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Ozet: Bu arastirmamin amaci; simf ogretmenlerinin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin
egitimine iliskin oz yeterlikleri ve yaraticiligi destekleme diizeylerinin incelenmesidir.
Calisma evreni Osmaniye’de gorev yapmakta olan swmif ogretmenleridir.
Aragtirmamin érneklemi 2023-2024 egitim ogretim yili igcinde Osmaniye ili ve
ilcelerinde Milli Egitim Bakanhgina bagl resmi okullarda gorevli kolay ulasilabilir
ornekleme yontemi ile segilmis 543 goniillii sinif ogretmeninden olusmaktadr.
Veriler Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine Iliskin Oz Yeterlik Olcegi, Yaraticiligi
Destekleyen Ilkogretim Ogretmenleri Indeksi Olcegi ve arastrmaya katilanlarin
demografik ozelliklerini belirlemek icin arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanan Kigsisel
Bilgi Formu ile toplanmustir. Verilerin analizinde frekans ve yiizde degerleri, t-testi,
tek yonlii varyans analizi (ANOVA), korelasyon ve regresyon analiz yontemleri
kullamilmistir. Arastirmada sunif 6gretmenlerin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri ile
tistiin yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin oz yeterlikleri 6l¢eklerinin alt boyutlari arasinda
pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde bir iliski oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yapilan regresyon analizi
sonucunda ogretmenlerin 0z yeterliklerinin yaklasik % 21’inin yaraticihigi
destekleme diizeyleri tarafindan agiklandigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ayrica sinif
ogretmenlerinin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimine iliskin oz yeterlikleri ve
yaraticilig destekleme diizeyleri cinsiyet, resim veya miizik yeteneginin bulunmasi,
Bilim ve Sanat Merkezlerine aday 6grenci gosterme ile destek egitim odasinda egitim
verme degiskenleri bakimindan incelenmis, elde edilen bulgular tartisilmis ve
sonuglar dogrultusunda onerilerde bulunulmustur.
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Uygarligin temellerinin atildigi tarih oncesi donemde ¢evresindeki yabani hayvanlari
evcillestiren, meyvelerin ¢ekirdeklerinden faydalanip tarimi baglatan, tekerlek, yazi ve kagit
gibi birgok bulusa imza atanlarin adlar1 bilinmese de bilgi ve beceri yoniinden ¢agdaslarina
gore istiin yeteneklere sahip bireyler olduklar1 sdylenebilir. Eker (2020) iistiin yetenekli
bireylerle ilgili yapilan aragtirmalarin 6nemli nedenlerinden birinin bu bireylerin yaraticilik
ozellikleri ve buluslariyla yasadiklart donemin sinirlarini asarak insanlik tarihinde iz
birakabilme durumlar1 oldugunu ifade etmistir. Buna ek olarak Subotnik ve digerleri (2011)
istlin yetenegi duragan bir 6zellik degil gelisimsel ve baglama duyarli bir yoriinge olarak

*Sorumlu Yazar: Ibrahim ASLAN  E-mail: ibrahimaslan3180@gmail.com Adres: Diizigi Bilim ve Sanat Merkezi, Diizi¢i/Osmaniye

The copyright of the published article belongs to its author under CC BY 4.0 license. To view a copy of this licence, visit

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
ISSN: 1301-0085  e-ISSN:1309-0275

183

http://doi.org/10.9779/pauetd.1560349


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Aslan ve Tiimkaya PAUEFD, 66, 183-208 [2026]

kavramsallastirarak; uygun programlama ve psikososyal destek saglandiginda bireysel
istiinliigiin toplumsal diizeyde yenilik ve liderlige evrilebilecegini savunur. Sternberg’in
(2021) “dontstiiriicii yaraticilik” yaklagimi iistiin yetenegin degerini ‘ortak iyilik’ icin kalict
ve olumlu etkiler iiretme kapasitesiyle tanimlamaktadir. Bu da iistiin yetenekli gencglere
yapilan yatirimlarin etik ve kamusal fayda boyutunu 6ne ¢ikarir. Bu nedenle toplumlarin her
alanda gelismesinde lokomotif giic 6zelligi goOsteren iistiin yetenekli bireylerin egitimi,
tizerinde 6nemle durulmasi gereken konular arasindadir.

Alanyazinda {istiin yetenek teriminin farkli sekillerde tanimlandigi goriilmiistiir. Ustiin
yetenekli kavramimin bilimsel olarak kabul gordiigii 19. yilizyilldan giiniimiize {istiin
yetenekliligin en giiclii gostergesi zeka testlerinin ortaya koydugu zeka puanlari olmustur
(Sak, 2020). Ersoy ve Avci (2004) zeka testlerini uygulayan kaynaklarda zeka bolimii
puanlar1 130 ve daha yukari olan bireylerin {istiin yetenekli olarak ifade edildigini belirtmistir.
Zeka testlerine bagli olmadan yapilan tanimlamalarda ise lstiin yetenekliligi Feldhusen
(2005) kisisel diisiince, genel yetenek ve motivasyonlarin bileskesi seklinde ifade etmistir.
Alanyazinda zeka, yetenek, istiin yetenek ya da 6zel yetenek seklinde farkli kavramlarla
karsilasilmakta ve bu kavramlar tek bir yaklagimla agiklanamamakta, ortak kabul gorecek tek
bir tanimla smirlandirilamamaktadir (Leana-Taggilar ve Kanli, 2014). Milli Egitim
Bakanligi’nin (MEB) 2013 yilindan itibaren “6zel yetenekli” (Citil, 2018) kavramini tercih
ettigi goriilse de bu caligmada, arastirmalarda kullanimina sik¢a rastlanan ve giincel bakis
acist saglayan “iistiin yetenekli” kavrami tercih edilmistir.

Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilerin bazi 6zellikleri; merakli olmalari, akranlarma gore fazla soru
sormalari, soyut diisiinebilmeleri, farkli alanlara ve karmasik olaylara ilgi duymalari, dikkat
stirelerinin uzun olmasi, zengin sézclik dagarcigi, ileri diizeyde dil gelisimi, iyi bir gbzlem
yetenegl ve elestirel bakis acisina sahip olmalar1 (Cetinkaya, 2007) seklinde siralanabilir.
Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilerin diger 6zelliklerinden biri de yiiksek diizeyde yaraticilifa ve
geleneksel smirlarin 6tesinde diislinme yetenegine sahip olmalaridir (Alkan, 2015). Yaratici
ozellikleri sayesinde istiin yetenekli bireyler farkli diisiinebilme, 6zgiin ve yeni fikirler
liretme yetenegi gosterebilirler (Taskin, 2016). Ustiin yetenekli bireylerin sahip olduklari
ozellikler dikkate alindiginda onlar1 diger bireylerden ayiran en dnemli 6zelliklerden birinin
yaraticilik oldugu soylenebilir.

Tiirk Dil Kurumu (2023) yaraticilig1 “Yaratma yetenegi. Her bireyde var oldugu kabul edilen,
bir seyi yaratmaya iten farazi yatkinlik.” seklinde tanimlar. Yaraticilik kavramini Sternberg
(2006), mevcut bilgiyi yeni yollarla birlestirerek toplum tarafindan en azindan bir grup insan
icin degerli kabul edilen yenilikg¢i iiriinler veya fikirler liretme siireci, Plucker, Beghetto ve
Dow (2004) goreli olarak nadir, 6zglin ve uygun iriinlerin ortaya konmasma yol agan
etkilesimli bireysel ve ¢evresel siire¢, Beghetto ve Kaufman (2007) bireyin potansiyelini en
iyi sekilde kullanarak yeni, anlamli ve degerli fikirler ortaya koyma yetisi seklinde
tanimlamiglardir. Baltact ve Metin’in (2019) arastirmalar1 yaratici ¢aligmalara katilan
ogrencilerin problem ¢ézme ve elestirel diisiinme becerilerinin gelismesine bagli olarak daha
yiiksek akademik basar1 gosterdiklerini ortaya koymustur. Ustiin yetenekli ogrenciler,
sorunlara alisilmadik ac¢ilardan yaklasarak farkli ¢oziimler ortaya koyabilecek 6zgiin bir bakis
acisina sahiptirler (Beckmann ve Minnaert, 2018). Yaratict bakis agisi, bireylerin farkli
alanlar arasinda baglantilar kurarak sorunlarin ¢oziimiine katkida bulunmalarini ve yeni
kesifler yapabilmelerini saglar (Taskin, 2016). Bu nedenle 6grencilerin gelisiminde miihim bir
yeri olan yaraticiligin 6gretmenler tarafindan tegvik edilmesinin 6nemli oldugu sdylenebilir.

Yaraticiligin ~ ortaya c¢ikarilmast  ve  gelistirilmesinde  Ogretmenlerin  yaraticiligi
desteklemelerinin biiyiik etkisi oldugu yoniinde arastirma sonuglar1 bulunmaktadir (Davies
vd., 2013; Pehlivan, 2019). Davis (2014), yaratic1 davranislarin gelisebilmesi i¢in 6grencilerin
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problem ¢6zme, beyin firtinasi, hikdye yazma, dramatizasyon, sanat ¢aligsmalari, yaratici oyun
ve bilimsel kesif gibi yaratic1 aktivitelerle aktif olarak mesgul olduklar1 ve 6grencilerin
Oonemini vurgulamistir. Bu baglamda degerlendirildiginde 6gretmenler, egitimde yaraticiligi
destekleyen bir atmosfer olusturabilmek igin Ogrencilerin acik uglu tartismalarma ortam
hazirlamali, farkli diigsiinebilmelerini desteklemeli, 6zgiin fikirlerine deger vermeli ve belirli
bir ihtiyaca yonelik birden fazla dogru cevaba yonlendiren problem c¢ozmelerini tesvik
etmelidir (Akkas ve Tortop, 2015; Ozel ve Bayindir, 2015). Bdylece yaratici becerileri
gelistirilen 6grencilerin 6zgiin fikirlerle topluma daha fazla katkida bulunmalar1 saglanabilir.

Ustiin yetenekli bireylerin gelisimini etkileyen bircok unsur bulundugu bilinmektedir ancak
bu unsurlarin en etkililerinden birinin hi¢ sliphesiz 6gretmenler oldugu sdylenebilir. Ciinkii
O0gretmen 0z yeterligi, 6grenme ortamin1 ve Ustlin yetenekli 6grencilere saglanan firsatlar
dogrudan etkiler (Dinger, 2019). Bu nedenle &gretimin ilk basamaklarinda goérevli simif
Ogretmenlerinin {istiin yetenekli 6grenciler konusunda yeterli diizeyde 6z yeterlige sahip
olmalarinin 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Bu baglamda iistiin yetenekli 6grencileri okul
ortaminda kesfederek onlara etkili destegi saglamak ve gelisimlerini tesvik etmenin ancak
yeterli diizeyde 6z yeterlige sahip Ogretmenlerle miimkiin olabilecegi sdylenebilir. Oz
yeterlik, bireyin belirli bir gorevi basarili bir sekilde yerine getirme veya istenen sonuglara
ulasma konusunda kisinin kendi yetenegine olan inancini ifade etmektedir (Girgin ve Sahin,
2019). Ustiin yeteneklilerin yaraticilik becerilerini gelistirmek iizere dgretmenlere sunulacak
mesleki gelisim programlari, Ogretmenlerin bu alandaki 6z yeterligini artirabilir ve
Ogretmenlere iistiin yetenekli dgrencileri etkili bir sekilde desteklemek i¢in gerekli donanimi
saglayabilir (Dinger, 2019). Sonug olarak yaraticilik becerilerini destekleme yoniinden egitim
alan Ogretmenlerin istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimine iliskin 0z yeterliklerinde artis
olabilecegi ve bunun sonucunda iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere daha uygun ogretim firsatlar
sunabilecekleri belirtilebilir.

Alanyazinda {istlin yetenekli bireylerin potansiyellerinin yiiksek olmasi sebebiyle kendi
kendilerine Ogrenebilecekleri ve 06zel olarak egitilmelerine gerek olmadigi yoniinde
diisiinceler bulunmaktadir (Eng, 1979). Ancak {istiin yetenekli bireylerin yasamlarinda
basartya ulasmalar1 ve yeteneklerini toplum yararina kullanabilmeleri ic¢in onlara
potansiyellerini destekleyebilecek egitim olanaklarinin sunulmasi gerektigiyle ilgili arastirma
bulgular1 bulunmaktadir (Subotnik vd., 2011). Aksi takdirde iistiin yetenekli bireyler, egitim
ve 1§ hayatinda basarisiz olabilirler. Alanyazin incelendiginde; iistiin yetenekli kisilerin okul,
cevre ve aileleri tarafindan yeterince anlasilamamalari bu o6zelliklere sahip kisilerin 6z
giivenlerini yitirmelerine, ¢evreleri tarafindan dislanmalarina, ruhsal a¢idan bunalmalarina
Ozetle dahi olabilecek bireylerin kaybina neden olabilecegi belirtilmektedir (Eng, 1979;
Erdogan, 2016). Her bireye egitimde firsat esitligi sunma hakki anayasa ile giivence altina
alimmistir. Bu nedenle 6zel yetenekli 6grencilerin de 6grenme Ozelliklerine uygun egitim
imkanlar1 sunularak yeteneklerini ortaya koymalar1 saglanmalidir (Ataman, 2003; Eker,
2020). Bu durumda iistiin yetenekli bireylerin gelisimi i¢in farkli ve zengin egitim ortamlari
sunabilecek 1yi egiticilere ihtiya¢ oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ustiin yetenekli bireylere erken tani konulmasi igin ¢alismalar her ne kadar okul &ncesi
donemde baglasa da Bilim ve Sanat Merkezleri’'ne yonlendirmeler ilkokulda sinif
Ogretmenleri tarafindan yapilmaktadir. Ayrica bu Ogrencilerin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda
egitilmeleri genelde ilk olarak sinif 6gretmenleri ile baslamaktadir (Duymaz, 2019). Sinif
O0gretmenleri, siniflarinda yer alan 6zel yetenekli bireyleri tanimali, sahip oldugu 6zellikleri
bilmeli ve egitim ihtiyaclarin1 giderecek donanima sahip olacak sekilde kendilerini
gelistirmelidir (Kildan, 2011). Buna gore iistiin yetenekli bireylere erken tan1 konmasi ve

185



Aslan ve Tiimkaya PAUEFD, 66, 183-208 [2026]

onlarin dogru egitilerek topluma kazandirilmasinda smif Ogretmenlerinin  mesleki
deneyimlerinin kritik bir éneme sahip oldugu sdylenebilir.

Ustiin yetenekli dgrencilere egitim veren dgretmenlerin yaraticihigi destekleme diizeylerini
belirlemek amaciyla bir arastirma yapan Kaya (2018), iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin 6zellikleri
ve ihtiyaglar1 konusunda daha bilgili ve duyarli olan, yaratici becerileri destekleyebilen
O0gretmenlerin, onlarin egitimlerinde daha etkili olduklari sonucuna ulagmistir. Buna gore
iistlin yetenekli ogrencilerin egitiminde, yaraticiligt destekleme diizeyi yiiksek olan
O0gretmenlerin 6nemli etkileri olabilir.

