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Abstract: In this study, it was aimed to investigate the mathematics learning approaches of gifted students and successful
students who were not diagnosed as gifted in terms of variables of giftedness, gender, grade level, parents’ profession and
education level. Descriptive research model, which is one of the general survey models, was used in the study. For the
2018-2019 academic years, a total of 239 6th, 7th and 8th grade students, 84 of whom were gifted students and 155 of
whom were non-gifted students, participated into the study. Data on gifted students were collected from the Science and
Arts Center of a province in the Central Anatolia region, while data on non-gifted students were collected from a secondary
school in the same province. Students' mathematics learning approaches were determined by using the “Scale of
Mathematics Learning Approaches”. When the findings were examined, a significant differentiation was observed in favor
of gifted students in the in-depth learning approach between gifted and non-gifted students. In addition, there is a significant
difference in favor of female students in in-depth and strategic learning sub-dimensions among gifted students. When the
mathematics learning approaches of gifted and non-gifted students were compared according to grade level, no significant
difference was found in the 8th grade level average scores.
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Oz: Yapilan bu ¢alismada iistiin yetenekli ve iistiin yetenekli tanisi konulmamis basarili 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklagimlarinin stiin yeteneklilik tanisi, cinsiyet, sinif diizeyi, velinin meslegi ve 6grenim durumu degiskenleri agisindan
incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Aragtirmada genel tarama modellerinden betimsel arastirma modeli kullanilmistir. Aragtirmaya
2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yilinda 6., 7. ve 8. siifa devam eden 84’1 iistiin yetenekli 6grenci, 155’1 listiin yetenekli tanis1
konulmamis &grenci olmak iizere toplam 239 6grenci katilmistir. Ustiin yetenekli 6grencilere iliskin veriler ic Anadolu
bolgesindeki bir ilin Bilim Sanat Merkezi’nden, {istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis 6grencilere iliskin veriler ise ayni ilde
bulunan bir ortaokuldan toplanmistir. Ogrencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlari, “Matematik Ogrenme Yaklasimlar:
Olgegi” ile toplanmstir. Bulgular incelendiginde, iistiin yetenekli ve normal dgrenciler arasinda derinlemesine 6grenme
yaklasiminda {istiin yetenekliler lehine anlamli bir farklilasma gozlenmistir. Ayrica iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler arasinda
derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme alt boyutlarinda kiz 6grenciler lehine anlamli bir farklilik bulunmustur. Ogrenme
yaklagimlar1 sinif diizeylerine gore incelendiginde 8. sinifta iistlin yetenekli 6grenciler ile iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamig
ogrenciler arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadigi goriilmiistiir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Matematik 6grenme yaklagimlari, tstiin yetenekli Ggrenciler, istiin yetenekli tanisi konulmamig
ogrenciler

Tiirkge siiriim i¢in tiklayiniz

1. Introduction

How learning takes place has always occupied our minds. In fact, this is because we have not been able to
solve the entire working mechanism of brain yet. It is a learning process for the individual to perceive the stimuli
in the outside world and interpret their perceptions in different ways and turn them into a unique product
(Beydogan, 2007; Von Glasersfeld, 1996). In this learning process, it can be said that learning approaches can
take an important place when individual differences are taken into consideration. The concept of learning
approaches used for the first time by Marton and Saljo (1976) was used to reveal how individuals understand a
reading piece. Learning approach, which is also defined as the interaction between the student and the learning
task (Ramsden, 2000), is also expressed as the tendency of the individual when learning a subject (Ekinci, 2009).
Learning approach expresses the aim of the student in learning, the process the student passed while learning and
how the student organizes learning (Spencer, 2003).

Since learning is a multidimensional concept, it can be thought that the methods affecting learning can be
multiple and varied. Knowing one’s learning approaches helps teachers find more effective and creative ways of
organizing their teaching status (Biggs, 1999; Entwistle, 2000). For this reason, it may be necessary to determine
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the learning approaches of students in environments where teaching activities are carried out in order for
students to learn. For this reason, as Ozgiir and Tosun (2012) stated, learning approaches are an issue to be taken
into consideration and researched. Learning approaches depend on the student's attitude towards the subject and
the level of readiness, the teacher's attitude towards the student and the teaching methods used (Sezgin & Ellez,
2002). Learning approaches also differ according to the types such as the content of the curriculum, function,
teaching methods and techniques, features of the learning environment, evaluation methods (Ekinci, 2009;
Entwistle & Smith, 2002).

Learning approaches are important for an efficient and effective learning (Y1ldiz, 2015). For that reason, it is
important to know how the student learns in order to understand what kind of student he is and to be able to
guide him (Oguz & Karakus, 2017). Considering that learning approaches affect the academic success of the
learner (Oztagkin, 2014), it is necessary to determine the factors that leads students to researching and
questioning in the process of education in other words, that force students to use the superficial or in-depth
approach in the educational process (Colak, 2006). Moreover, when the researches on mathematics education are
analyzed, it is seen that the focus is on determining the factors that affect students' mathematics achievement
(Pourselami, Erfani & Firoozfar, 2013; Zakaria & Nordin, 2008). It can be said that one of these factors is
students' mathematics learning approaches. Because when they know their students’ mathematics learning
approaches, mathematics teachers will review their own teaching activities and will be able to make effective
instruction by guiding students towards them (Goktepe-Yildiz & Ozdemir, 2008). When we consider the
learning approach as the student's way of processing information, the ways in which students deal with learning
can be categorized into three groups as superficial learning approach, in-depth learning approach, and strategic
learning approach (Marton & Saljo, 1976).

In the in-depth learning approach; it is essential to understand the source of the information obtained, to
know its usage areas and to establish a relationship between them (Darlington, 2011). It was emphasized that the
main objectives of the students who preferred the in-depth learning approach were understanding, that the
examination of the related components was realized for learning, and that this review was transformed into a
harmonious whole through a process (Chan, 2003; Ramsden, 2000). Byrne, Flood and Willis (2009) also stated
that individuals with in-depth learning approach will obtain high-level learning products. Curzon (2004)
emphasized that with this learning approach, students can test by creating hypotheses and see the connections
between the topics.

The approach in which the learning ability is stable, the belief that the information is precise and unchanging
is dominant and the information is presented by the authority is called superficial learning approach (Chan,
2003). Biggs (2001) stated that students who prefer superficial learning approach use low level skills even in a
learning activity that requires using high level cognitive skills. Superficial learning approach is focused on
memorization, no relation is searched between concepts (Biggs, 2001; Trigwell & Prosser, 1991). Byrne, Flood
and Willis (2001) stated that students with superficial learning approach have failed to memorize the necessary
knowledge to pass exams, tend to focus on individual parts without establishing integrity and distinguish
examples from rules.

Students with a strategic learning approach that addresses the issue of learning with the intention of being
successful do not intend to search and create meaning (Reid, Duvall & Evans, 2007). Beydogan (2007) says
students who have this learning approach will try to get as high a grade as possible, they will prefer sources that
will accelerate their perception by using various materials and in this way, it would be easier for them to learn.
Entwistle (1995) stated that the most important feature of the strategic learning approach is that it benefits the
organization both in terms of working methods and time management. Some of the studies on learning
approaches are as follows:

In their study, Besoluk and Onder (2010) concluded that prospective teachers at undergraduate level prefer
superficial learning more often while master degree teachers prefer more in-depth learning approach. In
Scouller's (1998) study, where the effect of assessment methods on learning approaches was investigated, it was
concluded that students preferred the superficial learning approach when preparing for multiple-choice exams,
and that students preferred the in-depth learning approach more in tasks where their higher-level thinking skills
were measured. Birenbaum and Feldman (1998) as well, determined that students who adopt in-depth learning
approach prefer open-ended questions that are more thought-provoking. For example, in a study specific to a
field Lee, Johanson and Tsai (2008) conducted a study with high school students, they examined science
learning approaches and determined that students with a constructivist approach to learning, had in-depth science
learning approaches. Sezgin-Selguk, Caliskan and Erol (2007) aimed to determine the learning approaches of
prospective physics teachers and to examine these learning approaches with variables such as gender, grade
level, and academic success. As a result, it was determined that the prospective physics teacher candidates
preferred the in-depth learning approach more than the superficial learning approach. Ozkan and Sezgin-Selguk
(2014) aimed to determine the learning approaches that high school students adopt while learning the physics
lesson. In conclusion, it was determined that students preferred in-depth and superficial learning approaches
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slightly above the middle level in the physics course and that learning approaches did not differ significantly
according to their gender. Alemdag (2015) also examined learning approaches according to some variables in his
study with physical education teacher candidates. As a result of his research, he found significant differences in
adopting the in-depth learning approach in terms of grade level. He also determined that there is a positive
relationship between academic success and learning approach. Cano (2007), on the other hand, reached the
conclusion that the students who showed an in-depth approach in their study with high school students had
higher academic success. When the studies on primary school students are examined, for example in their studies
aiming to determine the approaches of primary school students to learn science lesson; Coban and Ergin (2008)
determined that the superficial and in-depth learning approaches of the students were very close to each other
and did not differ significantly in terms of gender. Belge-Can and Boz (2012) examined the relationship between
primary school students' preferred learning approaches with gender and age. As a result of their research, it was
seen that as the ages of the students increased, their level of adoption of the in-depth learning approach
decreased, whereas in all grade levels, more in-depth learning approach was adopted. In addition, it was found
that female students preferred the in-depth learning approach more than male students.

Regarding the determination of mathematics learning approaches, Chiu (2012) gathered his understanding of
mathematics learning in five categories as constructivist, interpretive, objectivist, protecting the rights and
interests of the nation and the utilitarian in his research with 5™ grade students. Matic, Matic and Katalenic
(2013) determined that students of engineering faculties prefer strategic, in-depth and superficial learning
approaches respectively in mathematics lessons. Darlington (2011) determined that students adopt the strategic
learning approach more in their research on mathematics learning approaches with university students. ilhan,
Cetin and Kilig (2013) aimed to develop the scale of mathematics learning approaches in their studies with high
school students and two factors such as deep and superficial learning approach were identified in this process. In
his study, Goktepe-Yildiz (2019) examined the effect of design-based mathematics applications on the spatial
abilities and 3-dimensional geometric thinking skills of 8"" grade students in determined dimensions. In addition,
the researcher developed a measurement tool that measures learning approaches in mathematics lesson. As a
result of the research, he determined that the students' spatial abilities differ significantly according to their
mathematics learning approaches.

Although studies have increased in recent years, there are fewer studies in our country. (Belge-Can & Boz,
2012; Besoluk & Onder, 2010; Coban & Ergin, 2008; Goktepe-Yildiz, 2019; [lhan, Cetin & Kilig, 2013; Sezgin-
Selguk et. al., 2007). On the other hand, it is also stated that instead of examining the learning approaches in
general, examining them specific to a field may provide more detailed information (Enwistle, 1997). As a result,
as Ilhan et al., (2013) stated, the evaluation of mathematics learning approaches by separating them from
learning approaches in other fields leads to more appropriate determinations. However, when we look at the
studies mentioned above on learning approaches, it is seen that the current studies are oriented towards different
education levels and different courses, but studies specific to mathematics are few (Chiu, 2012; Darlington,
2011; Goktepe-Yildiz, 2019; Ilhan, Cetin & Kilig, 2013; Matic, Matic & Katalenic, 2013). As can be seen, even
though the math learning approaches have been examined, no research has been found comparing the
mathematics learning approaches of students who have been diagnosed as gifted and those who have not been
diagnosed as gifted.

It is stated that school programs do not meet the educational needs of students who have been diagnosed with
giftedness, and that programs should have versatile and creative features. (Baykog, 2014; Kontag, 2010; Palanci,
2004). Students who have not been diagnosed as gifted may have more thoughts that mathematics can be
incomprehensible, abstract, difficult and complex than gifted students. Because gifted students are more
successful in challenging and complex tasks that require mental performance. (Stuart & Beste, 2011). The
features of gifted students enable them to learn more successfully and faster than students who have not been
diagnosed as gifted (Ataman, 2004; Davis & Rimm, 2004). Actually, with the determination of this kind of
research, the necessary arrangements can be determined by preparing the necessary learning environments and in
this way, desired successes can be achieved for both groups. Accordingly, it can be said that the comparison of
these two groups can yield important results for the mathematics teaching processes of both groups. Likewise,
when the studies conducted are examined, it can be seen that the students with and without a gifted diagnosis are
compared through various variables. For example, Mills (1993) researched the personality and learning styles of
gifted students in the field of mathematics and determined that there are personal differences between gifted
students and those who are not diagnosed as gifted students. Y1ldiz, Baltaci, Kurak, and Giiven (2012) compared
the two groups in terms of using problem solving strategies and made suggestions to guide the education of
gifted students by revealing that gifted students used more strategies. In their research, Altun and Yazici (2010)
revealed that there were differences in the learning styles of both groups by using Dunn's learning styles
inventory. Also, Arseven and Yesiltas (2016) determined that the learning styles of the two groups differed and
that gifted students prefer the most “independent” and “competitive” learning styles, while students not
diagnosed as gifted prefer the most “dependent” and “participant” learning styles. In this study, both groups
attending secondary school will be compared in terms of math learning approaches. By determining the learning
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approaches in mathematics of a part of a population that makes up a small part of the population, both the picture
of the current situation in gifted students will be taken and by making comparisons with students who are not
diagnosed as gifted, there will be an opportunity to make some moves in the education of gifted students and
students who have not been diagnosed as gifted.

The concept of giftedness is defined as people who perform at a high level compared to their peers in
intelligence, leadership capacity or special academic fields (Horn, 2002; Ravenna, 2008; Renzulli, 1999).
Therefore, the presence of future leaders, scientists and artists is directly proportional to the importance attached
to the education of gifted students (Sisk, 1990). Therefore, early recognition of gifted individuals and
development of their skills are two important issues. (Capan, 2010). Renzulli and Reis (1985) stated that gifted
children may need extensive educational opportunities that cannot be provided through normal programs. To
meet this need, Science and Art Centers (BILSEM), which was founded in our country in 1995, care about their
differences, add aesthetics to scientific thoughts and behaviors, tries to ensure that students produce, solve
problems and self-realize themselves (Bilsem Yonergesi, 2007). Sowell, Zeigler, Bergwell and Cartwright
(1990) used the phrase "gifted in mathematics" to students who can demonstrate mathematical skills that older
students can do. Holton and Gaffney (1994) stated that gifted students can think analytically, deductively or
inductively while solving their math problems. It is obvious that the mathematics education given to gifted
students is very important in revealing their such thinking processes. It can be said that thanks to the Science and
Art Centers (BILSEM) in our country, mathematics education of gifted students is given importance. The studies
conducted with Science and Art Centers in our country were mostly based on different variables such as problem
solving and metacognition (Aktepe & Aktepe, 2009; Baltaci, Yildiz & Giiven, 2014; Boran & Aslaner, 2008;
Yildiz, Baltaci, Kurak & Giiven, 2012; Aytekin, Baltaci, & Yildiz, 2017).

In this study, because it is aimed to compare the emerging situations in the study of mathematics learning
approaches of gifted and non-gifted students, the research is thought to provide useful information to all relevant
stakeholders and our education system. In this study, it was aimed to investigate the mathematics learning
approaches of gifted students and successful students who were not diagnosed as gifted in terms of variables of
giftedness, gender, grade level, parents’ profession and education level. On the other hand, the findings obtained
at the end of the research will be an opportunity to compare with the results of the studies on mathematics
learning approaches. For this reason, the problem of the research is determined as “How did the successful
students' mathematics learning approaches differ according to some variables whether they are diagnosed as
gifted or not”. Because, many variables such as age, gender, past experiences, class level, and success level
affect the learning approaches (Goktepe-Yildiz & Ozdemir, 2018; Senemoglu, 2011; Trigwell & Prosser, 1991).
For this reason, the research problem has been examined in detail according to the following variables too.

