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Abstract

Introduction: The purpose of this research was to investigate the cost parents paid for their gifted and non-gifted
children, the type of expenses they made for their children’s education and their opinions regarding the financial
demands of their gifted children.

Method: In this qualitative study with a phenomenological approach, the data were collected from 20 parents of
gifted and non-gifted students using structured interview forms. The data were analyzed using descriptive statistics
and content analysis.

Findings: The findings indicated that the parents spent the most on school supplies for both gifted and non-gifted
children for in-school environment. However, for out-of school expenditures parents spent the most on books,
movies, and intelligence games for their gifted children while they spent the most on field trips and movies for
their non-gifted children.

Discussion: Parents could not fully support the development of their children (especially gifted ones) due to their
financial conditions. Also, parents reported that opportunities in regular schools were not enough to help their
children realize and fulfill their own potential. It was concluded that gifted children needed environments enriched
with more materials, sources, mentors, and facilities to reveal their true potential.
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Introduction

Gifted children are defined in many different ways in the literature. However, almost all of these
definitions share some of the characteristics such as high or exceptional performance in different fields including
mathematics, science, creativity, art, and leadership (Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2018; National
Association of Gifted Children [NAGC], 2008; No Child Left Behind Act, 2002). These children have intense,
sustained interest (Johnsen, 2011). They prefer to actively engage in open-ended, original tasks (Shore et al., 2003).
Due to the misbelief that gifted students do not need any instruction or guidance, most gifted students in regular
education classrooms sit in a classroom environment waiting for their peers to learn the skills or knowledge that
they have mastered at least a year before (Sternberg et al., 2011). However, in reality, the education they receive
should be specifically designed for their talent and interest to acquire new knowledge. Considering the educational
policy, school environment, and parents’ approach which all play significant roles when designing the learning
environment according to gifted children’s needs and interests, each of these concepts should be explored in detail.

In Turkey, the education of gifted children has different steps. In the first step entitled identification,
teachers in regular schools refer the potentially gifted students for screening in two of the three areas including
visual art, music, and general intelligence. The ones who pass the screening test take an intelligence scale (i.e.,
Weschler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised [WISC-R]) for the area of general intelligence, and performance
test for music and visual art. Following the intelligence scale and performance tests, testers and specialists make
the final decision on which children require special services for giftedness. The second step is attending Science
and Art Centers (SACs) which are specifically designed for gifted students. The identified students hold the right
to attend SACs operating after school hours and in the weekends (Cetinkaya & Doner, 2012; Tan, 2018). These
centers are free for gifted children who receive full financial support from the government. Since they have limited
capacity to serve all the identified children (Bakioglu & Levent, 2013; Levent, 2011), the gifted students’
educational needs attending these centers are not appropriately met. The Turkish Government made several
attempts to improve the quality of gifted education. In the 2014-2018 development plan (Strateji ve Biitce
Bagkanlig1 [State Planning Organization, SPO], 2013), it was stated that the physical and personnel infrastructure
for gifted children would be strengthened. However, in reality, this statement did not meet their specific needs.
Since the education of the gifted involves different areas to consider such as identification, acceleration,
enrichment, and mentorship, the policy needs to be updated and reorganized to specifically respond to the needs
in each of these areas.

Schools are obliged to effectively respond to the gifted children’s physical, emotional, and intellectual
needs by providing technological options and opportunities enriched with accelerative practices (VanTassel-
Baska, 2005), as well as access to school clubs, elective courses, resource rooms, appropriate facilities including
laboratories or ateliers, opportunities to attend to national and international competitions for different projects, and
mentors. However, Hahn-Young and Balli (2014) point out that when schools have financial problems, the first
services to be terminated are gifted and talented programs. In Turkey, although some opportunities have been
provided for gifted students such as resource rooms, laboratories, and opportunities for different competitions,
most of them have been either very limited (Cevher-Kilig, 2015) or non-existent due to schools’ financial
shortcomings (Kazu & Senol, 2012). Since schools do not have the budget stated in the legislation or financial
sources that proportionately increase in accordance with the demand in schools, they face serious financial
problems (Kurul, 2012). On average, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
countries spend $10.500 a year on educating each student from primary to a college education. In Turkey, on the
other hand, the amount spared for the education of each student is $4.900 (OECD, 2018). Furthermore, Turkish
Statistical Institute (Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu [TSI], 2018) stated that education expenditure per primary school
student was $1395, per middle school student was $1488, and per high school student was $2290. It was also
documented that in 2016 the ratio of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) to education budget was 4.21% while it was
reduced to 3.63% in 2019 (MoNE, 2019). Even these data document how much is spent on the education which is
less than required.

Parents have an undeniable impact on their gifted children when fulfilling their potential (Afat & Kdksal-
Konik, 2018; Ogurlu, 2016; Olszewski-Kubilius, 2008). Several studies highlighted the need for financial, social,
educational, and emotional support for the parents of gifted children. Karakus (2010) found that parents struggled
when revealing their children’s potential, helping them live up to these potentials, and responding to their social,
emotional, and intellectual needs. Saranli (2011) indicated that parents of gifted children needed guidance and
counseling and they benefited from the guidance practices. Moreover, several researchers confirmed that parents’
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socio-economic status (SES) had an impact on their gifted children’s development (Cetinkaya & Kincal, 2015;
Sidar, 2011; Uzun, 2006) as they could spend on their gifted children’s education according to their income
(Arthaud, 2008; Jang, 1995). Some gifted children were lucky considering that their parents were able to sponsor
their needs and interests including dance lessons, art supplies, microscopes, or robotic materials (Davis et al., 2014;
Sternberg et al., 2011). The not-so-lucky ones, on the other hand, silently wait for their schools to provide these
materials.

The TSI (2017a) stated that when parents were divided into five categories based on the shares of their
income from the lowest to the highest, parents in the lowest ended spending only 2.8% while parents in the highest-
end spended up to 63.6% of their total income on their children’s education. Based on these statistics, it is evident
that children from the low-income families do not have access to the same opportunities as children from high-
income families do. This inequality can only be eliminated by the government providing a variety of opportunities
open for the use of every child regardless of their SES.

The literature reveals some limitations regarding educational policy, schools’ opportunities, and parents’
competencies for the education of the gifted. However, the studies examined that the educational expenditures for
gifted children were very limited. Considering the income of parents has an impact on gifted children’s education
as revealed by previous studies, the need for examining the family expenditures on children’s education stands as
an important area to be explored. This study aimed to reveal the SES of parents so that the financial inequality
among gifted children from low and high-income families would be compensated by the government.

This study investigated the parents’ opinions regarding the cost of their gifted children’s education along
with their non-gifted children. The cost parents spared for their gifted and non-gifted children, the type of expenses
made for their children’s education and their opinions regarding the financial demands of their gifted children
were examined. Considering these purposes, the answers to the following questions were sought:

1. What was the content of the parents’ expenditures regarding their gifted children’s education along with
their non-gifted children’s education for the following categories:

a. In-school environment?
b. Out-of-school environment?

2. How much did the parents spend on their gifted children’s education in comparison to their non-gifted
children’s education?