Alanyazinda sinif Ogretmenlerinin istiin yetenekli G6grencilerin  egitimine iliskin 6z
yeterliklerinin farkli degiskenlerle incelendigi bir¢ok calismaya yer verildigi halde (Akkanat
vd., 2018; Caliskan ve Baloglu, 2023; Dube, 2015; Gilines, 2015; Hansen ve Feldhusen, 1994;
Hemphill, 2009; Ozata, 2022; Yildiz, 2020) sinif gretmenlerinin bu 6grencilerin egitimlerine
iligkin 6z yeterlikleriyle yaraticiliklarini destekleme diizeylerini birlikte inceleyen aragtirmaya
rastlanilmamistir. Oysa arastirma sonuclar1 (Akkas, 2013; Camci-Erdogan, 2014), yaratici
o0grenme deneyimlerinin {istliin yetenekli 6grencilerin potansiyellerini gelistirmede dnemli bir
unsur oldugunu gostermektedir. Arastirmadan elde edilen bulgular 6gretmenlerin iistiin
yetenekli 6grencileri gdzden kagirma riskini azaltabilir ve her 6grencinin ihtiyaglarina uygun
egitim firsatt sunma konusunda fikir verebilir. Boylece iistiin yetenekli Ogrenciler,
potansiyellerini kesfederek toplumsal faydaya doniistirme sansina sahip olabilir. Bu
gerekceyle smif 0gretmenlerinin {istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterlikleri
ile yaraticiligr destekleme diizeyleri arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesinin 6nemli oldugu
diisiiniilmektedir. Bu iligskinin incelenmesi yalnizca kuramsal ac¢idan degil uygulamaya doniik
olarak da onemlidir. Ogretmenlerin 6z yeterlik algilarinin  yiiksek olmasi, sinifta
farklilagtirilmis 6gretim uygulamalarini ve yaratict 6grenme ortamlarini artirmaktadir. Bu da
istiin  yetenekli 6grencilerin potansiyellerini  gergeklestirmelerini  kolaylastirmaktadir
(Kalinowski vd., 2024). Ayrica Ogretmenlerin yaraticithigi destekleyen uygulamalari,
ogrencilerin akademik ve biligsel ¢iktilarinda anlamli artislarla iligkilidir (Vasilopoulos vd.,
2023). Bu nedenle s6z konusu degiskenlerin birlikte ele alinmasi arastirmacilar i¢in iistiin
yeteneklilerin gelisiminde etkili mekanizmalar1 ortaya koyarken egitimciler ve yoneticiler i¢in
profesyonel gelisim programlarini yonlendirmede kanita dayali veriler sunmaktadir (Bereczki
ve Karpati, 2018). Sonug olarak 6gretmen 6z yeterligi ile yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyinin
birlikte degerlendirilmesi hem {istiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitim firsatlarinin esitligine
katkida bulunacak hem de egitim politikalarinin daha kapsayici ve etkili tasarlanmasina zemin
hazirlayacaktir. Bu amag dogrultusunda asagida verilen sorulara yanit aranmaistir:

1. Smif O6gretmenlerinin istiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin egitimine iligkin 6z yeterlik
diizeyleri; demografik 6zelliklerine (cinsiyet, resim veya miizik yeteneginin bulunmasi, Bilim
ve Sanat Merkezlerine aday 6grenci gosterme, destek egitim odasinda egitim verme) gore
farklilasmakta midir?

2. Smif o6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligt destekleme diizeyleri; demografik ozelliklerine
(cinsiyet, resim veya miizik yeteneginin bulunmasi, Bilim ve Sanat Merkezine aday 6grenci
gosterme, destek egitim odasinda egitim verme) gore farklilagsmakta midir?

3. Smuf ogretmenlerinin iistiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterlik
diizeyleri ile yaraticilig1 destekleme diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir iliski var midir?

4. Smif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligir destekleme diizeyleri, {istliin yetenekli 6grencilerin
egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerini yordamakta midir?

2. Yontem

Siif Ogretmenlerinin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterlikleri ile
yaraticiligr destekleme diizeyleri arasindaki iliskiyi ve birbirleriyle etkilesimlerini tespit
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etmeyi amaglayan bu ¢aligmada, nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden betimsel tarama ve iliskisel
model kullanilmistir. Karasar (2005) betimsel tarama modelini giiniimiizde halen yasanan ya
da gecmiste yasanmis bir olayin ¢esitli yonlerden incelenerek durumun betimlenmesi olarak
tanimlamistir. iliskisel tarama modeli ise iki ya da daha fazla degisken arasindaki iliskilerin
olasiligmin incelenmesidir (Fraenkel vd., 2012). Arastirmaci degiskenlere miidahale etmeden
degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin miktarini, yoniinii ve varligim1 aragtirmayi amaglar (Can,
2023; Fraenkel vd., 2012).

2.1. Evren ve Orneklem

Arastirmanin ¢alisma evreni, 2023-2024 egitim Ogretim yilinda Osmaniye’de gorev yapan
sinif O0gretmenlerinden olusmaktadir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemi ise arastirmanin yapildig
egitim 6gretim yili i¢inde Osmaniye ili ve ilgelerinde Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagli resmi
okullarda gdrev yapan Ogretmenler arasindan kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi ile
secilmis toplamda 543 goniillii sinif 6gretmeninden olugmaktadir. Uygun 6rnekleme yontemi
olarak da bilinen bu yontem, ulasilmasi kolay ve yakin olan birimlerin 6rneklem olarak
secildigi yontemdir (Biiyilikoztiirk vd., 2015). G*Power 6rneklem hesaplama aracinda %35 hata
pay1, %95 giiven aralif1 ve orta etki biiytlikliiglinde hesaplama yapilmis ve en az 306 kisiye
ulasilmasi gerektigi hesaplanmistir. Tabachnick ve Fidell (2015) +3 ve -3 sinirmin ug
degerleri belirlemede yaygin olarak kullanildigin1 vurgulamaktadir. Bu dogrultuda z-skorlar1
standardize edilerek +3 ve -3 aralig1 disinda kalan degerler tespit edilmis ve deger araligi
disinda kalan 15 veri toplam veri setinden ¢ikarilmistir. Sinif 6gretmenlerine ait demografik
ozellikler Tablo 1°de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilara Ait Demografik Bilgiler

Degiskenler Grup n %
Cinsiyet Erkek 199 37.7
Kadin 329 62.3
. o . .. Evet 122 23.1
Resim veya Miizik Yetenegi Hayir 406 76.9
Genel Zihinsel Yetenek 212 40.2
Resim veya Miizik 50 9.5
Aday Gosterilen Alan Genel Zihinsel ve Resim Yetenegi 147 27.8
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik Yetenegi 28 53
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim 91 17.2
Destek Egitim Odasinda Evet 54 10.2
Egitim Verme Hayir 474 89.8
Toplam 528 100.0

Tablo 1°de galigmaya katilim gdsteren Ogretmenlere iliskin bazi demografik bilgilere yer
verilmistir. Buna gore caligmaya katilim gosteren Ogretmenlerin 329’unun (%62.3) kadin,
199’unun (%37.7) erkek oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretmenlerin 122’si (%23.1) resim ya da
miizik alaninda yetenekli oldugunu belirtmistir. Ogretmenlerin 212’sinin (%40.2) genel
zihinsel yetenek, 147 sinin (%27.8) genel zihinsel ve resim yetenegi, 50’sinin (%9.5) resim
veya miizik yetenegi, 28’inin (%5.3) genel zihinsel ve miizik alanlarinda aday gosterdigi,
91’inin (%17.2) ise hicbir yetenek alaninda aday gdstermedigi goriilmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin
474’1 (%89.8) destek egitim odasinda egitim vermemistir.

2.2. Veri Toplama Araclan

Arastirmada sinif 6gretmenlerinin; demografik 6zelliklerini tespit etmek amaciyla arastirmact
tarafindan olusturulan “Kisisel Bilgi Formu”, iistiin yetenekli bireylerin egitimine yonelik 6z
yeterliklerini belirlemek i¢in Tortop (2014) tarafindan gelistirilen “Ustiin Yetenekliler
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Egitimine iliskin Oz Yeterlik Olgegi”, 6grencilerin yaraticiliklarini destekleme diizeylerini
belirlemek i¢in Dikici (2013) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanan “Yaraticiligit Destekleyen

~ 29

[Ikdgretim Ogretmenleri Indeksi Olgegi” kullanilmstir.
2.2.1. Kigisel Bilgi Formu

Kisisel bilgi formu arasgtirmaya katilan simif dgretmenlerinin; cinsiyet, resim veya miizik
yetenegi oldugunu belirtme, Bilim ve Sanat Merkezine (BILSEM) aday 6grenci gdsterme ve
destek egitim odasinda egitim verme gibi oOzelliklerin tespit edilmesi ic¢in arastirmaci
tarafindan olusturulmustur. Kisisel bilgi formundaki degiskenler sinif egitimi, 6zel egitim ve
6lgme degerlendirme alan uzmanlar tarafindan incelenmis ve uygun gorilmistiir.

2.2.2. Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine Iliskin Oz Yeterlik Olcegi

Bu olgek, tistiin yeteneklilerin egitimine yonelik hizmet i¢i egitimin etkililiginin arastirilmasi
amactyla Tirkiye’nin farkl illerinden ve farkli branglardan belirlenen kriterleri karsilayan 30
Ogretmenle nitel arastirma modellerinden durum c¢alisma deseni sonucunda elde edilen
verilerden yola ¢ikarak Tortop (2014) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Toplam 26 maddeden olusan
Ol¢cek; “Akademik Yeterlik (3 madde), Mentorlik-Danismanlik (4 madde), Sorumluluk (3
madde), Uygun Kisilik Ozellik (7 madde), Yaraticihig Tesvik Etme (6 madde) ve Ogretimsel
Planlama (3 madde)” olmak iizere toplam alt1 alt boyuta sahiptir. Besli Likert tipinde olan
Olcek “hi¢ katilmiyorum-katilmiyorum-kararsizim-katiliyorum-tamamen katiliyorum” olmak
lizere sirastyla 1-5 arasinda puanlanmaktadir. Oz yeterlik olgegi ve alt faktorlerine ait
giivenirlik diizeylerinin yiiksek (Cronbach Alpha>0.70) oldugu gériilmiistiir. Olgegin toplami
ve alt faktorlerine ait Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayilari su sekildedir: 6l¢egin toplami
0.95, akademik yeterlik boyutu 0.77, mentorliik 0.84, sorumluluk 0.81, uygun kisilik 6zellik
0.93, yaraticilig tesvik etme 0.94 ve 6gretimsel planlama yeterligi 0.84’dir. Bu alt1 faktoriin
toplam Ol¢ek varyansinin %78.1°ini agikladigi belirlenmistir. Faktor 1’in toplam o6lgek
varyansinin %37.56’sin1, Faktor 2’nin toplam 6l¢ek varyansinin %14.92°sini, Faktor 3’iin
toplam 6l¢ek varyansinin %9.39’unu, Faktor 4’iin toplam 6lgek varyansinin %6.85’1ni, Faktor
5’in toplam 6l¢ek varyansinin %5.08’ini ve Faktor 6’nin toplam 6lgek varyansinin %4.30’unu
acikladig: tespit edilmistir.

Bu aragtirma kapsaminda yapilan giivenirlik ¢calismasinda, 6z yeterlik 6l¢geginin toplami ve alt
boyutlarina ait Cronbach Alpha degerleri hesaplanmistir. Buna gore; akademik yeterlik
boyutu 0.77, mentorliik 0.75, sorumluluk 0.78, uygun kisilik 6zellik 0.73, yaraticilig1 tesvik
etme 0.74, ogretimsel planlama yeterligi 0.77 ve 6z yeterlik 6lgeginin toplami 0.86 seklinde
bulunmustur. Buna gore 6lgekten elde edilen puanlarin giivenirliginin yiiksek diizeyde oldugu
sOylenebilir.

2.2.3. Yaraticihg Destekleyen Ilkigretim Ogretmenleri Indeksi Olcegi

Olgek, Dikici (2013) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanirken orijinal adin1 karsilayacak sekilde
Yaraticihgr Destekleyen ilkogretim Ogretmenleri Indeksi Olgegi (YDOIO) seklinde
adlandirilmistir. Yapilan uyarlama ¢alismasi sonucunda dil bilimcilerin 6nerisi dogrultusunda
Olcek orijinalinden farkli olarak begli likert tipinde “hi¢bir zaman-nadiren-bazen-sik sik-her
zaman” seklinde derecelendirilmis ve sirasiyla 1-5 arasinda puanlanmustir. Olgekte
ulagilabilecek en yliksek puanin 225, en diisiik puanin 45 seklinde oldugu ve ters isleyen
maddenin bulunmadigi ifade edilmistir. Tiirk¢e form i¢in yapilan analizler sonucunda 6lgegin
toplam1 ve alt boyutlarina ait Cronbach Alpha giivenirlik katsayilari: 6l¢egin toplami .93,
bagimsizlik .48, biitiinlestirme .66, glidiileme .54, yargilama .64, esneklik .80, degerlendirme
.50, sorgulama .79, firsat verme .56 ve hayal kiriklig1 .73 tlir (Dikici, 2013). Yapilan faktor
analizinde elde edilen sonuglarin 6lgegin 6zgiin halinin yap1 gecerligi ile benzerlik gosterdigi
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ve maddelerin iceriklerine gore faktorlere isim verildigi icin ayni faktor isimlerinin
kullanildig: ifade edilmistir. Olgegin Cronbach Alpha katsay1 degeri .94 olarak bulunmustur.

Bu arastirma kapsaminda yapilan giivenirlik ¢alismasinda, Yaraticilign Destekleyen Ogretmen
Indeksi Olgegi’nin toplam1 ve alt boyutlarina ait Cronbach Alpha degerleri hesaplanmistir.
Buna gore; bagimsizlik .78, biitiinlestirme .76, giidiileme .77, yargilama .76, esneklik .76,
degerlendirme .77, sorgulama .76, firsat verme .76, hayal kiriklig1 .75 ve 6l¢egin toplami .95
seklinde bulunmustur. Buna gore oOlgekten elde edilen puanlarin giivenirliginin yiiksek
diizeyde oldugu sdylenebilir.

2.3. Verilerin Analizi

Calismada elde edilen nicel verilerin analizinde, Oncelikle 6l¢gme aracglarindan elde edilen
puanlarin dagilimi incelenerek normallik varsayimi test edilmistir. Betimsel istatistikler
(ortalama, standart sapma, carpiklik ve basiklik) bu dogrultuda degerlendirilmis ve dagilimin
normal olup olmadig1 belirlenmistir. Tablo 2’de ¢aligmaya katilim gosteren 6gretmenlerin
Olceklere vermis olduklar1 cevaplarin betimleyici istatistikleri sunulmus ve normallik
dagilimlari incelenmistir.

Tablo 2. Bagimli Degiskenlere Ait Betimsel Degerler

Degisken n Min. Maks. Ortalama Ss  Carpiklik Basiklik

Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine iliskin Oz Yeterlik Ol¢egi
Akademik Yeterlik 528 3 15 9.12 2.79 -.051 -.325
Mentorlik 528 4 20 12.73 3.99 -.253 -426
Sorumluluk 528 3 15 9.59 2.71 -.169 -.152
Uygun Kisilik Ozellik 528 12 35 27.85 4.71 -453 -.058
Yaraticilig1 Tesvik Etme 528 12 30 23.97 4.03 -.239 -.502
Ogretimsel Planlama 528 3 15 10.66 2.74 -.281 -.340
Toplam Oz Yeterlik 528 49 130 93.91 16.62 -.069 -315

Yaraticilign Destekleyen [lkdgretim Ogretmenleri indeksi Olgegi
Bagimsizlik 528 4 10 8.57 1.29 -.581 -.116
Biitiinlestirme 528 10 20 17.49 2.38 -.683 =327
Giidiileme 528 7 15 13.26 1.80 -.770 -.114
Yargilama 528 8 20 16.78 2.39 -.368 -.339
Esneklik 528 11 20 17.40 2.36 -.539 -512
Degerlendirme 528 8 15 12.99 1.80 -.508 -497
Sorgulama 528 11 20 17.69 2.27 -.670 -.389
Firsat Verme 528 11 20 17.79 2.20 -.785 -.021
Hayal Kiriklig 528 13 25 22.30 2.86 -.801 -.107
Toplam Yaraticilign Destekleme 528 94 165 14426  16.66 -.706 -.014

Ogretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli dgrencilerin egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri ile yaraticilig
destekleme diizeyleri Tablo 2’de incelendiginde, verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigi tespit
edilmistir. Elde edilen ¢arpiklik ve basiklik katsayilari +3 ile -3 deger araligindadir (Newell
ve Hancock, 1984). Bu baglamda verilerin analizi sirasinda parametrik testlerden
yararlamlmustir. Iki bagimsiz degisken igin ¢ testi, ikiden fazla bagimsiz degisken igin
ANOVA uygulanmistir. ANOVA’da anlamli sonuca ulagilmasi durumunda ise Post-Hoc
testlerinden Orneklem sayisi esit olmadigi ve varyanslarin homojen dagilmasi sebebiyle
Bonferroni kullanilmustir. Iki siirekli degiskenin incelenmesi durumunda Pearson Korelasyon
analizi ve degiskenler arasindaki iliskiler i¢in Regresyon analizi kullanilmistir. Degiskenler
arasindaki korelasyon katsayilart 0.70-1.00 arasi yiiksek, 0.70-0.30 arasi orta ve 0.30-0.00
arast disiik diizeyde iliski oldugunu gostermektedir (Biiytlikoztirk, 2020, s. 32). Yapilan
analizlerde anlamlilik derecesi p<0.05 olarak ele alinmigtir. Etki biiytkliiklerinin
degerlendirilmesinde Cohen (1988): kiigiik= 0.20, orta=~ 0.50, biiyiik~ 0.80 dikkate alinmustir.
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3. Bulgular

Bu boliimde smif 6gretmenlerinden Olgekler araciligiyla elde edilen verilerin istatistiksel
analizlerine ait bulgular arastirma sorulari siralamasina gore verilmistir.