Within this scope, the sub-problems of the research are as follows:

1. What are the math learning approaches of students with and without a diagnosis of gifted students?

2. Is there a statistical difference in mathematics learning approaches according to the diagnosis of
giftedness among students?

3. Is there a statistically significant difference in mathematics learning approaches of gifted and non-gifted
students according to gender?

4. Is there a statistically significant difference in mathematics learning approaches of gifted and non-gifted
students according to their grade levels?

5. Is there a statistically significant difference in mathematics learning approaches of gifted and non-gifted
students according to the parent's profession?

6. Is there a statistically significant difference in mathematics learning approaches of gifted and non-gifted
students according to the education level of parents?

2. Method

In this chapter; information about the model of the research, participants, data collection, research process
and analysis are given.

2.1. Model of Research

In this study, descriptive research model was used because it was aimed to reach general evaluations by
making comparisons about mathematics learning approaches of gifted students and those students who were not
diagnosed as gifted. Descriptive research aims to describe an existing situation as it is without any experimental
process (Karasar, 2006). In this study, causal comparison approach was also used, since the research problem
was examined separately in terms of variables such as gender, grade level, parent occupation, and education
level. Cohen and Manion (1994) stated in causal comparison studies that there will be at least two groups
affected by the same situation in different ways, or two groups that are affected and not affected by the assumed
situation and that these groups can be analyzed in terms of some variables in order to determine the possible
causes and influences of the current situation. Investigations to determine the causes of an existing /naturally
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occurring situation or event and the variables that affect them or the consequences of an effect are causal
comparison studies. (Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz & Demirel, 2008).

2.2. Participants

A total of 239 students, 84 of whom are gifted students, 155 students who have not been diagnosed as gifted
attending the 6", 7" and 8" grades participated in the study in the 2018-2019 academic year. Data on gifted
students were collected from the Science and Arts Center of a province in the Central Anatolia region, and data
on students with no gifted diagnoses were collected from a secondary school in the same province. In terms of
academic success, the closest school to students in BILSEM were tried to be chosen. The reason for choosing
students close to each other as academic success is to determine whether the diagnosis of giftedness among
successful students will make a difference on learning approaches. While choosing a school, all public schools in
the province where the research was conducted were ranked according to the average of placement in high
schools and the most successful school was chosen. Thus, the criterion sampling was one of the sampling
methods for the selection of the public school. Here, school success was taken as a criterion.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics on the number of students participating in the research

Grade level 6th 7th 8th Total
Gender Female 23 15 9 47
Gifted students Male 15 9 13 37
Total 38 24 22 84
f (%) 45,24 28,57 26,19 100
Gender 46 24 16 86
Non-Gifted Female
students Male 22 32 15 69
Total 68 56 31 155
(%) 43,87 36,13 20 100

As seen in the demographic characteristics of the students in Table 1 regarding gender, grade level and
giftedness, 133 female (55.6%) and 106 (44.4%) male students participated in the study. 47 (55.9%) of the
students who are diagnosed as gifted are girls and 37 (44.1%) are boys. The distribution of these students by
grade level is as; 38 (45.24%) students in the 6™ grade, 24 (28.57%) students in the 7™ grade and 22 (26.19%)
students in the 8" grade. It is understood that 55.4% of the students who are not diagnosed with gifted are girls
and 44.6% are boys. Considering the distribution by grade level; There are 68 (43.87%) students from the 6™
grade, 56 (36.13%) from the 7" grade and 31 (20%) students from the 8" grade.

2.3. Data Collection Tools

There are two remarkable studies (Goktepe-Yildiz, 2019; ilhan et al., 2013) that are aimed at determining
learning approaches specifically for mathematics lesson. The scale developed by ilhan et al., (2013) has a two-
factor structure in the form of a superficial and in-depth learning approach. Therefore, the scale of Goktepe-
Yildiz (2019), which is suitable for middle school students, is used to measure all three factors in the form of a
superficial, in-depth and strategic learning approach.

The Mathematics Learning Approach Scale developed by Goktepe-Yildiz (2019) consists of 33 items and
three sub-dimensions as in-depth learning, superficial learning and strategic learning. The scores derived from
the sub-dimensions of the scale are interpreted independently.

The high scores obtained from the sub-dimensions indicate that students tend to prefer that dimension in
mathematics lesson more; low scores show that students tend to prefer that dimension in mathematics lessons
less. For example, a student's "in-depth learning approach” is high while "strategic learning approach” may be
low.

The scale is a 5-point Likert type scale as "I strongly disagree = 1" and "I strongly agree = 5". The three sub-
factors explain 41.048% of the whole variance. This rate is acceptable (Scherer vd, 1988). Item factor load
values vary between .323 and .713 (Goktepe-Yildiz & Ozdemir, 2018). When starting the analysis of this study,
the skewness - kurtosis values of whether the data show a normal distribution were examined to decide which
statistical tests to do first. Distortion (-,886) and kurtosis (1,414) of the whole test; skew (-,959) and kurtosis
(,293) for in-depth subdimension; distortion (-1.085) and kurtosis (,847); for the strategic sub-dimension;
superficial subscale, is as the form of skewness (,199) and kurtosis (-,512).

Goktepe-Yildiz (2019) determined the Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient of the whole scale as
.78. Then, the internal consistency coefficient for the in-depth learning approach sub-dimension was .83, .83 for
the strategic learning approach, and .78 for the superficial learning approach. In this study, these coefficients
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were recalculated and the Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the whole scale was found as .88. In the sub-
dimensions, this number was found to be .89 for the in-depth learning approach and .90 for the strategic learning
approach and .77 for the superficial learning approach. It can be said that this scale is sufficiently reliable since
scales with a reliability coefficient of .70 and above are considered reliable (Fraenkel, Wallend & Hyun, 2012).

2.4. Data Analysis

The researchers went to the chosen middle school located in BILSEM and the city center and explained the
research to the institution administrators and the scale forms were applied to the students with the support of the
institution administrators. Scale forms taken from students are systematically numbered and kept for analysis.
The data of the research were analyzed by using SPSS 23.00 package program.

Firstly, whether the dependent variable is normally distributed at the level of the independent variable is
examined while beginning the analysis to determine the statistical analysis to be performed to find out the
differentiation status of mathematics learning approaches according to various variables (Kolmogrow-Smirnow
H test). Giftedness diagnosis (K-S84=.075, p>.05; K-S155=.102, p>.05), gender (K-S133=.098, p>05; K-
S106=.111, p. >05), grade (K-S106=.106, p >.05; K-S80=.140, p>.05; K-S53=.065, p>.05), mother's profession
(K-S73=.062, p>.05; K-S29=.186, p<.05; K-S137=.114, p>.05) father's profession (K-S111=.059, p>.05; K-
S110=.150, p>.05; K-S18=.115, p<.05), mother’s education level (K-S139=.136, p>05; K-S76=.084, p>.05, K-
S24=.128, p<.05), father's education level (K-S$120=.120, p>.05; K-S91=.072, p>.05, K-S28=.087, p<.05)
variables are in accordance with the test values, independent samples t-test for groups with normal distribution
and for non-normal groups under the Mann-Whitney U test was utilized. Analysis of the data was evaluated at
p <0.05 significance level.

3. Results

In this section, mathematics learning approaches of students who are not diagnosed with gifted students and
gifted students are reported for the overall scale according to the gifted students' grade levels, gender, parents'
education level and parents' profession.

3.1. Results Related to the First Sub-Problem
Descriptive statistics of students' mathematics learning approaches are given in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of students' mathematics learning approaches

Type of students Learning approaches Min. Max. X SD

. In-Depth 21 55 44.50 8.96
Gifted students Strategic 19 55 43.72 8.77
Superficial 18 55 33.30 8.38
Non-Gifted students In-Depth 13 55 40.47 10.38
Strategic 11 55 42.44 10.35

Superficial 13 55 31.54 9.13

Descriptive statistics about mathematics learning approaches of students with and without a diagnosis of
giftedness are given in Table 2 below:

Since there are 11 items in each sub-dimension of the scale used, the minimum score that can be obtained for
the sub-dimensions is 11 and the maximum score is 55. Accordingly, the middle score value was calculated as
33. In the findings related to which learning approach students prefer, the average scores for gifted individuals
are listed as in-depth learning approach, strategic learning approach and superficial learning approach
respectively. The in-depth and strategic learning approach score averages of the students in this group are above
average. The superficial learning approach score average is approximately medium score. In line with these
findings, it can be said that gifted students prefer in-depth and strategic learning approaches above the middle
level and the superficial learning approach at the intermediate level. On the other hand, the average score of
students with no gifted diagnoses from high to low respectively is as strategic learning approach, in-depth
learning approach and superficial learning approach. As seen in Table 2, students who have not been diagnosed
with gifted skills preferred the strategic and in-depth learning approach above the middle score, whereas they
preferred the surface learning approach just below the medium score.

3.2. Results Related to the Second Sub-Problem

In order to examine whether there is a statistically significant difference between the mathematics learning
approaches of the 84 gifted students who were diagnosed and 155 gifted students who participated in the study,
the normality test was performed and because it showed a normal distribution t-test was utilized and shown in
Table 3.
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Table 3. Independent samples t-test results regarding mathematics learning approaches according to the
diagnosis of giftedness

Learning approaches Students diagnosis X SD df t p
In-Depth Learning Gifted 4.04 .94
Non- Gifted  3.67 .81 237 -2.99 .003*
Strategic Learning Gifted 3.97 .79
Non- Gifted  3.85 94 231 -962 337
Superficial Learning Gifted 3.02 .83
Non- Gifted  2.86 76 231 -1.46 143
*p<.05

As a result of the analysis conducted to determine whether students' mathematics learning approaches differ
according to the diagnosis of giftedness, a meaningful differentiation was observed in favor of gifted students in
the in-depth learning approach between gifted and typical students (t = -2,99, p <.05). In other words, gifted
students prefer learning more in-depth approach than other students while learning mathematics. There was no
significant difference between the mean scores in strategic learning (t = -,96, p>.05) and superficial learning
approaches (t = -1.46, p> .05).

3.3. Results Related to the Third Sub-Problem

Independent samples t-test was performed according to the normality test result to determine the difference in
mathematics learning approaches of the students who were diagnosed and gifted according to gender, and the
results are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. t-test results of mathematics learning approaches by gender

Student diagnosis ~ Learning approaches  Gender X SD df t p
In-Depth Female 4.23 704 82 2.40 .018*
Male 3.81 .891
Gifted students Strategic Female 4.20 713 82 3.16 .002*
Male 3.68 .809
Superficial Female 3.03 762 82 .01 991
Male 3.02 773
In-Depth Female 3.77 .907 153 1.357 77
Non-Gifted Male 3.56 .982
students Strategic Female 4.00 877 153 2.127 .035*
Male 3.68 .993
Superficial Female 2.77 .783 153 -1.539 126
Male 2.98 877
*p<.05

As a requirement of the scale used, analysis was made for each 3 sub-dimensions. When the results in Table
4 are analyzed, there is a significant difference between gifted students according to gender variable in their sub-
dimensions (t = 2.40, p <.05) and strategic learning (t = 3.16, p <.05). This difference is in favor of female
students. In other words; gifted female students prefer more in-depth and strategic learning approaches than male
students. In the superficial learning approach, there is no significant difference by gender. (t =01, p >.05).
Considering the analysis results of students who have not been diagnosed as gifted students, the mean scores of
girls' in-depth and strategic learning approaches are higher than boys, and they are lower in superficial learning
approaches. As a result of the analysis conducted to investigate whether this difference in scores was statistically
significant among students, it was determined that the scores of female students were significantly higher than
the boys only in the strategic learning approach (t = 2,12, p< .05). The difference in scores between girls and
boys does not show a significant difference in in-depth and superficial learning.

3.4. Results Related to the Fourth Sub-Problem

According to the grade levels, normality test was performed for the analysis of whether mathematics learning
approaches of students who were diagnosed and not diagnosed had changed and since it shows normal
distribution, independent samples are analyzed with t test and presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. Independent samples t-test results regarding mathematics learning approaches of students with /
without giftedness according to grade levels
Grade level Learning approaches Student diagnosis X SD df t P
Gifted 418 752
In-Depth Non-Gifted 384 915 104 -1.936 .056
. Gifted 409 .799
6 Strategic Non-Gifted  4.08 873 104 -.036 972

Gifted 294 726

Superficial Non-Gifted 259 .785 104 2:218 0297
O Nenoifed 245 Loy 8 3w ooor
7 TV onaied ase 1z T8 2 069
it Sl 28w w
O Neifed 371 a0 Ot s
° TEEC onoied 383 me S w4 6w
Superficial Gifted 292 741 51 -1.534 131

*p<.05

In distribution of students according to grade level, there are 38 gifted and 68 normal students in the 6
grade, 24 superior and 56 normal students in the 7" grade, 22 superior and 31 normal students in the 8" grade.
When the t-test results of independent samples conducted to compare the math learning approaches of students
who were diagnosed with giftedness and not according to grade level were examined, no significant difference
was found in mean scores at the 8" grade level. However, it is seen a significant difference in 7" grade in-depth
learning in favor of gifted students (t = -3,18, p <.05) and in 6™ grade superficial learning approach in favor of
gifted students (t = -2,21, p <.05).

3.5. Results Related to the Fifth Sub-Problem

The mathematics learning approaches between the two groups were analyzed according to the parents'
profession and the results are presented in table below. Table 6 and Table 7 compared the mathematics learning
approaches of the students according to the profession of the mothers, Table 8 and Table 9 compared the
mathematics learning approaches of the students who were diagnosed with /without giftedness according to the
profession of the fathers. With the normal distribution of the groups, how the students' mathematical learning
approaches changed according to the mother's profession were analyzed with independent samples t-test and
presented in Table 6.

Table 6. t-test results regarding mathematics learning approaches of students diagnosed with / without talent
according to mother’s profession

Learning approaches Student diagnosis X SD df t p
In-Depth Gifted 4.16 .730 -

Non-Gifted 362 a9 (+ 303003
Strategic Gifted 3.99 .869

Public Non-Gifted 386 651 (+ 705 483
Gifted 3.08 72

Superficial Non-Gifted 577 881 71 -1.575 120
In-Depth Gifted 3.91 919

Non-Gifted 3.70 980 1 -1.086 280
Strategic Gifted 3.93 732

Not Work Non-Gifted 386 1010 0 A0l 640
Gifted 2.93 Jq47

Superficial Non-Gifted 294 811 135 .060 .952

*p<.05
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Among the gifted students' mothers, the number of public employees is 43 (51.20%) and the number of those
who do not work is 34 (40.47%). The number of the mothers of the students who have not been diagnosed with
giftedness employed in public sector is 30 (19.35%), and 103 (66.46%) of the unemployed. Looking at the
learning approaches of the students according to the mother's professions in Table 6, the in-depth learning
approach of the children whose mothers work in public differs statistically in favor of gifted students (t = -3,07,
p<.05). In other words, gifted individuals whose mother works in public prefer in-depth learning approaches
more than normal students. In the strategic and superficial learning approaches, no significant difference was
found among the students.