3. On what categories did the parents spend on their gifted and non-gifted children’s education?
4. What were the parents’ opinions regarding how to address the financial demands of their gifted children?
Method
Design of the Study

This study was designed as a qualitative study. In this study, the aim was to identify the experiences and
beliefs of parents regarding the cost of their gifted children’s education along with the non-gifted ones. McMillan
(2008) state that the purpose of phenomenological study is to describe and interpret the experiences of participants
in order to understand the essence of the experience. Furthermore, phenomenological study can be considered as
an attempt to approach a lived experience with a new perspective when eliciting rich and descriptive data
(Anderson & Spencer, 2002). Therefore, we applied the principles of phenomenological design as part of this
qualitative study.

Sample

The data were collected from the 20 parents of 20 gifted and 12 non-gifted children. In other words, the
all 20 parents in the sample had at least one gifted child, and out of these 20 parents, 12 of them had one non-
gifted child along with the gifted one. A purposeful sampling method was employed to select information-rich
cases so that we could gather information in depth (Patton, 2002). The inclusion criterion for participants was that
all parents had at least one gifted child enrolled in SACs along with regular schools. All the children whose parents
participated in this study were registered in public schools. The demographic information about the parents was
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1
Demographic Information of the Parents

Categories Mother (n) Father (n)
Primary & middle school 2 2
High school 3
University 1
Graduate school

Educational level

N

Teacher

Government officer
Occupation Worker

Unemployed

Other

0-400
) 700-1200
Monthly income (US Dollars)®*  1201-1600

1601-2000

1

Number of children 2

3

¥The amounts provided in this row were calculated by totaling the income both mother and father made monthly. Also, the parents originally

presented the monetary data in the currency of Turkish Liras. However, for this study, the amounts were converted into US dollars based on

the currency rates at the time when the research was conducted. The reason that some of the numbers might not add up to 20 participants was
that some of the parents were hesitant to share their demographic information.

2
1
1
9
2
4
4

N NDO

-
PR o~Nwwr

Table 1 shows the number of parents in each category. For example, the number two under the category
of mother or father represented the number of parents who graduated from primary or middle school. According
to Table 1, most parents had a bachelor’s degree, had been working as teachers, earned between $1200-2000 in
total, and had two children. The same type of table was also prepared for the children. The demographic
information about the children of the participants was presented in Table 2.

Table 2
Demographic Information of the Children

Categories Gifted Non-gifted
Identified in music 2 -
Identified in visual art
General intelligence
Category not defined

Type of giftedness

Primary school
Middle school
Grade level in regular school High school
Other (Kindergarten, university,
and category not defined)

WooWwWw ~NoOonN
1

Female
Gender Male 13
Not defined - 2

= ©

According to Table 2, most of the gifted children were identified as gifted in general intelligence. The
majority of the students in the gifted sample attended primary school, and were male. Most of the non-gifted
children were out of K-12 and were female.

Data Collection Procedures

Based on the review of the literature, an interview form was developed to collect the data (Arthaud, 2008;
Ballam, 2009; Colangelo & Dettman, 1983; Eris et al., 2009; Hertzog & Bennett, 2004; Keirouz, 1990; Levent,
2011; Morawska & Sanders, 2009; Ulusoy, 2013) a list of questions was formed that asked parents’ demographic
information, opinions regarding the education of the gifted, and personal experiences of gifted education involving
their socio-economic status. Then, the interview form was sent out to five different experts who hold Ph.D. degrees
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including two in special education, two in educational management, and one in measurement and evaluation to
obtain their opinions. Once these opinions were collected, the form was revised and updated along with the
elimination of the unnecessary or redundant questions.

In the final version, the interview form (see appendix) had three parts. In the first part, the demographic
information of the participants was collected. In the second part, structured questions regarding the type and
amount of expenditures were included. In the third part, open-ended questions were used to reveal parents’
opinions regarding to addressing the financial demands of their gifted children. Using these questions, the parents
were expected to express their opinions regarding to the issues of how the financial demands of their gifted children
were addressed both by themselves and by the government. After the format of the interview form was finalized,
the approval from ethical board of the university was obtained (Approval Number: 2020/81).

The administrative office of the SACs was contacted to collect the data. The purpose of the research was
explained to the officials working in the office. Then, the administrative office was asked to inform parents about
the study and the contact information of the authors was left for parents. Among the parents who contacted the
authors, the participants who were willing to participate in the study were included. The data used in this study
consisted of written responses of gifted children’s parents to a set of semi-open-ended and open-ended questions
to the interview forms.

Data Analysis

The data provided in closed-ended questions of the interview were analyzed using descriptive statistics.
The semi-open ended and open-ended questions, on the other hand, were analyzed using content analysis which
was defined as a technique for making replicable and valid inferences from texts to the contexts of their use
(Krippendorff, 2004). The inferences were made based on the answers of the participants to structured interview
questions. Furthermore, Miles et al. (2014) state that the use of content analysis is required when the issue is
counting the frequency and sequencing of particular words, phrases, or concepts found in the data. The data
analysis in this study was considered to be content analysis as the frequency of the related words, phrases, and
concepts in the data was provided.

The reliability was ensured by using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) formula for intercoder reliability. The
codes of the two researchers of the study were calculated. Before the coding, we identified the categories and
agreed on the categories. Then, we coded the data separately and calculated the intercoder reliability on the codes
using the formula “Reliability = Number of Agreements / (Total Number of Agreements + Disagreements)” (Miles
& Huberman, 1994). We agreed on 103 of the codes and had a disagreement on 9 of the codes. Therefore, the
intercoder reliability between the two researchers was calculated as 92% which was considered as highly reliable.

Results

The data was examined based on two categories to answer the first research question. The first category
was the expenditures to sustain the education in the school environment. The second category was the voluntary
expenditures to engage children in education. The parents’ expenditures for their gifted and non-gifted students’
in-school environment were shown in Table 3 below.

Table 3

Parents’ Expenditures to Sustain the Education In-School Environment

Gifted Non-gifted

Category Codes 0 % 0 %
, Yes 17 85 12 100
P(j;er:r?diihiteuss on school No 5 10 0 0
P Partially 1 5 0 0
School supplies 13 65 9 75

Food 9 45 7 58

Types of school expenditures Transportation 4 20 6 50

School fee 1 5 5 41.60
Donation 1 5 0 0

Parents’ expenditures for their children’s school environment were examined under two categories. The
first category was ‘“Parents’ Status on School Expenditures” which indicated whether the parents made any
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payment to help their children sustain in the school environment. Three codes were formed under this category:
the first code “yes” indicated that the parents made payments, the second code “no” showed that the parents did
not make any payments, and the third code “partially” indicated that the parents make payments only when they
thought it was absolutely necessary. Based on the data, 85% of the gifted students’ parents spent on their children’s
education while 100% of the non-gifted students’ parents spent on their children’s education.

The second category was “Types of School Expenditures” which showed the types of expenditures
parents spent on helping their children sustain in the school environment. The data demonstrated that both gifted
(65%) and non-gifted students’ parents (75%) spent the most on school supplies. This finding was followed by
food (45% for gifted, 20% for non-gifted) and transportation (58% for gifted, 50% for non-gifted) for both gifted
and non-gifted students’ parents. The parents’ expenditures for their gifted and non-gifted students’ out-of-school
environment were provided as the second part of the analyses of the first research question in Table 4.

