya iligskin farkli tanilama yontemleri onerilmektedir. Brody ve Mills (1997), bir ¢ocugun 26 olarak
etiketlenip etiketlenmemesi konusunda ii¢ faktoriin 6zellikle 6nemli oldugu sonucuna varmislardir. Bu faktorler,
olaganiistlii yetenek kaniti, yetenek-basar1 tutarsizligi ve bir islemleme yetersizligidir. Bu yaklasim, 6grenme
giicliigii olan istiin yetenekli bireylerde, IQ puanlarinin entegrasyonunu saglayarak yapilandirilmig gériismeler,
davranis gozlemleri, yaraticilik testleri ve 6gretmen degerlendirmeleri gibi daha 6znel endekslerin tanilama
stirecine dahil edilmesine olanak saglamistir. McCoach ve digerleri (2001), 6grenme gii¢liigli olan {istiin yetenekli
¢ocuklarin tanilanmasinda, sadece basar1 diizeyi ile zeka diizeyi arasindaki tutarsizligin degil, ayn1 zamanda ¢esitli
degerlendirme araglarinin bir arada kullanilmasimi da dnermektedirler. Bu araglar arasinda IQ testleri, basari
testleri, miifredata dayali degerlendirmeler ve portfolyo incelemeleri yer almaktadir. Nielsen (2002) ise tanilamada
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Wechsler zeka 6l¢eginin Ozellikle kodlama ve sayr dizisi gibi alt testlerinde diisiikk puanlarin aranmasini
onermektedir. Bu alt testler, 6grenme giicliigii olan iistiin yetenekli ¢ocuklarin belirgin zorluk yasadig: alanlar
ortaya koyabilir ve tan1 siirecinde dnemli ipuglar1 saglayabilir. Ayrica, profil analizleri, genis iistiin yeteneklilik
tanimlar1 ve 6grenme gii¢liigiiniin basart ve zeka diizeyi arasindaki tutarsizlik yaklagiminin birlikte kullanilmast,
daha dogru ve kapsamli bir tanmin konulmasmi saglayabilir. Bu yaklagim, 6grencinin farkli alanlardaki
yeteneklerini, giiclii ve zayif yonlerini goz 6niinde bulundurarak tani siirecinin daha etkili olmasini saglayabilir.
Silverman (2003) ise istiin yetenekli ve O6grenme giicligli olan cocuklarin birbirlerini farkli bigimlerde
maskeleyebilecegini vurgulayarak, ayri alt test puanlarinin detayli bir sekilde incelenmesinin énemli oldugunu
savunmaktadir. Bu sekilde, 6grencinin yeteneklerindeki tutarsizliklar ve potansiyel gii¢lii yonler daha iyi
anlagilabilir ve dogru bir tan1 konulabilir. Bu nedenle, tani siirecinde ayri alt test puanlarina dikkat edilmesi
gerekmektedir.

Basarisizlik ve zeka diizeyi arasindaki tutarsizligin ortaya g¢ikarilmasi i¢in gegen siirenin uzunlugu,
tutarsizlik yaklagiminin elestirilmesine neden olmaktadir (Vaughn vd., 2003). Bu sebeple alternatif olarak
miidahaleye tepki yontemi (MTM) 26’lii 6grencilerin tanilamasinda da uygulanmasi 6nerilmektedir (Yssel vd.,
2014). Ancak McCallum ve digerlerine (2013) gore riskli durum yalnizca diisiik akademik performansin bir iglevi
olarak tanimlandigindan, 26’li 6grencilerin miidahaleye tepki yonteminde tarama siirecinde tanimlanmasi pek
olas1 goziikmemektedir. Bu nedenle tarama igin MTM tutarsizlik kriterleri kullanilmasinmi 6nermektedirler
(matematikte en yiiksek %16'y1 belirlemek i¢in gézlemlenen puan formiiliiniin kullanilmasi gibi). Crepeau-Hobson
ve Bianco (2011) da standartlastirilmis degerlendirme prosediirlerinin MTM uygulamalari ile bu sekilde
harmanlanmasi ile daha dogru tanilama yapilabilecegini 6nermektedir.

Son yillarda yapilan arastirmalar, 26’1 6grencilerin tanilanmasini daha ayrintili olarak incelemeye
baslamistir. Ornegin Lovett ve Sparks (2013) 26’li dgrencilerin belirlendigi kriterlere ve ogrencilerin
standartlagtirilmis yetenek ve basart testlerindeki performansina odaklanarak 46 amprik ¢alismayr gdézden
gecirmislerdir. Sonuglara gore 26’1l 6grencilerin nasil tanilanacagi konusunda bir fikir birligi olmadig1, neredeyse
caligmalarin yarisinda IQ basart tutarsizligi yaklasiminin kullanildigi ancak bunun biiylik popiilasyonlarda
tanilama sorunlarina yol acacagi, calismalarin ¢ok azinda diisiik basarmin tani kriteri i¢in ele alindigi, 26’Li
ogrencilerin IQ ortalamalarmin 122.8 oldugu ve basari puanlarin ortalama diizeyde oldugu tespit edilmistir.
Ottone-Cross ve digerleri (2019), 26’lii 6grencilerin Kaufman Bagart Testi, (KTEA-3) skorlarmin ortalama
diizeyde oldugunu tespit emistir. Ayrica 26°1i 6grencilerin ortalama puanlarmin, iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerden
lile 2 standart sapma puani altinda, 6grenme giigliigii olan 6grencilerden de 1 ile 2 standart sapma puani iistiinde
oldugunu tespit etmistir. Maddocks’un (2018) yaptig1 ¢alismada potansiyel 26’lii olarak tanilanan 6grencilerin
¢ogunun daha diisiik iglemleme yetenekleri ve basar1 sergiledikleri tespit edilmistir. Yine bu arastirmada yaygin
olarak kullanilan bireysel uyumsuzluk kriterlerinin potansiyel {istiin yetenekli 6grencileri potansiyel dgrenme
giicliigli olan dgrenciler olarak taniladigini tespit etmistir. Maddocks un (2020) ¢alismasinda ise potansiyel 26’Li
ogrencilerin sdzel ve/veya muhakeme yeteneklerinde giiglii yonler sergiledigini ortaya g¢ikarmistir. 26°li
ogrencilerin kavrama-bilgi puanlari ile {istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin kavrama-bilgi puanlarmin benzer diizeyde
oldugunu tespit etmis ancak 26’1l 6grencilerin iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler kadar tanilama kriterlerini tagimadigini
ortaya koymustur.

26’1l 6grencilerin tanilama yaklasimlarini destekleyen arastirmalar bulunmasma ragmen (Baum &
Novak, 2010; Coleman, 2005), bu 6grencilerin tanilanmasinda standartlastirilmis bir siirecin olmamasi, okullarin
bu 6grencileri dogru bir sekilde tanilayamamasi ve ihtiyaglarina uygun egitim almalarini engelleyebilmektedir. Bu
nedenle, 6grenme gligliigii olan stiin yetenekli 6grencilerin tanimlanmasi igin farkli modellerin birlestirilmesi
uygun bir yaklagim olabilir. Assouline ve digerleri (2010) ile Lovett ve Sparks (2013) tarafindan da savunulan
goriise gore, bu 6grenciler 6grenme giicligiiyle iligkili temel biligsel eksikliklere sahiptir ve genellikle mutlak
yerine goreli akademik aciklar sergilemektedir. Bu nedenle bireysel zeka testi, ¢oklu biligsel islem 6l¢iisii, basar1
testi, miifredati dayali degerlendirmeyi igeren degerlendirme dizisi ile birlikte (Bell vd., 2015), referansh
standardize 6l¢gme araglarinin yani sira informal 6lgme araglarini da kapsayan c¢oklu tarama yontemlerinin
kullanilmasi ve disiplinlerarasi ekip ¢aligmasi ile isbirligi icerisinde tanilamanin yapilmasi (Baum vd., 2006; Dare
& Nowicki, 2015) daha isabetli tanilamay1 gerceklestirebilecektir.

Tiirkiye’deki Durum

Tirkiye’de 26’lii 6grencilere yonelik ¢aligmalar yok denecek kadar azdir. Bunun 6nemli bir nedeni
o0grenme gligliigiine yonelik tanilama sorunlaridir. Mili Egitim Bakanlig1 verilerine gére 6grenme giicliigii tanisi
almig Ogrencilerin orani tiim 6zel gereksinimli 6grencilerin yaklasik %3’1 civarindadir (Cakiroglu, 2017).
McFarland ve digerleri (2019), Engelli Bireyler Egitim Yasasi (IDEA) kapsaminda 6zel egitim hizmetleri alan 3-
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21 yas aras1 6grenci sayisinin 7 milyon oldugunu ve bu 6grencilerin %34'{iniin 6grenme gligliikleri olan bireylerden
olustugunu belirtmislerdir. Bu veriler goz oniine alindiginda, Tiirkiye'de 6grenme giicliigii tanilamasi konusunda
ciddi bir sorun oldugu ortadadir. Bu sorunun tanilama araglarinin eksikligi ve 6gretmenlerin bilgi diizeyinin
yetersizligi gibi faktorlerden kaynaklandigi sdylenebilir (Cakiroglu, 2017). Tiirkiye'de yapilan ¢alismalarda (Altun
& Uzuner, 2016; Basar & Goncii, 2018; Firat & Kogak, 2018), 6gretmenlerin 6grenme giigliigii konusunda yetersiz
bilgiye sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Benzer sekilde, istiin yetenekli ¢ocuklar i¢in yapilan arastirmalarda da benzer
sonuglara ulagilmistir (Bildiren, 2018; Sahin & Kargin, 2013). Bu durum, grenme gii¢liigii olan iistiin yetenekli
¢ocuklarin tanilanmasini olumsuz yonde etkileyebilir. Bildiren ve Firat (2020) tarafindan yapilan bir aragtirmada,
ogrenme giicliigli olan {istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin tanilanmasiyla ilgili g¢esitli sorunlar belirlenmistir. Bu
calismada, sadece zeka testiyle dikkat daginikligi tanis1 konulan bir 6grencinin ¢oklu degerlendirme ile 6grenme
glicliigli olan iistiin yetenekli oldugu kanitlanmistir. Arastirmacilar, 6grenme giicliigii olan {istiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin erken tanilanmasmin biiyiik bir éneme sahip oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bu noktada, 6grenci
performansinin aile, 6gretmenler ve diger ilgili paydaslar tarafindan dikkatlice gézlemlenmesi gerektigine dikkat
cekmektedir. Tanilama siirecindeki sorunlara ragmen, umut verici bir gelisme olarak, 6zel egitim 6gretmenligi
lisans programinda yapilan yeni diizenlemelerden bahsedilebilir. Bu diizenlemelerle, 6grenme giigliigii ve iistiin
yetenek alaninda uzmanlagsma imkan1 sunulmaktadir. Bu durumun ilerleyen yillarda farkindaligin artmasina katki
saglamasi beklenmektedir.