As a result of the analysis made for the students who are in the category of unemployed mothers, it is seen
that there is no significant difference in any learning approach among these students. On the other hand, the
averages of gifted students are higher than the other student group in their in-depth and strategic learning
approach.

Learning approaches of the students whose mother's profession is “Private Sector” were determined by
Mann-Whitney U test. Because 7 (8.33%) mothers of gifted parents and 22 (14.19%) mothers of parents of other
groups are in this category and the data are not distributed normally. In this context, the relevant results are as in
Table 7.

Table 7. Mann-Whitney U test results regarding mathematics learning approaches of students diagnosed with /
without giftedness whose mothers are "Private Sector" employees

Learning approaches  Student diagnosis  Rank average = Rank total M-WhitneyU 7 p
In-Depth N((;;ri:tgijfte d ﬂgg éiégg 60.500 -.843 .399
Strategic N(jr']‘ité?ﬂe . 145133 ;;:gg 70500  -332 740

Superficial N(();ni-ﬁéi(:‘te g ggj égggg 51.500 -1.302 193

Table 7 presents data on mathematics learning approaches of students whose mothers are private sector
employees. It has been observed that there is no statistical difference between the groups according to the
mother's working status in the private sector in gifted and normal students' mathematics learning approaches.

Data on the father's profession are as follows:

Table 8. T-test results regarding math learning approaches of students diagnosed with / without giftedness
according to father's profession

Learning approaches  Student diagnosis X SD df t p

| oo NomGfied  ass g 109 282 006"
ote - swaeae NonGifted gm0 e 109 LA o4
s (Bt 58

. In-Dept-h NoGn;fGteigted ggi 1802387 108 1484 141
Private sector Strate.g .|c NoGn!f(gﬁ?t N ggg 1-.802177 108 418 677
Superficial NOGnlgeiSted 2:;8 :;gi 108 -.641 573

*p<.05

While the number of fathers of gifted students working in the public sector is 51 (60.71%), the number of
those working in the private sector is 30 (35.72%). The situation is as 60 (38.71%) fathers working in the public
sector and 80 (51.61%) in the private sector among students with no gifted diagnosis. fathers of students who
have not been diagnosed with giftedness is as 60 (38.71%) working in the public sector and 80 (51.61%) in the
private sector. Looking at the learning approaches of the students according to the father's professions in Table 8,
the in-depth learning approach of the children whose fathers work in the public sector differs statistically in favor
of gifted students (t = -2.82, p <.05).

The learning approaches of the students whose father's profession is in the “Not Working” category were also
determined by the Mann-Whitney U test. 3 (3.57%) fathers from gifted parents and 15 fathers (9.68) from groups
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are in this category and the data are not normally distributed. In this context, the relevant results are as in Table
9.

Table 9. Mann-Whitney U test results regarding math learning approaches of students diagnosed with/ without
giftedness in “Not Working” category

Learning Approaches Students diagnosis  Rank average  Rank total M-Whitney U z p
In-Depth Gifted 12.00 36.00 15.000 -.892  .373
Non-Gifted 9.00 135.00
Strategic Gifted 7.17 21.50 15.500 -.832 405
Non-Gifted 9.97 149.50
Superficial Gifted 15.00 45.00 6.000 -1.958  .050
Non-Gifted 8.40 126.00

As stated in Table 9, there is no significant difference in mathematics learning approaches of students whose
father is unemployed.

It can be seen from the 4 analyzes above made according to parents' professions between the two groups that
there is a significant difference in favor of gifted among the gifted and normal children whose mothers and
fathers work in public sector.

3.6. Results Related to the Sixth Sub-Problem

Considering the distribution of education levels of mothers of gifted students, 24 people (28.57%) are high
school graduates and lower, 40 (47.62%) are university graduates. Education levels of mothers of students with
no gifted diagnoses are 115 (74.19%) high school and lower, 36 of them are (23.22%) university graduates.

In Table 10 and Table 11, the educational status of the mothers from the parents of the students in the two
groups were compared.

Table 10. Independent samples t-test results regarding mathematics learning approaches of students diagnosed
with/ without giftedness according to the educational level of the mother

Education level  Learning approaches Student diagnosis X SD df t p
| NG R E
e T SE2 w w
o G 3% S e
T o Tam o m
ety s ot AT g g
R I O T

*p<.05

When Table 10 is analyzed, according to the education level of the mothers, the results regarding the
mathematics learning approaches of the two groups there is no significant difference observed between the two
groups whose mother is in a high school graduate and lower education level. Considering the math learning
approach of students whose mothers are university graduates, the scores of gifted students are significantly
higher in the superficial learning approach compared to normal students (t = -2,89, p<,05). Although the mean
scores in the in-depth and strategic learning approaches are higher in favor of gifted students, this score
difference does not create any statistically significant difference.

The learning approaches of the students whose mother's education level is “Post-graduate” are determined by
Mann-Whitney U test since the data is not distributed normally and presented in Table 11. This category
includes 20 (23.81%) mothers whose kids are gifted students and 4 (2.59%) of the other group.
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Table 11. Mother's educational status Mann-Whitney U test results regarding mathematics learning approaches
of students diagnosed with/without giftedness in the “Post-graduate” category

Learning approaches  Student diagnosis Rank average Rank total M-Whitney U z p
In-Depth Gifted 13.88 277.50 12,500 -2.140 .032*
Non-Gifted 5.63 22.50
Strategic Gifted 13.58 271.50 18,500 -1.669  .095
Non-Gifted 7.13 28.50
Superficial Gifted 11.68 233.50 23,500 -1.281  .200
Non-Gifted 16.63 66.50
*p<.05

As seen in table 11, comparing the children of mothers at “Post-graduate” level, the in-depth learning
approach preference of gifted students is statistically different in favor of gifted to normal students (z = -2,14,
p<.05).

Data on the educational status of fathers are presented below. Considering the distribution of education levels
of fathers of gifted students, 18 people (21.44%) are high school and lower graduates, while 46 (54.76%) are
university graduates. Education levels of fathers of students with no gifted diagnosis were 102 people (65.80%)
high school and lower graduates, 45 people (29.03%) university graduates. Independent samples t-test was
applied in the analysis of data whose father's education level was high school graduate and lower and university
level, as the group data showed normal distribution (Table 12).

Table 12. Independent samples t-test results regarding mathematics learning approaches of students diagnosed
with/without giftedness according to father's educational status

Education level Learning approaches ~ Student diagnosis X SD df t p
In_Dept_h NoGn;f(tSEi?ted 3123 i.706162 s -1ir2 243
High school Strate.gl.c NoGn;fCt;E;?ted ggi 1{507126 118 -1.042 135
graduates and lower Superficial NoGn!g??ted géi ggi 118  -502 617
nown i 0% 8 o
University et Noi!f(;??ted ggg ?g(l) 89 073 942
Superficial Gifted 2.88 .643

- *
Non-Gifted 258 652 °o 2189 .03l

*p<.05

In Table 12, the results of the analysis of the father's educational status regarding the students ‘preferences
regarding mathematics learning approaches show that there is no significant difference between the mathematics
learning approaches of the students in the two groups in high school graduate and lower graduates fathers'
children. In the children of university graduate fathers, the scores in the depth and strategic learning approaches
between the two groups did not differ significantly. On the other hand, the scores of gifted students were found
to be significantly higher in the superficial learning approach compared to normal students (t = -2.18, p <, 05).

The learning approaches of the students whose father's education level is “Post-graduate” were determined
by Mann-Whitney U test since the group data did not show normal distribution and then presented in Table 13.
In this category, there are 20 (23.80%) fathers of gifted students and 8 (5.17%) from the other group.

Table 13. Father's educational status Mann-Whitney U test results regarding mathematics learning approaches of
students diagnosed with/without giftedness in the “Post-graduate” category

Learning approaches d?;ggﬁrs]}s Rank average  Rank total M-Wﬂltney z p
In-Depth Gifted 15,65 313,00 57,000 -1,174 ,240
Non-Gifted 11,63 93,00
Strategic Gifted 13,75 275,00 65,000 -, 766 444
Non-Gifted 16,38 131,00
Superficial Gifted 16,15 323,00 47,000 -1,680 ,093
Non-Gifted 10,38 83,00
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When the results of mathematics learning approaches of two groups of students according to father's
education level are examined in Table 13, there is no significant difference in mathematics learning approaches
of students whose father is at the graduate level.

4, Discussion and Conclusion

In this study, it has been tried to compare the mathematics learning approaches of students who are
diagnosed as gifted and students not diagnosed as gifted. When the results are analyzed, it is determined that
gifted students prefer in-depth and strategic learning approaches above the middle level and the superficial
learning approach at the intermediate level. In parallel with this result, Renzulli, Rizza and Smith (2002) stated
that gifted students have an in-depth learning approach. While students with no diagnosis of giftedness prefer the
strategic and in-depth learning approach above the middle level, it is concluded that they prefer the superficial
learning approach below the average score. The area in which students who adopt the in-depth learning approach
with the increase in the level of success is frequently mentioned in the literature. For example, Bernardo (2003)
stated that the frailty in success is related to superficial learning, but high success is related to in-depth and
strategic learning approaches. The emergence of an in-depth and strategic learning approach above medium level
in both students diagnosed as gifted and not diadnosed as gifted may have resulted from the high academic
achievement of the participants. As Davis and Rimm (2004) stated, in order for the in-depth and strategic
learning approach to be preferred more, positive environments where students can actively participate in
learning processes, emphasize mathematical discussions and proofs through their own knowledge, explore
through exploration mathematical concepts and representations, where they can switch these concepts should
be created. Therefore, components such as teachers, books, tools in learning environments should be organized
accordingly.

In student-centered learning environments instead of teacher-centered learning environments, it is also stated
that students with superficial learning approach can change these approaches in the direction of learning in depth
(Wilson & Fowler, 2005). In order for students to prefer the in-depth learning approach more in mathematics
lessons a student-centered problem-based learning environment (Gordon & Debus, 2002; Sezgin-Selguk, 2010),
an inventive based teaching (Unal & Ergin, 2006) and an environment with computer-aided materials (Tinker,
1997) need to be created. Therefore, in a classroom where students with a superficial or strategic learning
approach are abundant, the teacher can direct their students to in-depth learning with different activities
according to the teaching method they choose (Goktepe-Yildiz & Ozdemir, 2018). As Biggs and Tang (2007)
stated, by creating a better learning environment, more effective answers can be obtained from students, and
teaching by presenting inquiry-based problems rather than teaching the information can encourage students to
utilize in-depth learning approach. Similarly, Even, Karsenty and Friedlander (2009) also stated that the teacher,
who has a very important role in mathematics and has a key role in creating opportunities for bright students to
realize their own potential, will have various responsibilities in all these processes. In this study, as mentioned
above, due to the fact that there are successful students in both groups, the in-depth learning approach may be
overexposed. Therefore, the following suggestion can be given to the teacher, who is the lead responsible for
organizing the learning environment, in order to have a positive change in the learning approach. Both students
diagnosed with/without giftedness should be allowed to ask questions to their teachers, and great responsibilities
fall towards the teachers to let them access information and encourage to thinking.

One of the remarkable results here is that the in-depth learning scores of gifted students are higher than the
strategic learning scores; it is the result that students who are not diagnosed with giftedness have higher strategic
learning scores than in-depth learning scores. The school chosen within the scope of the research was chosen
from the school with the closest students to gifted students as an academic achievement. The preparations and
exam successes of the students in this selected school are closely monitored by the school principal and school
teachers, and a school atmosphere with an effort to improve the exam performance is provided. Therefore, it may
be a consequence of this environment that students studying here prefer to do strategic learning more than in-
depth learning, which expresses their tendency to learn with exam success and grade anxiety.

There was a significant difference in favor of gifted students in the in-depth learning approach between gifted
and normal students. However, no significant difference was found between the mean scores in strategic learning
and superficial learning approaches. Similarly, Watkins (2001), Bernardo (2003) and Beyaztas and Senemoglu
(2015) concluded that there is a positive relationship between academic achievement and in-depth learning so
successful students use the in-depth learning approach more. In addition, Beyaztas (2014) reached the conclusion
that the scores of successful students who are in the first hundred in the 4™ grade of Science High School are
high. As stated by Offir, Lev and Bezalel (2008), students who learn in depth associate the new information they
have learned with their previous knowledge and make inferences from the information they have learned.
Likewise, as Darlington (2011) puts it, it is important to understand where the knowledge is obtained considering
the in-depth learning approach in mathematics subjects, knowing the usage areas of the subject, and establishing
a relationship between them. It is stated in the literature that gifted individuals have the features such as easy and
quick learning, loving to learn information in depth and details, showing high concentration and transferring
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what they have learned to other areas, wondering and analyzing cause and effect relationships, using their time
and effort economically (Citil & Ataman, 2018). Considering these features, it is an expected result that gifted
individuals do in-depth and strategic learning from time to time. Because, also in in-depth learning, the
individual understands where the knowledge comes from, knows the usage areas, establishes the relationship
between them, understands the subject, creates a harmonious whole from the related components, cares about the
nature of the information and cares about cause and effect relationships (Byrne, Flood & Willis, 2001;
Darlington, 2011; Ramsden, 2000).

There is a meaningful difference in favor of female students in terms of in-depth and strategic learning sub-
dimensions among gifted students. In other words, female students prefer more in-depth and strategic learning
approaches than male students. No significant difference in the superficial learning approach by gender was
found. In-depth and strategic learning approach is higher in girls with no gifted diagnoses than in boys, and
lower in superficial learning approach. As a result of the analysis conducted to investigate whether these scores
are statistically significant, it was determined that the scores differ significantly in the strategic learning
approach. In line with the results of this research, Smith and Miller (2005) also concluded that male students
showed a more superficial learning tendency compared to girls. Many reasons such as excessive self-confidence,
fondness in game, computer games and activities, being more relax than girls, and perhaps even spending more
time outside in this process may have been effective in the emergence of such a result in students with no gifted
diagnosis. On the other hand, when we look at the studies conducted, the results of the study reversed, in other
words, that the results for boys to prefer the deeper approach (Severiens & ten Dam, 1997; Watkins, 1996) or
that the female students preferred the deeper approach as is also seen in this study (Biggs, 2001). On the other
hand, there are studies in which there is no significant difference between gender learning approaches as well
(Oner, 2008; Richardson, 1993; Watkins & Mboya, 1997; Tural-Dinger & Akdeniz, 2008).

Comparing the mathematics learning approaches of the students who were diagnosed with giftedness and not
diagnosed as gifted according to the grade level, there was no significant difference in the mean scores at the 8"
grade level. However, it was observed that there was a significant difference in favor of gifted students in the in-
depth learning approach in the 7" grade, and in superficial learning approach it was in favor of gifted students in
the 6™ grade. In the 6™ grades, although the in-depth learning approach average scores are in favor of gifted
students, this difference is not statistically significant. In their study Goktepe-Yildiz and Ozdemir (2018),
concluded that, as the grade level increases in students who are not diagnosed with giftedness, the tendency of
the students to prefer the in-depth learning approach decreases and there is no difference in the students'
preferring the superficial learning approach. The situation in this study may have been due to the ability of gifted
students to ask more questions in their lessons and their will to reach the information themselves. On the other
hand, in some studies with university students, this has been the opposite. (Ozan, Kose & Giindogdu, 2012;
Senemoglu, 2011). Another remarkable result here is a difference in favor of gifted students in superficial
learning in 6™ grades. In the superficial learning approach, it is expected that gifted individuals will not perform
superficial learning considering the fact that the information is memorized without the concern of seeking
meaning and the information consists of torn pieces in the mind. Although the mean scores are below the
medium level in both groups, this difference is thought to be due to constraints of the study group and may be
specific to this group. In this study, the in-depth approach mean scores of gifted students decreased as the grade
level increased, while the scores of normal students were ranked as 6", 8", 7" grade from high to low. Géoktepe-
Yildiz and Ozdemir (2018) stated that, as the grade level increases, the learning environments in schools are
expected to make more of the features of the in-depth learning approach work. Again, Goktepe-Y1ldiz and
Ozdemir (2018) stated that the decrease in the preference of learning in-depth may be related to the general exam
held at the end of the 8th grade.