Simf Ogretmenlerinin cinsiyete gore Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine iliskin Oz Yeterlik
Olgegi’nin toplami ve alt boyutlarina iligkin anlamli farklilik bulunup bulunmadigini tespit
etmek i¢in z-testi yapilmig ve sonuglar Tablo 3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Sinif Osretmenlerinin Cinsiyete Gore Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine Yonelik Oz Yeterliklerine
lliskin t-Testi Sonuclari

Boyutlar Cinsiyet n Ort. Ss Sd t p Cohen’s d

. ) Erkek 199 9.37 2.78
Akademik Yeterlik Kadim 329 2,96 579 526 1.609 .108 15

. Erkek 199 13.29 3.82
Mentorliik Kadn 329 1238 406 526 2548 011 23

Erkek 199 9.48 2.65
Sorumluluk Kadm 329 9.66 275 526 -736 462 .07

e o Erkek 199  28.40 4.39 %
Uygun Kisilik Ozellik Kadin 379 275 436 526  2.087 .037 .19

- . Erkek 199  24.14 4.04
Yaraticiligi Tesvik Etme Kadm 329 2387 403 526 727 468 .07

w Erkek 199 10.82 2.76
Ogretimsel Planlama Kadim 329 10.55 273 526 1.101 272 .10

" . Erkek 199 9550  15.88
Toplam Oz Yeterlik Kadm 329 92.95 17.00 526  1.709  .088 15

*p <.05

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin cinsiyetlerine gore lstlin yeteneklilerin egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlik
diizeyleri incelendiginde, mentorliik ve uygun kisilik ozellikleri alt boyutlarinda anlaml
farkliliklar bulunmustur. Mentorliik boyutunda erkek oOgretmenlerin kadin 6gretmenlere
kiyasla anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek puanlara sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir #s26) = 2.55; p =
.011; d = 0.23. Bu fark kiiciik diizeyde bir etki biiyilikliigiine sahiptir. Uygun kisilik 6zellikleri
boyutunda da benzer sekilde erkek 6gretmenlerin kadin 6gretmenlerden anlamli bigimde daha
yiiksek puan aldigir bulunmustur #s) = 2.09; p = .037; d = 0.19. Bu farklilik da kiigiik
diizeyde bir etki biiyilikliiglinii gostermektedir. Bir diger deyisle mentorliik ve uygun kisilik
ozellik konusunda erkek Ogretmenlerin {stiin yeteneklilerin egitimine yonelik 0z
yeterliklerinin kadin 6gretmenlere gore daha yiiksek oldugu soylenebilir.

Siif 6gretmenlerinin cinsiyete gore yaraticilifi destekleme Olgeginin toplami ve alt
boyutlarina iliskin anlamli farklilik bulunup bulunmadigini tespit etmek icin 7 testi yapilmis
ve sonuglar Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4. Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Cinsiyete Gore Yaraticihgr Destekleme Diizeylerine Iliskin t-Testi
Sonuclart

Boyutlar Cinsiyet n Ort. Ss Sd t p Cohen’s d

- Erkek 199 8.48 1.30
Bagimsizlik Kadim 329 362 198 526 -1.235 218 -.11

e . Erkek 199 17.24 2.40
Biitiinlestirme Kadm 329 1764 736 526 -1.901 .058 -.17

1 Erkek 199 13.15 1.80
Giidiileme Kadin 329 13.33 1.79 526 -1.150 251 -.10

Erkek 199 16.55 2.53
Yargilama Kadm 329 16.92 230 526 -1.727  .085 -.15

190



Aslan ve Tiimkaya PAUEFD, 66, 183-208 [2026]

Tablo 4. Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Cinsiyete Gore Yaraticiligi Destekleme Diizeylerine Iliskin t-Testi
Sonucglart (devami)

Boyutlar Cinsiyet N Ort. Ss Sd t p Cohen’s d

) Erkek 199 17.35 2.38
Esneklik Kadm 329 17.43 235 526 -415 678 -.03

- . Erkek 199 12.90 1.83
Degerlendirme Kadim 379 13.04 1.79 526 -.814 416 -.08

Erkek 199 17.68 2.23
Sorgulama Kadm 379 17.69 299 526  -.057 955 .00

Erkek 199 17.73 2.15
Firsat Verme Kadim 379 17.82 293 526 -.441 .660 -.04

- Erkek 199 22.18 291
Hayal Kiriklig1 Kadim 329 2738 584 526 -.793 428 -.07

Toplam Yaraticilig Erkek 199 143.25 16.93

Destekleme Kadm 329 14487 1650 20 1087 278 10

*p <.05

Tablo 4’teki bulgulara gore, 6gretmenlerin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri (¢i526) = —1.09; p
=.278; d =-0.10) tiim boyutlarda cinsiyete gére anlamli bir farklilik gostermemistir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin resim veya miizige yeteneklerinin oldugunu belirtenlerin degiskenine
gore Ustiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6lgegin toplami ve alt boyutlarina iliskin anlaml
farklilik bulunup bulunmadigini tespit etmek icin ¢ testi yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 5’te
sunulmustur.

Tablo 5. Suuf Ogretmenlerininﬁesim veya Miizik Yeteneklerinin Oldugunu Belirtmesine Gore Ustiin
Yetenekliler Egitimine Yonelik Oz Yeterliklerine lliskin t Testi Sonuglart

Boyutlar Yngllek n Ort. Ss Sd t p Coha?n’s
Akademik Yeterlik ;:;fr 41“2)2 18%2‘2 ;:gi 526 4121 .000% .43
Mentérlitk g:;tr iéé }‘2‘:;‘0‘ g:gg 526 4.546 .000% .47
Sorumluluk g:;fr 41“2)2 1994055 ;:32 526 2.146  .032% 22
Uygun Kisilik Ozellik g:;tr 41132 ;2:23 jzig 526 4137 .000% 43
R I
Ogretimsel Planlama g:;tr iéé }(1):31471 ;3; 526 3309 .001* .34
Toplam Oz Yeterlik P};J:;tr iéé 19020.6080 igéi 526 4.707 .000%* 49
*p < .05

Tablo 5’teki sonuglara gore, tiim boyutlarda istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar
bulunmustur (p < .05). Analizler, resim veya mizige yetenegi oldugunu belirten
ogretmenlerin diger 0gretmen grubuna kiyasla daha yiiksek puanlar aldigini gostermektedir:
Akademik yeterlik, #526)=4.12, p <.001, d = 0.43; mentorlik, #s2) = 4.55, p <.001, d = 0.47;
sorumluluk, #s26) = 2.15, p = .032, d = 0.22; uygun kisilik ozellikleri, #s26)= 4.14, p <.001, d
= 0.43; yaraticilig1 tesvik etme, #s26) = 3.40, p = .001, d = 0.35; 6gretimsel planlama, #s526) =
3.31, p =.001, d = 0.34; ve toplam 6z yeterlik, #s26) = 4.71, p < .001, d = 0.49. Genel olarak
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bu bulgular, resim veya miizige yetenegi oldugunu belirten Ogretmenlerin 6z yeterlik
diizeylerinin diger 6gretmenlere gore daha yiiksek oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin resim veya miizige yeteneklerinin oldugunu belirtenlerin degiskenine
gore yaraticiligr destekleme Olgeginin toplami ve alt boyutlarina iligkin anlamli farklilik
bulunup bulunmadigini tespit etmek icin # testi yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Resim veya Miizik Yeteneklerinin Oldugunu Belirtmesine Gére
Yaraticthigr Destekleme Diizeylerine Iliskin t- Testi Sonuglari

Ozel Cohen’s
Boyutlar Yetenek n Ort. Ss Sd t P J
Bagimsizlik Evet 122 8.85 1.28 526 2.818 .005%* 29

Hayir 406 8.48 1.28

- . Evet 122 17.80 2.15
Biitiinlestirme Hayir 406 17.40 544 526 1.625 .105 A7

g Evet 122 13.48 1.70
Giidiileme Hayir 406 13.19 1.82 526 1.560 119 .16

Evet 122 17.16 2.18 «
Yargilama Hayir 406 16.67 544 526 1.993 .047 21

. Evet 122 1791 2.02 %
Esneklik Hayir 406 1725 )43 526 2.732 .007 28

o . Evet 122 13.25 1.53
Degerlendirme Hayir 406 1291 1.87 526 1.814 .070 19

Evet 122 18.33 1.81 N
Sorgulama Hayir 406 17.49 236 526 3.605 .000 38

Evet 122 18.33 1.87 %
Firsat Verme Hayir 406 17.63 296 526 3.121 .002 32

- Evet 122 2293 2.37 «
Hayal Kiriklig1 Hayir 406 2012 297 526 2.758 .006 .29

Toplam Yaraticilig1 Evet 122 148.02 14.00

%k
Destekleme Hayr 406 14313 1724 20 2865 004 30

*p <.05

Tablo 6’daki sonuglara gore, 0gretmenlerin yaraticilifi destekleme diizeyleri resim veya
miizige yetenek durumlarina gore incelenmistir. Analizler, bazi alt boyutlarda anlamli
farkliliklar oldugunu gostermektedir: Bagimsizlik, #s26) = 2.82, p = .005, d = 0.29; yargilama,
tis260 = 1.99, p = .047, d = 0.21; esneklik, 526 = 2.73, p = .007, d = 0.28; sorgulama, #526) =
3.61, p <.001, d = 0.38; firsat verme, #526) = 3.12, p = .002, d = 0.32; hayal kiriklig1, #526) =
2.76, p = .006, d = 0.29 ve toplam yaraticilig1 destekleme puani, #s26 = 2.87, p = .004, d =
0.30. Buna karsin biitlinlestirme (#s26) = 1.63, p = .105), giidiileme (#526) = 1.56, p = .119) ve
degerlendirme (¢(526) = 1.81, p = .070) alt boyutlarinda anlamli farklilik bulunmamaistir. Genel
olarak, resim veya miizige yetenegi oldugunu belirten Ogretmenler Ozellikle bazi alt
boyutlarda daha yiiksek yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyine sahiptir.

Sinif Ogretmenlerinin daha once BILSEM’e aday gosterme degiskenine gdére Ustiin
Yetenekliler Egitimine Iliskin Oz Yeterlik Olgegi’nin toplami ve alt boyutlarinda anlamli
farklilik bulunup bulunmadigini tespit etmek igin tek yonli ANOVA testi yapilmis ve
sonuclar Tablo 7’de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 7. Suuf Og'r"etmenlerinin Og’ljencileri BILSEM’e Aday Gostermesine Gore Ustiin Yetenekliler
Egitimine Yonelik Oz Yeterliklerine lliskin ANOVA Sonuglart

Boyutlar  Aday Gosterilen Yetenek Tiirleri  » Ort. Ss  F 523 p n2  Fark
Genel Zihinsel® 212 9.18 2.67
Akademik Resirp veya Mﬁzikb. 50 8.96 2.77 a>e
Yeterlik Genel Z.1h.1nse1 ve Resqnc 147 939 2.77 5.865 .000* .04 c>e
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 10.71 242 d>e
Hi¢ Aday Gostermedim® 91 8.11 295
Genel Zihinsel® 212 1291 3.78
Resim veya Miizik® 50 12.54 4.20 a>e
Mentorliik Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 1292 3.93 5480 .000* .04 c>e
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 15.07 3.75 d>e
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 1136 4.14
Genel Zihinsel® 212 950 2.58
Resim veya Miizik® 50 9.38 2.86
Sorumluluk Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 954 273 972 422 01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 10.50 2.82 '
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 9.70 2.85
Genel Zihinsel® 212 27.80 4.54
Uygun Resim veya Miizik® 50 27.14 5.16
Kisilik Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 2826 4.79 2995 018" .02 d>e
Ozellik Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik¢ 28 30.14 4.71
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 27.01 4.48
Genel Zihinsel? 212 2378 3.92
Yaraticilig Resim veya Ml'izikb. 50 24.46 3.99
Tesvik Etme Genel Z.1h.1nsel ve Remmc 147 2416 4.0 2324 .056 02
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 25.71 443
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 2331 4.11
Genel Zihinsel? 212 10.74 2.51
Ogretimsel Resim veya Ml'izikb. 50 10.90 2.78
Planlama Genel Z'1h'1nsel ve Remmc 147 10.52 2.92 2.449 .045* .02 d>e
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 11.89 2.78
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 10.15 2.84
Genel Zihinsel? 212 9392 15.70
Toplam Oz Resim veya Ml'izikb. 50 93.38 17.19 d>a
Yeterlik Genel Z'1h'1nsel ve Res1m° 147 94.79 17.14 4317 .002* .03 Ie
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 104.04 17.83
Hi¢ Aday Gostermedim® 91 89.65 15.95
*p <.05

Sinif gretmenlerinin  dgrencileri BILSEM’e aday gosterme durumlarina gore {istiin
yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlik diizeyleri incelendiginde; akademik yeterlik (F4, 523)
= 5.87; p < .001; n*> = .04), mentorlik Fa, 523y = 5.48; p < .001; n* = .04), uygun kisilik
ozellikleri (F4, 523y = 2.99; p = .018; n?> = .02), 6gretimsel planlama (F, 523y = 2.45; p = .045;
n?> = .02) ve toplam 6z yeterlik puanlar1 (Fu, 523y = 4.32; p = .002; n* = .03) agisindan
istatistiksel olarak anlamli farkliliklar saptanmistir. Bu tablodaki sonuglar Cohen’in (1988)
simiflamasina gore kiiclik ile orta arasinda etki biiytikliiklerini igaret etmektedir. Anlamli
bulunan bu farklarin hangi gruplar arasinda oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Bonferroni
coklu karsilagtirma testine gore akademik yeterlik ve mentdrlilk boyutlarinda genel zihinsel
yetenek, genel zihinsel-resim yetenegi ve genel zihinsel-miizik yetenegi alanlarinda aday
gosteren Ogretmenlerin, hi¢ aday gostermemis Ogretmenlere gore anlamli diizeyde daha
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yiksek 0z yeterlik puanlarina sahip olduklar1 gorilmistir. Uygun kisilik ozellikleri ve
Ogretimsel planlama boyutlarinda ise yalnizca genel zihinsel-miizik yetenegi alaninda aday
gosteren 6gretmenlerin, hi¢ aday gostermeyen Ogretmenlere kiyasla daha yiiksek puanlara
sahip olduklar1 belirlenmistir. Toplam 6z yeterlik puani agisindan ise genel zihinsel-miizik
alaninda aday gosteren Ogretmenlerin hem yalnizca genel zihinsel alanda aday gdsteren
ogretmenlerden hem de hi¢ aday gostermeyen 6gretmenlerden anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek
0z yeterlik puanlarma sahip olduklar1 tespit edilmistir. Bu bulgular, aday gosterme
deneyiminin ve Ozellikle ¢oklu yetenek alanlarinda (6r. genel zihinsel ve miizik) aday
gosterme durumunun 6gretmenlerin 6z yeterlik diizeylerini olumlu yonde etkileyebilecegini
gostermektedir.