Table 4
Type of Parents’ Expenditures to Sustain the Education in Out-0f-School Environment

. . Gifted Non-gifted
Types of expenditures Categories 0 % n %
Yes 0 0 2 16.77
Guidance and counseling Partially 0 0 0 0.0
No 19 95 10 83.33
Yes 17 85 9 75.00
Purchasing books based on the area of interest  Partially 1 5 0 0
No 2 10 3 25.00
Yes 15 75 10 83.30
Field trips Partially 2 10 0 0
No 3 15 2 16.70
Yes 16 80 4 33.33
Hobbies Partially 1 5 0 0
No 3 15 8 66.70
Yes 17 85 10 83.30
Movie Partially 1 5 0 0
No 1 5 2 16.70
Yes 10 50 7 58.30
Theatre, circus, etc. Partially 1 5 0 0
No 7 35 5 41.70
Yes 17 85 7 58.30
Intelligence games Partially 2 10 0 0
No 0 0 5 41.70

Note: Some of the participants left some of the questions unanswered, therefore the percentage values might not add up to 100 in all categories.

In Table 4, the types of parents’ expenditures for their children’s education were presented. Based on
these findings, it was evident that the parents spent the most on books on the area of interest, intelligence games,
and movies for their gifted children, while they spent the most on field trips and movies for their non-gifted
children. On the other hand, guidance and counseling was the category that was spent on the least for both gifted
and non-gifted children. However, when both gifted and non-gifted children were compared within the same
category, it was found that the biggest gap in the presented opportunities was in the category of providing
environments for their hobbies and intelligence games. The findings indicated that the parents spent considerably
more money on intelligence games and hobbies for their gifted children than for their non-gifted children. The
findings differed within the categories of (1) movies and (2) theatre and circus as the city in which the data were
collected did not have regular theatre and circus opportunities. The movie theatre was open weekdays and
weekends at the time when the data were collected. Therefore, the parents were supposed to make a trip to a
neighbor city or wait for a show or theatre to come to their city to attend a theatre or circus show. It was a daily
opportunity for them to watch a movie in the movie theatre in their city of residence.
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Regarding the second and third research questions, eight categories were derived. Along with the
expenditures for the in-school and out-of-school environment, six additional categories were formed based on the
data. The amount and categories of expenditures that the parents spent on their children’s education were presented
in Table 5.

Table 5
Amount and Categories of Parents’ Annual Expenditures for Their Children's Education

Categories Expenditures interval Gifted (n) Total (%) Non-gifted (n) Total (%)
$0-200 6 1

$201-600

$601-1000 %80
$1001+

$0-200
Out-of-school (Tutorials, $201-600
private lessons, etc.) $601-1000
$1001+

$0-100
Books $101-200
$201+

$0-100
Field trips $101-200
$201+

$0-100
Intelligence games $101-200
$201+

$0-20
Movies $21-100
$101+

$0-20
Theatre, circus etc. $21-100
$101+

$0-20 1 -
Hobby $21-100 3 %20 1 %8.3
$101+ - -
Note: The percentages given in the total colomns were calculated by adding up the numbers for gifted and non-gifted categories, divided by
the total number of gifted or non-gifted students, and multiplied by 100. For example, regarding the in-school category for gifted students the
numbers for gifted students were added (6 + 5 + 4 + 1 = 16). This number was divided by the total number of gifted students and multiplied
by 100 ([16 / 20] x 100 = 80). As for the non-gifted students for in-school category, this value was calculated as 83 ([10 / 12] x 100 = 83).

In-school %383

4
2
3
%25 %38.3

%45 %41.5

CINON P 1 Wk P bho
NE N -

%20 %16.6

%30 %25
%35

%33.3

%20 %16.6

TN RPORE NP W DR
[ N S T e S I

The parents were reluctant to indicate the amount of money they spent on their children’s education. Out
of 20 parents, only a few answered the question by indicating a specific amount. The rest either did not provide
the specific amount or left the question unanswered. Therefore, the frequency of the categories was considerably
lower for this table than the others. The findings indicated that the parents spent more money on their non-gifted
children’s in-school education than their gifted children.

Other than academic expenditures for in- and out-of-school environment, the biggest expenditure gap
between gifted and non-gifted children was in the category of out-of school tutorials and hobbies which were
followed by the intelligence games category. The analyses indicated that in the out-of school tutorials category,
25% of the parents of gifted students spent on their children’s out-of school lessons while only 8% of the parents
of non-gifted students spent on it. In the category of the hobby, four gifted children’s parents spent up to $100,
while only one non-gifted child’s parents spent up to $100. Furthermore, in the category of intelligence games, six
of the gifted children’s parents spent up to $201 and above. Only three of the non-gifted children’s parents spent
up to $201 and above in this category. When the number of expenditures was considered in total, the “books”
category was the one that was spent the most.
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As for the fourth research question, the parents’ opinions regarding how to address the financial demands
of their gifted children were analyzed. Based on the findings, 65% of the parents stated that their gifted children
had no financial demands while 35% of the parents confirmed that their gifted children had some demands. One
of the parents’ statements was given below:

“She knows our income. She knows that we do our best for her as it is. That might be the reason why she
did not ask for anything more” (Parent 5)

Out of the children whose parents confirmed that their children had financial demands, they reported that
30% of them asked for funding for technological materials/gadgets, 15% for funding for private lessons/tutorials,
10% for funding for school supplies and 10% for funding for supplies based on the area of talent/interest. Although
the rest of the parents agreed that their children had financial demands, they did not specifically state the type of
the demand. One of the parent statements was:

“He asked for tutorials, telescope, spaceship materials...etc.” (Parent 17)

Along with the gifted students’ financial demands from their parents, the data on the parents’ opinions
regarding the financial opportunities provided by the government were examined to identify whether the students’
financial demands were met by the government. The findings were presented in Table 6.

Table 6
Parents' Opinions Regarding the Government's Financial Support for Their Gifted Children's Education

Codes n %
No expectations 2 9
Financial needs sould be met 6 26
Scholarship, allowance, fund 6 26
Expert personnel 3 13
Supplies, materials, books 3 13
Self-contained learning environment 2 9
Socio-cultural activity 1 4

Twenty six percent of the parents expressed their opinions that their children’s financial needs should be
met by the government. Furthermore, some of the parents specified the type of financial support that they expected
from the government. Only 9% of the parents stated that they did not have any expectations from the government
for their gifted children’s education. Some of the parents’ statements were as follows:

“The gifted children should receive scholarships and be educated in self-contained schools or
classrooms.” (Parent 11)

“Yes, it should be met. Extra materials, books, psychological support, and academically superior and
productive teachers should be provided by the government.” (Parent 6)

Discussion

The parents’ opinions regarding the financial demands of their gifted and non-gifted children for their
education and the expenditures they made for their children’s education were investigated. The findings indicated
that 100% of non-gifted students’ parents and 85% of gifted students’ parents expended on their children’s
education for an in-school environment. The biggest part of these expenditures was school supplies. According to
Turkish legislation, education is free for K-12. However, parents need to spend on additional materials such as
books, notebooks, and project materials. The TSI revealed that in 2017, 2.3% of household expenditures of Turkish
families were devoted to services for education (TSI, 2017b). In a study, Ulusoy (2013) found that families spent
money on transportation, student services (providing diploma, identification card), books, meals, and so on.
Therefore, the findings of this study were consistent with the literature.