Mevcut Calisma

26’1l 6grencilerin tanilanmasi {izerine yapilan ¢alismalar genelde bu dgrencilerin tipik gelisim 6zellikleri
ve tanilama araglari iizerine yogunlagmaktadir (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018; Cross vd., 2019; Lovett & Sparks,
2013; Maddocks, 2018, 2019). Ancak 26’lii 6grencilerin erken yastan iiniversite yasamina kadar gerek giiglii
yonleri gerekse gerekse giiclik yasadigi alanlara iliskin derinlemesine arastirmalara ihtiyag bulundugu
diisiiniilmektedir. Bununla birlikte giicliik yasadigi alanlara ragmen akademik yagantida nasil ilerleyebildiklerinin
ve hatta nasil ciddi basarilar sergileyebildiklerinin de incelenmesi 6nemli olabilecektir. Tiirkiye’de 26’11 iiniversite
Ogrencisinin incelendigi bir arastirmaya rastlanmamistir. Dolayisiyla arastirma bulgularinin 26°Li 6grencilerinin
ozelliklerinin ortaya koyulmasinda, tanilanmasinda ve kendilerine 6zgii ne tiir stratejiler gelistirebildikleri
hususunda alana katkilar saglayabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu noktada arastirmada 26 potansiyeli tasiyan tip
fakiiltesi son simif 6grencisi Fatih’in giiclii ve zayif yonlerinin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi, giicliiklere karst kullandig
stratejilerinin belirlenmesi amaglanmaistir.

Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirmada, vaka c¢alismasi yontemi kullanilarak nitel bir arastirma modeli uygulanmigtir. Vaka
calismasi, birey, grup, topluluk veya birimlerin yasadig1 olaylarin belirli bir bilimsel yaklagima dayanarak analiz
edildigi bir yontemdir. Bu yontem, derinlemesine bir bilgi elde etmeyi ve gergek hayattaki olaylar: biitlinciil bir
perspektifle anlamay1 saglar (McMillan, 2004; Yin, 2003). Tek bir vaka ¢alismasi yapmanin 6nemli nedenleri
arasinda teorik bilginin dogrulanmasi, benzersiz ve olagandisi bir durumun belgelenmesi ve analiz edilmesi, ayni
vakay1 farkli zamanlarda takip etme imkani, erisilemeyen bir olgunun incelenmesi gibi faktorler yer almaktadir
(Yin, 2014). Bu nedenle yaklagik 50.000 6grencinin egitim gordiigii iiniversitede benzersiz giigliikler ve bir o kadar
da yetenekler sergileyen Fatih’in derinlemesine incelenmesi hedeflenmistir. Bu hedef noktasinda Fatih ve ailesi
ile goriisme yapilmis, zeka performansini belirlemek i¢in TONI-3 testi uygulanmis, yetenegi i¢in resimleri analiz
edilmis ve yetersizligi ile nasil basa ¢iktigini ortaya ¢ikarmak igin ders ¢alisma stratejileri analiz edilmistir.

Katilimci

26 potansiyeli olan Fatih 6zel egitim boliimiine bagvurarak gocukluk doneminden itibaren yasadigi
giicliiklerin iiniversite yasami boyunca da devam ettigini ve bu durumun hayatini olumsuz etkiledigini aktarmistir.
Arastirmacilar tarafindan giiclii ve zay1f yonlerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla bir degerlendirme yapilmasi 6nerilmis,
Fatih de bu 6neriyi kabul etmistir.

Fatih 24 yasinda Tip Fakiiltesi son smnif 6grencisidir. Anne ve babasi ilkokul mezunudur. Bir kiz bir de
erkek olmak tizere iki kardesi vardir. Normal dogumla diinyaya gelmis, dogum sirasinda bir problem yasamamustir.
1-1,6 yas araliginda konusmaya baslamistir. Konusmaya basladiginda yasadigi sorun bazi harfleri ¢ikarmakta
zorlanmasidir. Bu konuda ablasi yardime1 olmustur. Dogdugu yerde okul 6ncesi kurum olmadigi igin okul 6ncesi
egitim almamistir. Okul 6ncesi donemde hareketli, iletisimi iyi, hayalperest ve resim ¢izmeyi ¢ok seven bir
cocuktur. Tlkokul dénemi ise ok sikintili baslamustir. flkokula basladiktan sonra okuma ve yazmay1 2 yil sonra
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o0grenmis ve bu nedenle ilkokuldan hi¢ hoslanmamuigtir. Ortaokul ve lise doneminde 6zellikle sozel dersler ve
Tiirk¢ede problemler yasamaya devam etmistir. Matematik ve resim dersleri haricinde diger derslerde aktif katilim
gostermemistir. Lise Ogretmenlerinin tiniversite sinavinda basari beklemedigi bir durumda iken 2.007.659
Ogrencinin smava girdigi iiniversite yerlestirme simavinda ilk 11000 igerisine girerek Tip fakiiltesini kazanmustir.
Halen okuma, yazma, okudugunu anlamada sorunlar yagamaktadir.

Veri Toplama Araglan
Yart Yapuandirilmis Goriisme Formu

Aragtirmacilar tarafindan veri toplama araci olarak aragtirmanin amacina literatiir bilgilerine uygun
sekilde iki yart yapilandirilmig gériisme formu hazirlanmistir. Formun biri Fatih’in kendisine digeri ise ailesine
uygulanmigtir. Yari yapilandirilmig gorisme formlarindaki sorular igin 6grenme giigliigii ve stiin yetenek
alaninda uzman 2 6gretim iiyesinden goriis alarak i¢ gecerligin saglanmasi amaglanmistir. Gorligme formu 37
sorudan olusmaktadir. Yar1 yapilandirilmis goriisme formundaki sorularin, aragtirmanin amacina tam anlamiyla
hizmet edebilecegi anlasildiktan sonra Fatih ve ailesi i¢in uygulamaya ge¢ilmis, bireysel olarak goriisiilmiis ve
veriler not tutularak kaydedilmistir.

TONI-3 Zeka Testi

Fatih'in genel zihinsel yetenegini degerlendirmek icin Tiirkiye'de yetiskinler icin 6zel bir zeka testi
bulunmamasi sebebiyle, sézel olmayan TONI-3 zeka testi uygulanmigtir. TONI-3 testi, Brown ve digerleri
tarafindan gelistirilmis olup 6 ila 89 yas arasindaki bireylere bireysel olarak uygulanan bir genel yetenek zeka
testidir. Bu test, yetenek, zeka, soyut diisiinme ve problem ¢6zme becerilerini tamamen dil bagimsiz bir sekilde
degerlendirmek igin tasarlanmistir. Ozellikle akici zekayi, soyut diisiinmeyi ve problem ¢dzme yeteneklerini
degerlendiren bir yapiya sahiptir (Brown vd., 1997). Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'nde TONI-3 testinin yas gruplari
icin yapilan i¢ tutarlik giivenirlik analizleri sonucunda, A ve B formlari i¢in Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlik giivenirlik
katsayilarinin .89 ile .97 arasinda oldugu bulunmustur.

Resim Analizleri

Fatih’in yaptig1 8 resim, iki uzman tarafindan analiz edilmigtir. Uzmanlar Tiirkiye’de {istiin yetenekli
¢ocuklarin egitim aldig1 devlet kurumu olan Bilim ve Sanat Merkezinde gorev yapmaktadirlar. Resim alaninda
iistlin yetenekli ¢ocuklarin tanilanmasi konusunda ¢aligsmaktadirlar.

Ders Calisma Stratejileri

Giiclii olduklart alanlara iligkin pek ¢ok potansiyelleri olan 26’1l 6grencilerin giiglii alanlarini hedefleyen
uygulamalar ile ihtiya¢ duyuldugunda zayif alanlarina iliskin strateji ve becerilerin 6gretiminin potansiyellerini en
iist diizeyde kullanabilmeleri i¢in 6nemli oldugu belirtilmektedir (Dare & Nowicki, 2015; Reis vd., 2014). Ancak
Fatih tan1 almangtir. Bu nedenle herhangi bir miidahale programi ya da dzel egitim uygulanmamistir. {lkokuldan
itibaren tant almayan Fatih’in akademik yasantisindaki giicliikleri nasil tolere edebildigini incelemek igin tip
fakiiltesindeki dersleri nasil ¢alistigmna iligkin inceleme yapilmistir. Bu inceleme sonucunda Fatih’in resimlerle
kodlama yaptig1 ders ¢alisma notlar1 ve resimleri incelenmistir.

Veri Toplama ve Analizi

Bu arastirma, nitel arastirma yaklasimi dogrultusunda tasarlanmig olup, elde edilen veriler yari
yapilandirilmis goriisme formu kullanilarak toplanmis ve analiz igin "igerik analizi" teknigi uygulanmistir. Veri
analizi dort asamada gergeklestirilmistir: 1. Verilerin kodlanmasi, 2. Kodlanan verilerin temalarinin belirlenmesi,
3. Kodlarm ve temalarin diizenlenmesi, 4. Bulgularin tanimlanmasi ve yorumlanmasi (Y1ldirim ve Simsek, 2006).
Analiz siirecinde goriisme kayitlart desifre edilerek ¢oziimlemeler yapilmis ve bu siiregte verilerden ¢ikan temalar
ve kod basgliklart belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin giivenirligini saglamak amaciyla, arastirma verileri iki ayrn
aragtirmaci tarafindan bagimsiz olarak kodlanmis ve ortaya ¢ikan kod ve tema listesine son sekli verilmistir. Daha
sonra, veriler, bu kod ve tema listesine gore degerlendirilmek {izere yine iki arastirmaci tarafindan incelenmistir.
"Goris Birligi" ve "Goriis Ayrilig1" olan maddeler belirlenmistir. Aragtirmanin giivenirligini degerlendirmek igin
Miles ve Huberman'm (1994) 6nerdigi “P (Uzlagsma Yiizdesi %) = [Na (Goriis Birligi) / Na (Goriis Birligi) + Nd
(Gortis Ayriligr)] X 100” formiilii kullanilmigtir. Bu hesaplama sonucunda elde edilen P degeri %93 olarak
bulunmus ve arastirmanin giivenilir kabul edildigi tespit edilmistir.
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Etik Prosediir

) Bu ¢aligmanin her asamasinda etik hususlara oncelik verilmistir. Calisma 6ncesi Aydin Adnan Menderes
Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Egitim Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu'ndan 27/02/2023 tarih ve 2023/2 sayili
etik onay alinmis olup katilimeilara (Fatih ve Fatihin ebeveynleri) bilgilendirilmis onam formu doldurtulmustur.

Bulgular

Bu béliimde katilimerya yoneltilen sorulardan elde edilen bulgular arastirma sorularma cevap verecek
sekilde olusturulan temalara gore incelenmis ve tablolar halinde sunulmustur. Ayrica buna ek olarak TONI-3 testi
bulgularina, resim analizlerine, ders ¢alisma stratejilerine yer verilmistir.