Smif dgretmenlerinin daha &nce BILSEM’e aday &grenci gosterme degiskenine gore
yaraticiligl destekleme Slgeginin toplami ve alt boyutlarina iliskin anlamli farklilik bulunup
bulunmadigini tespit etmek i¢in tek yonli ANOVA testi yapilmig ve sonuglar Tablo 8’de
sunulmustur.

Tablo 8. Sunf Osretmenlerinin BILSEM’e Aday Gostermesine Gore Yaraticiligi Destekleme
Diizeylerine lliskin ANOVA Sonuglar

Boyutlar Aday Gosterilen Yetenek Tiirleri  n Ort. Ss F 1523 p n

Genel Zihinsel® 212 850 1.28
Resim veya Miizik® 50 8.60 1.40
Bagimsizlik Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 8.69 1.23 1.066 372 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 882 1.36
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 843 130
Genel Zihinsel® 212 1729 2.51
Resim veya Miizik® 50 17.58 2.39
Biitiinlestirme Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 17.75 227 1.788 130 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik¢ 28 1825 1.65
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 1724 239
Genel Zihinsel® 212 1318 1.90
Resim veya Miizik® 50 13.28 2.02
Giudiileme Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 1343 1.60 1.046 .383 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28  13.64 1.37
Hi¢ Aday Gostermedim® 91 13.05 1.82
Genel Zihinsel® 212 16.69 243
Resim veya Miizik® 50 17.24 2.45
Yargilama Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 16.72 229 822511 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 1721 213
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 16.68 2.52
Genel Zihinsel® 212 17.36 243
Resim veya Miizik® 50 17.14 2.59
Esneklik Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 17.58 2.19 .730 572 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik¢ 28 17.82 2.16
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 17.22 239
Genel Zihinsel? 212 13.01 1.82
Resim veya Miizik® 50 1290 1.99
Degerlendirme Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 13.14 1.70 1.069 371 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik¢ 28 13.14 1.74
Hi¢ Aday Gostermedim® 91 12.67 1.84
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Tablo 8. Sunf Ogretmenlerinin BILSEM’e Aday Gostermesine Gore Yaraticiligi Destekleme
Diizeylerine Iliskin ANOVA Sonuglart (devami)

Boyutlar Aday Gosterilen Yetenek Tiirleri  n Ort. Ss F 4523 p n
Genel Zihinsel® 212 17.64 231
Resim veya Miizik® 50 17.44 219
Sorgulama Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 17.86 2.22 1.032 390 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 18.25 2.12
Hi¢ Aday Gostermedim® 91 1747 233
Genel Zihinsel® 212 17.70 2.25
Resim veya Miizik® 50 17.78 222
Firsat Verme Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 1794 2.12 1.311 .265 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 1850 1.71
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 17.53 2.29
Genel Zihinsel® 212 2229 292
Resim veya Miizik® 50 22.16 294
Hayal Kiriklig: Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 2250 2.73 1.257 286 .01
Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 23.07 221
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 21.86 3.06
Genel Zihinsel® 212 143.67 17.06
Toplam Resim veya Miizik® 50 144.12 17.59
Yaraticiligi Genel Zihinsel ve Resim® 147 145.61 15.47 1.174 321 .01
Destekleme Genel Zihinsel ve Miizik? 28 148.71 13.36
Hi¢c Aday Gostermedim® 91 142.15 17.8
*p <.05

Tablo 8’deki istatistiki sonuglara gore Ogretmenlerin yaraticiligr destekleme diizeylerinin
BILSEM’e aday gosterme durumlarina gore istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik

olusturmadi@1 sonucuna ulagilmistir (p > .05).

Smif oOgretmenlerinin destek egitim odasinda egitim verme degiskenine gore iistiin
yetenekliler egitimine yonelik Ol¢egin toplami ve alt boyutlarma iliskin anlamli farklilik
bulunup bulunmadigin1 tespit etmek icin ¢ testi yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 9°da sunulmustur.

Tablo 9. Sinif Ogretmenlerinin Destek Egitim Odasinda Egitim Vermesine Gore Ustiin Yetenekliler

Egitimine Yonelik Oz Yeterliklerine Iligkin t- Testi Sonuclar

Boyutlar Deﬁ%}i‘?ﬁf};ﬂiismda Ort. Ss Sd ; » Coh;n’s
Yo et SO 2Z6 o0 o o g
Mentérlik g;;fr 45;44 B:Zg ggg 526 5700 .000% 82
Sorumluluk ﬁ;’yefr oy ool 2% 56 2244 25t 32
ST et BN AU G gy g0r
}{2;33531%; P]ifyefr 45;44 3235 i:gé 526 3512 .000% .50
1?1536122;%1 Hovn ek Y s6 412 000f 60
Votin e SSRGS e m
*p <.05
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Tablo 9’daki sonuglara gore, sinif 6gretmenlerinin okullarinda destek egitim odasinda egitim
verme durumlarma gore istiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlik diizeyleri
incelendiginde, tiim alt boyutlarda ve toplam 06z yeterlik puaninda anlamli farkliliklar
bulunmustur (p < .05). Destek egitim odasinda egitim veren 6gretmenler, akademik yeterlik
(t526) = 5.93, p < .001, d = 0.85), mentorliik (¢526) = 5.70, p < .001, d = 0.82), sorumluluk
(t526) = 2.24, p = .025, d = 0.32), uygun kisilik 6zellikleri (¢526) = 4.92, p < .001, d = 0.71),
yaraticiligi tesvik etme (¢526) = 3.51, p < .001, d = 0.50), 6gretimsel planlama (¢526) = 4.18, p
<.001, d = 0.60) ve toplam 6z yeterlik (¢526) = 5.71, p < .001, d = 0.82) boyutlarinda anlamli
olarak daha yiiksek puan almistir. Genel olarak bu bulgular destek egitim odasinda gorev alan
Ogretmenlerin {istlin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6z yeterliklerinin, egitim vermeyen
Ogretmenlere kiyasla daha yiiksek diizeyde oldugunu ve bu farklarin ¢ogunun orta ile biiyiik
etki biiytikliigiinde oldugunu gostermektedir.

Siif Sgretmenlerinin destek egitim odasinda egitim verme degiskenine gore yaraticiligi
destekleme oOlgeginin toplami ve alt boyutlarina iliskin anlamli farklilik  bulunup
bulunmadigini tespit etmek i¢in # testi yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 10’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 10. Swuuf Ogretmenlerinin Destek Egitim Odasinda Egitim Vermesine Gore Yaraticiligi
Destekleme Diizeylerine Iliskin t- Testi Sonuglart

Boyutlar Deggii]fn%it\l}gn?lgam n Ort. Ss Sd t p Cohac;:n s
Bagimsizlik IEaV;tr 45744 2:2; 1:33 526 2.061 .040* .30
Biitiinlestirme IE:;; 45744 i;ig %g; 526 1184 237 17
Giidiileme IE:yeltr 45744 g:gi 122(7) 526 870 385 .12
Yargilama Iif;tr 45744 }éif %jg 526 1864 063 .27
Esneklik IE:yeltr 45744 i;:gj ;:gg 526 1.728 .085 .25
Degerlendirme IE;;:r 45744 ng igi 526 2.054 .040% .30
Sorgulama IE:;; 45744 igg ;;g 526 1.583 .114 .23
Firsat Verme }l;:;/;tr 45744 }gij ;?; 526 1.601 .110 23
Hayal Kiriklig1 }]?;’;tr 45744 gg;g ;:gg 526 1.085 278 .15
R N
*p < 05

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin destek egitim odasinda egitim verme durumlarma gore yaraticilig
destekleme diizeyleri karsilastirildiginda bagimsizlik, #s2) = 2.06, p = .040, d = 0.30 ve
degerlendirme, #526) = 2.05, p = .040, d = 0.30 alt boyutlarinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml
farkliliklar oldugu goriilmistiir. Her iki boyutta da destek egitim odasinda goérev yapan
Oogretmenlerin puan ortalamalari, bu birimde gorev yapmayan Ogretmenlere gore daha
yiiksektir. Etki biiyiikliikleri her iki boyutta da kiiclik diizeydedir. Diger yaraticiligt
destekleme boyutlarinda ve toplam puanda anlamli fark saptanmamistir (p > .05). Bu
sonuglar, yalnizca bazi yaraticilik bilesenlerinde destek egitim odasinda goérev almanin
ogretmen yeterligini olumlu yonde etkileyebilecegini gostermektedir.
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Sinif dgretmenlerinin “Yaraticiligi Destekleme” ile “Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine iliskin Oz
Yeterlik” oOl¢eklerinin toplami1 ve alt boyutlarima iligkin anlamli bir iligkinin bulunup
bulunmadigi Pearson Korelasyon analizi ile incelenmis ve sonuglar Tablo 11’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 11. Simf Oégretmenlerinin Yaraticihigr Destekleme Diizeyleri ile Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine
Yonelik Oz Yeterlikleri Arasindaki lliskinin Korelasyon Analizi Sonuglar

Degisken 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Bagimsizlik
2. Biitiinlestirme 27x* -
3. Gudiileme J32%% 2 1** —
4. Yargilama 25%%  D3FE 1 QFE -
5. Esneklik S2Fk - ATEE L ADEE L A3EE -
6. Degerlendirme S4FE 4ok Ek 3QRE - ATEE A4x* -
7. Sorgulama A5%% 0¥k De¥E 35Kk FwEk F4wk —
8. Firsat Verme SUEF A1** 0 36¥*  40%*  39%*  30%*  30%**
9. Hayal Kirikligi SUEF 41** 0 38%*F  40%*  38**  30**  38¥*
10. Toplam Yaraticilifn Destekleme 23%k 0 24%x 2%k S51*k 50%*  3T7**F A6**

**g <.01 (2-y0nlii); l-Akqglemik Yeterlik, 2-Mentorliik, 3-Sorumluluk, 4-Uygun Kisilik Ozellik, 5-Yaraticilig1 Tesvik Etme,
6-Ogretimsel Planlama, 7-Oz Yeterlik

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligl destekleme diizeyleri ile iistiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik
0z yeterlik algilar1 arasindaki iligkiyi belirlemek amaciyla yapilan Pearson korelasyon analizi
sonuclarina gore toplam yaraticiligi destekleme puani ile toplam 6z yeterlik puani arasinda
pozitif yonlii ve orta diizeyde anlamli bir iliski bulunmustur (» = .46; p < .01). Ayrica
yaraticilig1 destekleme 6l¢eginin tiim alt boyutlar ile {istiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6z
yeterlige iliskin tiim alt boyutlar arasinda da pozitif yonlii ve anlaml iliskiler saptanmistir (p
< .01). Korelasyon katsayilar1 incelendiginde, bu iliskilerin cogunlukla kiiciik ile orta diizey
arasinda degistigi goriilmektedir. Bu bulgular Ogretmenlerin yaraticilifi destekleme
egilimlerinin, Ustiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlik diizeyleri ile tutarli bicimde
arttigin1 gostermektedir.

Regresyon analizinin 6n kosullarindan olan VIF degeri 1.0 ile 10’un arasinda oldugu tespit
edilmistir (Alpar, 2016). Ayrica regresyonun standartlagtirilmis artiklari normal dagilim
gosterdigi goriilmiistiir. Ogretmenlerin yaraticilig1 destekleme diizeylerinin {istiin yetenekliler
egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerini yordama durumunu tespit etmek amaciyla basit dogrusal
regresyon analizi yapilmis ve Tablo 12’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 12. Ogretmenlerin Yaraticihk Destekleme Diizeylerinin Ustiin Yetenekliler Egitimine Yonelik
Oz Yeterliklerini Yordamasina Iliskin Regresyon Analizi Sonuglar

. - Coklu Baglanti
0 .
Model B Standar 5 ) » %95 Gliven Araligi istatistikler

t Hata Alt Smr Ust Smir ~ Tolerance VIF
Sabit 27.777 5.607 4954 .000 6.763 38.792
Toplam
Yaraticilik 458 .039 460 11.873 .000 383 534 1.00 1.00
Destek
R=.460 R=211 F526=140.980 p<.01

Tablo 12°de 6gretmenlerin yaraticilii destekleme diizeylerinin iistiin yetenekliler egitimine
iliskin 6z yeterliklerini etkileyip etkilemediginin incelenmesi sonucunda yaraticilig
destekleme diizeyinin 6z yeterligi etkiledigi bulgusuna ulagilmistir (p < 0.01). Buna gore
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Ogretmenlerin istiin yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerinin yaklasik % 21’ini
yaraticilig1 destekleme diizeyleri yordamaktadir (F(1, s26) = 140.98; p <.01; R = .46; R* = .21).

4. Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Aragtirmada, smif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri ile iistiin yetenekliler
egitimine iliskin 0z yeterlikleri arasinda pozitif ve orta diizeyde bir iliski saptanmistir.
Regresyon analizi, Ogretmenlerin 06z yeterliginin  %?21’inin yaraticiligr  destekleme
diizeyleriyle aciklandigini gostermistir. Ayrica baz1 demografik degiskenlerde 6gretmenlerin
istiin yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerinde ve yaraticihi@i destekleme
diizeylerinde anlamli farkliliklar oldugu bulunmustur.

Aragtirmada tistlin yeteneklilerin egitiminde erkek simif Ogretmenlerinin 6z yeterliklerinin
kadinlara gore mentorliik ve uygun kisilik 6zellik bakimindan daha yiiksek oldugu
bulunmustur. Bu durum toplumda erkek 6gretmenlerin otoriter, lider veya rehber (mentor)
roliinii Uistlenmesi gerektigine dair yaygin bir inangtan, calismanin 6rneklemini olusturan
bolgenin kiiltiirel 6zelliklerinden kaynaklaniyor olabilir. Cilinkii Ayvaci ve Durmus (2025),
proje iiretme siireglerinde 6grencilerin bilimsel aragtirma ve veri analizi konusunda 6gretmen
rehberligine ihtiya¢ duyduklarini, ayrica danisman 6gretmenlerin akademik destek almalarinin
siirecin bagarisin1  artirdigini  vurgulamistir. Bek (2007) arastirmasinda, kadin ve erkek
ogretmenlere atfedilen rollerin farklilik gdsterebilecegini ifade etmistir. Ayrica Mcgrath ve
Sinclair (2013) arastirmalarinda ilkokulda gorev yapan erkek dgretmenlerin 6grencileri igin
iyl birer rol model olduklarini, baba figiiriinii yansittiklarin1 ve c¢ocuklarin becerilerini
gelistirme konusunda Ogrencileri ile daha rahat iletisim kurduklar1 sonucuna ulagmistir. Bu
bulgularin erkek Ogretmenlerin 6grencilerine mentorlilk yapma hususunda uygun kisilik
ozelligine sahip olduklar1 sonucunu destekledigi sOylenebilir. Sinif 6gretmenlerinin iistiin
yeteneklilerin egitiminde kisilik ozelligi bakimindan erkek ogretmenler lehine anlamli
farkliliklarin bulundugu seklinde arastirma bulgularini destekleyen baska arastirma sonuglari
da bulunmaktadir (Aslan ve Yurtal, 2023; Girgin ve Sahin, 2019). Ancak Abanoz’un (2021)
arastirmasinda mentorliik alt boyutunda elde ettigi kadin sinif 6gretmenlerinin erkeklerden
daha yeterli oldugu sonucunun arastirma bulgular1 ile Ortligmedigi goriilmektedir. Smif
ogretmenlerinin istiin yeteneklilerin egitiminde cinsiyet degiskeni bakimindan o6lcegin
toplamu ile diger alt boyutlarinda anlamli farkliliga rastlanmamistir. Genel olarak alanyazinda
ogretmenlerin stiin yeteneklilerin egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlik diizeyleri ile cinsiyet
degiskeni arasinda anlamli farklilik olmadig1 yoniinde ¢ok sayida ¢alismanin bulundugu tespit
edilmistir (Giines, 2015; Karademir-Unlii, 2019; Liu ve Waller, 2018; Uzun vd., 2010).
Arastirmada benzer sonuglar elde eden Ozata (2022) bu durumu erkek ve kadmn 6gretmenlerin
benzer inang gelistirmeleriyle agiklarken Karademir-Unlii (2019) cinsiyetlerine bagh
olmaksizin biitiin 6gretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli 6grencileri 6zelliklerine uygun sekilde
yetistirme ¢abasinda olmalarina baglamaktadir. Arastirmada 6lgegin diger alt boyutlarinda
anlamlh farkliliga ulagilmamasinin nedenleri 6gretmenlik mesleginin ortak gorev tanim ve
sorumlulugunun cinsiyet ayrimi gozetmeksizin yiiriitilmesinden, Ogretmen yetistirme
programlarinin her iki cinsiyete de benzer bi¢imde yetkinlik kazandiriyor olmasindan
kaynaklaniyor olabilir.