When out-of-school environment expenditures were examined, we found that the first three categories
that parents spent on the most were the books based on the area of interest, movies, and intelligence games for the
gifted while these categories were field trips, movies, and books for non-gifted children. The biggest difference
between gifted and non-gifted students in terms of out-of-school environment expenditures was that gifted students
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preferred intelligence games more while non-gifted students preferred to go on field trips more. There might be
two possible explanations. The first is that gifted students require a certain level of challenge to engage in learning,
and intelligence games might be a source to satisfy this need (Plucker & Callahan, 2014). The second is that gifted
students tend to work alone (French et al., 2011) while non-gifted students do not have a preference. Regarding
these points, Ozbay (2013) suggested that to enrich gifted students’ learning, parents could engage students in field
trips and travel as well as movies and books. However, gifted students might feel uncomfortable in field trips due
to their pereference of working alone.

The parents’ annual expenditures for in-school education were examined and found that expenditures for
students’ education varied for gifted and non-gifted students. The annual expenditures for non-gifted students
clustered around the $201-600 range for in-school education while it clustered around $0-200 for gifted students.
Both gifted (25%) and non-gifted students’ parents (33%) spent in the range of $201-600. However, the majority
of the parents (30%) allocated a range of $0-200 for gifted students. When the data of this study were revisited to
explain why more parents fell into the range of $0-200 in terms of annual expenditures, it was found that all 6
parents were with low-income (up to $600 per month) and probably were only able to spend up to $200 for their
gifted children. This finding was consistent with the literature that families with low incomes spent less on
education (Hesap¢ioglu & Taymaz, 1998). Furthermore, the reason for the non-gifted students’ parents fell in the
category of $201-600 was because gifted children in the sample of this study were aged between 8 and 15 while
the non-gifted children were between 4 and 18. The parents of non-gifted children provided two reasons for this
high level of expenditure. The first one was that the pre-school education was not free by the time the data was
collected. The reason was that despite free education among public universities, the other expenditures such as
housing, meal plans, books, transportation, etc. significantly raised the monthly expenditure. Therefore, the
expenses of pre-school and college-aged children involved in the sample of this study were the reasons why the
parents spent more on their non-gifted children’s education.

When the out-of-school expenditures were examined, it was evident that gifted students were more
interested in different types of books, intelligence games, and hobbies than non-gifted students. Considering the
curiosity and persistence characteristics of gifted students (Johnsen, 2011), this finding was expected. Furthermore,
the findings indicated that the biggest differences between the expenses of gifted and non-gifted students were in
the categories of out-of school lessons and hobby. This might be because of the wide range of interests gifted
students have as part of their characteristics (Johnsen, 2011). Also, Bakioglu and Levent (2013) stated that gifted
students were significantly different than non-gifted students, and therefore needed more extra-curricular
activities. Considering the fact that it has been in gifted students’ nature to wonder and learn new information, it
was expected that they might have asked from their parents to provide the tutorials in different subjects and
materials for different hobbies as extracurricular activities.

Another finding of this study indicated that parents thought gifted children’s financial needs for education
should be addressed. More specifically, they expected the government to provide scholarships, expert personnel,
and materials for education for their gifted children. When Turkey’s average annual expenditure per student was
compared to the ones in OECD countries, it was evident that the OECD countries spent three times more than
Turkey. In 2014, the total expenditure for each student in Turkey was $43.442, while the average of OECD
countries for the total expenditure for each student was $123.637 (OECD, 2017). Therefore, it can be deduced that
because of this low financial support from the government, schools cannot properly meet students’ financial needs.
However, parents expected the government to provide the opportunities that they were not able to due to their
limited income.

It was also found that most of the gifted children did not have financial demands from their parents. The
reason could be that children might be aware of their parents’ socioeconomic status and not want to pressure their
parents financially with their demands. Ballam (2009) describes her personal experience and states that “mindful
of the costs involved, I ensured that my interest in these endeavors remained concealed” (p. 18) which is consistent
with the finding of this study. Furthermore, some of the parents stated that they did their best for their gifted
children. Seward and Gaesser (2018) found that parents of the gifted children in rural areas were supportive of
their children for receiving the best education possible. Considering the fact that the data of this study were
collected from the parents in a small city, their supportive approach to gifted children might also be another reason
for children to be aware of parents’ efforts. Therefore, this might be a reason for children to not to have any
financial demands. On the other hand, some of the parents in this study stated that their children had some financial
demands from them. Gifted children who had financial demands usually insisted on technological devices and
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gadgets in their area of interest. Taking the typical characteristics of gifted children into account such as having
hobbies/collections related to the area of interest along with an intense curiosity and persistence (Johnsen, 2011),
the finding was expected that the children in the sample asked for devices or tutorials in their area of interest.

Limitations

This study is limited with the self-reported data of the participants. Furthermore, the participants of this
study were from the low and middle socioeconomic status. Therefore, future studies including children from
private schools with high-income families might result in different findings.

Implications for Practice and Research

The purpose of this research was to investigate parents’ opinions regarding the cost of their gifted and
non-gifted children’s education. We found that more money was required to help gifted children fulfill their
potential. Considering that parents spend more money than they could afford, schools need to meet these financial
needs by providing more opportunities. Furthermore, the educational system needs to allow students to study in
their area of interest. Further research in different cities and countries with more opportunities needs to be
conducted to determine whether the findings of this study are valid for other samples.

In practice, changes and improvements are needed starting from the inner circle (classrooms) to the outer
circle (educational system) to satisfy the gifted children’s educational needs. The gifted children need more
knowledgeable and experienced teachers who are aware of the enrichment, acceleration, and mentoring of gifted
children. Also, resource rooms need to be more actively used to engage students in learning in regular schools.
Schools need to provide more materials, devices, and gadgets as well as clubs, organizations, and associations to
help them work in their area of interest. Additionally, the system needs to become flexible enough to allow
children, especially the gifted ones, to study in their areas of interest. It also needs to lean towards the path of being
talent-oriented rather than test-oriented. Finally, our findings indicate that none of the parents of gifted students
receive any type of guidance or counseling for their gifted children. Parents need to learn more about children’s
characteristics to better help them with their needs.

Conclusion

The findings of this study revealed that parents could not fully support the development of their children
(especially gifted ones) due to their financial conditions. Also, parents reported that opportunities in regular
schools were not enough to help their children realize and fulfill their own potential. It was concluded that gifted
children needed environments enriched with more materials, sources, mentors, and facilities to reveal their true
potential.

Information Note

Below, the prices of relevant products and services mentioned in this study were provided based on the
Turkish/USA currency. The rates belong to the day the data were collected for this study. 1 Turkish Lira equaled
to 4.85 US Dollars; the cost of an average book was 3.10 USD; one movie ticket was 2.10 USD; one theatre ticket
was 5.15 USD; one circus ticket was 3.10 USD; average intelligence game was 15 USD, and a bus ticket to the
closest city (100 miles) was 7.50 USD.
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Appendix
Questionnaire Form For Parents with Gifted Children

Demographic Information

690

Identified with The type of transportation The type OT
. . .. | transportation used to
giftedness (Yes/No- used to receive services in -
Gender Grade level arrive school (On foot,
If yes please state the SAC (On foot, school A
e . . school bus, or private
area of ability) bus, or private vehicle) -
vehicle)
1st child
2nd child
3rd child
4th child
Occupation of the Mother: Occupation of the Father:
Monthly Income of the Mother: Monthly Income of the Father:
Education Level of the Mother: Education Level of the Father:

Is your economic status sufficient to support your identified gifted child with different alternatives for
education?