Tablo 1
Katilimcimin Giiglii ve Zayif Yonlerine Dair Kodlar

Donem Giiglii yonler Zayif yonler
Iletisim
Okul 6ncesi Hayal kurma Artikiilasyon
Resim
Isteksizlik
Matematik Okuma gligliigi
ilkokul dénemi Resim Akademik basarisizlik
Iletisim Yazma giicligii (s/s, c/¢ ve h/g)
Tasarim Tiirkce
Odev tamamlayamama
Ortaokul donemi Mat.e matik Tiirkge e
Resim Okuma giigliigii
Sozel dersler
Lise dénemi Resim Isteksizlik
Akademik basarisizlik
Ug boyutlu diisiinme Bellek
Universite dénemi Hayal etme Yazma giigligii
Farkli diigiinme Diisiik okuma hizi

Tablo 1 incelendiginde, okul Oncesi donemde Fatih’in hareketli bir ¢ocuk oldugu, konusmaya
basladiginda artikiilasyon sorunlar1 yasadigi, arkadaslar ile iyi iletisim kurdugu ve okul dncesi egitimi almadigt
ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Okul 6ncesi donemde Fatih’in hareketli bir cocuk oldugu, konusmaya basladiginda artikiilasyon sorunlari
yasadigi, arkadaslari ile iyi iletisim kurdugu ve okul 6ncesi egitimi almadig1 ortaya ¢ikmigstir. Bu donemle ilgili
“Konusmayla ilgili yasadigim tek sorun bazi harfleri ¢ikarmakta zorlanmigtim. Ablam yardimci oldu.
Arkadagslarimla giizel bir iletisimim vardi. Oyunlara aktif olarak katilan biriydim.” seklinde diisiincelerini
aktarmustir.

flkokul doneminde okula karsi isteksizlik ve okuma ve yazma giigliigii yasadigi, Odevlerini
tamamlayamadig1 genel anlamda ve 6zellikle Tiirk¢e dersinde akademik basarisizlik yasadigi ortaya ¢ikmustir.
Bunula birlikte matematik ve resim alaninda ¢alismaktan hoslandig1 ve iyi bir performans sergiledigi tespit
edilmistir. Bu dénemle ilgili diisiincelerini su sekilde ifade etmistir:

“Ben ilk giinden itibaren okula gitmek hi¢ istemezdim. Evdekilere gok sikildigimi sdylerdim. Ikiz kiz
kardesim de ayn1 siniftaydi o boyle sorunlar hi¢ yasamadi. Beni ilk bir aya yakin ablam okula gétiirdii ve
yanimda oturdu. O olmadiginda derslere girmemek i¢in elimden geleni yapiyordum. Okulu sevmemin
sebebi herkesin okuma yazmay1 ¢ok hizli 6grenirken benim hala 6grenemiyor olmamdi. Her 6grenciye
ayrt ilgi gosterilebilecek bir sinif degildi. Resim dersi ve matematik dersleri digindaki higbir dersi
sevmezdim. Matematige olan ilgimde babamin bakkalinda baslamisti. Sinif 6gretmenimiz okuma
yazmay1 dgrenemedigim i¢in ve ddevleri yapmadigim igin siddet uygulardi. Ama ben bunu eve pek
yansitmazdim. Birinci smifim bittiginde artik insaati biten yeni mahalle okuluna gegmistik. Eski
Ogretmenimiz 2. Sinifa ikizimden ayr1 kalmayayim diye siniftan gegirecegini ifade ederdi. Zaten
karnemde notlarimda diisiikti.”

Ozellikle okuma ve yazma giigliigiine iliskin “s/s, c/¢ ve h/g ayrumim yazarken yapamazdim. Ama bu
anlamama engel olmadigi igin okuyabiliyorum tek basima dedigimde 2.sinif ortalarimdaydi ama ¢ok yavas
okuyordum. Hala da hizli degil” seklinde yasadiklarmi ifade etmistir. Tiirkge dersine iliskin de “Tiirk¢e
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derslerinden ka¢mak ok isterdim. Ogretmen bana kitap okuttugunda cok ¢ekinirdim kétii hissederdim. Ders bitsin
diye dua ederdim. Hep en arka siraya oturmaya ¢alisirdim. Giiglii yanim derste ben kitap okurken bana giilseler
bile umursamazdim. Igimden okul bitince zaten bakkal olucam derdim” seklinde yasadiklarini aktarmastir.

Ortaokulda ise Fatih’in kendini daha iyi hissetmeye basladig: ilkokula benzer bir sekilde matematik ve
resim dersinde daha iyi performans sergiledigi, Tiirk¢e dersinde ve okumada zorlandig: ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Bu
donemle ilgili “Ortaokulum ¢ok daha basarilyydy ¢iinkii matematik yapabiliyordum. Tiirkge dgretmenim yavag
okumami yadirgard: sadece ama kétii davranmaz énerilerde bulunurdu. Akademik basarim Ilkokula gore kat kat
diizelmigti. Tiirk¢e disinda.” seklinde yasadiklarini aktarmastir.

Lise doneminde muhtemelen ders sayisinin ve zorlugunun artmasi nedeniyle ilkokula benzer bir sekilde
okula kars1 isteksizlik yasadigi, 6zellikle s6zel derslerden ¢ok zorlandigi tespit edilmistir. Bu donemle ilgili “Lise
bir sanki yeniden ilkokula basliyormusum gibi zor bir donemdi. Sozel derslerde basarisiz oldugum igin tembel
goriiyorlardi.” seklinde diigiincelerini aktarmistir.

Tiirkiye’de yiliksek Ogretime gecis icin uygulanan {iiniversite sinavinda lise Ogretmenlerinin hig
beklemedigi bir sekilde performans gosterip tip fakiiltesini kazanan Fatih {iniversiteye basladiginda dncelikle
basaramama diisiincesine kapilmis bu diisiince onu kaygilandirmaya basglamistir. Ancak ii¢ boyutlu diisiinme ve
hayal etme giiciinii 6n plana ¢ikarip akademik basarisini arttirabilmistir. Bu dénemle ilgili diislincelerini su sekilde
aktarmustir:

“Cok zor oldugunu duyarak ve bunu endisesiyle geldim. Bitirememe kaygim baglamadan olmustu. Ancak
daha sonra akademik basarim bekledigimden ¢ok daha iyi oldu. Cok basarili biri sayilmam belki ama
severek 6greniyorum ¢ilinkii hayal etmem gereken ve ii¢ boyutlu diisinmem gereken ¢ok an oluyor bu
hosuma gidiyor.”

TONI-3 Testi Bulgulari

TONI-3 testi Fatih’e bireysel olarak uygulanmistir. Test uygulamasinda kolay sorularda dikkatinin
dagildig1 gozlenmistir. 15-20 dk. arasinda testi tamamlamigtir. Toplam 42 soruyu dogru cevaplamigtir. Testin
orijinal normlarina gére Fatih’in 130 IQ diizeyinde oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Resimler

Resim alanindaki uzmanlarin degerlendirmesine gore Fatih’in kendi meslek alaniyla ilgili caligmalarina
yonelik resim ve illiistrasyonu birlestirmesi, aynt zamanda kendi boyama ve ¢izgi tarzi olusturmast bakimindan
onemli bir agama olarak yorumlanmustir. Cizgi, perspektif, oran oranti, 151k golge, konu biitiinliigii ve yorumlama
baglaminda iistiin bir yetenek sergiledigi ifade edilmistir. Portrelerdeki oran orantiy1 ¢ok iyi gozlemledigi ortaya
¢ikartlmigtir. Sanatin toplumsal yoniine de g¢alismalarinda epeyce yer vermis olmasi (toplumsal olaylar,
farkindaliklar) farkl bir diigiincenin var oldugunu gostermesi bakimindan 6nemli olarak degerlendirilmistir. Yine
uzmanlar tarafindan materyal tercihlerinin zaman ve mekana gore farklilik yarattigi ortaya koyulmustur. Sonug
olarak resim alanindaki uzmanlar, Fatih’in resim alaninda {istiin yetenekli oldugu kanisina varmiglardir.

Resim alanindaki uzmanlarin degerlendirmesine gore Fatih’in kendi meslek alaniyla ilgili ¢aligmalarina
yonelik resim ve illiistrasyonu birlestirmesi (bk. Sekil 1), ayn1 zamanda kendi boyama ve ¢izgi tarzi olusturmasi
bakimindan 6nemli bir asama olarak yorumlanmustir.
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Sekil 1

Fatih’in Resimleri

Ders Calisma Stratejileri
Halen okumada giigliik yasayan bu nedenle tiniversitede sinavlarini ¢alismakta zorlanan Fatih’in nasil

bunun iistesinden gelebildigi incelenmistir. Inceleme sonuglarinda Fatih’in bilgileri bellege almak igin resim

yeteneginden yararlandig1 ve resimle kodlama yaparak ders ¢alistigi tespit edilmistir. Ornekler Sekil 2’de

gosterilmistir.

Sekil 2

Fatih’in Calisma Stratejileri
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Tartisma

Elde edilen verilere gore Fatih’in ilkokuldan itibaren okuma ve yazma giicliigii yasadigi, okula karsi
olumsuz tutum sergiledigi, 6zellikle Tiirk¢e dersinde zorlandigi, akademik basarisizlik yasadigi tespit edilmistir.
Bununla birlikte {istiin bir genel zihinsel yetenege ve olaganiistii yaratict bir resim yetenegine sahip oldugu
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sonucuna vartlmistir. Giiglii ve zayif yonleri ile birlikte ele alindiginda Fatih’in 26°lii bir birey oldugu sdylenebilir
(Assouline vd., 2010; Brody & Mills, 1997; Crepeau-Hobson & Bianco, 2013; Dare & Nowicki, 2015; Foley-
Nicpon vd., 2011; Foley-Nicpon & Assouline, 2020; Olenhack, 2009; Ottone-Cross vd., 2017; Ruban & Reis,
2005; van Viersen vd., 2016).