Beyaztag and Senemoglu (2015) came to the conclusion that approximately 40% of successful students'
families have an impact on their children's adoption of in-depth learning approach due to changes such as setting
goals, motivating, organizing and following their work. For this reason, in the research, some examinations were
made for parents too as below. In the study, in comparison with the parents' professions between the two groups,
there is a significant difference in favor of the gifted among the gifted and normal children whose parents work
in the public sector in the in-depth learning approach. Another result is that, When the students' mathematics
learning approaches according to the education level of the parents are examined, while no significant
differentiation is observed between the two group of students whose mother graduated from high school and
lower education levels, a significant differentiation was determined in favor of gifted students in the superficial
learning approach between the students whose mother was university graduate. Comparing the children of
mothers at post-graduate level, choosing the in-depth learning approach of gifted students has been statistically
different in favor of gifted than the normal students. In the case of father education level, it is seen that there is a
significant difference in favor of gifted students between the children of university graduates in two groups. It
may be due to the mothers of post-graduate education level differentiate the preference of in-depth learning in
their children, because as the mother's education level increases, she creates an appropriate learning-teaching
environment that will indirectly enable her children to learn, thus motivating her children to learn. For this
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reason, in order to make the students become more in-depth learners, the efforts to improve the school-family
cooperation can be improved so that the parents can take their own responsibility and parents can actively
participate in the learning process.

Technology-supported learning environments can be created that will enable students to prefer in-depth
learning approaches in mathematics lessons where students are more in center. Again, teachers can plan their
lessons by asking problems that will make students think, so that students' learning approaches can be
differentiated. In addition, the learning approaches of both groups can be examined in more depth and the
underlying causes can be revealed. On the other hand, by encouraging teachers to make collaborative lessons, the
richness of the prepared materials that play an active role in learning environments, the variety of asking
questions, and the correct pedagogical approaches to their students can be improved. And this situation causes
their students to adopt a deeper and more strategic learning style in their learning approach.
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Ustiin Yetenekli Ogrenciler ile Ustiin Yetenekli Tamsi Konulmamis Ogrencilerin
Matematik Ogrenme Yaklasimlarimin Karsilastirilmasi

1. Giris

Ogrenmenin nasil gergeklestigi her zaman kafamizi mesgul etmistir. Aslinda bu durum beynin ¢alisma
mekanizmasint tam olarak ¢6zememis olmamizdan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bireyin dis diinyadaki uyaranlari
algilamasi ve algiladiklarini farkli sekillerde yorumlayip kendine 6zgii bir iiriine doniistiirmesi bir dgrenme
siirecidir (Beydogan, 2007; Von Glasersfeld, 1996). Bu 6grenme siirecinde, bireylerin bireysel farkliliklar
dikkate alindiginda 6grenme yaklagimlarinm 6nemli bir yer tutabilecegi soylenebilir. Marton ve Saljo (1976)
tarafindan ilk kez kullanilan 6grenme yaklasimlari kavrami, bireylerin bir okuma parcasini nasil anladiklarinin
ortaya ¢ikarilmasmda kullanilmustir. Ogrenci ile dgrenme gorevi arasmdaki etkilesim olarak da tanimlanan
(Ramsden, 2000) Ogrenme yaklasimi, bireyin bir konuyu ogrenirken gosterdigi egilim olarak da ifade
edilmektedir (Ekinci, 2009). Ogrenme yaklasimi 6grencinin 6grenmedeki amacini, dgrenirken gegtigi siireci ve
O0grenmeyi nasil organize ettigini ifade etmektedir (Spencer, 2003).

Ogrenmenin ¢ok boyutlu bir kavram olmasi nedeniyle 6grenmeyi etkileyen yontemlerin gok fazla ve gesitli
olabilecegi diisliniilebilir. Bireyin 6grenme yaklasimlarinin bilinmesi, 6gretmenlerin 6gretim durumlarmi
diizenlerken daha etkili ve yaratici yollar bulmasina yardimer olur (Biggs, 1999; Entwistle, 2000). Bu nedenle
Ogrencilerin  6grenmelerinin  gergeklesebilmesi igin Ogretim faaliyetlerinin  gergeklestirildigi ortamlarda
dgrencilerin grenme yaklagimlarinin belirlenmesi gerekebilir. Bu sebepten dolay1 Ozgiir ve Tosun (2012)’nun
da belirttigi gibi dgrenme yaklagimlari, dikkate almmasi ve arastirilmasi gereken bir konudur. Ogrenme
yaklasimlar1 6grencinin 6grenilen konuya yonelik tutumuna ve hazir bulunusluk diizeyine, 6gretmenin 6grenciye
karst tutumuna ve kullandigi 6gretme yontemlerine baglidir (Sezgin ve Ellez, 2002). Ayrica 6grenme
yaklasimlart; 6gretim programinin igerigi, islevi, 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri, 6grenme ortammin 6zellikleri,
degerlendirme yontemleri gibi tiirlere gore de farklilagsmaktadir (Ekinci, 2009; Entwistle ve Smith, 2002).

Verimli ve etkili bir 6grenmenin ger¢eklesmesinde 6grenme yaklagimlar1 dnemlidir (Yildiz, 2015). Bu
yiizden dgrencinin nasil bir yaklasimla 6grendigini bilmek, onun nasil bir 6grenci oldugunu anlayabilmek ve ona
rehberlik edebilmek agisindan onemlidir (Oguz ve Karakus, 2017). Ayni zamanda 6grenme yaklagimlarinin
dgrenenin akademik basarismi etkiledigi diisiiniildiigiinde (Oztaskin, 2014) egitim-6gretim siirecinde arastiran,
sorgulayan bagka bir ifadeyle dgrencileri yiizeysel ya da derin yaklasimi kullanmaya iten faktdrlerin belirlenmesi
gerekmektedir (Colak, 2006). Zaten matematik egitimi {izerine yapilan arastirmalara bakildiginda, 6grencilerin
matematik basarilarinda etkili olan faktdrlerin belirlenmesi iizerine yogunlasildig1 goriilmektedir (Pourselami,
Erfani ve Firoozfar, 2013; Zakaria ve Nordin, 2008). Bu faktorlerden birisinin de 6grencilerin matematik
O0grenme yaklagimlarinin oldugu sdylenebilir. Ciinkii 6grencilerinin matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarini bilen
matematik dgretmenleri, kendi 6gretim faaliyetlerini gozden gegirecekler ve 6grencilere dogru yonlendirmeler
yaparak etkili bir 6gretim gerceklestirmek icin caba gosterebileceklerdir (Goktepe-Yildiz ve Ozdemir, 2008).

Ogrenme yaklagimini dgrencinin bilgiyi isleme bigimi olarak ele aldigimizda 6grencilerin 6grenmeyi ele alis
bi¢imleri, yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasimi, derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimi ve stratejik 6grenme yaklasimi olarak
li¢ grupta toplanabilir (Marton ve Saljo, 1976).

Derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagiminda; elde edinilen bilginin kaynagini anlamak, kullanim alanlarini bilmek
ve aralarinda iligki kurmak esastir (Darlington, 2011). Derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimini tercih eden
ogrencilerin esas amaglarinin anlama oldugu, ilgili bilesenlerin incelenmesinin 6grenmek i¢in gergeklestigi ve bu
incelemenin uyumlu bir biitiine doniistiiriilip yapilandirildigi bir siiregten gegtigi vurgulanmistir (Chan, 2003;
Ramsden, 2000). Byrne, Flood ve Willis (2009) da derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimina sahip olan bireylerin st
diizey 6grenme iiriinleri elde edeceklerini ifade etmistir. Curzon (2004) bu 6grenme yaklasimiyla dgrencilerin,
hipotezler olusturarak test edebileceklerini ve konular arasindaki baglantilar1 gérmeye calistiklarini
vurgulamistir.

Ogrenme yeteneginin sabit, bilginin kesin ve degismez oldugu inancinin hakim oldugu ve bilginin otorite
tarafindan sunuldugu yaklasim ise yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasimi olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Chan, 2003). Biggs
(2001) ytizeysel 6grenme yaklagimini tercih eden 6grencilerin, iist diizey bilissel becerileri kullanmay1 gerektiren
bir 6grenme etkinliginde bile diisiik diizeydeki becerileri kullandiklarmi belirtmistir. Yiizeysel 6grenme
yaklagimi ezberlenme odakli olup, kavramlar arasinda bir iliski aranmaz (Biggs, 2001; Trigwell ve Prosser,
1991). Byrne, Flood ve Willis (2001) yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimina sahip olan 6grencilerin gerekli bilgiyi
sinavlardan gegmek igin ezberleme, biitlinliikk kurmadan ayr1 ayr1 parg¢alara odaklanma egilimi ig¢erisinde olma ve
ornekleri kurallardan ayirt etmede basarisizligin oldugunu belirtmislerdir.

Basarili olma niyeti ile 6grenme konusunu ele alan stratejik 6grenme yaklasimindaki 6grenciler ise anlam
arama ve olusturma niyetinde degillerdir (Reid, Duvall ve Evans, 2007). Beydogan (2007) bu 6grenme
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yaklagimina sahip olan &grencilerin olabildigince yiliksek notlar almaya ¢abalayacaklarini, ¢esitli materyaller
kullanilarak algilamalarin1  hizlandiracak kaynaklar1 tercih edeceklerini bu sekilde de ©6grenmelerinin
kolaylagacagmi ifade etmistir. Entwistle (1995) stratejik 6grenme yaklasimmin en onemli 6zelliginin hem
¢aligma yontemlerine hem de zaman yonetimi agisindan organizasyona yarar sagladigini belirtmistir.

Ogrenme yaklasimlari iizerine yapilan ¢alismalardan bazilar1 su sekildedir. Besoluk ve Onder (2010) yapmis
oldugu caligmasinda lisans diizeyindeki 6gretmen adaylarmin daha g¢ok yiizeysel 0grenme, yiiksek lisans
diizeyindeki 6gretmen adaylarinin ise daha ¢ok derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimini tercih ettikleri sonucuna
ulagsmiglardir. Degerlendirme yOntemlerinin 6grenme yaklagimlar1 iizerinde etkisinin arastirildigt Scouller
(1998)’in caligmasinda 6grencilerin goktan segmeli smavlara hazirlanirlarken yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimini
daha fazla tercih ettigi, list diizey diisiinme becerilerinin 6lciildiigii gorevlerde ise dgrencilerin derinlemesine
o0grenme yaklasimini daha fazla tercih ettikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Yine Birenbaum ve Feldman (1998)
derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimini benimseyen 6grencilerin diisiinmeye sevk edici acik uglu sorular1 daha fazla
tercih ettiklerini belirlemistir. Bir alana 6zgii olarak 6rnegin Lee, Johanson ve Tsai (2008) lise dgrencileri ile
yapmis oldugu calismasinda, fen 6grenme yaklagimlarini incelemisler ve yapilandirmact 6grenme anlayislarina
sahip 6grencilerin derinlemesine fen 6grenme yaklasimlarma sahip olduklarmi belirlemislerdir. Sezgin-Selguk,
Caligkan ve Erol (2007), fizik 6gretmen adaylarmm 6grenme yaklagimlarinin belirlenmesi ve bu 6grenme
yaklagimlarmin Ogrencilerin cinsiyet, smif diizeyi, akademik basarilar1 gibi degiskenlerle incelenmesini
amaclamigtir. Sonugta fizik 6gretmen adaylarinin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimini, yilizeysel 6grenme
yaklasimma gore daha fazla tercih ettiklerini belirlemistir. Ozkan ve Sezgin-Selguk (2014) lise 6grencilerinin
fizik dersini Ggrenirken benimsedikleri 6grenme yaklagimlarini belirlemeyi amaglamiglardir. Sonugta fizik
dersinde Ogrencilerin derinlemesine ve yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimlarini orta diizeyin biraz lizerinde tercih
ettikleri ve 6grenme yaklasimlarmin cinsiyetlerine gore anlamli olarak farklilagsmadigi belirlenmistir. Alemdag
(2015) da beden egitimi 6gretmen adaylar1 ile yapmis oldugu c¢alismasinda bazi degiskenlere gore dgrenme
yaklagimlarmi incelemistir. Arastirmasinin sonucunda derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagiminin benimsenmesinde
smif diizeyi agisindan anlamli farkliliklar bulmustur. Ayrica akademik basar1 ile 6grenme yaklasimi arasinda
pozitif bir iliski oldugunu belirlemistir. Cano (2007) ise lise Ogrencileriyle yapmis oldugu calismasinda
derinlemesine yaklasim sergileyen dgrencilerin akademik basarilarmin daha yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulagmustir.
[Ikdgretim dgrencileri iizerine yapilan galismalara bakildiginda ise 6rnegin Coban ve Ergin (2008) ilkdgretim
Ogrencilerinin fen dersini 6grenme yaklagimlarmi belirlemeyi amaglayan c¢aligmalarinda; 06grencilerin
derinlemesine ve yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimlar1 puan ortalamalarim birbirine ¢ok yakin oldugu ve cinsiyet
acisindan anlamli olarak farklilagmadigi saptanmistir. Belge-Can ve Boz (2012) ilkdgretim 6grencilerinin fen
dersini 6grenirken tercih ettikleri 6grenme yaklasimlarmin cinsiyet ve yas ile iligkisini incelemislerdir.
Aragtirmalarmin sonucunda ise Ogrencilerin yaslar1 arttikga derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimini benimseme
diizeylerinde azalma oldugu goriilirken, tiim smif seviyelerinde ise daha ¢ok derinlemesine 6grenme
yaklasimmin benimsendigini ortaya c¢ikmistir. Bununla birlikte kiz 6grencilerin erkek Ogrencilere gore
derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimini daha ¢ok tercih ettikleri tespit edilmistir.

Matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarinin belirlenmesine yonelik olarak ise Chiu (2012), 5. smf dgrencileriyle
yapmis oldugu arastirmada 6grencilerde matematik 6grenme anlayisini yapilandirmaci, yorumlayici, nesnelci,
ulusun yerli halkin hak ve ¢ikarlarini koruyan ve yararci olmak {izere 5 kategoride toplamistir. Matic, Matic ve
Katalenic (2013) miihendislik fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin matematik derslerinde sirasiyla stratejik, derinlemesine ve
yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimlarini tercih ettiklerini belirlemislerdir. Darlington (2011) da iiniversite 6grencileriyle
matematik Ogrenme yaklasimlarma yonelik yapmis oldugu arastirmasinda ogrencilerin stratejik 6grenme
yaklasimini daha fazla benimsedigini tespit etmistir. ilhan, Cetin ve Kilic (2013) lise dgrencileriyle yapmis
olduklar1 ¢alismalarmda matematik 6grenme yaklagimlari 6l¢egini gelistirmeyi amaglamiglar ve bu siiregte derin
ve yiizeysel Ogrenme yaklasimi gibi iki faktor belirlenmistir. Goktepe-Yildiz (2019) da yapmis oldugu
¢aligmasinda tasarim temelli matematik uygulamalarinin belirlenen boyutlarda 8. smif 6grencilerinin uzamsal
yeteneklerine ve 3 boyutlu geometrik diisiinme becerilerine etkisini incelemistir. Ayrica arastirmaci, matematik
dersindeki 6grenme yaklagimlarimi 6lgen dlgme araci gelistirmistir. Arastirma sonucunda 6grencilerin uzamsal
yeteneklerinin matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarina gore anlaml farklilik gdsterdigini tespit etmistir.