() Yes, | provide adequate alternative education support
( ) Partially sufficient. I can provide alternative education support as much as I can.

( ) No, it is not enough. I cannot provide educational support outside the ones provided by the state.

In this section, write your answers in the space given below the questions.

e Does your gifted child make different financial demands from you outside of school in order to produce

novel/original products (private lessons, technological tools, courses)?
() Yes ( ) No

If yes, what types of demands?

e What are your expectations from the state to cover the education expenses of gifted children?
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Questions

In this section, there are questions about your gifted and non-gifted children. Write the answers to the
questions on the side in the relevant box.

For your child
identified with
giftedness

For your non-
gifted child

If yes, how much
do you monthly
spend on average
for your gifted
child?

If yes, how much do
you monthly spend on
average for your non-
gifted child?

Do you spend for your child's school?

What do you think about the
sufficiency of this amount you spend?

What does your spending for your
child’s school include? (food,
transportation, school supplies etc.)

Does your child need education
outside of school?

Do you spend for your child other
than the school expenses? (Tutoring
for talent area, study center etc.)

What do you think about adequately
meeting your child's needs outside of
school?

Do you receive counseling (guidance)
services for your child?

Do you have your child receive
counseling (guidance) services?

Do you buy books to your child based
on his/her interest?

Do you take or send your child to
field trips?

Do you make your child engage in a
hobby?

Do you take your child to the cinema
or museum?

Do you take your child to the theatre
or circus?

Do you buy intelligence games for
your child?

Does the state support your child?

If yes, what type of support? (food,
transportation, school supplies,
tutoring, additional courses, money)
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Ozel Yetenekli Ogrencilerin Egitiminin Maliyet Acisindan Incelenmesi

Figen Cam-Tosun"='? Sema Tan"*?

Oz
Giris: Bu arastirmanin amaci, 6zel yetenekli ve tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarin egitimleri i¢in ebeveynlerin

yaptig1 harcamalarin tiirli, maliyeti ve 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarmin finansal talepleri hakkindaki goriislerini
incelemektir.

Yontem: Bu caligma nitel aragtirma modellerinden fenomenoloji kullanilarak tasarlanmistir. Calismada veriler
ozel yetenekli tanis1 konmus ve tipik gelisim gésteren gocugu olan 20 ebeveynden yapilandirilmig goriigme formu
ile toplanmistir. Calismada analiz yontemi olarak betimsel istatistik ve igerik analizi tercih edilmistir.

Bulgular: Bulgulara gore okul igi kategorisinde ebevynlerin hem 6zel yetenekli hem de tipik gelisim gosteren
¢ocuklari i¢in en ¢ok harcamayi okul malzemeleri alaninda yaptiklar1 belirlenmistir. Okul dist harcamalarda ise
ozel yeteneklli cocuklar i¢in en ¢ok kitaplar, filmler ve zeka oyunlarinda harcama yapilirken tipik gelisim gosteren
¢ocuklar i¢in geziler ve filmler alaninda harcama yapmuglardir.

Tartisma: Calismada, ebeveynlerin finansal kosullar1 nedeniyle 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarinin gelisimini tam olarak
destekleyemedikleri ortaya konulmustur. Ayrica, ebeveynler okullarda saglanan firsatlarin 6zel yetenekli
¢ocuklarinin kendi potansiyellerini fark etmeleri ve gerceklestirmelerine yardimci olmak igin yeterli olmadigini
diisiinmektedirler. Ozel yetenekli gocuklarin potansiyellerini gerceklestirmek i¢in daha fazla malzeme, kaynak,
rehber ve tesislerle zenginlestirilmis ortamlara ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 sonucuna varilmustir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Maliyet, harcamalar, 6zel yetenekli, ebeveynlerin geliri, potansiyel.

Anficin: Cam-Tosun, F., & Tan, S. (2021). Ozel yetenekli 6grencilerin egitiminin maliyet agisindan incelenmesi.
Ankara  Universitesi  Egitim  Bilimleri ~ Fakiiltesi Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 22(3), 677-698.
https://doi.org/10.21565/0zelegitimdergisi. 773728
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Giris

Ozel yetenekli ¢ocuklar alanyazinda ¢ok farkli sekilde tanimlanmistir. Her ne kadar alan uzmanlar1 bu
tanimlama konusunda farkli goriigler ortaya koysalar da bu tanimlarin neredeyse tamaminda matematik, fen,
yaraticilik, sanat ve liderlik gibi farkli alanlarda yiiksek veya istisnai performans gibi 6zelliklere deginilmistir
(National Association of Gifted Children [NAGC], 2008; No Child Left Behind Act, 2002; Milli Egitim Bakanlig1
[MEB], 2018). Bu ¢ocuklarin yogun ve siirekli ilgileri vardir (Johnsen, 2011) ve aktif olarak agik uglu ve 6zgiin
gorevlere katilmay1 tercih ederler (Shore vd., 2003). Sahip olduklari bu 6zellikler nedeni ile 6zel yetenekli
Ogrencilerin herhangi bir egitim ya da rehberlige ihtiya¢ duymadigi gibi yanlis bir inanig toplum igerisinde
yaygindir. Bu nedenle, 6zel yetenekli 6grenciler cogu kez 6zel egitime tabi tutulmak yerine, genel egitim sinifi
ortaminda akranlariin kendilerinin en az bir yil dnce 6grendikleri becerileri 6grenebilmeleri i¢in beklemek

durumunda kalirlar (Sternberg vd., 2011). Oysa bu 6grencilerin aldiklar1 egitim, onlarin 6grenmelerini saglamak
icin kisisel ilgi, ihtiya¢ ve yeteneklerine gore 6zel olarak tasarlanmalidir.

Okullar 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin fiziksel, duygusal ve biligsel ihtiyaglarini g¢esitli kuliipler, segmeli
dersler, destek egitim odalari, laboratuvarlar, atdlyeler, teknolojik firsatlar, mentorliik olanaklari sunmanin yani
sira ulusal ya da uluslararasi projelere katilma gibi bazi1 zenginlestirme ve hizlandirma uygulamalarina yonelik
firsatlar da saglamakla yiikiimliidiirler (VanTassel-Baska, 2005). Ancak Hahn-Young ve Balli’nin (2014) de
belirttigi gibi okullarin finansal agidan problemleri oldugunda, sonlandirilan ilk program genellikle 6zel yetenekli
ogrenciler icin uygulanan programlardir. Tiirkiye’de 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklar icin her ne kadar destek egitim
odalari, laboratuvarlar ve yarigmalara katilim gibi olanaklar saglansa da olmasi gereken daha pek ¢ok olanak ya
siirl (Cevher-Kilig, 2015) ya da okullarin mali sikintilart yiiziinden hi¢ saglanamamaktadir (Kazu & Senol,
2012). Bu konuda 6zel yetenekli cocuklarin ebeveynlerinin duydugu sosyal, egitimsel, duygusal ve finansal destek
ihtiyact 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Ebeveynlerin, ¢ocuklarinin potansiyellerini ortaya ¢ikarmada gii¢lii etkisinin oldugu
bilinmektir (Afat & Koksal-Konik, 2018; Ogurlu, 2016; Olszewski-Kubilius, 2008). Ancak yapilan ¢alismalar, bu
etkinin ebeveynlerin sosyo-ekonomik diizeyleri dogrultusunda degisim gésterdigini ortaya koymustur (Cetinkaya
& Kincal, 2015; Sidar, 2011; Uzun, 2006).