Ozellikle giigliik yasadig1 alanlarda ayrintili bir degerlendirme yapildiginda 6grenme giigliigii tarafinin
belirgin olarak lise donemine kadar goriiniir oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Okul 6ncesi donemde yasadig: artikiilasyon
sorunu, van Viersen ve digerlerinin (2016) ortaya koydugu gibi fonolojik farkindalikta sorun yasadigini
gostermektedir. Tlkokul donemindeki yazma giiliigii (s/s, c/c ve h/g harflerini karistirmasi) bu bulguyu
desteklemektedir. Muhtemelen bu durum Waldron ve Saphire (1992) ifade ettigi gibi okuma ve yazmay1 olumsuz
etkilemektedir. Yapilan gériismede elde bir sonugta hala bu sorunun devam ettigini gostermektedir. (Ornegin, kisa
sOzciigiinii yazarken zaman zaman sika olarak yanls yazmaktadir). Ilkokulda kolayca cesaretinin kirilmasi, uyum
saglayamamasi 6grenme gii¢liigiinii ortaya koymaktadir (Assouline vd., 2010; Brody & Mills, 1997). Okuma
giicliigiiniin hala siiriiyor olmas1 da 6grenme giicliigii tanis1 olasiligmi arttirmaktadir. Ozellikle biligsel yetenegine
ragmen liseye kadar yasadigi akademik basarisizlik, 26’14 6grencilerin ortak 6zelliklerinden birini sergiledigini
gostermektedir. (Assouline vd., 2010; Foley-Nicpon vd., 2011). Maddocks’un (2018) yaptig1 calismada potansiyel
26°lii olarak tanilanan 6grencilerin ¢ogunun daha diisiik islemleme yetenekleri ve basar1 sergilediklerini ortaya
koymasi, Fatih’in bu grupta yer alma olasiligini arttirmaktadir. Tiim diinya oldugu gibi Tiirkiye’de de egitim
programlarinin genelde okuma, yazma ve aritmetik gibi temel akademik becerilere bagli olmasi nedeniyle Fatih
diisiik akademik basar1 gostermis (Gilman vd., 2013) ve bunlardan dolay1 duygusal ve davranigsal zorluklari bir
arada (Assouline vd., 2010) yasamigtir. Bunun 6nemli bir nedeni erken miidahale programinin uygulanmamasidir.
Ciinkii 26’14 6grencilerin, diisiik 6zgliven ve motivasyon, etkisiz 6z yeterlik ve en 6nemlisi 6grenme sevgisinin
kaybina kars1 koruyucu bir faktdr saglamak i¢in erken miidahale gereklidir (Reis vd., 2000).

Akademik bagarisizliga ragmen matematik alaninda iyi performans gostermesi 26°lii 6grencilerin
heterojen bir grup olmasiyla (Fletcher vd., 2018; Swanson vd., 2013; Wong & Butter, 2012) agiklanabilir.
Maddocks’un (2020) ifade ettigi gibi 26’li Ogrenciler biligsel islemleme zayifliklar1 arasinda farkliliklar
gosterirler. Ayrica 26’1 6grencilerin soyut diigiinme, akil yiiritme, yliksek genel zihinsel yetenek, sozel veya
uzamsal yeteneklerde giiglii yonler 6zellikler sergilemesi (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Crepeau-Hobson & Bianco,
2013; Dare & Nowicki, 2015; LaFrance, 1997; Munro, 2002; Nielsen, 2002; Ruban & Reis, 2005; Wood &
Estrada-Hernandez, 2009) matematik alanindaki performansi agiklayabilir. 26’lii 6grenciler arasinda sozel ve
yazilt becerileri arasinda farklilik olabilmekte, soyut kavram gerektiren gorevlerde g¢ok iyi performans
sergileyebilmektedirler (King, 2005). Ottone-Cross ve digerleri (2017)’nin yaptiklar1 ¢aligmada 26’1 6grenciler
matematikte ortalamanin {istiinde basar1 gostermistir. 26’1 6grencilerin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere benzer bir
sekilde kavrama-bilgi performansina sahip (Maddocks, 2020) olsa da matematikteki performansi agiklayabilir.

Figiirlerde ve uzman degerlendirmesinde goriildiigii tizere resim alaninda yaratici ¢aligmalari, bu alanda
iistiin yetenekli oldugunu gostermektedir. 26’1l 6grencilerin yaraticilik 6zellikleri dikkate alindiginda (Beckmann
& Minnaert, 2018; Karnes & Shaunessy, 2004; LaFrance, 1997; Olenhack, 2009; Yssel vd., 2014), Fatih’in
yetersizliklerini telafi etmek ve bir seyler basardigini ortaya koymak i¢in bu yetenegini kullandigini séylememiz
miimkiindiir. LaRusso ve digerleri (2015), 6grencilerin karmasik muhakemelerinin derin kavrayis sergileme
yeteneklerini Ongérdiigiinii bulmustur. Bu da yiiksek seviyeli figiiratif isleme gorevlerinin muhakeme
becerilerindeki giigle gelistirilebilecegini gostermistir. Fatih’in bunu gelistirebildigi sdylenebilir. Resimdeki
yaraticiligini ayn1 zamanda okuma giigliigiinii tolere etmek icin de kullandig1 goriilmektedir. Ustiin uzamsal
becerilerini (Reis & McCoach, 2002) ve yiiksek diizeyde yaraticilik (Ruban & Reis, 2005) 6zelligini, temel isleme
becerileri gorsel ve isitsel ayrim, siralama, kisa siireli igitsel bellekte yasadigi giigliiklerin (Assouline vd., 2010;
Baum vd., 2001; Nielsen, 2002; Robinson, 1999; Waldron & Saphire, 1990, 1992) iistesinden gelmek igin
kullandig1 séylenebilir.

Tiirkiye’de yeterli 6l¢me aracinin olmamasi (Cakiroglu, 2017) ve 6gretmenlerin bu konu tizerindeki bilgi
eksiklikleri (Altun & Uzuner, 2016; Basar & Goncii, 2018; Bildiren, 2018; Firat & Kogak, 2018) nedeniyle
ilkokuldan itibaren tanilanmadig: diisiiniilmektedir. Biz bu ¢alismada 26 potansiyeli olan {iniversite 6grencisi igin,
uygulanabilecek veri toplama araglartyla bilgi toplamay1 amagladik. Fatih ve ailesiyle yapilan goriisme sonrasinda
ortaya ¢ikan giicliikler, resimler ve TONI-3 zeka testi ile ortaya ¢ikan yaraticilik ve iistlin genel zihinsel yetenek
Fatih’in 26 potansiyeli dogruladi. Brody ve Mills’in (1997) 6nerdigi olaganiistii yetenek kaniti, yetenek-basari
tutarsizlign ve bir islemleme yetersizligi ortaya ¢ikarilmaya c¢alisildi. Yine McCoach ve digerlerinin (2001)
onerdigi 1Q testlerinin, basar1 testlerinin ve portfolyo incelemelerinin birlikte ele alinmasi saglandi. Bir bagka
deyisle Lovett ve Sparks’in (2013) ifade ettigi gibi daha 6nceki ¢aligmalarin biiyiik bir béliimiinde oldugu gibi IQ
basar tutarsizlig1 yaklagimindan yararlanildi. Bununla birlikte Fatih’in giiglii ve zayif yonleri tanilama igin birlikte
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ele alindi. Fatih’in TONI-3 testi sonucuna gore genel zihinsel yeteneginin istiin oldugunu séylememiz
miimkiindiir. Bu sonu¢ Cross ve digerlerinin (2019) yaptiklar1 ¢aligma ile farklilik gostermektedir. Cross ve
digerlerinin (2019) yaptiklar1 ¢aligmada 26’1 6grencilerin KTEA-3 skorlar1 ortalama diizeydedir. Lovett ve
Sparks’in (2013) yaptiklar1 analizdeki 26°lii 6grencilerin 1Q ortalamalarinin 122.8 oldugunu dikkate aldigimizda
ise, Fatih’in yapilan ¢aligmalardaki 26’lii 6grencilerin 6zelliklerine benzerlik gosterdigi soylenebilir. Clinkii 122.8
1Q ortalama bir degerdir. Bu degerin altinda ve iistiinde 26’1l 6grencilerin olabilir. Ayrica Lovett ve Sparks‘m
(2013) ele aldiklar1 ¢alismalarda ve Cross ve digerlerinin (2019) yaptiklari ¢aligmada daha kapsaml alt 6lgekleri
olan zeka testler uygulanmistir. Tiirkiye’de bu testler meveut olmadigi igin TONI-3 testi uygulanmistir. Her ne
kadar tek bir vakadan olusan bir ¢alisma olsa da sdzel olmayan zeka testlerinin 26’1 6grencilerin performansini
belirlemede yararli olabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

26’1i 6grencilerin zayif alanlarina iligkin strateji ve becerilerin 6gretiminin potansiyellerini en iist diizey-
de kullanabilmeleri i¢in 6nemli oldugu belirtilmektedir (Dare & Nowicki, 2015; Reis vd., 2014). Akademik beceri
kazanimi, benlik saygisi, elestirel ve yaratici diisiinme becerileri gibi gii¢lii yonlere dayali 6gretim stratejilerinin
desteklenmesi 26’14 dgrenciler i¢in en iyi dgretim uygulamalar1 olarak goriilmektedir (Boothe, 2010; Nielsen,
2002). Ancak Fatih bugiine kadar ne tanilanmis ne de 6zel egitim almigtir. Ogrenme giigliigiine yonelik herhangi
bir strateji egitimi almamistir. Buna ragmen akademik basarisini arttirmak igin kendi kendine resimle ¢alisma
stratejisi gelistirmistir. Firat ve Bildiren’in (2020) dgrenme gii¢liigii olan bir iiniversite dgrencisini inceledigi
aragtirmada da benzer bir sonug ¢ikmistir. Bu ¢aligmada da 6zel egitim almamasina ragmen {iniversite grencisinin
kendi kendine resimle kodlayarak ders ¢alistig1 tespit edilmistir. Bu sonuglar aklimiza s6yle bir soru getirmektedir:
26’1l 6grenciler kendi kendilerine giicliiklerine yonelik stratejiler gelistirebilir mi? Tek bir vaka ile bunu
cevaplayabilmek zor olsa da bu ihtimalin g6z 6niinde bulundurulmas: gerektigi ifade edilebilir. Beckmann ve
Minnaert, (2018) yaptiklar1 arastirmada 26’lii 6grencilerde yiiksek diizeyde olumsuz duygu, diisiik benlik algis1 ve
olumsuz kisilerarasi iliskiler ile yiiksek diizeyde motivasyon, basa ¢ikma becerileri ve sebat bulunmustur. Yiiksek
diizeyde basa ¢ikma stratejileri bu ihtimali desteklemektedir. Bu ihtimal s6z konusu olsun ya da olmasin 26’li
ogrencilerin potansiyellerini gelistirebilmesi i¢in giiclii yonleri gelistirmeye ve zayif yonleri desteklemeye
odaklanan biitiinlestirilmis bir egitim (Boothe, 2010) almasi asil énemli olan bir durumdur. 26°1i 6grencilerin
potansiyellerini en iist diizeyde gergeklestirebilmeleri i¢in yetersizlikleri kadar yeteneklerini de karsilayan uygun
egitim programlarinin uyarlanmasi ve miidahalelerin olusturulmasi gerekmektedir (Daniels & McCollin, 2010;
Nielsen & Higgins, 2005). Boylece Fatih gibi 26’lii 6grenciler kendilerini ¢ok daha erken ortaya koyabilir,
kendileri ve insanlik i¢in ¢ok 6nemli seyler yapabilir.