Smif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticilifi destekleme diizeylerinin cinsiyetlerine gore istatistiksel
olarak anlamli bir farklilik olusturmadigi sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bu durum, dgretmenlerin
yaraticiliglr destekleme diizeylerinin cinsiyetlerine bagli olmadigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Alanyazin incelendiginde, bulgularimizla Ortlisen arastirmalara rastlandigi goriilmektedir
(Inel-Ekici, 2016; Kaya, 2018; Leylak ve Say, 2021; Pehlivan, 2019; Yousaf ve Ghayas,
2015). Arastirma sonuglarindan yola ¢ikarak yaraticiligi destekleyen davraniglarin cinsiyet
degiskeninden bagimsiz oldugu ve Ogretmenin arastirmalar yaparak kendini gelistirmesiyle
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ilgili bir durum oldugu sdylenebilir. Alanyazinda bulgularimizla ortiismeyen arastirmalar da
bulunmaktadir (Giilel, 2006; Kiris¢i ve Sarikaya, 2023). Arastirma bulgularimizdan farkli
sonuglara ulagilmasma o6rneklem grubu ve sayisi, kullanilan 6lgeklerin farkli olmasi gibi
durumlar neden olmus olabilir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin stiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik 6z yeterlikleri resim veya miizik
yetenegi oldugunu belirtme degiskenine gore incelendiginde; dlgegin tiim boyutlarinda resim
veya miizik alaninda yetenegi oldugunu belirten 6gretmenlerin puan ortalamalarinin diger
O0gretmen grubunun puan ortalamalarindan yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur. Gardner’in (1983)
coklu zeka kuramina gore, bireyler miizik, resim gibi farkli alanlarda {istiin yetenekli olabilir.
Sanatla ilgilenen 6gretmenler bu farkliliklara daha duyarli olabilir ve bu da onlarin 6z
yeterliklerini artirabilir. Bandura (1997), bireyin ge¢cmis basarilarinin ve kisisel yeterlik
deneyimlerinin 6z yeterlik algisin1 giiclendirdigini vurgular. Resim, miizik gibi sanat
alanlarindaki beceri 6gretmenlerin kendilerine olan glivenini artirabilir. Eisner (2003) sanatsal
deneyimin bireyin pedagojik anlayisini zenginlestirdigini ve yaraticiligi destekledigini belirtir.
Ayrica yaraticiligr destekleyici ¢calismalarin da yaraticilik tizerinde pozitif katkilarinin oldugu
goriilmektedir (Yurdakal, 2019). Bu durum, iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimi acisindan
olumlu bir ortam yaratir. Hallam (2010), sanat ve &zellikle miizikle ugrasmanin bireyde
empati, farkindalik ve biitiinsel gelisim sagladigini belirtmistir. Bu 06zellikler, {istiin
yeteneklilerle ¢alismak i¢in kritik becerilerdir. Boyd (2013) aragtirmasinda miizik dersleri ile
matematik derslerinin entegrasyonu sonucunda miizik alanindaki 6grencilerin matematik
dersindeki basarilarinin arttigr sonucuna ulasmistir. Arastirma sonuglari dikkate alindiginda
sanat alanlarina ilgisi ve yetenegi oldugunu belirten Ogretmenlerin, bazi alanlarda iistiin
yetenekli o6grencilere daha iyi egitim verebilecekleri seklinde yorumlanabilir. Resim, miizik
gibi sanat dallariyla ilgilenenlerin kendi potansiyellerinin farkina vardiklari1 ve potansiyellerini
aciga cikarabildikleri sdylenebilir. Kendi potansiyellerinin farkinda olan kisiler, ¢cocuklarda
bulunan 6zel yetenekleri daha kolay kesfedebilir. Bu durumun 6gretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli
ogrencilere yonelik 6z yeterliklerini olumlu yonde etkileyebilecegini diistindliirmektedir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri resim veya miizik yetenegine gore
incelendiginde; Ol¢egin bagimsizlik, yargilama, esneklik, sorgulama, firsat verme ve hayal
kirikligr alt boyutlar ile 6l¢egin toplaminda resim veya miizik yetenegi oldugunu belirten
ogretmenler lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamli diizeyde puanlarin yiiksek oldugu tespit
edilmistir. Eisner (2003) sanat egitiminin bireylerin problem ¢dzme becerilerini, diisiinsel
esnekligini ve yaraticiliklarini gelistirdigini belirtmistir. Dogramacioglu (2016) arastirmasinda
giizel sanatlar lisesi 0grencileri ile diger lise tiirlerinde 6grenim goéren Ogrencileri yaratici
becerileri bakimindan karsilagtirmistir. Arastirma sonucunda giizel sanatlar lisesi ile diger lise
tiirlerinde 6grenim goren Ogrenciler arasinda anlamli farklilik bulunmus ve bu farkliligin
giizel sanatlar lisesinde 6grenim goren 6grenciler lehine oldugu belirtilmistir. Alanyazinda
sanat egitiminin bireylerin yaratici diislincelerini destekledigi yoniinde baska arastirma
bulgular1 da bulunmaktadir (Dikici, 2006; Furnham, 2011). Bunun yaninda Giilel (2006)
enstriman ¢alan 6gretmen adaylarimin yaraticiliklarinin enstriiman ¢almayan Ogretmenlere
gore daha diisiikk oldugunu bulmus ve bu durumun beklentilerinin tersi yoniinde bir sonug
oldugunu belirtmistir. Arastirma sonuglarindan yola ¢ikarak resim veya miizik yetenegi
oldugunu belirten Ogretmenlerin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeylerinin yiiksek olmasinin
nedenleri zengin hayal giiciine ve 6zgiin diisiinebilme O6zelliklerine sahip olma, esnek ve
yaratici ortamlarin olusturulmasi konusundaki deneyimlerle iliskilendirilebilir.

Simif dgretmenlerinin {istiin yeteneklilerin egitimlerine iliskin 6z yeterlikleri BILSEM’e aday
Ogrenci gosterme durumlarma gore incelendiginde; akademik yeterlik, mentdrlik, uygun
kisilik o6zellik, 0gretimsel planlama alt boyutlar1 ile 6l¢egin toplaminda istatistiksel olarak
anlaml bir farkliliga ulasildigr goriilmiistiir. Anlamli farkliligin bulundugu tiim boyutlarda
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elde edilen puanlar karsilastirildiginda “genel zihinsel ve miizik yetenegi” alanlarinda aday
gosteren Ogretmenlerin “BILSEM’e hi¢ aday gostermeyen” Ogretmenlerden istatistiksel
bakimdan anlamli derecede daha yiiksek ortalamalara sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Sonuglar
ogretmenlerin dgrencilerini BILSEM’e aday gosterirken daha ¢ok genel yetenek ve miizik
alanlarini tercih ettiklerini gostermektedir. Aragtirmaya katilan 6gretmenlerden %17.2’sinin
higbir 6grencisini aday gostermedigi goriilmektedir. Akar ve Uluman (2013) arastirmaya
katilan sinif 6gretmenlerinin {istliin yetenekli bireyleri dogru aday gosterme oranini %14.5,
Sicak (2014) arastirmasinda bu oran1 %18, Abanoz (2021) ise %31.3 seklinde bulmustur. Bu
durum zamanla siif &gretmenlerinin dogru aday gosterme diizeylerinin arttigi seklinde
yorumlanabilir. Callahan (2005) {istiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin aday gdsterilme siirecinin
karmagik bir konu oldugunu belirtmistir. Schroth ve Helfer (2008) egitmenlerin uygulanan
standart testler, 6gretmen tavsiyesi ve portfolyo dosyalarimi iistiin yeteneklileri tanilamada
dogru araglar olarak kabul ettiklerini ancak ebeveynlerin bu durumu dogru bulmadiklarini
ifade ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Bracken ve Brown (2006) iistliin yetenekli 6grencilerle sik sik
iletisimde olduklar1 ve onlar1 gozlemleyebildikleri i¢in Ogretmenlerin {istiin yetenekli
Ogrencilerin tespit edilmesinde Onemli bir unsur oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Hansen ve
Feldhusen (1994) arastirmalarinda istiin yeteneklilerle ilgili egitim alan ve almayan
ogretmenleri karsilastirmis ve iistliin yetenekli bireylerin egitimi ile ilgili iiniversitede ders
alan veya hizmet ici egitime katilan dgretmenlerin bu bireyleri daha dogru tespit ettikleri
sonucuna ulagsmislardir. Arastirma sonuglarindan yola ¢ikarak {istiin yetenekli bireylerle ilgili
egitim alan ve onlarla etkilesim halinde olan &gretmenlerin BILSEM’e dogru 6grenciyi dogru
alana yonlendirme diizeyinde artis olabilecegi sdylenebilir. Ogretmenlerin BILSEM’in
isleyisi, Ogrenci se¢imi ve program icerigi hakkinda yeterince bilgi sahibi olmamalari,
ailelerin ¢ocuklarmin aday gosterilmesi i¢in 6gretmenlere psikolojik baski yapmasi, adaylik
stirecinin 6gretmenler tarafindan zaman alic1 bir siire¢ olarak goriilmesi, sinifta 6zel yetenekli
ogrenci bulunmamasi gibi durumlar dgretmenlerin BILSEM’e dgrencileri aday gostermeme
nedenleri arasinda sayilabilir.

Sinif dgretmenlerinin yaraticihigi destekleme diizeyleri BILSEM’e aday 6grenci gdstermeleri
bakimindan istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir farklilik olusturmamaktadir. Siegle ve Powell
(2004), Ogretmenlerin yaratict diisiinceyi destekleme tutumlar1 yiiksek olsa bile, aday
gosterme davranisini etkileyen temel unsurun ¢ogunlukla iistiin yetenekli 6grenci profiline
dair bilgi diizeyleri oldugunu, dolayisiyla yaraticiligi destekleme egilimi ile aday gosterme
davraniginin  her zaman paralel ilerlemedigini bulmustur. Sisk (2007) 6gretmenlerin
yaraticilig1 destekleme egilimleri ile iistiin yetenekli 6grencileri tanima veya ydnlendirme
davraniglarinin  dogrudan baglantili olmadigini, ¢iinkii 6gretmenlerin yaraticilifa acgik
olmalarinin her zaman tanilama silirecinde dogru goézlem yapabilmelerini saglamadigini
belirtmigtir. Sonuglar BILSEM’e o6grencileri aday gosterme durumunun dgretmenlerin
yaraticihig1 destekleme diizeyleriyle dogrudan iliskili olmadig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir. Ustiin
yetenekli 6grencilerin aday gosterilme siireglerinde Ogrencilerin 6zelliklerini tanima, farkl
tanilama teknikleri gelistirme gibi durumlarin etkili olabilecegi sdylenebilir.

Sinif dgretmenlerinin iistiin yeteneklilerin egitimlerine iligkin 6z yeterlikleri destek egitim
odasinda ders verme durumuna gore incelendiginde; 6lgegin tiim boyutlarinda ders veren
Ogretmenlerin vermeyen Ogretmenlere gore puan ortalamalarinin anlamli sekilde yiiksek
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Aslan ve Yurtal’in (2023) arastirma bulgularinin sonuglarimizla
ortiistiigi gortilmustiir. Afat (2017) toplumda genel olarak yaklasik %?2 oraninda iistiin
yetenekli bulundugunu fakat arastirmayi yaptigi ilde destek egitim odasinda egitim alan
gurubun oransal olarak %]1’in altinda kaldigin1 ifade etmistir. Ayrica arastirmanin
gergeklestirildigi ilin Rehberlik Arastirma Merkezi tarafindan zenginlestirme tedbiri bulunan
ogrencilerden sadece %44’line destek egitim odasinda egitim verildigi belirtilmistir. Bu
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calismada iistiin yetenek tanisi konmus 6grencilere destek egitimi odasinda kurs veren sinif
Ogretmenlerinin oraninin %10.2 oldugu goriilmiistiir. Arastirmalardan elde edilen bulgular
dikkate alindiginda destek egitimi odasinda ders veya kurs veren Ogretmenlerin oraninin
diisiik oldugu soOylenebilir. Bu duruma okullarda yeterli alt yapmin bulunmamasi, bazi
Ogretmen ve Ogrenci velilerinin Ustiin yetenekli 6grencilere destek egitimi odasinda kurs
verilebilecegini  bilmemeleri, o6gretmenlerin zenginlestirilmis egitim plam1  hazirlama
konusunda yeterli olmamalar1 gibi farkli nedenler yol agmis olabilir. Bunun yaninda {istiin
yeteneklilere destek egitim odasinda egitim veren Ogretmenlerin goriislerini kapsayan
arastirmalarda (Mcculloch, 2010; Opengin, 2018) genellikle olumlu goriislerin 6n planda
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Opengin (2018) destek egitimi odasina ydnelik olumlu diisiincelere
ulagilmasinda Ogretmenlerin 6z verili ¢alismasinin etkisini vurgulamig ve destek egitimi
uygulamasinin 0gretmenlerin mesleki gelisimlerine, 6grenciye ve okula da faydalarinin
oldugunu belirtmistir. Arastirma sonuclar1 degerlendirildiginde destek egitim odasinda ders
veren Ogretmenlerin mesleki yeterliklerinin olumlu yonde etkilenmesi beklenir. Ayrica destek
egitim odalarmin alt yapilarinin desteklenerek yayginlastiriimalarinin 6grenci ve okula da
biiylik faydalar saglayabilecegi sdylenebilir. Destek egitim odasinda ders veren 6gretmenlerin,
iistiin yetenekli 0grencilerle dogrudan ve birebir etkilesimde bulunmalari, bu 6grencilere
yonelik ihtiyacglar1 tanima, Ogretim stratejilerini uyarlama ve farklilagtirilmis materyaller
kullanma konusunda deneyim kazanmalarina olanak sagladigi soylenebilir. Bu durumun
Ogretmenlerin {istliin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerini olumlu yonde
etkiledigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.