Bu caligmada, ebeveynlerin 6zel yetenekli ve tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklart icin ayirdiklar: biitce,
¢ocuklarinin egitimi i¢in yapilan harcamalarin tiirii ve 06zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarinin finansal taleplerinin
kargilanmasi hakkindaki goriislerini arastirmak amaglanmistir. Bu baglamda asagidaki arastirma sorularina cevap
aranmistir:

1. Ebeveynler 6zel yetenekli ve tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarmin egitimine yonelik asagidaki kategorilere
gore ne tiir harcamalar yapmaktadirlar?

a. Okul igi ortamlar
b.  Okul dis1 ortamlar

2. Ebeveynlerin tipik gelisim gosteren c¢ocuklarinin egitimi ile karsilagtirildiginda 6zel yetenekli
cocuklarinin egitimine yaptiklart harcamanin tutar1 nedir?

3. Ebeveynler 6zel yetenekli ve tipik gelisim gosteren cocuklari i¢in hangi kategorilerde harcama
yapmiglardir?

4. Ebeveynlerin 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklariin finansal taleplerinin kargilanmast ile ilgili goriisleri nelerdir?
Yontem
Desen

Bu calismada ebeveynlerin 6zel yetenekli ve tipik gelisim gosteren gocuklarinin egitimlerine yonelik
yaptiklart harcamalara dair gorlislerini incelemek amaclanmis ve ¢alisma nitel arastirma kullanilarak
tasarlanmigtir. Katilimcilarin tecriibelerinin 6ziinli anlamak ve yorumlamak icin kullanilan nitel arastirma
yontemlerinden fenomenoloji (McMillan, 2008), bu ¢alismada yer alan katilimcilarin 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarina
dair finansal tecriibelerini belirlemek i¢in tercih edilmistir.

Cahsma Grubu
Veriler toplamda 20 &zel yetenekli ve 12 tipik gelisim gosteren c¢ocuklart bulunan 20 ebeveynden

toplanmustir. Yani bu 20 ailenin her birinde en az bir 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuk bulunmaktayken, 12 ailede de 6zel
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yetenekli cocugun tipik gelisim gosteren bir kardesi bulunmaktadir. Katilimeilarin ¢ogunlugu iiniversite
mezunudur (12 anne, 14 baba). Katilimcilarin meslek gruplari arasinda 6gretmen (9 anne, 9 baba), memur (2 anne,
2 baba), is¢i (4 baba), bulunmaktadir. Ebeveynlerden 6’s1 kendini igsiz olarak tanimlamistir. Ailelerin aylik
gelirleri 1200-2000$ dir (15 aile). Cogu ailede (12) ¢ocuk sayisi ikidir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Aragtirma verilerinin toplanmasi icin arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen bir gdriisme formu
kullanilmistir. Bu formun gelistirilmesi esnasinda sirastyla belirli basamaklar takip edilmistir. Oncelikle alanyazin
taranmis ve ebeveynlerin demografik bilgilerini, 6zel yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin goriislerini ve ozel
yeteneklilerin egitimi i¢in sosyo-ekonomik durumlarini igeren kisisel deneyimlerine yonelik sorularin bir listesi
olusturulmustur (Arthaud, 2008; Ballam, 2009; Colengelo & Detman, 1983; Eris vd., 2009; Hertzog & Bennett,
2004; Keirouz, 1990; Levent, 2011; Morawska & Sanders, 2009; Ulusoy, 2013). Daha sonra bu form, gegerligin
saglanmasi amaciyla iclerinde 2 6zel egitim uzmani, 2 egitim yonetimi uzmani ve bir 6lgme ve degerlendirme
uzmani olmak iizere toplam 5 uzmana goriisleri alinmak iizere yonlendirilmistir. Son olarak ise gelistirilen form
uzmanlardan gelen goriisler dogrultusunda revize edilmis, gereksiz ya da tekrarli bulunan sorular formdan
cikartlmis ve forma son sekli verilmistir (bk. Ek). Buna gore formun son hali ii¢ boliimden olugmaktadir. Birinci
boliimde katilimcilarin demografik bilgilerini iceren sorular, ikinci boliimde harcama miktar1 ve tiirlerine yonelik
yapilandirilmis sorular, {igiincii boliimde ise ebeveynlerin 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarinin finansal taleplerine yonelik
goriiglerini belirlemek i¢in kullanilan agik uglu sorular yer almaktadir.

Veri Analizi

Formlar aracilifiyla elde edilen verilerin analizinde metin igeriklerinden tekrarlanabilir ve gegerli
¢ikarimlar yapma teknigi olarak tanimlanan igerik analizi (Krippendorff, 2004) tekniginin yani sira betimsel
istatistik yontemi kullanilmigtir. Calismanin giivenirliginin saglanmasi i¢in Miles ve Huberman’in (1994) nitel
aragtirmalarda kodlayicilar arast giivenirlik formiilii kullanilmig, buna gore kodlayicilar arasi giivenirlik %92 ile
yiiksek giivenirlige sahip olarak bulunmustur.