Ustiin yeteneklilige eslik eden 6grenme giicliigii durumunda gesitli alanlarda yiiksek potansiyel ile ayni
zamanda 6grenme Yyetenegini engelleyen bir yetersizlik bir arada var olabilmektedir. Dolayistyla 26’1 6grencilerin
giiclii ve zay1f yonleri nedeniyle kendilerine 6zgii ve zorlayici ihtiyaglar1 s6z konusu olmaktadir. Giiglii ve zayif
yonlerinin bir arada ele alinarak tamlanmalari, maskelemenin olumsuz etkisini ortadan kaldirabilir. Ustiin
yeteneklilige eslik eden O6grenme giigliigii olan Ogrenciler i¢in giiglii olduklari alanlarda tistiin yeteneklilik
Ogretimi, zorlandiklar1 akademik alanlarda ise beceri ve strateji Ogretimi, bireysellestirilmis uyarlama ve
diizenlemeleri iceren programlarin uygulanmast (Nielsen, 2002; Weinfeld vd., 2005) oOnerilmektedir.
Ogretmenlerin sadece yetersizliklere degil yeteneklere de odaklanmalari; dgretmenler, ebeveynler, yoneticiler ve
diger uzmanlarla 6grencilerin kendilerine 6zgii ihtiyaglarini ayirt etmek ve des-teklemek igin is birligi yapmalari
6nem arz etmektedir.

26’1 6grencilerde yetenek ve yetersizliklerin birbirini maskeleyebilmesi nedeniyle belirleme siireci her
iki alan1 da kapsayan bir degerlendirmeyi icermelidir (Assouline & Whiteman, 2011; Foley-Nicpon, 2015).
Nielsen (2002) belirleme siirecinde alan uzmanlarinin is birligini, farkindalik ¢alismalarini, okul kayitlari ile
yetenek ve performans farkliliklarinin incelenmesini, bireysel zeka testlerinde esnek olgiit kullanimini, alt test
dagilimlarina dikkat edilmesini, isitsel ve gorsel islemlemeye yonelik degerlendirme yapilmasini ve ¢oklu veri
kaynaklarmin kullanilmasini dnermektedir. Biz de bu ¢alisma sonuglarina gére dnceki arastirmalarla paralel olarak
26’14 o6grencinin giiclii ve zayif yonlerini ayni anda inceleyen biitiinlesmis ve bireysel odakli bir siire¢ olarak
tanilamanin ele alinmasmi &nermekteyiz. Ogrencinin iiriinleri, portfolyo degerlendirme, yaraticilik testleri,
bireysel zeka ve basari testleri, ebeveyn ve 6gretmenlerden alinan bilgiler, tanilamay1 yapan uzmanlara daha dogru
bir sekilde bilgi saglayabilir. Coklu degerlendirme igerisinde tek bir puandan ziyade tanimlayict profil yapisinin
incelenmesi, 6grenme yeteneginden ziyade potansiyeli belirleyici araglar kullanilmasi 6nerilmektedir.

Bu calismada tek vaka c¢aligmasinin incelenmesi, g¢aligmanin biiyiikk bir siirliligidir. Arastirma
sonuglarinin genellestirilebilmesi i¢in vaka sayisinin ileriki arastirmalarda arttirilmasi 6nerilmektedir. Katilimci
ve aile yapilan goriisme daha ¢ok gecmise yonelikti. Dolayisiyla 6zellikle ilkokul doneminde yasadigi giicliikleri
yerinde ve zamaninda inceleme sansimiz olmadi. Su an benzer giigliikleri yasadigi i¢in gegmise yonelik dogrulama
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yapabildik. Ancak ilkokul doneminde hata analizlerinin ve tepki analizlerinin yapilmasi, 6gretmen goriislerinin
alinmasi, ders ici gozlemlerin yapilmasi (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Boothe, 2010; McCoach vd., 2001; Nielsen, 2002)
katilimcinin gii¢lii ve zayif yonlerinin ortaya c¢ikarilmasinda daha giiglii veriler saglayabilirdi. McCoach ve
digerlerinin (2001) 6nerdigi gibi 6grencinin bagari ve akademik performansinin boylamsal olarak incelenmesi
ilerideki yapilacak benzer arastirmalarda yapilabilir. Burada bulunan sonuglari, benzer kriterler kullanilarak ancak
daha kapsamli 6rneklem tizerinde ve daha uzun bir siirecte ele alinarak, benzer ¢aligmalarla karsilagtirmak yararli
olabilecektir.

Calismanin diger bir sinirliligi Tiirkiye’de uygulanmayan ancak uluslararasi alanyazinda siklikla
kullanilan 6lgme araglarinin uygulanamamasidir. Hatta diger ¢alismalarda ele alinan Woodcock-Johnson 1V (WJ
IV), Tests of Cognitive Abilities (COG), Achievement (ACH), KTEA-3 testleri (Cross vd., 2019; Maddocks, 2018)
gibi testlerin alt testlerinin uygulanarak analiz edilmesi katilimcinin profilinin analiz edilmesini kisitlamigtir. Alt
Olcekler arasindaki farkin ve alt test dagilimlarinin, giiclii-zayif yonler kombinasyonunun incelenmesinde 6nemi
dikkate alindiginda (Nielsen, 2002; Silverman, 2003), ileriki arastirmalarda testlerin uygulanip, diger sonuglarla
karsilastirilmasi onerilmektedir.
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Abstract

Introduction: Can a student with learning disability pass the university exam and get into the faculty of medicine?
Number of studies on gifted students with learning disabilities, also known as different students, has increased
recently. The aim of the present study was to examine the strengths and weaknesses of Fatih who succeeded in
getting into the faculty of medicine despite academic failure and to determine strategies he used against problems.

Method: Case study among qualitative research methods was used as the study model. Through family interviews,
interviews with Fatih, the drawings of Fatih and result of intelligence test, areas he had difficulties as well as those
he was gifted were analyzed.

Findings: Results of the study revealed that Fatih has been suffering from learning disability since primary school,
he has struggled especially in the Turkish lesson and he has been experiencing academic failure. Despite his
academic failure, he performed well in the field of mathematics. In addition, he was gifted in general mental ability
and that he is extraordinarily skilled at painting.

Discussion: When the strengths and weaknesses of Fatih are taken into consideration, it can be asserted that he is
a gifted student with learning disability. The results were discussed within the context of identifying gifted
individuals with learning disability.
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Introduction

There has been no consensus on the definition of twice exceptionality (Foley-Nicpon, 2015; Ronksley-
Pavia, 2015); however, studies have increasingly focused on observing learning disability and giftedness together
in recent years (Al-Hroub, 2011; Assouline et al., 2010; Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018; Foley-Nicpon & Assouline,
2020; Maddocks, 2018; Ottone-Cross et al., 2017; van Viersen et al., 2016). Identifying gifted students with
learning disability (GLD) has become more and more difficult due to the different characteristics of these children
despite the increasing number of studies. The lack of a consensus on identifying GLD (Maddocks, 2018) further
elaborates this problem. Low academic achievement, ignoring abilities and the effects of masking have adverse
impacts on identification as well as the education for GLD students (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Foleyi Allmon et al.,
2011; McCoach et al., 2001).

The fact that GLD students display superior metacognitive skills (Hannah & Shore, 2008), extensive
vocabulary (Wood & Estrada-Hernandez, 2009), problem solving strategies (Munro, 2002), superior spatial skills
(Reis & McCoach, 2002) and high levels of creativity (Ruban & Reis, 2005) makes identification more difficult
when coupled with certain characteristics such as low academic achievement (Foley-Nicpon & Assouline, 2020),
a weakness in basic processing skills (Assouline et al., 2010), low phonological awareness (van Viersen et al.,
2016). However, studies on GLD-related awareness, identification and intervention have still been increasing in
number (Lovett, 2013; Lovett, & Sparks, 2013; Maddocks, 2018, 2020; Nicpon et al., 2013; Ruban & Reis, 2005).
The aim of the present study was to identify why a student we think is GLD who has started reading towards the
end of the 2nd year of primary school, who still experiences difficulties in reading and writing but who has amazing
drawing skills and who unexpectedly managed to get the score required for medical faculty in the university
examination despite the lack of belief on the part of the high school teachers has not been identified until today
and how he has managed to advance despite this difficulty.

Gifted Children with Learning Disability

Learning disability is defined as difficulties in listening, thinking, talking, reading-writing and making
mathematical calculations that emerge when one or more psychological processes that are fundamental for
understanding and using written and oral language are affected (Firat & Bildiren, 2023; Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act [IDEA], 2004). Students can get stuck squeezed between ability and disability when
giftedness is also added to this definition. However, the presence of such a condition is still considered as difficult
to accept by many (Foley-Nicpon et al., 2011; Portesova, 2010). GLD students are those who have superior mental
skills that exhibit significant discrepancy in their levels of performance in certain academic areas such as reading,
mathematics, writing or written expression (McCoach et al., 2001). It is emphasized in studies on learning
disability literature that students with learning disability make up a heterogeneous group (Firat & Bildiren, 2022;
Fletcher et al., 2018; Swanson et al., 2013; Wong & Butter, 2012). A similar situation is also valid for GLD
students (Baum et al., 1991; Brody & Mills, 1997). Despite this heterogeneity, GLD students experience
insufficiency in at least one academic field and display low academic performance in spite of their cognitive
performances (Assouline et al., 2010; Foley-Nicpon et al., 2011). However, there are differences among GLD
students in terms of their cognitive abilities and cognitive processing weaknesses (Maddocks, 2020).

GLD students generally display asynchronous development and they are not evaluated only within the
context of giftedness or learning disability with their abilities and strengths (Ottone-Cross, 2017). According to
Baum (1989) and Brody and Mills (1997), one of the major reasons for this is the masking of the abilities or
difficulties. GLD students are generally classified in three groups (Brody & Mills, 1997). The first group is
comprised of students who are identified as gifted but also have learning disability. This group can be easily
defined as gifted because they display high 1Q or high achievement level (Bisland, 2004). In one sensg, this is the
giftedness by masking the difficulties experienced by the student (Reis et al., 2014). This group can easily be
defined as gifted, however they make misspellings, display weak handwriting skills and there is an inconsistency
between their expected and actual performances (Baum & Owen, 2004; Fetzer, 2000). The second group consists
of students identified with learning disability because it is strikingly apparent whose giftedness cannot be identified
due to the masking of their potentials by the difficulties (Brody & Mills, 1997; Neihart, 2008). What they cannot
do is at the forefront rather than what they can do (Little, 2001). The giftedness of these students generally remains
hidden because of the possibility of insufficient assessment or lower 1Q scores associated with disabilities
(Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018). These students are referred to special education but cannot receive support for
developing their giftedness (Neihart, 2008; Silverman, 2009). Generally, the student receives support regarding
the areas of difficulty that he/she experiences. Whereas the third group is comprised of students who have not been
identified because giftedness and learning disability mask each other (Fetzer, 2000; King, 2005). These students
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continue their education at normal classrooms, are not considered suitable for services provided to gifted students
or students with learning disability and are considered to have moderate abilities (Brody & Mills, 1997). They are
not identified as gifted or as having learning disability because they do not attract attention academically
(McCallum et al., 2013).