Sinif dgretmenlerinin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri destek egitim odasinda egitim verme
degiskeni bakimindan incelendiginde; Olge§in sadece bagimsizlik ve degerlendirme alt
boyutlarinda okulunda destek egitimi veren dgretmenler lehine istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir
farklilik tespit edilmistir. Olgegin bagimsizlik alt boyutunda farklihga ulasiimasina destek
egitimi odas1 uygulamasinda zeka oyunlar1 benzeri eglenceli etkinliklere yer verilmesi neden
olmus olabilir. Destek egitim odasinda akademik programdan farkli, esnek ve bagimsiz bir
program uygulanabildigi yoniindeki aragtirma sonuglarinin (Rogers, 2007; Sak, 2020) bu
durumu destekledigi diisiiniilebilir. Olgegin degerlendirme alt boyutunda farkliliga
ulagilmasina destek egitimi odasinda uygulanan etkinliklerin amaca hizmet edip etmediginin
ogretmenler tarafindan siirekli analiz edilmesinin etkili oldugu soOylenebilir. Nitekim
yaraticiligin en 6nemli sathalarindan birinin degerlendirme basamagi oldugu ve 6gretmenlerin
uygulama sonrasi degerlendirme yapmalarinin 6nemini vurgulayan arastirma bulgularinin
(Ersoy ve Bager, 2009) bu durumu destekledigi diisiiniilebilir. Alanyazinda Tiirkiye’de destek
egitim odas1 uygulamalarinda bilimsel dayanaklarin bulunmadigini (Tortop ve Dinger, 2016;
Pemik, 2017), 6gretmenlerin uygulamanin basarisinda kilit rol oynadiklar1 halde yeterli
diizeyde egitilmediklerini (Bedur vd., 2015; Dimitriadis, 2016; Hong vd., 2011), uygulamanin
siirdliriilmesi ve basarili sekilde devam etmesinde okul yonetimi ve O6gretmenin yiiksek
motivasyonun &nemini (Long vd., 2015; Opengin, 2018) ortaya koyan arastirma sonuglari
bulunmaktadir. Bu durumdan hareketle O6l¢egin toplami ve diger alt boyutlarinda
ogretmenlerin yaraticilig1 destekleme diizeyi bakimindan anlamli farkliliga ulagilamamasinda
uygulamaya yonelik bilimsel dayanaklarin yetersiz olmasi, 0gretmenlerin yeterli egitim
almamis olmasi, okul yonetimi ve dgretmenlerin uygulamay1 yeterince sahiplenmemesi gibi
durumlar neden olmus olabilir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligr destekleme diizeyleri ile iistiin yetenekliler egitimine yonelik
0z yeterlikleri arasindaki iligki incelendiginde; her iki 6l¢gegin de alt boyutlarinda istatistiksel
bakimdan pozitif yonlii anlamli bir iliski oldugu tespit edilmistir. Bu durum, genel alan
yeterliklerinin yaninda yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri yiiksek olan 6gretmenlerin iistiin
yetenekli 6grencilere daha uygun ve esnek egitim kosullar1 saglamalariyla iligkili olabilir.
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Ozkan (2009), iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin yaraticilik becerilerinin ve okul disinda hayata
doniik 6grenmenin desteklendigi, uygulama ve deneye dayali kendi hizlarinda 6grenme
olanaklarinin saglandigi, bireysel gelisimlerine katkida bulunacak neseli bir egitim ortami
talep ettiklerini belirtmistir. Daglioglu’na (2010) gore {istiin yetenekli 6grencileri egitecek
Ogretmenin; yaraticilik becerileri yiiksek, coskulu, bilgi bakimindan donanimli, iletigim
kurmada yetenekli, TUstiin yetenekli cocuklar tarafindan ©nemsenen ve c¢ocuklarin
diistincelerini dzgiirce ifade edebilmelerini saglayan 6zelliklere sahip olmasi gerekir. Berkant
ve Varki (2022) giiniimiiz sartlarinda birey ve toplumun gelisimi i¢in yaraticiligin énemine
dikkat ¢ekmistir. Berkant (2018), egitim programlarmin etkili sekilde uygulanmasi, 6grenci
merkezli 0gretimin saglanabilmesi i¢in Ogretmenlerin yaraticilik becerilerine sahip olmasi
gerektigini  belirtmistir. Atli'nin  (2019), yaraticilik diizeyi yiikksek olan bireylerin
karsilagtiklar1 zorluklara orijinal ¢oziim iiretebileceklerini, Eryilmaz ve Uluyol’un (2015)
yaraticilik becerilerinin bireyin sadece egitim hayatinda degil tiim hayatinda olumlu etkiler
yapabilecegini ifade ettigi goriilmiistiir. Peine ve Coleman (2010) iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin
yeteneklerinin desteklenebilmesi i¢in sinif 6gretmenlerinin genel alan yeterliklerine ek olarak
baz1 yeterlikler kazanmalar1 gerektigini vurgulamistir. Akar (2015), simif Ogretmenlerinin
iistiin yetenekli O0grencide yaraticiligi ve lretkenligi devamli hale getirecek uygulama ve
diizenlemelerle 0grenciyi yaraticiliga ve iiretkenlige tesvik etmeleri gerektigini belirtmistir.
Alanyazindaki aragtirma sonuclarinin elde edilen bulgular1 destekledigi sdylenebilir.

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin yaraticiligi destekleme diizeylerinin {istlin yetenekliler egitimine iliskin
0z yeterliklerini ne diizeyde yordadigin1 belirlemek i¢in yapilan regresyon analizi sonucuna
gore Ogretmenlerin Ustlin yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerinin yaklasik %211
yaraticiligr destekleme diizeyleri ile agiklanabilir. Elde edilen bulgular 6gretmenlerin
yaraticilig1 destekleme diizeylerinin, istiin yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerini
belirlemede 6nemli bir faktér oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Davies ve digerleri (2013)
aragtirmalarinda ogretmenlerin yaratici 6grenme ortamlart olusturma egilimlerinin, istiin
yetenekli O6grencilerin ihtiyaglarina uygun oOgretim yontemlerini gelistirme ve uygulama
konusundaki ozgiivenlerini 6nemli Olc¢lide artirdigi sonucuna ulagmislardir. Sak (2020),
ogretmenlerin yaratict diislinme becerilerini gelistirme kapasitelerinin stiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin farkli 6grenme ihtiyaglarina yonelik 6z yeterliklerini dogrudan etkiledigini
vurgulamistir. Bu sonugclar, 6gretmenlerin yaraticiligi destekleme konusundaki becerilerinin,
istlin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitimlerinde 6z yeterliklerini artirabilecegini ve dolayisiyla
egitimde daha etkili bir rol oynayabileceklerini diisiindiirmektedir.

Elde edilen bulgulardan yola ¢ikarak arastirmaya ve uygulamaya yonelik oneriler:

Arastirmanin Orneklemi sinif 6gretmenlerinden olusmaktadir. Arastirma farkli branslardan
Ogretmenlere uygulanarak sonuclar karsilastirilabilir. Farkli branslardan 6gretmenlerin
katilimryla yiiriitiilecek ¢alismalar, farkli branstaki 6gretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilere
yonelik 6z yeterlik ve yaraticiligi destekleme diizeyleri arasindaki farkliliklar1 ortaya koyma
imkan1 saglayarak c¢aligmanin sinirliligimi ortadan kaldirabilir. Arastirma Osmaniye ili ile
sinirlidir. Benzer c¢alisma bagka illerde gorevli smif 6gretmenleri ile yapilarak sonuglar
karsilagtirilabilir. Boylece, farkli bolgelerdeki egitim uygulamalart ve dgretmen ihtiyaglar
karsilastirilarak calismanin sinirliligit  ortadan kaldirilabilir.  Arastirma nicel ydntemle
gerceklestirilmistir. Sinif 6gretmenlerinin Ustiin yeteneklilerin egitimine iliskin yeterlikleri ve
yaraticilig1 destekleme diizeyleri ile ilgili nitel yontemle bir ¢calisma yapilarak konunun derin
sekilde incelenmesi saglanabilir ya da deneysel desen ile yeterlik ve yaraticiligi destekleme
diizeyi artirilabilir. Bodylece uygulamalardan elde edilen sonuglar karsilastirilabilir.
Arastirmada farkli bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler kullanilarak sonuglar karsilagtirilabilir.
Yeni degiskenlerle birlikte Yapisal Esitlik Modeli gibi daha karmasik modeller test edilebilir.

202



Aslan ve Tiimkaya PAUEFD, 66, 183-208 [2026]

Boylece, 6gretmenlerin 6z yeterlikleri ve yaraticiligi destekleme diizeylerinin birbirleriyle ve
diger faktorlerle olan karmasik iligkileri daha ayrintili sekilde ortaya konabilir.

Arastirmada erkek 0gretmenlerin tistlin yetenekli 6grencilerin egitiminde kadin 6gretmenlere
gore mentorliik ve uygun kisilik 6zellik bakimindan daha yiliksek puana sahip olduklari
goriilmiistiir. Kadin 6gretmenlerin mentorliik diizeylerinin artirilmasi i¢in egitimler verilebilir.
Resim veya miizik yetenegi oldugunu belirten smif Ogretmenlerinin iistiin yetenekli
ogrencilerin egitimine iligkin 6z yeterliklerinin ve yaraticilif1 destekleme diizeylerinin daha
iist diizeyde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu nedenle 6gretmenlerin resim ve miizik yeteneklerinin
gelismesine katkida bulunabilecek hizmet i¢i egitim veya kurslar agilabilir. Miizik veya resim
alaninda BILSEM’e aday gosterilecek 6grenciler i¢in bu alanda uzman 6gretmenlerden destek
alinabilir. Destek egitim odalarinda egitim veren dgretmenlerin iistiin yetenekli 6grencilerin
egitimine iligkin 6z yeterlikleri ve yaraticiligi destekleme diizeylerinin daha st diizeyde
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Destek egitimi odasi bulunan okullarda daha once egitim vermemis
ogretmenlerin yeterliklerini artirmak amaciyla egitim vermeleri tesvik edilebilir. Arastirmada
sinif Ogretmenlerinin yaraticiligt destekleme diizeylerinin {stiin yetenekli Ogrencilerin
egitimine iliskin 6z yeterliklerini olumlu yonde etkiledigi goriilmiistiir. Hizmet i¢i e8itim ve
kurslarla 6gretmenlerin yaratict becerilerini gelistirecek uygulamali etkinlikler diizenlenebilir.
Lisans egitimi doneminde 6gretmen adaylarina teorik ve pratik bilgileri iceren yaraticilik dersi
verilebilir.
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Article Detail
Abstract: The purpose of this study is to examine classroom teachers’ self-efficacy rticle Details

and their levels of creativity support in the education of gifted students. The study Research Article
population comprises classroom teachers working in Osmaniye. The sample consists
of 543 volunteer classroom teachers selected through convenience sampling from
public schools affiliated with the Ministry of National Education in Osmaniye 02/10/2024
province and its districts during the 2023—-2024 academic year. Data were collected
using the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers, the Creativity Fostering
Teacher Index Scale, and a Personal Information Form developed by the researcher 27/12/2025
to identify the participants’ demographic characteristics. Data analysis included
descriptive statistics (frequencies and percentages), t-tests, one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA), correlation analysis, and regression analysis. The study revealed Gifted students,
a moderate positive correlation between classroom teachers’ levels of creativity
support and the subscales of their self-efficacy related to gifted education.
Regression analysis indicated that approximately 21% of the variance in teachers’ self-efficacy,
self-efficacy was explained by their levels of creativity support. In addition,
classroom teachers’ self-efficacy in gifted education and their levels of creativity
support were examined in relation to variables such as gender, the presence of
artistic or musical talent, nominating students for Science and Art Centers, and
providing instruction in support classrooms. The findings were discussed, and
recommendations were presented based on the results.
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1. Introduction

Although the identities of those who domesticated wild animals, used fruit seeds to initiate
agriculture, and developed numerous inventions such as the wheel, writing, and paper during
the prehistoric period--when the foundations of civilization were laid--are unknown, it can be
argued that they possessed superior knowledge and skills compared to their contemporaries.
Eker (2020) notes that one of the key reasons for conducting research on gifted individuals is
that, through their creativity and inventions, they transcend the limitations of their time and
leave a lasting mark on human history. In addition, Subotnik et al. (2011) conceptualize
giftedness not as a static trait but as a developmental and context-sensitive trajectory, arguing
that when appropriate educational programming and psychosocial support are provided,
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individual excellence can develop into innovation and leadership at the societal level.
Sternberg’s (2021) concept of “transformative creativity” defines the value of giftedness as
the capacity to generate enduring and positive outcomes for the common good. This
perspective highlights the ethical and societal benefits of investing in gifted youth. Therefore,
the education of gifted individuals, who serve as a driving force in societal development
across all domains, is an issue that warrants serious attention.

The term giftedness has been defined in various ways in the literature. From the nineteenth
century, when the concept of giftedness gained scientific recognition, to the present day,
intelligence test scores have been regarded as the strongest indicator of giftedness (Sak,
2020). Ersoy and Avci (2004) reported that individuals with 1Q scores of 130 or above were
classified as gifted in studies relying on intelligence testing. In definitions not based on
intelligence tests, Feldhusen (2005) conceptualized giftedness as a combination of cognitive
abilities, general aptitude, and motivation. The literature includes diverse terms such as
intelligence, talent, giftedness, and special talent, none of which can be adequately explained
through a single approach or confined to a universally accepted definition (Leana-Tascilar &
Kanli, 2014). Although the Turkish Ministry of National Education (MoNE) has preferred the
term special talent since 2013 (Citil, 2018), the present study adopts the term gifted, as it is
more commonly used in research and reflects a contemporary perspective.

Some characteristics of gifted students include curiosity, asking more questions than their
peers, the ability to think abstractly, an interest in diverse fields and complex phenomena,
extended attention spans, a rich vocabulary, advanced language development, strong
observational skills, and a critical perspective (Cetinkaya, 2007). Another key characteristic
of gifted students is their high level of creativity and their ability to think beyond traditional
boundaries (Alkan, 2015). Owing to these creative characteristics, gifted individuals are able
to think divergently and generate original and novel ideas (Taskin, 2016). Considering these
attributes, creativity can be regarded as one of the most important features that distinguish
gifted individuals from others.

The Turkish Language Association (2023) defines creativity as ‘the ability to create; a
hypothetical predisposition believed to exist in every individual that drives them to produce
something new.” Sternberg (2006) conceptualizes creativity as the process of combining
existing knowledge in novel ways to produce innovative products or ideas that are regarded as
valuable by society, or at least by a particular group. Plucker, Beghetto, and Dow (2004)
define creativity as an interaction between individual and environmental factors that results in
the emergence of relatively rare, original, and appropriate products, while Beghetto and
Kaufman (2007) describe it as the ability to fully utilize one’s potential to generate new,
meaningful, and valuable ideas. Research by Baltaci and Metin (2019) indicates that students
who participate in creative activities demonstrate higher academic achievement due to the
development of their problem-solving and critical thinking skills. Gifted students, in
particular, possess unique perspectives that enable them to approach problems from
unconventional angles and generate diverse solutions (Beckmann & Minnaert, 2018). A
creative perspective allows individuals to contribute to problem solving and make new
discoveries by establishing connections across different fields (Taskin, 2016). Therefore,
encouraging creativity—which plays a significant role in students’ overall development—
should be regarded as an important responsibility of teachers.

Research findings indicate that teachers’ support for creativity plays a significant role in the
emergence and development of creativity (Davies et al., 2013; Pehlivan, 2019). Davis (2014)
emphasized the importance of learning environments in which students are actively engaged
in creative activities—such as problem solving, brainstorming, story writing, dramatization,
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art projects, creative play, and scientific discovery—and are encouraged to ask questions
while their inquiry skills are supported. In this context, teachers should create environments
that promote open-ended discussions, support students’ ability to think divergently, value
original ideas, and encourage problem solving that allows for multiple correct solutions to a
given need, thereby fostering a creativity-supportive educational atmosphere (Akkas &
Tortop, 2015; Ozel & Baymndir, 2015). Consequently, students whose creative skills are
nurtured are better able to contribute to society through original ideas.

Although numerous factors influence the development of gifted individuals, teachers are
widely recognized as one of the most influential. This is because teachers’ self-efficacy
directly affects the learning environment and the opportunities provided to gifted students
(Dinger, 2019). Accordingly, it is important for classroom teachers—who are responsible for
the initial stages of formal education—to possess an adequate level of self-efficacy in relation
to gifted students. In this context, identifying gifted students within the school setting,
providing them with effective support, and fostering their development are largely dependent
on teachers who demonstrate sufficient self-efficacy. Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s
belief in their capability to successfully perform specific tasks or achieve desired outcomes
(Girgin & Sahin, 2019). Professional development programs designed to enhance teachers’
ability to support the creativity of gifted students can strengthen teachers’ self-efficacy in this
area and equip them with the necessary skills to provide effective support (Dinger, 2019). In
conclusion, teachers who receive training in fostering creativity are likely to experience
increased self-efficacy in gifted education and, consequently, to offer more appropriate and
effective instructional opportunities for gifted students.