Bulgular

Birinci aragtirma sorusuna cevap verebilmek icin eldeki veriler iki farkli kategoride incelenmistir. Birinci
kategori olan ebeveynlerin okul i¢i harcamalara yonelik durumlart ve harcama tiirleri ¢ocuklarin okul ortaminda
desteklemek icin ebeveynlerin harcama yapma durumlart ve harcamalarinin tiirlerini belirlemek amaciyla
olusturulmustur. Buna gore ebeveynlerin %85’1 dzel yetenekli ¢ocuklari igin okul ortamina yonelik harcamalar
yaparken, tipik gelisim gdsteren cocuklarin ebeveynlerinin tamami1 okul ortamina yonelik harcama yapmuislardir.
Yapilan okul harcamalarimin tiirleri incelendiginde ¢ocuklarini okul ortaminda desteklemek i¢in harcama yapan
ebeveynlerin hem 6zel yetenekli (%65) hem de tipik gelisim gosteren gocuklar (%75) i¢in en 6nemli harcamay1
kirtasiye malzemelerine yaptiklarini gostermektedir. Bu harcamayi sirasiyla yiyecek (6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin
%451, tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarm %20’si), ve ulasim (6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarm %581, tipik gelisim
gosteren ¢ocuklarin %50’si) takip etmektedir. Ayrica bir diger kategori olarak ebeveynlerin hem 6zel yetenekli
hem de tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklari i¢in yaptiklar: okul digt harcamalarn tiirleri incelenmistir. Buna gore 6zel
yetenekli cocuklart i¢in cogunlukla ilgi alanlarina yonelik kitaplara, zeka oyunlarina ve sinema etkinliklerine para
harcarken, tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklar: igin alan gezileri ve sinema etkinliklerine esit derecede harcama
yaptiklar1 bulunmustur. Ebeveynlerin ¢ogu harcama yaptiklari miktarlari belirtmekte tereddiit etmisler, ebeveynler
¢ogunlukla ya soruyu cevapsiz birakmis ya da spesifik bir miktar belirtmeksizin cevaplamislardir. Yapilan
arastirmanin bulgularma gore okul i¢i harcama kategorisinde ebeveynlerin tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarina dzel
yetenekli cocuklarina oranla daha fazla harcama yaptiklar ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Okul i¢i ve okul dis1 akademik ihtiyaglarin karsilanmast i¢in yapilan harcamalar disinda, 6zel yetenekli
ve tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklara dair yapilan harcamalar arasindaki en biiyiik farkin hobiler kategorisinde
oldugu, bunu ise zeka oyunlar1 kategorisinin izledigi tespit edilmistir. Veriler analiz edildiginde, hobiler
kategorisinde ebeveynlerin %20’si 6zel yetenekli cocuklarinin hobilerini desteklemek i¢in harcama yaparken, tipik
gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarda ebeveynlerin sadece %8.3’li harcama yaptiklarini belirtmislerdir. Ayrica, 6zel
yetenekli ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinden 6 tanesi zekd oyunlar i¢in yaptigi harcamalarin yillik 201$ ve iizerinde
oldugunu belirtmis, buna kargin tipik gelisim gosteren g¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinden yalnizca 3 tanesi bu tutarda
harcama yaptigin1 beyan etmistir. Ayrica yapilan toplam harcamalar incelendiginde kitap kategorisi genel olarak
her iki grup i¢in de en ¢ok harcama yapilan kategori olarak belirlenmistir.
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Son olarak, 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin finansal taleplerinin karsilanmasina yonelik elde edilen bulgulara
gore, ebeveynlerin %65°1 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarinin kendilerinden herhangi bir finansal talepte bulunmadigin
beyan ederken, ebeveynlerden %35°1 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarinin kendilerinden finansal talepte bulundugunu
belirtmislerdir. Cocuklarin kendilerinden finansal talebi oldugunu belirten ebeveynlerden %30’u ¢ocuklarinin
kendilerinden teknolojik cihazlar istedigini, %15’i 6zel ders veya kurs talebinde bulundugunu, %10’u okul
malzemesi talebinde bulundugunu ve %10’u ise ilgi alanlar1 dogrultusunda materyaller talep ettigini
belirtmiglerdir. Ebeveynlerin geri kalani, ¢ocuklarinin maddi talepleri oldugu konusunda hemfikir olsalar da
talebin tiiriinii 6zellikle belirtmediler. Ayrica ebeveynlerin %26°s1 devlet tarafindan cocuklarinin finansal
ihtiyaglar1 kapsaminda desteklenmek istediklerini belirtmislerdir. Ebeveynlerin sadece %9’u 6zel yetenekli
¢ocuklarinin egitimi i¢in devletten hicbir finansal beklentileri olmadigini ifade etmislerdir.

Tartisma

Bu ¢alismada ebeveynlerin 6zel yetenekli ve tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarmin egitimi i¢in yaptiklar
harcamalar, bu harcamalarin tiirleri ve 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarinin finansal taleplerinin karsilanmasi hakkindaki
goriigleri incelenmistir. Buna gore tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinin tamami, 6zel yetenekli
¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinin ise %85’1 ¢gocuklarmin egitimlerine dair yaptiklar1 harcamalarda en ¢ok miktarin okul
gerecleri i¢in kullanildigini beyan etmislerdir. Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Anayasasinda yer alan 42. maddeye gore 12
yillik egitim zorunlu ve iicretsizdir, ancak ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarinin egitimini desteklemek adina farkl: kitap,
defter, proje materyalleri gibi bazi gereksinimlerini gidermek i¢in harcama yapmalar1 gerekmektedir. Tiirkiye
Istatistik Kurumu’nun verilerine gore (2017b) Tiirkiye’de aile biitcesindeki hane i¢i harcamalarin %2.3’ii egitim
giderlerine ayrilmistir. Bagka bir ¢alismada Ulusoy (2013) ailelerin egitimde ulasim, 6grenci servisleri (diploma,
kimlik kart1 vb.), kitap, yemek ve benzeri kategorilerde harcamalar yaptigini belirlemistir. Bu nedenle bu
¢aligmanin bulgulari literatiir ile benzerlik gostermektedir.

Bu ¢alismada ebeveynlerin okul i¢i egitim igin yaptiklart yillik harcamalar incelenmis ve 6zel yetenekli
¢ocuklar ile tipik gelisim gosteren gocuklara yonelik yapilan harcamalarda farkliliklar tespit edilmistir. Buna gore
okul i¢i harcama kapsaminda tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklar i¢in ebeveynlerin %83’ harcama yaparken, 6zel
yetenekli gocuklar igin ebeveynlerin %80’i harcama yaptigimi bildirmistir. Ozel yetenekli gocuklar igin
ebeveynlerin ¢ogunlugu (6) 0 ila 200$ arasinda harcama yaparken, bu rakam tipik gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklarin
ebeveynleri (4) igin 201 ila 600$ arasinda yogunluk gostermistir. Bu bulgunun sebebi katilimcilarin demografik
bilgileri ile agiklanabilir zira eldeki verilerde yer alan demografik bilgiler incelendiginde 0$ ila 200$ arasinda
yillik harcama yapan 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerin tamami aylik kazanci en fazla 600$ olan sosyo-
ekonomik diizeyi diisiik olan ebeveynlerdir. Bu nedenle yapilan yillik 2008 egitim harcamasinin ailenin finansal
olanaklar1 gergevesinde degerlendirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bu Hesapgioglu ve Taymaz’m (1998) diisiik gelirli
ailelerin egitim i¢in daha az harcama yaptiklarina iliskin ifadeleri ile de paralellik gostermektedir.

Okul dig1 harcamalara bakildiginda tiim alanlarda 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklart igin daha fazla ebeveynin
harcama yaptig1 goriilmektedir. Ebeveynlerin harcamalarma gore 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin farkli alanlardaki
kitaplar, zekd oyunlar1 ve hobiler konusunda tipik gelisim gosteren cocuklara gore daha fazla ilgili oldugu
soylenebilir. Ozel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin merakli karakterleri ve 1srarci dzellikleri diisiiniildiigiinde bu bulgu
beklendik bir bulgudur (Johnsen, 2011). Bunun yani sira, okul dig1 harcamalarda 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklar ile tipik
gelisim gosteren ¢ocuklar igin yapilan harcamalar arasindaki en biiyiik fark okul disi dersler ve hobi
kategorilerinde olusmustur. Bunun sebebi, 6zel yetenekli gocuklarin bir 6zelligi olarak genis ilgi alanlarina sahip
olmasi gosterilebilir. Bakioglu ve Levent’in (2013) de belirttigi gibi 6zel yetenekli gocuklar akranlarindan belirgin
olarak farklilik gosterirler ve bunun i¢in miifredat dis1 programlarla desteklenmeye ihtiya¢ duyarlar. Tiim bunlar
g0z Oniine bulunduruldugunda, bu caligmadaki 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin ebeveynlerinden farkli alanlarda 6zel
ders ve farkli hobiler i¢in finansal ihtiya¢ olusturmalar1 beklendik bir bulgudur.