There are also studies that strive to put forth the common features despite the different and unique
properties displayed by GLD students (Brody & Mills, 1997; Reis et al., 2014). GLD students display strong skills
in advanced vocabulary, problem solving skills, inductive learning strategies, strong memory, creativity, abstract
thinking, reasoning, high general mental ability, verbal or spatial skills (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Crepeau-Hobson
& Bianco, 2013; Dare & Nowicki, 2015; LaFrance, 1997; Munro, 2002; Nielsen, 2002; Ruban & Reis, 2005;
Wood & Estrada-Hernandez, 2009). Despite these abilities, GLD students may develop a low sense of self, easily
be discouraged, experience attention difficulties at school, and have difficulty in adapting to the changes in the
education environment (Assouline et al., 2010; Brody & Mills, 1997). This is due to the fact that they experience
problems such as difficulty in following verbal directives and sustaining attention, basic processing skills, visual
and auditory discrimination, sequencing, decoding skills, short-term auditory memory as well as receptive and
expressive communication (Assouline et al., 2010; Baum et al., 2001; Nielsen, 2002; Robinson, 1999; Waldron &
Saphire, 1990, 1992). In addition, there may be differences between the verbal and written skills and they
experience difficulties in tasks that require memory while displaying superior performance in tasks that require
abstract concepts (King, 2005). The difficulties they experience in phonological awareness, auditory perception
and memory have adverse impacts on their literacy achievement (Waldron & Saphire, 1992). In their study, van
Viersen et al. (2016) revealed that GLD students are weak in phonological awareness and rapid naming skills but
strong in short term memory, working memory and language skills. Moreover, they also indicated that phonology
is a risk factor for children with GLD. These results indicate that GLD students experience problems in literacy
but GLD students are better at reading compared to dyslexic students with a moderate level of intelligence
(Berninger & Abbott, 2013; van Viersen et al., 2016, 2017). In addition to reading, weak number sense, basic
mathematical calculation and reasoning with numbers affect mathematics achievement negatively (Waldron &
Saphire, 1992). They may display low academic achievement because educational programs generally focus on
fundamental academic skills such as reading, writing and arithmetic (Baum et al., 2001; Gilman et al., 2013) and
so they may experience emotional and behavioral difficulties simultaneously (Assouline et al., 2010). They may
display low self-perception and academic self-efficacy in case failures continue (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018;
King, 2005; Olenhack, 2009).

Their creativities are also striking which relieve these difficulties from time to time (Karnes & Shaunessy,
2004; LaFrance, 1997; Olenhack, 2009; Yssel et al., 2014). Beckmann and Minnaert (2018) conducted a review
on 23 publications and determined that GLD students display creative approaches in their tasks. However, GLD
students may use their creativity to compensate their insufficiencies (Daniels & McCollin, 2010). The difficulties
experienced despite a distinct characteristic such as creativity and lack of consensus on identification (Assouline
& Whiteman, 2011; Lovett & Sparks, 2013) make it difficult to identify GLD students at a sufficiently early stage
(National Association for Gifted Children, 2013; Reis et al., 2014).

ldentifying Gifted Students with Learning Disability

The conflict between high potential and insufficiencies (King, 2005) make the process of identifying GLD
students difficult as well as a matter of debate. Insufficiency of the abilities and the masking of the abilities by
insufficiencies are indicated as the primary difficulty in identifying students in the group (Baum et al., 2006; Brody
& Mills, 1997; Portesova, 2010). However, according to McCoach et al. (2001), focusing on masking is
problematic. Because it is not possible to can all students with moderate performance. Hence, they suggested
focusing on the distinctive characteristics of GLD students which enables practitioners to identify these students
before they start becoming critically unsuccessful.

Identification problems are still present despite the increasing knowledge and understanding in the field
(Reis et al., 2014); however, different methods are suggested for identification. Brody and Mills (1997) concluded
that three factors are especially important when deciding whether to label a child as GLD or not: proof of
giftedness, ability-achievement inconsistency and a processing disability. This approach paved the way for
identification of gifted individuals with learning disability via more subjective indices such as structured
interviews, behavioral observations, creativity tests and teacher assessments as well as integration of 1Q scores.
McCoach et al. (2001) suggested the use of inconsistency between achievement and intelligence level used for
identifying for gifted children with learning disability and the use of 1Q tests together with achievement tests,
curricula-based assessments and portfolio evaluations for identification purposes. Nielsen (2002) suggested
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seeking low scores especially in the coding and number series subtests of the Wechsler intelligence scale for
identification. These subtests can reveal areas where gifted children with learning disabilities have significant
difficulties and can provide important clues in the identification process. In addition, he asserted the use of profile
analyses, broad definitions of giftedness and the inconsistency approach between achievement and intelligence
level for a more accurate and comprehensive identification. On the other hand, Silverman (2003) argued that it is
essential to examine the subtest scores separately since giftedness and learning disability may mask each other in
different ways. In this way, inconsistencies and potential strengths in the student's abilities can be better understood
and an accurate identification can be established. Therefore, it is necessary to pay attention to separately subtest
scores in the identification process.

Inconsistency approach is criticized (Vaughn et al., 2003) because a significant period of time is required
to put forth the inconsistency between failure and intelligence level. Therefore, Response to Intervention (RTI)
method is suggested as an alternative for identifying GLD students (Yssel et al., 2014). However, according to
McCallum et al. (2013) risky state is defined only as a function of low academic performance; thus it does not
seem possible to identify GLD students during the scanning process in the response to intervention method.
Therefore, they suggest the use of the RTI discrepancy criteria for scanning (such as using the observed score
formula for identifying the highest value (16%) in mathematics). Crepeau-Hobson and Bianco (2011) also
suggested that a more accurate identification can be performed by combining the standardized assessment
procedures with RTI applications.

Recent studies have focused extensively on the identification of GLD students. As an example, Lovett
and Sparks (2013) focused on the criteria for identifying GLD students and the performance of students in
standardized ability and achievement tests and reviewed 46 empirical studies. Their results indicated that there
was no consensus on the identification of GLD students, almost half of all studies used 1Q— achievement
discrepancy approach which can lead to identification issues in large populations, while only a small number of
studies considered low achievement among identification criteria, the mean IQ of GLD students was 122.8 and
their achievement scores were at a moderate level. Ottone-Cross et al. (2019) determined that the Kaufman Test
of Educational Achievement, Third Edition (KTEA-3) scores of GLD students were at a moderate level. Moreover,
they also reported that the mean scores of GLD students were 1 to 2 standard deviation score lower than those of
the gifted students and 1 to 2 standard deviation score higher than students with learning disability. It was reported
in a study by Maddocks (2018) that majority of the students identified as potentially GLD display lower order
processing abilities and achievement. It was also determined in this study that the commonly used individual
discrepancy criteria identified potential gifted students as students with potential learning difficulty. In the study
by Maddocks (2020), it was illustrated that potentially GLD students display strong aspects in their verbal and/or
reasoning abilities. It was reported that the comprehension-knowledge scores of GLD students were at similar
levels with the comprehension-knowledge scores of gifted students but it was also put forth that GLD students did
not possess the identification criteria as much as gifted students.

Even though some studies support the identification approaches for GLD students (Baum & Novak, 2010;
Coleman, 2005), lack of a standardized identification process results in the failure of the schools to identify these
students in turn leads to a lack of proper education for these students. Hence, it may be suitable to combine different
models for identifying gifted students with learning disability, because it is set forth that these students have
fundamental cognitive deficiencies related with learning disability and they generally display relative and not
absolute academic deficits (Assouline et al., 2010; Lovett & Sparks, 2013). Therefore, using multiple screening
methods including tools such as individual intelligence test, multiple measures of cognitive processing,
achievement test, curriculum-based assessment (Bell et al., 2015) along with informal assessment tools as well as
referenced standardized assessment tools in addition to carrying out identification coupled with multidisciplinary
teamwork (Baum et al., 2006; Dare & Nowicki, 2015) will lead to a more accurate identification.

The Status in Turkey

The number of studies on GLD students is very limited in Turkey. One of the primary reasons for this is
identification issues related with learning disability. Ministry of National Education data indicate that the ratio of
students identified with learning disability is about 3% of the total number of students with special needs
(Cakiroglu, 2017). It is apparent that there is a severe identification issue in Turkey regarding learning disability
when it is considered that the number of students aged between 3-21 years who are receiving special education
services within the scope of The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is 7 million and 34% of these
students are comprised of students with learning disability (McFarland et al., 2019). Considering these data, it is
clear that there is a serious problem in the identification of learning disabilities in Turkey. This can be due to the
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lack of identification tools and the insufficiency of the knowledge level of teachers (Cakiroglu, 2017). It has been
reported as a result of studies conducted on teachers in Turkey (Altun & Uzuner, 2016; Basar & Goncii, 2018;
Firat & Kogak, 2018) that teachers have insufficient knowledge on learning difficulty. This result is also similar
with the results of studies for gifted children (Bildiren, 2018; Sahin & Kargin, 2013). It also seems possible that
teachers may have insufficient knowledge on gifted students with learning disability. This probably has an adverse
impact on the identification of gifted students with learning disability as well. Bildiren and Firat (2020) conducted
a study highlighting that there are various problems related with the identification of gifted students with learning
disability. They proved in this study by way of multiple screening that a child diagnosed with attention deficit only
through an intelligence test was actually gifted with learning disability. The researchers also attracted attention to
the necessity for early identification of gifted students with learning disability; thus, emphasizing the need for
attentive observation of student performance by the family, teacher and those who work with the student. A new
regulation can be mentioned in the special education teaching undergraduate program as a promising development
despite the problems in identification. Opportunities have been provided with the new regulation for specialization
in the field of learning difficulty and giftedness. As a result, this situation is expected to contribute to the increase
of awareness in the coming years.

Current Study

Studies on the identification of GLD students generally focus on the typical development characteristics
of these students and tools of identification (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018; Cross et al., 2019; Lovett & Sparks,
2013; Maddocks, 2018, 2019). However, it is considered that there is a need for deeper studies on the strengths as
well as weaknesses of GLD students starting from an early age up to university education. In addition, it can also
be important to examine how they can advance in academic life despite the difficulties they experience and how
they can even display significant achievements. No study has been found in literature on GLD university students
in Turkey. Thus, it is considered that the study findings may contribute to the literature in putting forth the
characteristics of GLD students as well as in identifying them along with the unique strategies that can be
developed by these students. At this point, it is aimed to put forth the strengths and weaknesses of Fatih, a potential
GLD final year student at the faculty of medicine, and to identify the strategies that he utilizes to cope with the
difficulties he encounters.