Caligmalarda son yillarda artis olmasina ragmen iilkemizde daha az ¢aligma oldugu goriilmektedir (Belge-
Can ve Boz, 2012; Besoluk ve Onder, 2010; Coban ve Ergin, 2008; Goktepe-Yildiz, 2019; ilhan ve ark., 2013;
Sezgin-Selguk ve ark., 2007). Diger taraftan 6grenme yaklagimlarinin genel olarak incelenmesinin yerine bir
alana 6zgii olarak incelenmesinin daha detayli bilgiler verebilecegi de ifade edilmektedir (Enwistle, 1997).
Sonugta ilhan ve arkadaslar1 (2013)’nin belirttigi gibi matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarinin diger alanlardaki
o0grenme yaklasimlarindan ayrilarak tek basma degerlendirilmesi daha uygun tespitlere yol agar. Oysa 6grenme
yaklasimlar1 {lizerine yukarida da bahsedilen c¢aligmalara bakildiginda mevcut calismalarin farkli 6grenim
kademesine ve farkli derslere yonelik oldugu fakat matematik alanma 6zgii ¢alismalarin az oldugu (Chiu, 2012;
Darlington, 2011; Goktepe-Yildiz, 2019; ilhan ve ark., 2013; Matic, Matic ve Katalenic, 2013) goriilmektedir.
Goriildiigii gibi matematik 6grenme yaklasimlart incelenmis olsa dahi dstiin yetenekli tanist konulmus
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Ogrencilerle, iistiin yetenekli tanist konulmamis Ogrencilerin  matematik O6grenme yaklagimlarinin
karsilastirilmasi seklindeki bir arastirmaya rastlaniimamastur.

Okul programlarmin iistlin yetenekli tanist konulmus 6grencilerin egitimsel ihtiyaglarini karsilamadigini,
programlarin ¢ok yonlii ve yaratici dzellikler tagimasi gerektigi ifade edilmektedir (Baykog, 2014; Kontas, 2010;
Palanci, 2004). Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis dgrencilerin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere gére matematigin
anlasilmaz, soyut, zor ve karmasik olabilecegi yoniinde diisiinceleri daha fazla olabilir. Ciinkii {istlin yetenekli
ogrenciler zor ve karmagik olan yani zihinsel performans gerektiren ugraslarda daha basarilidirlar (Stuart ve
Beste, 2011). Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilerin sahip olduklar1 dzellikler, bu dgrencilerin {istiin yetenekli tanisi
konulmamis 6grencilere gore daha basarili ve daha hizli 6grenmelerini saglamaktadir (Ataman, 2004; Davis ve
Rimm, 2004). Aslinda bu tarz arastirmalarin tespitleri ile 6grenme ortamlar1 hazirlanirken gerekli diizenlemeler
yapilarak dikkat edilmesi gereken hususlar belirlenebilir ve bu sekilde her iki grup igin istenilen basarilar
saglanabilir. Bu dogrultuda bu iki grubun karsilagtirilmasinin her iki grubun matematik 6gretimi siiregleri i¢in
onemli sonuglar ortaya koyabilecegi soylenebilir. Zaten yapilan ¢aligmalara bakildiginda iistiin yetenekli tanisi
konulmus ve konulmamis &grencilerin gesitli degiskenler yoluyla karsilastirildig da goriilmektedir. Ornegin
Mills (1993) yapmis oldugu ¢aligmasinda matematik alaninda istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin kisilik ve dgrenme
stillerini aragtirmug ve iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler ile {istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmayan dgrenciler arasinda kisisel
farklilar oldugunu belirlemistir. Yildiz, Baltaci, Kurak ve Giiven (2012) iki grubu problem ¢dzme stratejilerini
kullanma ydniiyle karsilastirmis ve istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin daha fazla strateji kullandiklarini ortaya koyarak
istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis &grencilerin egitimine yon verecek Onerilerde bulunmuslardir. Altun ve
Yazici (2010) aragtirmalarinda Dunn’un 6grenme stilleri envanterini kullanarak her iki grubun 6grenme
stillerinde farkliliklar oldugunu ortaya koymuslardir. Yine Arseven ve Yesiltas (2016) da iki grubun 6grenme
stillerinin farklilagtigini {istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin en ¢ok “bagimsiz” ve “rekabetci” 6grenme stillerini tercih
ettiklerini, Ustiin yetenekli olmayan 6grencilerin ise en ¢ok “bagimli” ve “katilimcr” 6grenme stillerini tercih
ettiklerini belirlemislerdir. Yapilan bu c¢aligmada ise ortaokula devam eden her iki grup, matematik 6grenme
yaklasimlar1 agisindan karsilagtirilacaktir. Bir toplum niifusunun ¢ok az bir kesimini olusturan bir kesiminin
matematikteki 6grenme yaklagimlarinin belirlenmesiyle hem istiin yeteneklilerdeki mevcut durumun resmi
¢ekilebilecek, hem de iistiin yetenekli olmayan 6grenciler ile karsilagtirmalar yapilarak bu yonde de {istiin
yetenekliler ve istiin yetenekli tanist konulmamis olmayan Ogrencilerin egitimlerinde bazi hamleler yapma
firsat1 olabilecektir.

Ustiin yeteneklilik kavrami; zeka, liderlik kapasitesi veya 6zel akademik alanlarda yasitlarma gore yiiksek
diizeyde performans gosteren kisiler olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Horn, 2002; Ravenna, 2008; Renzulli, 1999). Bu
nedenle gelecegin lider kadrolari, bilim insanlar1 ve sanatgilarinin varhg, Gistiin yeteneklilerin egitimine verilen
onemle dogru orantilidir (Sisk, 1990). Bu ylizden {ustiin yetenekli bireylerin erken fark edilmeleri ve
yeteneklerinin gelistirilmesi dnemli iki husus olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Capan, 2010). Renzulli ve Reis
(1985) istiin yetenekli gocuklarm normal programlar yoluyla saglanamayan genis kapsamli egitim olanaklarma
ihtiya¢ duyabileceklerini ifade etmislerdir. Bu ihtiyaci karsilamak i¢in iilkemizde ilk kez 1995°te agilan Bilim
Sanat Merkezleri (BILSEM) iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin; farkhiliklarin1 dnemseyen, dgrencilerin bilimsel
disiince ve davraniglara estetik ekleyen, iireten, sorun ¢ozen ve kendini gerceklestiren bireyler olmasini
saglamaya caligmaktadir (Bilsem Yonergesi, 2007). Sowell, Zeigler, Bergwell ve Cartwright (1990) kendinden
yase¢a biiyiik 6grencilerin yapabildigi matematiksel becerileri sergileyebilen 6grencilere ise matematiksel alanda
istiin yeteneklidir ifadesini kullanmislardir. Holton ve Gaffney (1994) iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin matematik
problemlerini ¢ozerlerken analitik, tiimdengelimli veya tiimevarimli diisiinebildiklerini belirtmistir. Ustiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin bu tiir diisiinme siireclerinin ortaya ¢ikarilmasinda onlara verilen matematik egitiminin
oneminin bilyiik oldugu agikardir. Ulkemizde de Bilim Sanat Merkezleri (BILSEM) sayesinde {istiin yetenekli
dgrencilerin matematik egitimine 6nem verildigi soylenebilir. Ulkemizde Bilim Sanat Merkezleri ile yapilan
calismalar (Aktepe ve Aktepe, 2009; Baltaci, Yildiz ve Giiven, 2014; Boran ve Aslaner, 2008; Y1ldiz, Baltaci,
Kurak ve Giliven, 2012; Aytekin, Baltaci, ve Yildiz, 2017) daha ¢ok problem ¢bézme, Ustbilis gibi farkli
degiskenlere bagli olarak yapilmustur.

Yapilan bu ¢aligmada iistiin yetenekli ve iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamig 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklagimlarmin incelenmesi ve ortaya ¢ikan durumlarin karsilagtirilmasi amacglandigindan aragtirmanin ilgili
biitiin paydaslara ve egitim sistemimize yararl bilgiler saglayacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Yapilan bu ¢aligmada {istiin
yetenekli ve iistlin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis basarili 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarinm {stiin
yeteneklilik tanisi, cinsiyet, simif diizeyi, velinin meslegi ve 6grenim durumu degiskenleri agisindan incelenmesi
amaclanmigtir. Diger taraftan arastrma sonunda elde edilen bulgularin, matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarma
yonelik yapilmis caligmalardaki sonuglarla karsilastirilmast i¢in firsat olusacaktir. Bu nedenle arastirmanin
problemi “Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus ve konulmamis ancak basarili dgrencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklasimlart bazi degiskenlere gore nasil farklilik gostermektedir?” olarak belirlenmistir. Cilinkii 6grenme
yaklagimlarini 6grenenin yasi, cinsiyeti, ge¢mis yasantilar, simif diizeyi, basar1 diizeyi gibi birgok degisken
etkilemektedir (Goktepe-Yildiz & Ozdemir, 2018; Senemoglu, 2011; Trigwell ve Prosser, 1991). Bu nedenle
arastirma problemi asagidaki degiskenlere gore de ayrintili incelenmistir.

477



A. S. Bulut, A. Yildiz, S. Baltact

Bu amag kapsaminda aragtirmanin alt problemleri ise asagidaki gibidir;

1. Ustiin yetenekli 6grenci tamsi konulmus ve konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlari
nasildir?

2. Ogrenciler arasinda iistiin yetenek tanisina gére matematik dgrenme yaklagimlarinda istatistiksel bir
fark var midir?

3. Cinsiyete gore {istiin yetenekli tanist konulmus ve konulmamis Ogrencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklagimlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmakta midir?

4. Smuf diizeylerine gore tstiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus ve konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklagimlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmakta midir?

5. Velinin meslegine gdre istiin yetenekli tanist konulmus ve konulmamis Ogrencilerin matematik
6grenme yaklagimlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml farklilik bulunmakta midir?

Velinin 6grenim durumuna gore iistiin yetenekli tanisi konulmus ve konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik
O0grenme yaklagimlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farklilik bulunmakta midir?

2. Yontem

Bu bdliimde; arastirmanin modeli, katilimcilar, verilerin toplanmasi, arastrmanin siireci ve analizi hakkinda
bilgiler verilmistir.

2.1. Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu aragtirmada {istiin yetenekli 6grenciler ile Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis &grencilerin matematik
O0grenme yaklasimlar1 hakkinda karsilastirmalar yapilarak genel degerlendirmelere ulasmak amacglandigindan
betimsel arastirma modeli kullanilmigtir. Betimsel arastirmalar, var olan bir durumu herhangi bir deneysel islem
yapilmadan var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi amaglamaktadir (Karasar, 2006). Yapilan bu arastirmada arastirma
problemi cinsiyet, smif diizeyi, veli meslegi ve 0grenim durumu gibi degiskenler acisindan da ayr1 ayri
incelendigi i¢in nedensel karsilastrma yaklasimi da kullanilmistir. Cohen ve Manion (1994) nedensel
kargilastirma arastirmalarinda aynit durumdan farkli sekillerde etkilenmis en az iki grup ya da farz edilen
durumdan etkilenmis ve etkilenmemis iki grubun olacagini ve mevcut durumun olasi nedenlerini ve
etkileyenlerini belirleyebilmek i¢in bu gruplarin bazi degiskenler agisindan incelenebilecegini belirtmislerdir.
Var olan/ dogal olarak ortaya ¢ikmis bir durum ya da olaym nedenlerini ve bu nedenlere etki eden degiskenleri
ya da bir etkinin sonuglarini belirlemeye yonelik arastrmalar nedensel karsilastirma arastirmalaridir
(Biiyiikoztiirk, Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2008).

2.2. Katihmeilar

Arastirmaya 2018-2019 egitim 6gretim yilinda 6., 7. ve 8. smnifa devam eden 84’ iistiin yetenekli 6grenci,
155’1 iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmans 6grenci olmak iizere toplam 239 dgrenci katilmustir. Ustiin yetenekli
dgrencilere iliskin veriler I¢ Anadolu bdlgesindeki bir ilin Bilim Sanat Merkezi’nden, iistiin yetenekli tanisi
konulmamis dgrencilere iliskin veriler ise ayni ilde bulunan bir ortaokuldan toplanmistir. Arastirmada akademik
basar1 agisindan BILSEM’deki dgrencilere en yakin okul segilmeye dikkat edilmistir. Akademik basar1 olarak
Ogrencilerin birbirine yakin se¢ilmesinin nedeni, basarili 6grenciler arasinda iistiin yetenek tanisinin 6grenme
yaklagimlar1 tizerinde bir farklilik olusturup olusturmayacagini incelemektir. Okul se¢imi yapilirken liselere
yerlestirme puan ortalamalarma gore aragtirmanin yapildig: ildeki biitiin devlet okullar1 siralanmis ve en basarili
olan okul secilmistir. Boylece devlet okulunun se¢imi amacgli 6rnekleme yontemlerinden 6lgiit drnekleme
seklinde olmustur. Burada 6l¢iit olarak okul basaris1 alinmuistir.

Tablo 1. Arastirmaya Katilan 6grenci Sayilarma iligkin betimsel istatistikler

Smif diizeyi 6 7 8 Toplam
Ustiin yetenekli Cinsiyet Kiz 23 15 9 47
ogrenciler Erkek 15 9 13 37
Toplam 38 24 22 84
f (%) 45,24 28,57 26,19 100
Ustiin yetenekli Cinsiyet 46 24 16 86

tanis1 konulmamig Kiz

ogrenciler Erkek 22 32 15 69
Toplam 68 56 31 155
(%) 43,87 36,13 20 100

Tablo 1°deki dgrencilerin cinsiyet, simif diizeyi ve istiin yetenek tamsina iligkin demografik 6zelliklerinde
gorildigii gibi, arastrmaya 133 kiz (%55,6), 106 (%44,4) erkek 6grenci katilmistir. Ustiin yetenekli tanist
konulmus 6grencilerin 47°si (%55,9) kiz, 37’si (%44,1) erkektir. Bu 6grencilerin sinif diizeyine gore dagilimlari
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ise; 6. smifta 38 (%45,24) 6grenci, 7. smifta 24 (%28,57) 6grenci ve 8. smifta ise 22 (%26,19) 6grenci
seklindedir. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis ogrencilerin %55,4’ii kiz, %44,6’sinm ise erkek oldugu
anlasilmaktadir. Sinif diizeyine gore dagilimlara bakildiginda; 6. smiftan 68 (%43,87), 7. smiftan 56 (%36,13) ve
8. smifta ise 31 (%20) d6grenci bulunmaktadir.