Bu calismanin bir bagka bulgusu olarak da 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarin %65’inin ebeveynlerinden herhangi
bir finansal talepte bulunmamasidir. Bunun sebebi olarak 6zel yetenekli cocuklarin ebeveynlerinin sosyoekonomik
durumlarinin farkinda olmasi ve onlara kendi taleplerini belirterek daha fazla baski yapmak istememeleri
gosterilebilir. Ballam (2009) kendi kisisel deneyimlerinden yola ¢ikarak yaptigi bilimsel ¢caligmasinda, masraflari
diistinerek ilgi alanlarini gizli tutmay tercih ettigini beyan etmistir. Bu da bulgularin alanyazin ile uyumlu
oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica, bazi ebeveynler ¢ocuklari i¢in ellerinden geleni yaptiklarini beyan etmislerdir.
Seward ve Gaesser (2018) kirsal kesimde yasayan ebeveynlerin 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklarini en iyi egitimi almalari
i¢in desteklediklerini ortaya koymuslardir. Bu ¢alismanin verilerinin de nispeten kiigiik bir sehirden toplandig1 goz
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oniline alindiginda, sonuglar alanyazin ile uyumluluk gostermektedir. Diger taraftan, ¢ocuklar1 finansal talepte
bulunan ebeveynler, cocuklarinin genellikle ilgi alanlarina yonelik teknolojik cihaz talebinde bulundugunu
belirtmislerdir. Ozel yetenekli cocuklarin ilgi alanlarina yonelik hobileri oldugu, yogun bir meraka sahip oldugu
ve 1srarci olduklart gbz 6niinde bulundugunda (Johnsen, 2011), 6zel yetenekli cocuklarin bu istekleri beklendik
bir sonugtur.

Son olarak, ebeveynler, 6zel yetenekli ¢cocuklarin finansal taleplerinin devlet tarafindan karsilanmasi
gerektigini belirtmiglerdir. Ebeveynler, devletten 6zellikle burs, uzman personel ve 6zel yetenekli ¢ocuklara hitap
edecek materyallerin saglanmasini beklemektedirler. Tiirkiye nin 6grenci basina Ekonomik Kalkinma ve Isbirligi
Orgiitii (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development [OECD]) ortalamasimin iigte biri kadar
harcama yaptig1 (OECD, 2017) gdz Oniine alindiginda, egitime gerekenden daha az harcama yapildig: ortaya
¢tkmaktadir. Bu durumda, devletten okullara gelen finansal destegin diisiik olmasi, okullarin 6zel yetenekli
¢ocuklarin ihtiyaglarini yeteri kadar karsilayamamalarina neden olmaktadir. Bununla birlikte, ebeveynler kendi
kisithi olanaklar1 nedeniyle saglayamadiklar firsatlari, devletin karsilamasini beklemektedirler.

Sonuc¢

Bu calismanin sonucunda, ebeveynlerin finansal kosullart nedeniyle 6zel yetenekli c¢ocuklarinin
gelisimini tam olarak destekleyemedikleri ortaya konulmustur. Ayrica, ebeveynler okullarda saglanan firsatlarin
ozel yetenekli cocuklarmin kendi potansiyellerini fark etmeleri ve ger¢eklestirmelerine yardimci olmak i¢in yeterli
olmadigini diisiinmektedirler. Ozel yetenekli cocuklarin potansiyellerini gerceklestirmek i¢in daha fazla malzeme,
kaynak, rehber ve tesislerle zenginlestirilmis ortamlara ihtiya¢ duyduklar1 sonucuna vartlmstir.

Yazarlarin Katki Diizeyleri
Calismanin biitiin asamalarinda yazarlar ortaklasa gorev almiglardir.
Tesekkiir

Aragtirmamiza destek veren katilimeilarimiza tesekkiir ederiz.
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Ozel Yetenekli Cocuk Sahibi Olan Aile i¢in Anket Formu

Kisisel bilgiler

Ek

Ozel yetenekli
tanisi (var/yok)

BILSEM’ ¢ ulasim

Okula ulasim

(Varsa hangi Cinsiyet Kagmer simif | (Yiiriiyerek, servisle, (Yirtiyerek, servisle,
ozel aragla) 0zel aracla)
alan) 0ze
1. Cocuk
2. Cocuk
3. Cocuk
4. Cocuk

Annenin Meslegi:
Annenin Aylik Geliri:

Annenin Egitim Diizeyi:

Babanin Meslegi:

Babanin Aylik Geliri:

Babanin Egitim Diizeyi:

Ozel yetenekli olarak tanilanan ¢ocugunuza alternatif egitim destegi saglayabilmek i¢in ekonomik durumunuz

yeterli mi?

() Evet, yeterli alternatif egitim destegi sagliyorum.

() Kismen yeterli yapabildigim kadar alternatif egitim destegi saglayabiliyorum.
() Hayrr, yeterli degil devlet disinda egitim destegi saglayamiyorum.

Bu kisimda sorularin altinda verilen bosluga yamtlarimzi yaziniz.

e Ozel yetenekli ¢ocugunuz 6zgiin/ orijinal iiriinler ortaya koyabilmek (6zel ders, teknolojik araglar,
kurslar) i¢in sizden okul disinda farkli maddi taleplerde bulunuyor mu?

( ) Evet

Evetse ne tiir talepler?

( ) Hayir

e Ozel yetenekli gocuklarm egitim giderlerinin devlet tarafindan karsilanmasi konusunda beklentiniz

nedir?
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Sorular

Bu kisimda &zel yetenekli tanisi olan ve tanisi olmayan ¢ocuklarinizla ilgili sorular bulunmaktadir.
Yandaki sorularin yanitlarini ilgili kutucuga yaziniz.

Ozel yetenekli Ozel yetenekli Cevap evetse, 6zel | Cevap evetse, dzel
tanist olan olarak yetenekli gocugunuz | yetenekli olmayan
¢ocugunuz i¢in; | tanilanmayan icin aylik ortalama gocugunuz igin
gocugunuz i¢in; | ne kadar aylik ortalama ne
harciyorsunuz? kadar
harciyorsunuz?

Cocugunuzun okulu igin harcama
yapiyor musunuz?

Harcadiginiz bu miktarin yeterligi
konusunda ne disiiniiyorsunuz?
Cocugunuzun okulu i¢in yaptigimiz
harcama neleri kapstyor? (yemek,
servis, kirtasiye vb.)

Cocugunuz okul disinda egitime
ihtiya¢ duyuyor mu?
Cocugunuzun okulu disinda egitimi
i¢in harcama yapiyor musunuz?
(Yetenegi ile ilgili 6zel ders, etiit
merkezi gibi)

Cocugunuzun okul diginda ihtiyag
duydugu egitimi yeterince
kargilamaniz konusunda ne
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Cocugunuz igin danigma (rehberlik)
hizmeti aliyor musunuz?
Cocugunuza danigma (rehberlik)
hizmeti aldirtyor musunuz?

Cocugunuza ilgi alanlarina gore
kitap altyor musunuz?
Cocugunuzu gezilere
gotlirliyor/gonderiyor musunuz?
Cocugunuzun bir hobi ile
ugragmasini sagliyor musunuz?

Cocugunuzu sinemaya, miizeye
gotlirliyor musunuz?

Cocugunuzu tiyatroya, sirke
gotlirliyor musunuz?

Cocugunuza zeka oyunlari alir
misiniz?

Devletin ¢ocugunuza verdigi
destekler var m1?

Varsa nedir? (yemek, servis,
kirtasiye, 6zel ders, kurs, para)
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