Method
Research Design

Case study from among the qualitative research methods was used in the study. In this study, a qualitative
research model was applied using the case study method. The analysis of the events experienced by an individual,
group, community or units is carried out based on a certain scientific approach in case study method. It provides
in-depth information on a single phenomenon or situation. It is possible to understand the events in actual life from
a holistic perspective by using a case study (McMillan, 2004; Yin, 2003). The primary reasons for conducting a
single case study can be indicated as verifying theoretical knowledge, documenting and analyzing a unique and
extraordinary situation, following the same case at different times and examining an inaccessible case (Yin, 2014).
Hence, the objective of the present study was to carry out an in-depth examination on Fatih who displays unique
difficulties as well as abilities at a university where about 50.000 students are continuing their education. In this
regard, interviews have been conducted with Fatih and his family, TONI-3 test was applied for determining his
intelligence performance, his paintings were analyzed to identify his ability and his studying strategies were
analyzed to put forth how he is coping with his disability.

Participant

Fatih, who has GLD potential, applied to the special education department and stated that the difficulties
he experienced from his childhood continued throughout his university life and this negatively affected his life.
The researchers suggested to make an assessment in order to determine his strengths and weaknesses, and Fatih
accepted this proposal.

Aged 24 and with GLD potential, Fatih is a final year student at the Faculty of Medicine. His parents are
primary school graduates. He has two siblings, one girl and one boy. He was born via problem-free vaginal
delivery. He started talking during the age interval of 1-1.6 years. The difficulty he experienced when he started
talking was the inability to pronounce some letters. His sister helped him about this problem. He could not receive
preschool training since there was no preschool institution where he was born. He was an active, imaginative child
who had good communication skills and loved drawing during his preschool years. However, his primary school
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period started with great difficulty. He learned to read and write 2 years after starting primary school and hence he
did not like primary school at all. He continued experiencing problems in verbal classes and in Turkish especially
during the secondary and high school periods. He did not display an active participation in any of the lessons
except for mathematics and painting. He was ranked among the first top 11000 in the university examination with
participation of 2.007.659 and got in the Faculty of Medicine despite the fact that his high school teachers did not
expect a success at the university examination from him. He is still experiencing difficulties in reading, writing
and reading comprehension.

Data Collection Tools
Semi-Structured Interview Form

Two semi-structured interview forms were prepared by the researchers in accordance with the objective
of the study and upon literature review as a data collection tool. One of the forms was applied on Fatih and the
other one was applied on his family. The questions included in the semi-structured interview forms were prepared
by taking the opinions of 2 faculty members in the field of learning difficulty and giftedness so that internal validity
was ensured. The interview form is comprised of 37 questions. After being understood that the questions in the
semi-structured interview forms can fully meet the objective of the study, they were applied on Fatih and his
family, all interviews were conducted individually during which all data were recorded.

TONI-3-Test of Nonverbal Intelligence

Test of nonverbal intelligence TONI-3 was applied in order to assess the general mental ability of Fatih
since there is no intelligence test for adults in Turkey. TONI-3 test developed by Brown et al., is a general ability
intelligence test applied individually on individuals with ages ranging between 6 and 89 years that evaluates the
ability, intelligence, abstract reasoning and problem solving skills of individuals independent of language. It has
been designed to evaluate development level of nonverbal intellectual and especially fluid intelligence, abstract
reasoning and problem solving (Brown et al., 1997). It was determined as a result of the internal consistency
reliability analyses of TONI-3 test carried out for age groups during the United States of America standardization
that the Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficients for the A and B forms of the test ranged between .89
and .97.

Drawing

The 8 drawings of Fatih were analyzed by two experts. The experts are working at the Science and Art
Centre in Turkey which is a state institution for the education of gifted children. They work for the identification
of gifted children in the field of painting.

Studying Strategies

It is indicated that the applications targeting the strengths of GLD students with significant potential in
areas that they are strong in along with the teaching of strategies and abilities related with their weaknesses are
important for maximizing their potential (Dare & Nowicki, 2015; Reis et al., 2014). However, Fatih has not been
identified (Gifted or learning disability). Hence, no intervention program or special education has been applied. It
was examined how Fatih studies for his courses in the faculty of medicine in order to examine how he can tolerate
the difficulties in academic life since he has not been identified since primary school. The notes for the course that
Fatih coded with drawings were examined along with his drawings.

Data Analysis

The data obtained via semi-structured interview form designed in accordance with the qualitative study
approach were analyzed using the “content analysis” technique. The data were analyzed in four stages: 1. Coding
of the data, 2. Identifying the themes of the coded data, 3. Arrangement of the codes and themes, 4. Identification
and interpretation of the findings (Yildirim & Simsek, 2006). Interview records were first decoded as part of the
analysis process after which analyses were carried out. Themes and code headings were determined during data
analysis. The code and theme list were put into final form after the data were coded separately by two researchers
in order to ensure the reliability of the study. The data were then analyzed by two researchers according to the list
of codes and themes. Items with “Agreement” and “Disagreement” were identified. P (Reliability %) = [Na
(Agreement)/ Na (Agreement) + Nd (Disagreement)] X 100, the formula suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994)
was used for determining the study reliability and P was calculated as 93% hence indicating that the study is
reliable.
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Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations were prioritized at every stage of this study. Prior to the study, ethical approval
was obtained from the Educational Research Ethics Committee of Aydin Adnan Menderes University Faculty of
Educational Sciences, with approval date 27/02/2023 and reference number 2023/2. Informed consent forms were
filled out by the participants (Fatih and Fatih's parents) after providing them with detailed information.

Findings

The results obtained from the questions asked to the participant were examined in this section according
to the identified themes after which they were presented in tables. Moreover, TONI-3 test findings, drawing
analyses and studying strategies were also included.

Table 1
Strengths and Weaknesses of Fatih
Period Strengths Weaknesses
Communication
Pre-school Drawing pictures Acrticulation
Imagination
Reluctance
Mathematics Reading difficulty
Primary school Drawing pict_ures Academic failure
Communication Writing difficulty (s/s, c/¢ and h/g)
Design Turkish
Not completing the homework
Secondary school Mathgmati_cs Turki_sh er
Drawing pictures Reading difficulty
Verbal courses
High school Drawing pictures Reluctance
Academic failure
Three dimensional thinking Memory
University Imagination Writing difficulty
Different way of thinking Slow reading speed

When Table 1 is examined, it was determined that during the pre-school period, Fatih was an active child,
period, Fatih was an active child, he experienced articulation difficulties when he started talking, that he established
good communication with his friends and that he did not receive pre-school education. He stated his thoughts on
this period as follows: “The only difficulty I experienced when talking was that I found it hard to vocalize some
letters. My sister helped me. | had a good communication with my friends. I participated actively in the games.”

It was determined that during the primary school period he was reluctant to the school, experienced
difficulties in reading and writing, could not complete his homework, and displayed academic failure in general
and especially in Turkish lesson. However, it was also identified that he liked studying mathematics and painting
and displayed a good performance in these lessons. He stated his thoughts on this period as follows:

“I did not want to go to school starting from the first day. | told my family that | was very bored. My twin
sister was in the same class and she had no such problems. My sister took me to school for almost one
month and sat next to me. | did everything I could not to attend the classes when she was not with me.
The reason | did not like school was that while everyone was learning to read and writing very quickly, |
was still not. It was not a classroom where every student can receive the same attention separately. | did
not like any of the classes save for painting and mathematics. My interest in mathematics flourished at
the grocery store of my father. Our classroom teacher resorted to violence because | could not learn
reading and writing and | did not do my homework. However, | did not talk about this at home. At the
end of the first year we moved to the newly constructed neighborhood school. Our previous teacher said
that he would pass me to 2nd grade so that we would not be separated from my twin sister. My school
report grades were low.”With regard to reading and writing difficulty, he stated his experiences as
follows: “I could not make the distinction between s/s ,c/¢ and h/g when writing. But since this did not
impair my comprehension, 1 was in mid-2nd grade when | said | can read by myself but | was very slow.
And it is still not very fast”. He stated his experiences related with the Turkish lesson as such: “I really
wanted to run away from the Turkish classes. | felt very bad when the teacher asked me to read. | used to
pray so that the lesson would end soon. | used to try and sit at the very back. My strength was that I did
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not care if they laughed while I was reading. | used to repeat to myself that | will be a grocer when |
graduate.”

Fatih stated that he started feeling better in secondary school, displayed a good performance in
mathematics and painting as was the case in primary school, and still experienced difficulties in reading and
Turkish. He stated the following about his experiences during this period: “I was more successful in secondary
school because | could do math. My Turkish teacher found it odd that | read so slowly but he did not mistreat me
and instead he would give advices. My academic success was quite better than primary school. Except Turkish.”

During high school period, he was reluctant to the school as in the primary school period most likely due
to the increase in the number and complexity of lessons and he experienced difficulties especially in verbal lessons.
He stated his experiences during this period as such: “High school was a very difficult period as if I was starting
primary school again. They thought I was lazy because I was bad in verbal lessons.”

Surprising his high school teachers by entering the faculty of medicine in the university entrance exam
applied in Turkey for transition to higher education, Fatih first was run away with feelings of failure when he
started his university education which led him to feel further anxiety. However, he managed to increase his
academic achievement by bringing his three dimensional thinking and imagination skills to the forefront. He stated
the following related with this period:

“I heard that it was very difficult and so I was concerned. I even feared at the beginning that I will not be
able to complete it. However, my academic achievement ended up to be better than | expected. Perhaps |
cannot be considered as a very successful person but I like learning because there are a lot of moments
when | need to imagine and think three dimensionally which I enjoy a lot.”

Findings of TONI-3 Test

TONI-3 test was applied to Fatih individually. It was observed during the test that he was easily distracted
in easy questions. He completed the test in about 15-20 minutes. He responded correctly to 42 questions in total.
Fatih’s IQ was found to be around 130 according to the original norms of the test.

Drawings

Based on the evaluation of experts in painting, Fatih’s ability to combine drawing and illustration on his
studies related with his profession was considered as an important step with regard to creating a drawing and
painting style of his own. It was stated that he exhibited an extraordinary talent in terms of line, perspective, ratio-
proportion, light shadow, thematic integrity and interpretation. It was also illustrated that he was adept at observing
the ratio and proportion in portraits. The fact that he has also given importance to the social perspective of art in
his works (social events, awareness) was considered to be important for indicating the presence of a different way
of thinking. The experts also indicated that his choices of material made a difference with regard to time and space.
In conclusion, they surmised that Fatih is gifted in painting.