2.3. Veri Toplama Araclan

Matematik dersine 6zel olarak 6grenme yaklagimlarini belirlemeye yonelik iki calisma (Goktepe-Yildiz,
2019; ilhan ve ark., 2013) gbze ¢arpmaktadir. Bu calismalardan ilhan ve arkadaslar1 (2013)’m gelistirdikleri
oleek, ylizeysel ve derin 6grenme yaklagimi seklinde iki faktorlii bir yapiya sahiptir. Bu nedenle arastirmada
Goktepe-Yildiz (2019)’1n ortaokul 6grencilerine uygun yiizeysel, derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme yaklagimi
seklinde {i¢ faktorii de 6lgmeye yarayan olcegi kullanilmastr.

Goktepe-Yildiz (2019)’m  gelistirdigi Matematik Ogrenme Yaklasimlar1 Olgegi; 33 maddeden ve
derinlemesine 6grenme, yiizeysel 6grenme, stratejik 6grenme olmak iizere ii¢ alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Olgegin
alt boyutlarindan alinan puanlar birbirinden bagimsiz sekilde yorumlanmaktadir. Alt boyutlardan alinan yiiksek
puanlar 6grencilerin matematik dersinde o boyutu tercih etme egilimlerinin yiiksek oldugunu; diisiik puanlar ise
dgrencilerin matematik dersinde o boyutu tercih etme egilimlerinin diisiik oldugunu gostermektedir. Ornegin bir
Ogrencinin, “derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimi” yiiksek olup, “stratejik 6grenme yaklagimi” diisiik olabilir.

Olgek “Kesinlikle katilmiyorum=1" ile “Kesinlikle Katiliyorum=5" seklinde 5°1i likert tipinde bir 6lgektir.
Ug alt faktdr tiim varyansin %41.048’ini agiklamaktadir. Bu oran kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Scherer vd,1988).
Madde faktdr yiik degerleri. 323 ile. 713 arasinda degismektedir (Goktepe-Yildiz ve Ozdemir, 2018). Bu
calismanin analizlerine baslarken; ilk olarak hangi istatistiksel testlerin yapilacagina karar vermek i¢in verilerin
normal dagilim gosterip gostermedigine iliskin garpiklik (skewness) - basiklik (kurtosis) degerlerine bakilmistir.
Testin biitiiniine ait ¢arpiklik (-,886) ve basiklik (1,414); derinlemesine alt boyutu i¢in ¢arpiklik (-,959) ve
basiklik (,293); stratejik alt boyutu i¢in garpiklik (-1,085) ve basiklik (,847); yiizeysel alt boyutu i¢in ¢arpiklik
(,199) ve basiklik (-,512) seklindedir.

Goktepe-Yildiz (2019) 6lgegin tiimiine ait Cronbach alfa i¢ tutarlilik katsayisini .78 olarak belirlemistir.
Ardmdan derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimi alt boyutu i¢in i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .83, stratejik 6grenme yaklagimi
icin .83, yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimi i¢in .78 seklinde tespitleri olmustur. Bu ¢alismada ise bu katsayilar tekrar
hesaplanmis ve 6l¢egin biitiiniine ait cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayist. 88 bulunmustur. Alt boyutlarda bu sayz;
derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimi i¢in .89, stratejik 6grenme yaklasimi .90 yilizeysel 6grenme yaklagimi i¢in .77
olarak bulunmustur. Genel olarak giivenirlik katsayisi. 70 ve {izerinde olan dlgekler, giivenilir kabul edildiginden
(Fraenkel, Wallend ve Hyun, 2012) bu 6lgegin yeterli derecede giivenilir oldugu sdylenebilir.

2.4. Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmacilar, belirlenen BILSEM ve il merkezinde yer alan ortaokula giderek kurum yoneticilerine
aragtirmay1 anlatmiglar ve kurum yoneticilerinin de destegi ile Olgek formlar1 6grencilere uygulanmustir.
Ogrencilerden gelen dlgek formlar1 sistematik olarak numaralandirilmis ve analiz yapilmak iizere muhafaza
edilmistir. Aragtirmanin verileri, SPSS 23.00 paket programi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Caligmanin analizlerine baglarken; matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarmin gesitli degiskenlere gore farklilasma
durumunun belirlenmesi amaciyla gerceklestirilecek istatistiksel analizlerin belirlenmesi i¢in 6ncelikle bagimsiz
degisken diizeyinde bagimli degiskenin normal dagilip dagilmadig: incelenmistir (Kolmogrow- -Smirnow H testi).
Ustiin yetenek tanis1 (K-S84=.075, p>.05; K-S155=.102, p>.05), cinsiyet (K-S133=.098, p>05; K-5106=.111, p.
>05), smif diizeyi (K-S106=.106, p >.05; K-S80=.140, p>.05; K-S53=.065, p>.05), anne meslegi (K-S73=.062,
p>.05; K-529=.186, p<.05; K-S137=.114, p>.05) baba meslegi (K-S111=.059, p>.05; K-S110=.150, p>.05; K-
S18=.115, p<.05), anne 6grenim durumu (K-S139=.136, p>05; K-S76=.084, p>.05, K-S24=.128, p<.05), baba
o0grenim durumu (K-S120=.120, p>.05; K-591=.072, p>.05, K-S28=.087, p<.05) degiskenlerinin teste gore ¢ikan
degerlerine uygun olarak dagilimlar1 normal olan gruplar i¢in bagimsiz drneklemler t-testi, normal olmayanlar
icin Mann-Whitney U testi yapilmistir. Verilerin analizi p<0.05 anlamlilik diizeyinde degerlendirilmistir.

3. Bulgular

Bu boliimde iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler ile {istiin yetenekli tanis1 koyulmayan O6grencilerin matematik
o0grenme yaklasimlary; iistiin yetenek tanisina, 6grencilerin sinif diizeylerine, cinsiyetlerine, velilerin 6grenim
durumlarma ve velilerin meslegine gore dlgegin geneli igin raporlanmistir.

3.1. Birinci Alt Probleme iliskin Bulgular

Ogrencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarina iliskin betimsel istatistikler Tablo 2’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 2. Matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarina iligkin betimsel istatistikler

Ogrenci Tiirii Ogrenme yaklasimi Min Maks X SS
Ustiin yetenekli Derinlemesine 21 55 44,50 8,96
ogrenciler Stratejik 19 55 43,72 8,77
Yiizeysel 18 55 33,30 8,38
Ustiin yetenekli Derinlemesine 13 55 40,47 10,38
tanis1 konulmamais Stratejik 11 55 42,44 10,35
ogrenciler Yiizeysel 13 55 31,54 9,13

Tablo 2°de iistlin yetenekli tanis1 konulan ve konulmayan 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarina
iliskin betimsel istatistikler verilmistir. Kullanilan lgegin her bir alt boyutunda 11 madde bulundugundan, alt
boyutlar i¢in alinabilecek minimum puan 11, maksimum puan 55°dir. Buna bagli olarak orta puan degeri de 33
olarak hesaplanmustir. Ogrencilerin hangi 6grenme yaklasimini tercih ettigine iliskin bulgularda iistiin yetenekli
bireyler i¢in puan ortalamalar: yiiksekten diisiige dogru derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimi, stratejik 6grenme
yaklasimi ve ylizeysel 6grenme yaklagimi seklinde swralanmaktadir. Bu gruptaki 6grencilerin derinlemesine ve
stratejik 0grenme yaklagimi puan ortalamalari, orta puanm iizerindedir. Yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasimi puan
ortalamasi ise yaklasik olarak orta puan degerindedir. Bu bulgular dogrultusunda, istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin
derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme yaklagimlarini orta diizeyin iizerinde, ylizeysel 6grenme yaklasimini ise orta
diizeyde tercih ettikleri sOylenebilir. Diger taraftan iistiin yetenekli tanist konulmamis Ggrencilerde puan
ortalamasi yiiksekten diislige sirasiyla stratejik 6grenme yaklasimi, derinlemesine &grenme yaklasimi ve
yiizeysel Ogrenme yaklasimi seklindedir. Tablo 2’de goriildiigii gibi istiin yetenekli tanist konulmamis
Ogrenciler stratejik ve derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimmni orta puanin iizerinde tercih ederken, ylizeysel
O0grenme yaklagimini orta puanin biraz altinda tercih etmistir.

3.2. ikinci Alt Probleme iliskin Bulgular

Aragtirmaya katilan 84 {istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus, 155 istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis 6grencinin
matematik 6grenme yaklagimlari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilasma olup olmadigini incelemek
icin normallik testi yapilmis ve neticesinde normal dagilim gosterdiginden t testi yapilmig Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Ustiin yetenek tanisina gére matematik dgrenme yaklasimlarma iliskin bagimsiz érneklemler t-testi
sonuglar1

Ogrenme yaklasimi Ogrenci tanisi X SS SD t p
Derinlemesine Ustiin 4,04 94
Ogrenme Normal 3,67 81 237 -2,99 .003*
Stratejik Ogrenme Ustiin 3,97 79 i
Normal 3,85 ,94 231 ,962 337
Yiizeysel Ogrenme Ustiin 3,02 ,83 i
Normal 2,86 ,76 231 1,46 143
*p<.05

Ogrencilerin iistiin yetenek tanisma gére matematik dgrenme yaklagimlarinin farklilagip farklilasmadigimi
belirlemek i¢in yapilan analiz sonucunda; iistiin yetenekli ve normal 6grenciler arasinda derinlemesine 6grenme
yaklagiminda iistiin yetenekliler lehine anlamli bir farklilagsma gézlenmistir (t = -2,99, p <.05). Baska bir deyisle,
istlin yetenekli 6grenciler matematik 6grenirken diger dgrencilere gore daha fazla derinlemesine 6grenmeyi
tercih etmektedir. Stratejik 6grenme (t = -,96, p >.05) ve yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagimlarinda (t = -1,46, p >.05)
puan ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli fark bulunmamastir.

3.3. Ugiincii Alt Probleme iliskin Bulgular

Cinsiyete gore {istiin yetenekli tanist konulmus ve konulmamis Ogrencilerin matematik dgrenme
yaklagimlarindaki farkliligin tespiti icin normallik testi sonucuna gore ise bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi yapilmis
ve sonuglar Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarinin cinsiyete gore t testi sonuglari

Ogrenme yaklasimi Cinsiyet X SS SD t p
Derinlemesine Kiz 4,23 , 704 82 2,40 .018*
) Erkek 3,81 ,891
Ustiin yetenekli Stratejik Kiz 4,20 713 82 3,16 .002*
ogrenciler Erkek 3,68 1809
Yiizeysel Kiz 3,03 762 82 ,01 991
Erkek 3,02 173
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Tablo 4’iin devam

Ogrenme yaklagimm Cinsiyet X SS SD t p
Derinlemesine Kiz 3,77 ,907 153 1,357 177
Ustiin yetenekli Erkek 3,56 ,982
tanist Stratejik Kiz 4,00 877 153 2,127 ,035*
konulmamis Erkek 3,68 ,993
ogrenciler Yiizeysel Kiz 2,77 ,783 153 -1,539 126
Erkek 2,98 877

*p<.05

Kullanilan 6l¢egin geregi olarak 3 alt boyut i¢in de analiz yapilmistir. Tablo 4’teki sonuglar incelendiginde,
iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler arasinda; derinlemesine (t = 2,40, p <.05) ve stratejik 6grenme (t = 3,16, p <.05) alt
boyutlarinda cinsiyet degiskenine gore anlamli bir farklilik goriilmektedir. Goriilen bu fark, kiz 6grenciler
lehinedir. Baska bir deyisle; tstiin yetenekli kiz 6grenciler erkek 6grencilere gore daha fazla derinlemesine ve
stratejik 6grenme yaklagimi tercih etmektedir. Yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasiminda ise cinsiyete gore anlamli bir
farklilik bulunmamaktadir (t =01, p >.05). Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis dgrencilerin analiz sonuglarina
bakildiginda kiz 6grencilerin, derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme yaklasimi puan ortalamalar1 erkeklere gore
daha yiiksek, yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasimmda daha diisiik seviyededir. Ogrenciler arasinda olusan bu puan
farkinin istatiksel olarak anlamli olup olmadigini arastirmak i¢in yapilan analiz sonucunda yalnizca stratejik
O0grenme yaklasiminda kiz Ogrencilerin puanlarmin erkeklere gore anlamli olarak daha yiiksek oldugu
belirlemistir (t = 2,12, p<.05). Derinlemesine ve yiizeysel 6grenmede ise kiz ve erkek dgrenciler arasindaki puan
farki anlaml farklilagma gostermemektedir.

3.4. Dordiincii Alt Probleme iliskin Bulgular

Smf diizeylerine gore, iistiin yetenekli tanisi konulmus ve konulmamis dgrencilerin matematik §grenme
yaklagimlarinin degisip degismediginin analizi i¢in normallik testi yapilmis ve neticesinde normal dagilim
gosterdiginden bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi ile analiz edilerek Tablo 5’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Sif diizeylerine gore iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmug/konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik dgrenme
yaklagimlarina iligkin bagimsiz drneklemler t-testi sonuglari

Smif diizeyi  Ogrenme yaklagimi X SS SD t p
Ustiin 4,18 ,752

Derinlemesine Normal 3.84 915 104 -1,936 ,056
.. Ustiin 4,09 , 799
6 Stratejik Normal 4,08 873 104 -,036 972
Ustiin 2,94 726
. ) *
Yiizeysel Normal 2,59 785 104 2,218 ,029
Derinlemesine Ustiin 4,16 ,583 .
Normal 3,45 1,01 8 -3,186 000
Stratejik Ustiin 4,02 781
7 Normal 3,59 1,02 8 -1,842 069
Yiizeysel Ustiin 3,25 ,820
Normal 332 768 0 379 ,706
Derinlemesine Ustiin 3,67 1,02
Normal 3,71 ,800 51 167 868
Stratejik Ustiin 3,71 785
8 Normal 383 .82  °F 524 602
Yiizeysel Ustiin 2,92 741
Normal 3,32 681 51 -1,534 131
*p<.05

Ogrencilerin sinif diizeyine gore dagiliminda 6. smifta 38 iistiin yetenekli ile 68 normal 6grenci, 7. smifta 24
tistiin ile 56 normal 6grenci, 8. smifta ise 22 istiin ile 31 normal 6grenci bulunmaktadir. Smif diizeyine gore
istiin yetenekli tanist konulmus ve distiin yetenekli tanisi konulmamis Ogrencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklagimlarinin kargilastirilmas: amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi sonuglar1 incelendiginde, 8.smif
diizeyinde puan ortalamalarinda anlamli bir farklilagma bulunmamistir. Fakat 7. smifta derinlemesine 6grenmede
istiin yetenekliler lehine (t = -3,18, p <.05), 6. smif diizeyinde ise yilizeysel 6grenme yaklasiminda iistiin
yetenekliler lehine (t = -2,21, p <.05) anlamli bir farklilasma bulundugu gériilmektedir.
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3.5. Besinci Alt Probleme iliskin Bulgular

iki grup arasindaki matematik 6grenme yaklagimlari, velilerin meslegine gére analiz edilmis ve sonuglar
tablolastirilarak asagida sunulmustur. Tablo 6 ve Tablo 7°de annelerin meslegine gore; Tablo 8 ve Tablo 9°da
babalarin meslegine gore istiin yetenekli tanist konulmug/konulmamig &grencilerin matematik Ogrenme
yaklagimlar1 karsilagtirilmistir. Gruplarin normal dagilim gostermesiyle anne meslegine gore Ogrencilerin
matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarmin nasil oldugu bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi ile analiz edilerek Tablo 6’da
sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Annenin meslegine gore istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklasimlarna iligkin t testi sonuglari

Ogrenme Yaklagimi X SS SD t p
Derinlemesine Ustiin 4,16 ,730 .
Normal 3,62 749 n -3,073 003
Stratejik Ustiin 3,99 ,869
Kamu Normal 3.86 651 L 105 483
Ustiin 3,08 772
) Normal 2,77 ,881 n -1.575 120
Yiizeysel
Derinlemesine Ustiin 3,91 ,919
Normal 370 .90 1° 1086 280
Stratejik Ustiin 3,93 732
Normal 3gs 1010 1 40 640
Caligmiyor Ustiin 2,93 747
Yiizeysel Normal 2,94 ,811 135 060 952

*p<.05

Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilerin annelerinden kamuda calisanlarin sayis1 43 (%51,20), ¢alismayanlarin sayis ise
34 (%40,47)tiir.  Ustiin yetenek tanis1 konulmanmis dgrencilerin annelerinden kamuda g¢alisanlarin sayis1 30
(%19,35), ¢alismayanlarin sayist ise 103 (%66,46)’tiir. Tablo 6’da 6grencilerin anne mesleklerine gére 6grenme
yaklagimlarma bakildiginda, kamuda calisan annelerin ¢ocuklarinda derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimi iistiin
yetenekli 6grenciler lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmaktadir (t = -3,07, p<.05). Baska bir
deyisle annesi kamuda caligan iistiin yetenekli bireyler normal 6grencilere gore daha fazla derinlemesine
o0grenme yaklasimini tercih etmektedir. Stratejik ve yiizeysel dgrenme yaklasimlarinda ise dgrenciler arasinda
herhangi bir anlamli farklilagmaya rastlanmamuistir.