The literature includes the view that gifted individuals possess such high potential that they
can learn independently and therefore do not require special education (Eng, 1979). However,
empirical evidence indicates that gifted individuals need educational opportunities that
nurture their potential in order to achieve success in their lives and to use their talents for the
benefit of society (Subotnik et al., 2011). Otherwise, gifted individuals may experience
difficulties or underachievement in both their educational and professional lives. A review of
the literature further suggests that when gifted individuals are not adequately understood by
their schools, communities, and families, they may lose self-confidence, experience peer
exclusion, and suffer psychological distress, potentially resulting in the loss of individuals
with exceptional potential (Eng, 1979; Erdogan, 2016). The right to equal educational
opportunities for all individuals is constitutionally guaranteed. Accordingly, gifted students
should be provided with educational opportunities that are aligned with their learning
characteristics so that they can fully demonstrate their abilities (Ataman, 2003; Eker, 2020).
In this regard, there is a clear need for well-qualified educators who can offer enriched and
differentiated learning environments to support the development of gifted individuals.

Although efforts to identify gifted individuals begin during the preschool period, referrals to
Science and Art Centers are primarily made by classroom teachers at the elementary level.
Moreover, the education of these students in accordance with their needs generally begins
with classroom teachers (Duymaz, 2019). Classroom teachers are expected to identify gifted
students in their classrooms, understand their characteristics, and develop the necessary
competencies to meet their educational needs (Kildan, 2011). Accordingly, the professional
experience of classroom teachers is of critical importance in the early identification of gifted
individuals, as well as in their appropriate education and successful integration into society.

Kaya (2018), in a study examining the level of creativity support provided by teachers
educating gifted students, concluded that teachers who are more knowledgeable about and
sensitive to the characteristics and needs of gifted students, and who are able to support
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creative skills, are more effective in their education. Accordingly, teachers with high levels of
creativity support may have a significant impact on the education of gifted students.

Although the literature includes numerous studies examining classroom teachers’ self-efficacy
in the education of gifted students in relation to various variables (Akkanat et al., 2018;
Caliskan & Baloglu, 2023; Dube, 2015; Glines, 2015; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Hemphill,
2009; Ozata, 2022; Yildiz, 2020), no study has been identified that simultaneously examines
both classroom teachers’ self-efficacy in gifted education and their levels of creativity
support. However, previous research indicates that creative learning experiences play a crucial
role in fostering the potential of gifted students (Akkas, 2013; Camci-Erdogan, 2014). The
findings of the present study may help reduce the risk of teachers overlooking gifted students
and may offer insights into providing educational opportunities tailored to individual student
needs. In this way, gifted students may be better able to discover their potential and transform
it into a social benefit. For this reason, examining the relationship between classroom
teachers’ self-efficacy in gifted education and their levels of creativity support is considered
important. This relationship is significant not only from a theoretical perspective but also in
terms of practical application. Teachers’ high perceptions of self-efficacy are associated with
increased use of differentiated instructional practices and the creation of creativity-supportive
learning environments in the classroom, which facilitates the realization of gifted students’
potential (Kalinowski et al., 2024). Furthermore, teachers’ practices that support creativity
have been linked to meaningful improvements in students’ academic and cognitive outcomes
(Vasilopoulos et al., 2023). Therefore, considering these variables together may help
researchers identify effective mechanisms in the development of gifted individuals, while also
providing evidence-based data to guide educators and administrators in designing professional
development programs (Bereczki & Karpati, 2018). Consequently, the joint examination of
teacher self-efficacy and creativity support is expected to contribute to the promotion of equal
educational opportunities for gifted students and to inform the development of more inclusive
and effective educational policies. To this end, the following research questions were
addressed:

1. Do classroom teachers’ self-efficacy levels regarding the education of gifted students
differ according to their demographic characteristics (gender, presence of artistic or musical
talent, nominating students for Science and Art Centers, and providing instruction in support
classrooms)?

2. Do classroom teachers’ levels of creativity support differ according to their
demographic characteristics (gender, presence of artistic or musical talent, nominating
students for Science and Art Centers, and providing instruction in support classrooms)?

3. Is there a significant relationship between classroom teachers’ self-efficacy regarding
the education of gifted students and their levels of creativity support?

4. Do classroom teachers’ levels of creativity support significantly predict their self-
efficacy regarding the education of gifted students?

2. Method

This study aims to examine the relationship between classroom teachers’ self-efficacy in the
education of gifted students and their levels of creativity support, as well as the interaction
between these variables. To this end, a quantitative research design employing descriptive
survey and correlational models was used. Karasar (2005) defines the descriptive survey
model as an approach that describes a phenomenon by examining various aspects of a
situation that currently exists or has occurred in the past. In contrast, the correlational survey
model involves examining the presence, direction, and strength of relationships among two or
more variables (Fraenkel et al., 2012). Within this framework, the researcher seeks to
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investigate the existence, direction, and magnitude of relationships between variables without
manipulating them (Can, 2023; Fraenkel et al., 2012).

2.1. Population and Sample

The study population comprised classroom teachers working in Osmaniye during the 2023—
2024 academic year. The sample consisted of 543 volunteer classroom teachers selected
through convenience sampling from public schools affiliated with the Ministry of National
Education in Osmaniye province and its districts during the academic year in which the study
was conducted. Convenience sampling involves selecting participants who are readily
accessible to the researcher (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2015). Sample size adequacy was examined
using the G*Power sample size calculation tool. Based on a 5% margin of error, a 95%
confidence level, and a medium effect size, the minimum required sample size was calculated
as 306 participants. Tabachnick and Fidell (2015) note that z-score limits of +3 are commonly
used to identify extreme values. Accordingly, z-scores were standardized, and values falling
outside the +£3 range were identified. Fifteen data points exceeding these limits were excluded
from the dataset. The demographic characteristics of the classroom teachers are presented in
Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Variable Group n %
Gender Male 199 37.7
Female 329 62.3
Artistic Talent (Visual Art or Yes 122 23.1
Music) No 406 76.9
General Mental Ability 212 40.2
Artistic or Musical Ability 50 9.5
Field of Expertise General Mental and Artistic Ability 147 27.8
General Mental and Musical Ability 28 53
No Candidates Were Nominated 91 17.2
Teaching in a Support Yes 54 10.2
Education Room No 474 89.8
Total 528 100.0

Table 1 presents demographic information about the teachers who participated in the study.
Of the participants, 329 (62.3%) were female and 199 (37.7%) were male. A total of 122
teachers (23.1%) reported having artistic or musical talent. Regarding nominations for
giftedness, 212 teachers (40.2%) nominated students for general intellectual ability, 147
(27.8%) for general intellectual and visual arts ability, 50 (9.5%) for artistic or musical ability,
and 28 (5.3%) for general intellectual and musical ability, while 91 teachers (17.2%) reported
that they had not nominated students in any talent area. In addition, 474 teachers (89.8%)
stated that they did not provide instruction in the support education room.

2.2. Data Collection Instruments

In this study, data were collected using three instruments: a “Personal Information Form”
developed by the researcher to determine the demographic characteristics of classroom
teachers; the “Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers” developed by Tortop (2014)
to assess teachers’ self-efficacy regarding the education of gifted students; and the “Creativity
Fostering Teacher Index Scale” which was adapted into Turkish by Dikici (2013).

2.2.1. Personal Information Form

The Personal Information Form was developed by the researcher to identify the characteristics
of the classroom teachers participating in the study, including gender, the presence of artistic
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or musical talent, recommending students to the Science and Art Center (BILSEM), and
providing instruction in the support education room. The variables included in the form were
reviewed by experts in classroom education, special education, and educational measurement
and evaluation and were deemed appropriate for the purpose of the study.

2.2.2. Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers

The Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers was developed by Tortop (2014) based
on data obtained from a case study, one of the qualitative research designs, involving 30
teachers from different provinces and disciplines in Turkey who met the specified criteria.
The aim was to investigate the effectiveness of in-service training for the education of gifted
students. The scale consists of 26 items and six subscales: Academic Qualification (3 items),
Mentorship Qualification (4 items), Responsibility (3 items), Personality Traits (7 items),
Creativity Fostering Qualification (6 items), and Instructional Planning Qualification (3
items). Responses are provided on a five-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The reliability coefficients for the overall scale and its
subscales were found to be high (Cronbach’s Alpha > 0.70). Specifically, the Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficients were as follows: total scale, 0.95; Academic Qualification, 0.77;
Mentorship Qualification, 0.84; Responsibility, 0.81; Personality Traits, 0.93; Creativity
Fostering Qualification, 0.94; and Instructional Planning Qualification, 0.84. These six factors
accounted for 78.1% of the total variance of the scale. Factor 1 explained 37.5% of the
variance, Factor 2 14.92%, Factor 3 9.39%, Factor 4 6.85%, Factor 5 5.08%, and Factor 6
4.30%.

In the reliability study conducted as part of this research, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were
calculated for the total scale and its subscales. The coefficients were as follows: Academic
Qualification, 0.77; Mentorship Qualification, 0.75; Responsibility, 0.78; Personality Traits,
0.73; Creativity Fostering Qualification, 0.74; Instructional Planning Qualification, 0.77; and
the total self-efficacy scale, 0.86. These results indicate that the reliability of the scores
obtained from the scale is high.

2.2.3. Creativity Fostering Teacher Index Scale

The scale was adapted into Turkish by Dikici (2013) and named the Creativity Fostering
Teacher Index Scale to correspond with its original title. Following recommendations from
linguists, the scale was rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always).
The highest possible score on the scale is 225, the lowest is 45, and there are no reverse-
scored items. The reliability analysis for the Turkish version indicated the following
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients for the total scale and its subscales: total scale, 0.93;
Independence, 0.48; Integration, 0.66; Motivation, 0.54; Judgment, 0.64; Flexibility, 0.80;
Evaluation, 0.50; Questioning, 0.79; Opportunity Giving, 0.56; and Disappointment, 0.73
(Dikici, 2013). Factor analysis results suggested that the construct validity of the Turkish
version was similar to that of the original scale, and the same factor names were retained, as
they were based on the content of the items. The overall Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient for the
scale was reported as 0.94.

In the reliability study conducted within the scope of this research, Cronbach’s a coefficients
were calculated for the total scale and its subscales of the Creativity Fostering Teacher Index
Scale. The coefficients were as follows: Independence, 0.78; Integration, 0.76; Motivation,
0.77; Judgment, 0.76; Flexibility, 0.76; Evaluation, 0.77; Questioning, 0.76; Opportunity
Giving, 0.76; Disappointment, 0.75; and the total scale, 0.95. These results indicate that the
reliability of the scores obtained from the scale is high.
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2.3. Data Analysis

In the analysis of the quantitative data obtained in this study, the assumption of normality was
tested by examining the distributions of the scores obtained from the measurement
instruments. Descriptive statistics, including mean, standard deviation, skewness, and
kurtosis, were calculated to assess whether the distributions were normal. Table 2 presents the
descriptive statistics for the responses of the participating teachers to the scales, along with an
evaluation of their normality distributions.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables

Variable n Min.  Max. Mean Sd Skewness  Kurtosis

Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers
Academic Qualification 528 3 15 9.12 2.79 -.051 -.325
Mentorship Qualification 528 4 20 12.73 3.99 -.253 -.426
Responsibility 528 3 15 9.59 2.71 -.169 -.152
Personality Traits 528 12 35 27.85 4.71 -.453 -.058
Creativity Fostering Qualification 528 12 30 23.97 4.03 -.239 -.502
Instructional Planning Qualification 528 3 15 10.66 2.74 -.281 -.340
Total Self-Efficacy 528 49 130 93.91 16.62 -.069 -315

Creativity Fostering Teacher Index Scale
Independence 528 4 10 8.57 1.29 -.581 -.116
Integration 528 10 20 17.49 2.38 -.683 -.327
Motivation 528 7 15 13.26 1.80 -.770 -.114
Judgment 528 8 20 16.78 2.39 -.368 -.339
Flexibility 528 11 20 17.40 2.36 -.539 =512
Evaluation 528 8 15 12.99 1.80 -.508 -.497
Questioning 528 11 20 17.69 2.27 -.670 -.389
Opportunity Giving 528 11 20 17.79 2.20 -.785 -.021
Disappointment 528 13 25 22.30 2.86 -.801 -.107
Supporting Overall Creativity 528 94 165 144.26 16.66 -.706 -.014

When examining teachers’ self-efficacy regarding the education of gifted students and their
levels of supporting creativity (Table 2), it was determined that the data were normally
distributed. Skewness and kurtosis coefficients ranged between +3 and -3 (Newell &
Hancock, 1984). Accordingly, parametric tests were employed in the data analysis.
Independent samples t-tests were conducted for comparisons involving two groups, while
one-way ANOVA was applied for comparisons involving more than two groups. When
ANOVA results were significant, the Bonferroni test was used for post-hoc comparisons, as
the sample sizes were unequal, and variances were not homogeneously distributed. Pearson
correlation analysis was performed to examine relationships between two continuous
variables, and regression analysis was conducted to investigate predictive relationships among
variables. Correlation coefficients were interpreted as follows: high (0.70-1.00), medium
(0.30-0.70), and low (0.00-0.30) (Biiytikoztirk, 2020, p. 32). The significance level was set
at p < 0.05 for all analyses, and effect sizes were interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) criteria:
small = 0.20, medium =~ 0.50, and large =~ 0.80.

3. Findings

In this section, the findings of the statistical analyses conducted on the data obtained from
classroom teachers through the scales are presented in accordance with the research questions.

An independent samples t-test was performed to examine whether there were significant
differences in the total scores and subscales of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for
Teachers based on teachers’ gender. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3. Results of the Independent Samples t-Test on Classroom Teachers’ Self-Efficacy for Gifted
Education by Gender

Variable Gender n Mean Sd df t p Cohen’s d

. . . Male 199 9.37 2.78
Academic Qualification Female 329 896 279 526 1.609 .108 15

. . . Male 199 13.29 3.82
Mentorship Qualification Female 329 12.38 406 526 2.548 .011 23

o Male 199 9.48 2.65
Responsibility Female 329 9.66 275 526  -736 462 .07

Male 199  28.40 4.39

. . «
Personality Traits Female 329 2750 4.6 526  2.087 .037 .19
Creativity Fostering Male 199  24.14 4.04

Qualification Female 329 23.87 4.03 >26 727 468 07
Instructional Planning Male 199 10.82 2.76

Qualification Female 329 10.55 2.73 526 1101272 10
Total Self-Efficacy Male = 199 95.50 1588 5,0 509 088 15

Female 329  92.95 17.00

*p <.05

When examining classroom teachers’ self-efficacy regarding the education of gifted students
by gender, significant differences were observed in the subscales of Mentorship Qualification
and Personality Traits. In the Mentorship Qualification subscale, male teachers scored
significantly higher than female teachers, #526) = 2.55, p = .011, d = 0.23, indicating a small
effect size. Similarly, in the Personality Traits subscale, male teachers also scored
significantly higher than female teachers, f#s25 = 2.09, p = .037, d = 0.19, which again
represents a small effect size. These findings suggest that male teachers exhibit higher self-
efficacy than female teachers in the areas of mentorship and appropriate personality traits
when educating gifted students.

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether there were significant
differences in the total scores and subscales of the Creativity Fostering Teacher Index Scale
based on teachers’ gender. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Results of the Independent Samples t-Test on Classroom Teachers’ Levels of Creativity
Support by Gender

Variable Gender n Mean Sd df t p Cohen’s d
e R o e
e A - R TR
CR R R TRTE R
I T I AT
N U R
S A AR TR
Questioning Fl(:/[riele ;gg };:23 ;;g 56  -057 955 .00
Opportunity Giving Male 199 17.73  2.15 526 _441 660 -04

Female 329 17.82 2.23
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Table 4. Results of the Independent Samples t-Test on Classroom Teachers’ Levels of Creativity
Support by Gender (continued)

Variable Gender n Mean Sd df t p Cohen’s d
. . Male 199 22.18 291
Disappointment Female 329 2238 284 526 =793 428 -.07
Supporting Overall Male 199 14325 16.93
Creativity Female 329  144.87 16.50 526 -1.087 278 ~10
*p <.05

As shown in Table 4, teachers’ levels of supporting creativity, as measured by the Creativity
Fostering Teacher Index Scale, did not differ significantly by gender across any of the
subscales or the total score, (#s526) = —1.09; p = .278; d = —0.10.).