Based on the evaluation of experts in painting, Fatih’s ability to combine drawing and illustration on his
studies related with (see Figure 1) his profession was considered as an important step with regard to creating a
drawing and painting style of his own.
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Figure 1
Drawings of Fatih

Studying Strategies

It was examined how Fatih was able to overcome the difficulties in studying for the exams during his
university education when he was still struggling with reading. It was determined as a result of the analyses that
Fatih utilizes his drawing ability to record the information in his memory and he studies by coding with pictures.
Figure 2 shows some examples.
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Figure 2
Studying Strategies of Fatih
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Discussion

The data of the study indicated that Fatih has been experiencing difficulties in reading and writing since
primary school, he displays a negative attitude towards the school and he struggled especially in the Turkish lesson
with academic failure. Moreover, it was also concluded that he is gifted in general mental ability and he has an
extraordinary ability in drawing pictures. It can be asserted that Fatih is a GLD individual when his strengths and
weaknesses are taken into consideration as a whole (Assouline et al., 2010; Brody & Mills, 1997; Crepeau-Hobson
& Bianco, 2013; Dare & Nowicki, 2015; Foley-Nicpon et al., 2011; Foley Nicpon & Assouline, 2020; Olenhack,
2009; Ottone-Cross et al., 2017; Ruban & Reis, 2005; van Viersen et al., 2016).

It can be put forth upon making a comprehensive evaluation especially in areas he struggles with that his
aspect of the learning difficulty was apparent until high school period. The articulation issue he experienced during
the preschool period indicates as put forth by van Viersen et al. (2016) that he struggled with phonological
awareness. The difficulties in writing during primary school (confusing the letters s/s, c¢/¢ and h/g) support this
finding. Probably this has an adverse impact on reading and writing as expressed by Waldron and Saphire (1992).
It was observed as a result of the interview that this problem is still present (As an example, he frequently misspells
the word kisa as sika). The fact that he was easily discouraged in primary school and his failure to adapt indicate
learning difficulty (Assouline et al., 2010; Brody & Mills, 1997). The ongoing learning difficulty increases the
probability of learning difficulty diagnosis. The academic failure he experienced until high school particularly
despite his cognitive ability is an indication that he has displayed one of the common features of GLD students
(Assouline et al., 2010; Foley-Nicpon et al., 2011). The study by Maddocks (2018) illustrating that majority of the
students identified as potentially GLD display relative weaknesses in lower order processing abilities and
achievement increases the probability of Fatih to be included in this group. Fatih displayed low academic
achievement because the curricula in Turkey is based on fundamental academic abilities such as reading, writing
and arithmetic as is the case throughout the world (Gilman et al., 2013) thus experiencing emotional and behavioral
difficulties simultaneously (Assouline et al, 2010). A major reason for this is the lack of an early intervention
program. Because early intervention is necessary in order to present a protective factor to GLD students against
low self-confidence and motivation, insufficient self-efficacy and most importantly against the loss of the love of
learning (Reis et al., 2000).

The high performance he displayed in mathematics despite his academic failure can be explained by the
fact that GLD students constitute a heterogeneous group (Fletcher et al., 2018; Swanson et al., 2013; Wong &
Butter, 2012). As put forth by Maddocks (2020), GLD students display differences between cognitive processing
weaknesses. Moreover, the high performance in mathematics can be explained by GLD students displaying strong
abilities in abstract thinking, reasoning, high general mental ability, verbal or spatial abilities (Bildiren & Firat,
2020; Crepeau-Hobson & Bianco, 2013; Dare & Nowicki, 2015; LaFrance, 1997; Munro, 2002; Nielsen, 2002;
Ruban & Reis, 2005; Wood & Estrada-Hernandez, 2009). The verbal and writing abilities of GLD students may
vary and they may display superior performance in tasks that require abstract concepts (King, 2005). Ottone-Cross
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etal. (2017) conducted a study in which GLD students displayed above average achievement in mathematics. The
superior performance in mathematics of GLD students can also be explained by their performance in
comprehension-knowledge that is similar with those of gifted students (Maddocks, 2020).

As can be seen from the figures and expert evaluations that his creative works in the field of painting
indicate that he is gifted in this field. It can be stated when the creative abilities of GLD students are taken into
consideration (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018; Karnes & Shaunessy, 2004; LaFrance, 1997; Olenhack, 2009; Yssel
et al., 2014) that Fatih used this ability to compensate for his disabilities and to put forth that he achieved
something. LaRusso et al. (2015) reported that the complex reasoning of students predicted their ability to display
a deep comprehension. This in turn indicated that high level figurative processing tasks can be improved by way
of their strength in reasoning. It can be asserted that Fatih achieved to improve this. It was observed that he has
utilized his creativity in drawing to tolerate his weakness in reading. It can also be asserted that he used his superior
spatial abilities (Reis & McCoach, 2002) and high level of creativity (Ruban & Reis, 2005) for overcoming his
weaknesses in basic processing skills, visual and auditory discrimination, sequencing, short-term auditory memory
(Assouline et al., 2010; Baum et al., 2001; Nielsen, 2002; Robinson, 1999; Waldron & Saphire, 1990, 1992).

It is considered that he has not been identified since primary school due to the lack of sufficient assessment
tools in Turkey (Cakiroglu, 2017) and the lack of knowledge of the teachers in this subject (Altun & Uzuner, 2016;
Basar & Goncii, 2018; Bildiren, 2018; Firat & Kogak, 2018). The aim of the present study was to acquire data via
data collection tools that can be applied on university students with GLD potential. The difficulties that emerged
following the interview held with Fatih and his family, the drawings along with the creativity and superior general
intellectual ability appearing with TONI-3 test verified the GLD potential of Fatih. The hallmarks of giftedness as
put forth by Brody and Mills (1997), ability-achievement discrepancy and a processing deficit were tried to be
uncovered. It was ensured to take the 1Q tests, achievement tests and portfolio assessments suggested by McCoach
et al. (2001) into consideration together. In other words, 1Q-achievement discrepancy approach was used as was
the case in majority of the previous studies as indicated by Lovett and Sparks (2013). In addition, the strengths
and weaknesses of Fatih were taken into consideration together for identification. It is possible to state according
to the TONI-3 test result of Fatih that he is gifted in general intellectual ability. This result differs with the study
by Cross et al. (2019). The KTEA-3 scores of GLD students were at an average level in the study by Cross et al.
(2019). However, it can be asserted that Fatih displays similar characteristics with GLD students in previous
studies when we consider that the mean 1Q level of GLD students was 122.8 in the analysis by Lovett and Sparks
(2013). Because 1Q score of 122.8 is an average value. There may be GLD students below and above this value.
Moreover, intelligence tests with more comprehensive subscales were applied in studies by Lovett and Sparks
(2013) and Cross et al. (2019). TONI-3 test was applied since these tests were not available in Turkey. Even though
the study consists of a single case, it is considered that non-verbal intelligence tests may be beneficial for
identifying the performance of GLD students.

Teaching strategies and skills to GLD students with regard to their weaknesses is important to ensure that
they maximize their potential (Dare & Nowicki, 2015; Reis et al., 2014). Supporting teaching strategies based on
strengths such as academic skill acquisition, self-esteem, and critical and creative thinking skills is considered to
be the best teaching applications for GLD students (Boothe, 2010; Nielsen, 2002). However, Fatih has neither been
identified nor has he received special education until today. He has not received any strategy training on his
learning disability. Even so, he has been able to develop a strategy of studying with drawings to improve his
academic success. A similar result was obtained in the study by Firat and Bildiren (2020) examining a university
student with learning disability. It was also determined in this study that the university student studied by coding
with drawings by himself even though he did not receive any special education. These results bring up this question
to our mind: Can GLD students develop strategies by themselves for their own disabilities? Even though this is a
difficult question to answer with just a single case, this possibility should be taken into consideration. In their
study, Beckmann and Minnaert (2018) reported that GLD students had high levels of negative emotions, low self-
perception and negative interpersonal relations as well as high motivation, coping skills, and perseverance. High
levels of coping strategies support this possibility. Regardless of whether this possibility is real or not, it is
important that GLD students receive an integrated education focusing on developing their strengths and supporting
their weaknesses in order to further develop their potential (Boothe, 2010). Education programs that meet their
disabilities as well as their abilities should be developed along with the necessary interventions in order to ensure
that GLD students maximize their potentials (Nielsen & Higgins, 2005). Hence, GLD students such as Fatih may
reveal themselves early on and they can accomplish important things for themselves and humanity.

High potential and a disability that hampers learning may be present at the same time in various areas in
cases of learning disability accompanying giftedness. Hence, GLD students may have unique and challenging
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needs due to their strengths and weaknesses. Identifying them by taking into consideration their strengths and
weaknesses may eliminate the adverse impacts of masking. The implementation of giftedness education programs
for areas of strength along with skill and strategy education for academic areas that they struggle with as well as
programs including specialized adaptations and arrangements (Nielsen, 2002; Weinfeld et al., 2005) are suggested
for twice exceptional students. It is important that teachers not only focus on disabilities but also on abilities and
cooperate with parents, administrators and other experts in order to distinguish the unique needs of these students
and to support them further.

Since the abilities and disabilities in GLD students can mask each other, identification should include an
assessment covering both areas (Assouline & Whiteman, 2011; Foley-Nicpon, 2015). Nielsen (2002) suggests the
cooperation of field experts in identification in addition to carrying out awareness studies, examination of the
differences between school records and ability and performances, the use of flexible criteria in individual
intelligence tests, paying attention to the distribution of sub-tests, carrying out assessment for auditory and visual
processing and the use of multiple data sources. Based on the results of the present study, we suggest to address
identification as an integrated and individual focused process that examines the strengths and weaknesses of GLD
students simultaneously in line with previous studies. Products of the student, portfolio assessment, creativity tests,
individual intelligence and achievement tests, and information obtained from parents and teachers may provide
more accurate information to the experts handling the identification process. It is suggested to examine the
descriptive profile structure instead of a single score during the multiple assessment procedure and the use of tools
that determine the potential rather than learning ability.

The examination of a single case in the present study is its greatest limitation. It is suggested to increase
the number of cases in future studies in order to generalize the study results. Interviews conducted with the
participant and the family were focused more on the past. Thus, we did not have the chance to examine the
difficulties that the individual experienced during primary school on site and on time. We were able to carry out a
retrospective verification since he currently experiences the similar difficulties. However, carrying out error
analyses and reaction analyses during the primary school period, obtaining teacher views, and conducting in-class
observations (Bildiren & Firat, 2020; Boothe, 2010; McCoach et al., 2001; Nielsen, 2002) could have provided
stronger data for putting forth the strengths and weaknesses of the participant. As suggested by McCoach et al.
(2001), the longitudinal analysis of the achievement and academic performance of the student can be conducted
in future similar studies. It may be beneficial to compare the results of the present study with those of similar
studies over a larger sample group and a longer time period.

Another limitation of the study is that we could not apply the assessment tools that are frequently used in
international literature but not applied in Turkey. In fact, the analysis made by applying sub-tests of tests such as
Woodcock-Johnson 1V (WJ 1V), Tests of Cognitive Abilities (COG), Achievement (ACH), and KTEA-3
(Maddocks, 2018; Cross et al., 2019) applied in other studies has limited the profile analysis of the participant.
When the difference between the sub-scales and distributions of sub-test is taken into consideration for the analysis
of strengths-weaknesses combination (Nielsen, 2002; Silverman, 2003), it is suggested for future studies to apply
the tests and compare the results with other studies.
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