Anneleri ¢alismiyor kategorisinde olan &grenciler igin yapilan analizler sonucunda da goriiliiyor ki bu
ogrenciler arasinda hicbir 6grenme yaklasiminda anlamli bir farklilasma goériilmemistir. Buna karsm dstiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin ortalamalar1 derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme yaklasiminda, diger 6grenci grubuna gore
fazladur.

Annesinin meslegi “Ozel Sektér” olan Ogrencilerin dgrenme yaklagimlart Mann-Whitney U testi ile
belirlenmistir. Ciinkii iistiin yetenekli 6grenci velilerinden 7 (%8,33) anne ve diger grubun velilerinden 22
(%14,19) anne bu kategoride olup, veriler normal dagilmamistir. Bu baglamda ilgili sonuglar, Tablo 7’deki
sekildedir.

Tablo 7. Annesi “Ozel Sektdér” calisani olan iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamus 6grencilerin
matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarma iliskin Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar1

. Swralar Swralar .
Ogrenme yaklagimi ortalamas toplami M-Whitney U z p
. . Ustiin 17,36 121,50 60,500 -843 399
Derinlemesine
Normal 14,25 313,50
Stratejik Ustiin 15,93 111,50 70,500 -,332 740
Normal 14,70 323,50
Yiizeysel Ustiin 18,64 130,50 51,500 -1,302 ,193
Normal 13,84 304,50

Tablo 7°de annesi 6zel sektor ¢aligant olan 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarina iliskin veriler
sunulmustur. Ustiin yetenekli ve normal &grencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarinda annesinin &zel
sektorde caligma durumuna gore gruplar arasinda istatistiksel olarak herhangi bir farklilasma olugmadigi
gOrtilmiistiir.
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Baba meslegine iliskin veriler ise asagidaki sekildedir.

Tablo 8. Babanin meslegine gore Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklasimlarma iligkin t testi sonuglari

Ogrenme Yaklagim " X SS sD t P

Derlnlem-e-sme &ljg:ﬁ% I ggg gg; 109 -2.828 006*

Kamu Stratejik rx%srtr?qgl §j§é 3232 109 -1,307 194
S.(uzeyse.1 ,\[!;Srtrl:él g:g% :;%g 109 -1,735 ,086

Ozel sektor Sfratejlk Nli)srtnL;I;I gg? 1’?02177 108 418 677
e BB E e

*p<.05

Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilerin babalarinn kamuda calisanlarinm sayist 51 (%60,71) iken 6zel sektorde
calisanlarinin sayis1 30 (%35,72) dur. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis égrencilerin babalarinda ise bu durum
kamuda calisan 60 (%38,71) ve 06zel sektorde 80 (%51,61) seklindedir. Tablo 8’de Ogrencilerin baba
mesleklerine gore 6grenme yaklasimlarina bakildiginda, kamuda calisan babalarmn ¢ocuklarinda derinlemesine

o0grenme yaklagimy, iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir gekilde farklilasmaktadir (t =
-2,82, p<.05).

Baba meslegi “Caligmiyor” kategorisinde olan 6grencilerin 6grenme yaklagimlari da Mann-Whitney U testi
ile belirlenmistir. Ustiin yetenekli 6grenci velilerinden 3 (%3,57) baba ve diger grubun velilerinden 15 baba
(9,68) bu kategoride olup, veriler normal dagilmamstir. Bu baglamda ilgili sonuglar, Tablo 9’daki sekildedir.

Tablo 9. Babasi “Calismiyor” kategorisindeki dstiin yetenekli tanisi konulmus/konulmamis o6grencilerin
matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarma ilisgkin Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglari

Ogrenme Ogrenci Swralar Swralar .
yaklagimi Tanis1 ortalamasi toplami M-Whitney U z P
Derinlemesine Ustiin 12,00 36,00 15,000 -,892 ,373

Normal 9,00 135,00

Stratejik Ustiin 7,17 21,50 15,500 -,832 ,405
Normal 9,97 149,50

Yiizeysel Ustiin 15,00 45,00 6,000 -1,958 ,050
Normal 8,40 126,00

*p<.05

Tablo 9’da belirtildigi gibi babasi bir iste ¢alismayan Ogrencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarinda
herhangi anlamli farklilagsma goriilmemistir.

iki grup arasinda veli mesleklerine gére yapilan yukaridaki 4 analizden goriiliiyor ki, derinlemesine 6grenme
yaklasiminda kamuda ¢alisan anne ve babalarin stiin ve normal ¢ocuklar1 arasinda tstiinler lehine anlamli bir
farklilagma bulunmaktadir.

3.6. Altinc1 Alt Probleme iliskin Bulgular

Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus 6grencilerin annelerinin 6grenim diizeylerindeki dagilima bakildiginda, 24 kisi
(%28,57) lise mezunu ve alt1, 40 kisi (%47,62) ise iiniversite mezunudur. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamus
Ogrencilerin annelerin 6grenim diizeyleri ise; 115 kisi (%74,19) lise ve alt1 mezunu, 36 kisi (%23,22) {iniversite
mezunu geklindedir.

Tablo 10 ve Tablo 11°de iki grup 6grencilerin velilerinden annelerin 6grenim durumlar1 karsilastirilarak
sunulmustur.
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Tablo 10. Annenin 6grenim durumuna gore iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamig 6grencilerin matematik
o0grenme yaklagimlarina iliskin bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi sonuglari

Ogrenim Durumu O grenr_ne Yaklla§1m1 _ X ss_ sDh t P
Dermlem-(-esme l\ll_;srtriralll gg; ggg 137 -,876 ,388

Lise mezunu ve alt1 st ’\%Srtr;l‘gl g:g% :ggg ol e e
T o St e Aws

- Dermlem-t-esme l\l!;srtrlrl]rél ggg g;g 74 -1,630 ,107
Universite Stratejik I\I!_{)Srtrlrl]rzil ggé ;gg 74 -,668 ,506
Yiizeysel Ustiin 2,78 744 74 -2,897 ,005*

Normal 2,31 ,639

*p<.05

Tablo 10 incelendiginde annelerin 6grenim durumuna gore iki grup Ogrencinin matematik Sgrenme
yaklasimlarina yonelik sonuglar incelendiginde, annesi lise mezunu ve alt1 6grenim diizeyinde olan iki grup
arasinda herhangi bir anlamli farklilagma gozlenmemistir. Annesi iiniversite mezumu olan Ogrencilerin
matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarma bakildiginda; yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasiminda iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin
puanlar1 normal dgrencilere gére anlaml olarak daha yiiksektir (t = -2,89, p<,05). Derinlemesine ve stratejik
o0grenme yaklagimlarinda ise puan ortalamalari iistiin yetenekli 6grenciler lehine daha yiiksek olsa da bu puan
farki istatistiksel olarak herhangi bir anlamli fark olusturmamaktadir.

Annesinin 6grenim durumu “Lisansiisti” olan 6grencilerin 6grenme yaklasimlari veriler normal dagilmadig:
icin Mann-Whitney U testi ile belirlenmis ve Tablo 11°de sunulmustur. Bu kategoride istiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin annelerinden 20 kisi (%23,81), diger gruptan da 4 kisi (%2,59) yer almaktadir.

Tablo 11. Annenin 6grenim durumu “lisansiistii” kategorisindeki iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamis
ogrencilerin matematik dgrenme yaklagimlarina iliskin Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar1

Ogrenme yaklagimi ~ Ogrenci Tanis1 ~ Swralar ortalamast il;?cffn}; M-Whitney U Z p
Derinlemesine Ustiin 13,88 277,50 12,500 -2,140 ,032
Normal 5,63 22,50
Stratejik Ustiin 13,58 271,50 18,500 -1,669 ,095
Normal 7,13 28,50
Yiizeysel Ustiin 11,68 233,50 23,500 -1,281  ,200
Normal 16,63 66,50

*p<.05

Tablo 11°den goriildiigli gibi lisansiistii 6grenim diizeyindeki annelerin ¢ocuklar1 karsilastirildiginda ise,
tistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagim tercihi, normal 6grencilere gore istatistiksel olarak
iistiin yetenekliler lehine farkhilagmistir (z = -2,14, p<.05).

Babalarin 6grenim durumlarma yonelik veriler ise asagida sunulmustur. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus
ogrencilerin babalarinin grenim diizeylerindeki dagilimina bakildiginda, 18 kisi (%21,44) lise ve alti mezunu
iken 46 kisi (%54,76) iiniversite mezunudur. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis dgrencilerin babalarinin
o0grenim diizeyleri ise 102 kisi (%65,80) lise ve altt mezunu, 45 (%29,03) {iniversite mezunu seklindedir. Baba
O0grenim durumu lise mezunu ve alt1 ile iiniversite diizeyi olan verilerin analizinde grup verileri normal dagilim
gosterdigi icin bagimsiz drneklemler t-testi uygulanmistir (Tablo 12).
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Tablo 12. Babanin 6grenim durumuna goére istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik
O0grenme yaklagimlarina iligkin bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi sonuglari
... Ogrenme =
Ogrenim Durumu Yaklagimi X SS SD t p
Derinlemesine  Ustin 3,94 766
Normal 3,65 1,012

118 -1,172 ,243

Stratejik Ustiin 4,077 572
Lise mezunu ve alt1 Normal 3,81 1,016 118 -1,042 135
Yiizeysel Ustin 3,12  ,801

Normal 3,01 ,871 118 -502 617

Derinlemesine Ustin 4,02 ,842
Normal 3,72 , 792

89 -1,764 ,081

Stratejik Ustin 3,90 841
Universite Normal 389 760 o0 078 942
Yiizeysel Ustin 2,88 643

Normal 258 652 o9 2189 031

*p<.05

Tablo 12’de baba dgrenim durumunun dgrencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarina iliskin tercihlerine
yonelik analiz sonuglarinda goriiliiyor ki, lise mezunu ve alt1 6grenim diizeyindeki babalarin ¢ocuklarinda iki
gruptaki 6grencilerin matematik Ogrenme yaklasimlari arasinda anlamli bir farklilasma gozlenmemistir.
Universite mezunu babalarm cocuklarmda ise iki grup arasinda derinlemesine ve stratejik ogrenme
yaklagimlarindaki puanlar anlamli bir farklilasma gostermemistir. Buna karsm yiizeysel 6 grenme yaklasiminda
iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin puanlari, normal dgrencilere gore anlamli sekilde yiiksek bulunmustur (t = -2,18,
p<,05).

Babasmin 6grenim durumu “Lisansiisti” olan 6grencilerin 6grenme yaklasimlari grup verileri normal
dagilim gostermedigi igin Mann-Whitney U testi ile belirlenmis ve Tablo 13’de sunulmustur. Bu kategoride
iistlin yetenekli 6grencilerin babalarindan 20 kisi (%23,80), diger gruptan da 8 kisi (%5,17) yer almaktadir.

Tablo 13. Baba 6grenim durumu “Lisansiistii” kategorisindeki listiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmus/konulmamis
Ogrencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklagimlarina iliskin Mann-Whitney U testi sonuglar1

Ogrenci Swralar Swralar

Ogrenme yaklagimi Tanist ortalamas toplami M-Whitney U z p
Derinlemesine Ustiin 15,65 313,00 57,000 -1,174 ,240
Normal 11,63 93,00
Stratejik Ustiin 13,75 275,00 65,000 -,766 444
Normal 16,38 131,00
Yiizeysel Ustiin 16,15 323,00 47,000 -1,680 ,093
Normal 10,38 83,00

*p<.05

Tablo 13’te baba 6grenim durumuna goére iki grup 6grencinin matematik 6grenme yaklasimlarina yonelik
sonuglar incelendiginde, babasi lisansiistii Ogrenim diizeyinde olan Ogrencilerin matematik Ogrenme
yaklasimlarinda anlamli bir farklilagma gézlenmemistir.

4. Tartisma ve Sonuc¢

Bu calismada iistiin yetenekli ve iistiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis 6grencilerin matematik 6grenme
yaklasimlar1 ortaya ¢ikarilarak Kkarsilagtirilmaya c¢aligilmistir. Sonuglar incelendiginde; istiin  yetenekli
ogrencilerin derinlemesine ve stratejik 0grenme yaklagimlarini orta diizeyin iizerinde, yiizeysel 6grenme
yaklasimini ise orta diizeyde tercih ettikleri belirlenmistir. Bu sonugla paralel olarak Renzulli, Rizza ve Smith
(2002) de iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimina sahip olduklarmi belirtmislerdir.
Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis dgrenciler ise stratejik ve derinlemesine dgrenme yaklasimimi ortalama
diizeyin lizerinde tercih ederken, ylizeysel 6grenme yaklagimini orta puanim altinda tercih ettigi sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Bagar1 diizeyinin artmasiyla derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimini benimseyen grencilerin arttig1 alan
yazinda sikga belirtilmektedir. Ornegin Bernardo (2003), basaridaki zayifhigmn yiizeysel 6grenmeyle, lakin
yiiksek basarmim derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme yaklagimlartyla iliskili oldugunu belirtmistir. Hem {istiin
yetenekli hem de {istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamig Ogrencilerde derinlemesine ve stratejik Ogrenme
yaklagimlarmin orta diizeyin iizerinde ¢ikmasi seklindeki bir sonucun ortaya ¢ikmasi, katilimcilarin akademik
basarilarinin yiiksek olmasindan kaynaklanmig olabilir. Derinsel ve stratejik 6grenme yaklasiminin daha fazla
tercih edilebilmesi i¢in Davis ve Rimm (2004)’in ifade ettigi gibi 6grencilerin; 6grenme siireglerine aktif olarak
katilabilecekleri, kendi bilgileri araciligiyla matematiksel tartigmalara ve ispatlara vurgu yapabilecekleri,
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kesfetme yoluyla arastirabilecekleri, matematiksel kavramlar ve bu kavramlara ait temsiller arasinda gegis
yapabilecekleri pozitif ortamlarim olusturulmasi gerekmektedir. O halde 6grenme ortamlarindaki 6gretmen,
kitap, arac gereg gibi bilegsenler buna gore organize edilmelidir.

Ogretmen merkezli 6grenme ortamlar1 yerine dgrenci merkezli dgrenme ortamlarinda, yiizeysel dgrenme
yaklasimma sahip Ogrencilerin, bu yaklagimlarini derinlemesine 6grenme yoniinde degistirebilecekleri de
belirtilmektedirler (Wilson ve Fowler, 2005). Ogrencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimini daha fazla tercih
etmeleri i¢in; matematik derslerinde &grenci merkezli olan probleme dayali 6grenme ortaminin kullanildig:
(Gordon ve Debus, 2002; Sezgin-Selguk, 2010) bulus yoluna dayali 6gretimin yapildigi (Unal ve Ergin, 2006) ve
bilgisayar destekli materyallerin kullanildig: (Tinker, 1997) ortamlarin olusturulmasi gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla
yilizeysel ya da stratejik 6grenme yaklagimina sahip 6grencilerin fazlaca oldugu bir smifta 6gretmen, sectigi
Ogretim yontemine gore farkli etkinlikler ile 6grencilerini derinlemesine 6grenmeye yonlendirebilir (Goktepe-
Yildiz ve Ozdemir, 2018). Biggs ve Tang (2007)’mn da ifade ettigi gibi 6grenme ortanuni daha iyi olusturarak
ogrencilerden daha etkili cevaplar alimabilir ve bilgileri agiklayarak ogretmekten ziyade sorgulama temelli
problemler sunarak Ogretim yapmak Ogrencileri derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimii sergilemelerinde
cesaretlendirebilir. Benzer sekilde Even, Karsenty ve Friedlander (2009) matematikte gelecek vadeden yani
parlak 6grencilerin kendi potansiyellerini fark edebilmeleri i¢in firsatlar yaratabilme anlaminda oldukga kilit bir
role sahip Ogretmene, biitiin bu siireclerde cesitli sorumluluklarin diisecegini belirtmistir. Bu arastirmada,
yukarida da bahsedildigi gibi her iki grupta da basarili 6grenciler olmasi nedeni ile derinlemesine dgrenme
yaklasimi fazlaca sergilenmis olabilir. Bu nedenle 6grenme ortamini diizenlemede birinci sorumlu olan
Ogretmene, 6grenme yaklasiminda pozitif bir degisikligin olmasi i¢in genel olarak su oneri verilebilir. Hem iistiin
yetenekli hem de istiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis 6grencilerin 6gretmenlerine; soru sormaya izin vermeleri,
bilgiye kendilerinin ulagsmalar1 ve diisiinmeye sevk etmeleri yoniinde biiyiik gorevler diismektedir.

Burada dikkat g¢eken sonuglardan biri de Ogrenme yaklasimi puanlarma bakildiginda {istiin yetenekli
Ogrencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme puanlarmin stratejik 6grenme puanlarindan yiiksek oldugu; istiin yetenek
tanist konulmayan o6grencilerin ise stratejik 6grenme puanlarinin derinlemesine 6grenme puanlarindan daha
yiiksek oldugu sonucudur. Arastrma kapsaminda segilen okul, akademik basar1 olarak istiin yetenekli
ogrencilere en yakin 6grencilerin okuldan se¢ilmistir. Segilen bu okuldaki 6grencilerin donem igindeki siavlara
yaptiklar1 hazirliklar ve smav basarilar1 okul miidiirii ve okul dgretmenleri tarafindan yakindan takip edilmekte
ve sinav performansini yiikseltme gayreti olan bir okul atmosferi saglanmaktadir. Dolayisiyla burada 6grenim
gboren Ogrencilerin smav basaris1 ve not kaygisi ile 0grenme egilimini ifade eden stratejik Ogrenmeyi,
derinlemesine 6grenmeye gore daha fazla yapma tercihinde bulunmasi, bu ortamin bir neticesi olabilir.

Ustiin yetenekli ve normal dgrenciler arasinda derinlemesine dgrenme yaklagiminda iistiin yetenekliler lehine
anlamli bir farklilasma go6zlenmistir. Fakat stratejik Ogrenme ve yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagsimlarinda puan
ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli fark bulunamamistir. Benzer sekilde Watkins (2001), Bernardo (2003) ve Beyaztas
ve Senemoglu (2015) akademik basari ile derinlemesine 6grenme arasinda pozitif bir iligki oldugu ve basarili
Ogrencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimini daha fazla kullandiklar1 sonucuna ulasmislardir. Ayrica
Beyaztas (2014) Fen lisesi 4. sinifta ilk yiizde olan basarilt 6grencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimina ait
puanlarmin yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulagmistir. Offir, Lev ve Bezalel (2008)’in belirttigi gibi derinlemesine
ogrenen Ogrenciler; 6grendikleri yeni bilgileri daha onceki bilgileriyle iliskilendirir, 6grendikleri bilgilerden
¢ikarimlarda bulunur. Yine Darlington (2011)’un ifade ettigi gibi derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimini matematik
konular1 igerisinde ele aldigimizda; elde edilen bilginin nereden geldigini anlamak ve konunun kullanim
alanlarin1 bilmek ve aralarinda iliski kurmak 6nemlidir. Ustiin yetenekli bireylerin kolay ve ¢abuk &grenme
gergeklestirmeleri, bilgiyi derinlemesine ve detaylariyla 6grenmeyi sevmeleri, yiiksek konsantrasyon gosterme
ve hizlica 6grendiklerini bagka alanlara transfer edebilmeleri, neden sonug iligkilerini merak etme ve irdeleme,
zamanlarin ve eforlarmi ekonomik sekilde kullanma gibi 6zelliklere sahip oldugu literatiirde ifade edilmektedir
(Citil ve Ataman, 2018). Bu ozellikleri diisliniildiigiinde iistiin yetenekli bireylerin derinlemesine ve zaman
zaman da stratejik 6grenme yapmalar1 beklenen bir sonugtur. Zira derinlemesine 6grenmede de bireyde bilginin
nereden geldigini anlama, kullanim alanlarin1 bilme, aralarinda iligskiyi kurabilme, konuyu anlama-6grenme igin
ilgili bilesenlerden uyumlu bir biitiin olusturma, bilginin dogasiyla ilgilenme ile neden sonug iligkileri onemseme
(Byrne, Flood ve Willis, 2001; Darlington, 2011; Ramsden, 2000) s6z konusudur.

Ustiin yetenekli 6grenciler arasinda derinlemesine ve stratejik dgrenme alt boyutlarinda kiz dgrenciler lehine
anlamli bir farklilik gostermektedir. Baska bir deyisle kiz Ogrenciler, erkek &grencilere gore daha fazla
derinlemesine ve stratejik 6grenme yaklagimi tercih etmektedir. Yiizeysel 6grenme yaklagiminda ise cinsiyete
gore anlamli bir farkhilik bulunmamustir. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis kiz dgrencilerde derinlemesine ve
stratejik 0grenme yaklasimi erkeklere gore daha yiiksek, ylizeysel Ogrenme yaklagiminda daha disiik
seviyededir. Bu puanlarin istatiksel olarak anlamli olup olmadigini arastirmak igin yapilan analiz sonucunda
stratejik 6grenme yaklasiminda puanlarm anlaml sekilde farklilastigi belirlenmistir. Bu arastirma sonuglari ile
paralel bir gsekilde Smith ve Miller (2005) de yapmis olduklar1 ¢aligmalarinda erkek dgrencilerin kizlara gore
onemli 6lgiide daha yiizeysel 6grenme egilimi gosterdigi sonucuna ulasmustir. Ustiin yetenekli tanis1 konulmamis
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ogrencilerde bu gekilde bir sonucun ortaya c¢ikmasinda asir1 Ozgiliven, oyun, bilgisayar oyunlarma ve
aktivitelerine diiskiinliik, kizlara gore daha rahat davranig gostermeleri ve bu siiregte belki de disarida daha fazla
zaman gecirmeleri gibi bircok neden olmus olabilir. Diger taraftan yapilan ¢aligmalara bakildiginda arastrmanin
sonuglarmim tam tersine yani erkeklerin derinlemesine yaklasimi daha fazla tercih etmesine yonelik sonuglarin
ortaya ¢iktig1 (Severiens ve ten Dam, 1997, Watkins, 1996) ya da bu c¢alismadaki gibi kiz 6grencilerin
derinlemesine yaklagimi daha ¢ok tercih ettikleri (Biggs, 2001) de goriilmektedir. Diger taraftan cinsiyete gore
ogrenme yaklagimlar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklihm olmadigi calismalar (Oner, 2008; Richardson, 1993;
Watkins ve Mboya, 1997; Tural-Dinger ve Akdeniz, 2008) da vardur.

Smif diizeyine gore istiin yetenekli tanisi konulmus ve istiin yetenekli tanist konulmamis 6grencilerin
matematik O6grenme yaklasimlar1 karsilastirildiginda 8.smnif diizeyinde puan ortalamalarinda anlamli bir
farklilasma bulunmamustir. Fakat 7. smifta derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagiminda istiin yetenekliler lehine, 6.
smif diizeyinde ise yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasiminda istiin yetenekliler lehine anlamli bir farklilasma bulundugu
goriilmiistiir. 6. smiflarda, yine derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimi puan ortalamalar istlin yetenekli 6grenciler
lehine olsa da bu puan farki istatistiksel olarak anlamli degildir. Goktepe-Yildiz ve Ozdemir (2018)
aragtirmasinda, {istiin yetenekli tanist konulmamis Ogrencilerde smif diizeyi yiikseldikge Ogrencilerin
derinlemesine O0grenme yaklagimini tercih etme egilimlerinin azaldigi ve Ogrencilerin yiizeysel 6grenme
yaklagimini tercih etme durumlarinda ise bir farkliligin olmadig1 sonuglarma ulagsmistir. Bu arastirmadaki durum
da tistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin derslerinde daha fazla sorular sormalar1 ve bilgiye kendilerinin ulasma istek leri
nedeniyle olmus olabilir. Diger taraftan tiniversite 6grencileriyle yapilan bazi ¢alismalarda, bu durum tam tersine
gerceklesmistir (Ozan, Kose ve Giindogdu, 2012; Senemoglu, 2011). Burada dikkat ¢eken bir diger sonug; 6.
smiflarda yiizeysel 6grenmede istiin yetenekli 6grenciler lehine bir farklilik bulunmustur. Yiizeysel 6grenme
yaklagiminda anlam arama kaygist giidiilmeksizin bilginin ezberlenmesi ve bilginin zihinde kopuk parcalardan
olugsmast durumu diistiniildiiglinde iistiin yetenekli bireylerin yiizeysel 6grenme yapmamasi beklenmektedir.
Puan ortalamalar1 her iki grupta da orta diizeyin altinda olmakla beraber, olusan bu farkin ¢aligma grubunun
smirliligit ve bu gruba 0zgii olabilecegi diisliniilmektedir. Bu c¢alismada {istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin
derinlemesine yaklasim puan ortalamalar1 simf diizeyi ylikseldikge diismiis, normal 6grencilerin ise puanlari
yiiksekten diisiige 6.-8.-7. siuf seklinde swalanmustir. Goktepe-Yildiz ve Ozdemir (2018) siuf diizeyi
yiikseldikge okullardaki 6grenme ortamlarinin derinlemesine dgrenme yaklasimmin &zelliklerini daha ¢ok ise
kosmasinin beklendigini ifade etmislerdir. Yine Goktepe-Yildiz ve Ozdemir (2018) derinlemesine dgrenme
yapma tercihinin azalmasmin &grencilerin 8. smif sonunda yapilan sinavla ilgili olabilecegini belirtmistir.

Beyaztas ve Senemoglu (2015) basarili 6grencilerin yaklasik % 40’min ailelerinin hedef koyma, motive
etme, calismalarimi organize etme ve takip etme gibi degisenler nedeni ile ¢ocuklarinin derinlemesine 6grenme
yaklasimini benimsemelerinde bir etkisinin oldugu sonucuna ulagsmislardir. Bu nedenle arastirmada, asagidaki
gibi velilere yonelik bazi incelemeler de yapilmistir. Arastrmada iki grup arasinda veli mesleklerine gore
yapilan karsilastirmada derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagiminda kamuda ¢aligan anne ve babalarin iistiin ve normal
cocuklar1 arasinda istiinler lehine anlamli bir farklilasma bulunmaktadir. Baska bir sonugta ise; velilerin 6§renim
durumuna gore dgrencilerin matematik 6grenme yaklagimlar: incelendiginde, anne 6grenim durumunda, annesi
lise ve alt1 6grenim diizeyinden mezun 6grenciler arasinda herhangi bir anlamli farklilagsma goézlenmezken;
annesi liniversite mezunu olan 6grencilerden iki grup arasinda yiizeysel 6grenme yaklasiminda iistiin yetenekli
ogrenciler lehine anlamli bir farklilasma belirlenmistir. Lisansiistii 6grenim diizeyindeki annelerin ¢ocuklari
karsilastirildiginda ise, iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin derinlemesine 6grenme yaklagimi tercihi normal 6grencilere
gore istatistiksel olarak {istiin yetenekliler lehine farklilasmigtir. Baba 6grenim durumunda ise {iniversite mezunu
babalarin iki gruptaki ¢ocuklar1 arasinda yilizeysel 6grenmede iistiin yetenekliler lehine anlamli bir farklilagsma
oldugu goriilmektedir. Lisansiistii 6grenim diizeyindeki annelerin ¢gocuklarinda derinlemesine 6grenme tercihinin
anlamli sekilde farklilagmasi, annenin egitim diizeyinin artmasiyla beraber ¢cocuklarmin da 6grenme yapmasina
imkan verecek uygun 6grenme-0gretme ortami hazirlamasi, dolayisiyla ¢ocuklarmi dolayli yoldan derinlemesine
Ogrenme yapmasi i¢in motive etmesi nedeniyle olabilir. Bu yilizden O6grencilerin daha ¢ok derinlemesine
Ogrenenler haline getirilmesinde ailenin de kendi sorumlulugunu alabilmesi i¢in okul-aile ig birliginin
gelistirilmesine yonelik ¢aligmalar iyilestirilerek velilerin 6grenme siirecine aktif olarak katilmalar1 saglanabilir.

Ogrencilerin matematik derslerinde derinlemesine 6grenme yaklasimlarmi tercih etmelerini saglayacagimiz
ogrencilerin daha ¢ok merkezde oldugu teknoloji destekli 6grenme ortamlart olusturulabilir. Yine 6gretmenler
Ogrencileri diisiinmeye sevk edecek problemler sorarak derslerini planlayabilirler bu sekilde 6grencilerin
o0grenme yaklasimlar1 farklilagtirilabilir. Ayrica her iki grubun Ogrenme yaklasimlar1 daha derinlemesine
incelenip altinda yatan sebepler de ortaya ¢ikarilabilir. Diger taraftan 6gretmenlerin ders imecesi yapmalari
tesvik edilerek 6grenme ortamlarinda etkin rol oynayan hazirlanan materyallerin zenginligi, soru sorma ¢esitliligi
ve 0grencilerine dogru pedagojik yaklagimlarda bulunma gelistirilebilir. Bu durum da 6grencilerinin 6grenme
yaklasimlarinda daha ¢ok derinsel ve stratejik 6grenme seklini benimsemelerine yol agar.
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