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether there were significant
differences in the total score and subscales of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for
Teachers based on whether classroom teachers reported having artistic (painting) or musical
talent. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Results of the Independent Samples t-Test on Classroom Teachers’ Self-Efficacy for Gifted
Education Based on Their Drawing or Musical Abilities

Variable %Paelzinatl n Mean Sd df t p COh;n’S
Academic Qualification SI(\I? 41‘(2)2 180.'8(112 ;gi 526 4.121  .000%* 43
Qualifeaton No o ia30 gy 6 436 000t 47
Responsibility SI(\IeOs 41‘(2)2 19(?4055 ;32 526 2.146  .032%* 22
Personality Traits ;{\IZS i(z)é %3431(8) j;g 526 4.137 .000%* 43
Quiifieation — No o6 yaes ao1 %6 3400 001t 35
Qualiiestion + No oo 1043 2y 2 3309 00 4
Total Self-Efficacy o e e 5260 4707 000% 49

*p <.05

According to the results presented in Table 5, statistically significant differences were found
across all subscales (p < .05). The analyses indicate that teachers who reported having
drawing or musical talent scored higher than their counterparts in all dimensions: Academic
Qualification, #526)=4.12, p <.001, d = 0.43; Mentorship Qualification, #s26) = 4.55, p <.001,
d = 0.47; Responsibility, ts2) = 2.15, p = .032, d = 0.22; Personality Traits, #526) = 4.14, p <
.001, d = 0.43; Creativity Fostering Qualification, #s) = 3.40, p = .001, d = 0.35;
Instructional Planning Qualification, f#s26) = 3.31, p = .001, d = 0.34; and Total Self-Efficacy,
tis260 = 4.71, p <.001, d = 0.49. Overall, these findings suggest that teachers with drawing or
musical talent exhibit higher self-efficacy in educating gifted students than those without such
talents.

An independent samples #-test was conducted to examine whether there were significant
differences in the total score and subscales of the Creativity Fostering Teacher Index Scale
based on whether classroom teachers reported having drawing or musical talent. The results
of this analysis are presented in Table 6.

191



Aslan & Tiimkaya PUJE, 66, 183-208 [2026]

Table 6. Results of the Independent Samples t-Test on Classroom Teachers’ Levels of Creativity
Support Based on Their Drawing or Musical Abilities

Variable %ﬁﬁzﬁl Mean Sd df t p Coha?n’s
Independence ;f: 41152 2:32 }gg 526 2818 005 29
Integration ;{IZS igé };:ig 3:411451 526 1.625 105 17
Motivation 31{\128 iéé B:‘l‘g }:gg 526 1.560 119 16
Judgment 31{\128 iéé }Ziég gzii 526 1993 .047* 21
Flexibility ;{IZS iéé i;g; g:gg 526 2732 .007* 28
Evaluation ?\I": iéé Sg? }g? 526 1.814 070 19
Questioning ?\I": iéé g:ig ;ié 526  3.605 000 38
Opportunity Giving SI(\;;S }éé gég égz 526 3.121 .002%* 32
Disappointment SI(\;;S }éé g;?; g;; 526 2.758 .006* 29
SR
*p< 05

According to the results presented in Table 6, teachers’ levels of supporting creativity were
examined based on their reported drawing or musical talent. The analyses revealed significant
differences in several subscales: Independence, #s26) = 2.82, p = .005, d = 0.29; Judgment,
ts26)= 1.99, p = .047, d = 0.21; Flexibility, #s26) = 2.73, p = .007, d = 0.28; Questioning, #526)
= 3.61, p < .001, d = 0.38; Opportunity Giving, #s2) = 3.12, p = .002, d = 0.32;
Disappointment, #s26) = 2.76, p = .006, d = 0.29; and Supporting Overall Creativity, #s26) =
2.87, p = .004, d = 0.30. In contrast, no significant differences were found in the subscales of
Integration (¢#s26)= 1.63, p = .105), Motivation (#s26)= 1.56; p = .119), and Evaluation (¢526) =
1.81; p = .070). Overall, these findings suggest that teachers reporting drawing or musical
talent exhibited higher levels of creativity support, particularly in certain subscales.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine whether there were significant differences in
the total score and subscales of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers based
on classroom teachers’ previous nominations of students to BILSEM. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. One-Way ANOVA Results on Classroom Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Regarding Gifted Education
Based on Their Nomination of Students to BILSEM

Variable Field of Expertise n Mean Sd Fusz p n2  Difference
General Mental Ability® 212 9.18 2.67
Academic Artistic or Musical Ability® 50  8.96 2.77 a>e
Qualification General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 939 2.77 5865 .000* .04 c>e
General Mental and Musical Ability 28  10.71 2.42 d>e
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 8.11 295
General Mental Ability® 212 1291 3.78
Mentorship Artistic or Musical Al?ilityb. . 50  12.54  4.20 a>e
Qualification General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 12.92 393 5480 .000* .04 c>e
General Mental and Musical Ability! 28  15.07 3.75 d>e

No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 11.36 4.14
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Table 7. One-Way ANOVA Results on Classroom Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Regarding Gifted Education

Based on Their Nomination of Students to BILSEM (continued)

Variable Field of Expertise n Mean Sd  Fus»3 p n2 Difference
General Mental Ability ? 212 9.50 2.58
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 9.38 2.86
Responsibility General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147  9.54 273 972 422 01
General Mental and Musical Ability! 28  10.50 2.82 '
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 9.70 2.85
General Mental Ability ? 212 27.80 4.54
Personality Artistic or Musical 'Al.)ilityb. . 50 27.14 5.16
Traits General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 28.26 4.79 2995 .018* .02 d>e
General Mental and Musical Ability! 28  30.14 4.71
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 27.01 4.48
General Mental Ability® 212 23.78 3.92
Creativity Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 2446 399
Fostering General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 24.16 4.0 2324  .056 02
Qualification  General Mental and Musical Ability? 28 2571 443 '
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 2331 4.11
General Mental Ability® 212 10.74 2.51
Instructional Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 1090 2.78
Planning General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 10.52 2.92 2.449 .045* .02 d>e
Qualification ~ General Mental and Musical Ability 28  11.89 2.78
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 10.15 2.84
General Mental Ability® 212 9392 15.70
Total Self- Artistic or Musical .At?ilityb. . 50 9338 17.19 i>a
Efficacy General Mental and Artlstlc Abl.lllty° 147 9479 17.14 4.317 .002* .03 de
General Mental and Musical Ability! 28  104.04 17.83
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 89.65 15.95
*p <.05

When classroom teachers’ self-efficacy regarding gifted education was examined based on
their nomination of students to BILSEM, significant differences were found in several
dimensions of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers: Academic Qualification
(F4, 503= 5.87; p< .001; n? = .04), Mentorship Qualification (F4, 523)= 5.48; p<.001; n*=.04),
Personality Traits (F4, 523) = 2.99; p=.018; n? = .02), Instructional Planning Qualification (F(,
s23= 2.45; p= .045; n* = .02), and Total Self-Efficacy (Fu, 523= 4.32, p= .002, n*= .03).
According to Cohen’s (1988) criteria, the effect sizes ranged from small to medium. To
identify the source of these significant differences, a Bonferroni post hoc multiple comparison
test was conducted. The results indicated that teachers who nominated students in the areas of
general mental ability, general mental and artistic ability, and general mental and musical
ability scored significantly higher in the academic qualification and mentorship qualification
dimensions than teachers who did not nominate any candidates. With respect to the
personality traits and instructional planning qualification dimensions, only teachers who
nominated students in the general mental and musical ability domain demonstrated
significantly higher self-efficacy scores compared to those who did not nominate any
candidates. Regarding total self-efficacy, teachers who nominated students in the general
mental and musical ability domain had significantly higher scores than both teachers who
nominated students only in the general mental ability domain and those who did not nominate
any candidates. Overall, these findings suggest that experience with nominating students—
particularly nominating students in multiple or combined talent domains (e.g., general mental
and musical abilities)—may positively contribute to classroom teachers’ self-efficacy
regarding the education of gifted students.

A one-way ANOVA was conducted to examine whether there were significant differences in
the total score and subscales of the Creativity Fostering Teacher Index Scale based on
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classroom teachers’ previous nominations of students to BILSEM. The results are presented
in Table 8.

Table 8. One-Way ANOVA Results on Classroom Teachers’ Levels of Creativity Support Based on
Their Nominations to BILSEM

Variable Field of Expertise n Mean Sd Fussz p n?

General Mental Ability? 212 8.50 1.28
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 8.60 1.40

Independence General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 8.69 1.23 1.066 372 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability? 28 8.82 1.36
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 8.43 1.30
General Mental Ability® 212 17.29  2.51
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 17.58  2.39

Integration General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147  17.75 227 1.788 .130 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability* 28 1825  1.65
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 17.24  2.39
General Mental Ability® 212 13.18 1.90
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 13.28  2.02

Motivation General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 1343  1.60 1.046 383 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability! 28 13.64  1.37
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 13.05 1.82
General Mental Ability® 212 16.69 2.43
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 17.24 245

Judgment General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147  16.72 229 .822 S11 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability* 28 17.21  2.13
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 16.68  2.52
General Mental Ability® 212 1736 243
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 17.14  2.59

Flexibility General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147  17.58 2.19 730 572 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability¢ 28 17.82  2.16
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 1722 2.39
General Mental Ability® 212 13.01 1.82
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 1290  1.99

Evaluation General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147  13.14 1.70 1.069 371 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability¢ 28 13.14 1.74
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 12.67 1.84
General Mental Ability® 212 17.64 231
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 17.44 219

Questioning General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 17.86 222 1.032 390 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability¢ 28 18.25 2.12
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 1747 233
General Mental Ability® 212 17.70  2.25
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 1778  2.22

Opportunity Giving  General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 17.94  2.12 1.311 265 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability¢ 28 1850 1.71

No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 1753 2.29
General Mental Ability? 212 2229 292
Artistic or Musical Ability® 50 2216 294
Disappointment General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147 2250 273 1.257 286 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability¢ 28 23.07 2.21
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 21.86  3.06
General Mental Ability? 212 143.67 17.06
Supporting Overall Artistic or Musical .At.)ilityb. . 50 144.12 17.59
Creativity General Mental and Artistic Ability® 147  145.61 15.47 1.174 321 .01
General Mental and Musical Ability¢ 28 148.71 13.36
No Candidates Were Nominated® 91 142.15 17.8
*p <.05
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According to the statistical results presented in Table 8, no statistically significant differences
were found in teachers’ levels of creativity support based on their nomination of students to
BILSEM (p > .05).

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine whether there were significant
differences in the total score and subscales of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for
Teachers based on whether classroom teachers provided instruction in the support education
room. The results are presented in Table 9.

Table 9. Results of the Independent Samples t-Test on Classroom Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Regarding
Gifted Education Based on Instruction in the Support Education Room

Teaching in a

Variable Support n  Mean Sd df t C’ohen

: Education Room sd
gﬁiﬁ%ﬁ;ﬁion ;;Zs 4574 4 181. 8189 ;g? 526 5.927  .000* .85
gﬁ;ﬁcf)‘fs::ilzm SI(\IZS 4574 4 5451(7) ggg 526 5.700  .000* .82
Responsibility - o ol Se sa6 2014 5+ 3
Personality Traits SI[\IEZ)S 4574 4 ; gzg jég 526 4.922  .000* 71
gf;tgézizﬁmmg SIEIZS 4574 4 ;g ;g ig(l) 526 3.512  .000* .50
gj;ﬁ?;g;gg;manmng SI(\IZS 4574 4 }(Z)ié ;;? 526 4.182  .000* .60
Total Self-Efficacy \I;eos 45744 19025.:5860 i zg; 526 5.711  .000* Q2
*p <.05

According to the results presented in Table 9, significant differences were found in all
subscales of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers as well as in Total Self-
Efficacy, based on whether classroom teachers provided instruction in the support education
room (p < .05). Teachers who taught in the support education room demonstrated
significantly higher levels of Academic Qualification (#s26 = 5.93; p < .001; d = 0.85),
Mentorship Qualification (¢s26) = 5.70; p < .001; d = 0.82), Responsibility (#5206 = 2.24; p =
.025; d = 0.32), Personality Traits (#s26) = 4.92; p < .001; d = 0.71), Creativity Fostering
Qualification (#;526) = 3.51; p < .001; d = 0.50), Instructional Planning Qualification (#s26) =
4.18; p <.001, d = 0.60), and Total Self-Efficacy (¢526) = 5.71; p <.001; d = 0.82). Overall,
these findings indicate that classroom teachers who provide instruction in the support
education room have higher levels of self-efficacy regarding gifted education than those who
do not. Moreover, most of the observed differences correspond to moderate to large effect
sizes, suggesting a substantial practical significance.

A t-test was conducted to examine whether there were significant differences in the total score
and sub-dimensions of the Creativity Support Scale based on whether classroom teachers
provided instruction in the support education room, and the results are presented in Table 10.
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Table 10. Results of the t-Test Regarding Levels of Support for Creativity Based on Classroom
Teachers’ Provision of Instruction in the Support Education Room

Variable Te;ﬁg?i:g;;;ﬁﬁort n Mean Sd df t p Coha?n’s
Independence ﬁs 457‘2 S:g; 12‘2‘2 526 2061 .040% 30
Integration ﬁs 457‘2 i;ig %g é 526 1184 237 .17
Motivation 31{\1? 457‘2 3133 i;g 526 870 385 .12
Judgment ﬁs 457‘2 igg? g:ié 526 1864 063 27
Flexibility {IZS 457‘2 };:23 ;ég 526 1728 085 25
Evaluation ?\I": 457‘2 B:gg i:gf 526 2054 .040% 30
Questioning ?\I‘ZS 457‘2 } gég ;ég 526 1583 114 23
Opportunity Giving SI(\;;S 4572 }ggj ;%é 526 1.601 .110 23
Disappointment ;‘f 457‘2 g;g ;:gg 526 1.085 278 15
glrlgi?it&rylg Overall ‘I(\]ZS 45;44 ijg:gg }2:23 526 1770 077 25
*p <.05

When comparing the levels of creativity support provided by classroom teachers based on
their teaching status in the support education room, statistically significant differences were
found in the subdimensions of independence, #526) = 2.06, p = .040, d = 0.30, and evaluation,
ts26)=2.05, p = .040, d = 0.30. In both subdimensions, the mean scores of teachers working in
the support education room were higher than those of teachers who did not work in this unit.
The effect sizes were small in both cases. No statistically significant differences were
observed in the other subdimensions of the creativity support scale or in the total score (p >
.05). These findings indicate that working in the support education room may positively
influence teachers’ competence in supporting creativity only in certain components.

A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to examine whether there were significant
relationships between classroom teachers’ total scores and sub-dimensions of the Supporting
Creativity scale and the Self-Efficacy Regarding Gifted Education scale. The results are
presented in Table 11.

Table 11. Results of the Correlation Analysis Between Classroom Teachers’ Creativity Support Levels
and Their Self-Efficacy in Gifted Education

Degisken 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Independence -
2. Integration 27H* —
3. Motivation J32%* D1F* —
4. Judgment 25%%  D3xE 19k -
5. Flexibility S2E - ATRE ADFE ATF* -
6. Evaluation S4xE - ADFRx 39¥Ek - AFERE 44 xE -
7. Questioning A45%% Q¥R De¥E 35k 3wk 34wk —
8. Opportunity Giving ST¥E AR 3e¥*F 40%*  39%*%  30**  30%*
9. Disappointment SR Arxx 38¥*F  40%*F  38F*  30**  38¥*
10. Supporting Overall Creativity 23F* 0 4%% 2%k S1¥k 50%*  3T7F*F 46%*

**p < .01 (2-tailed); 1-Academic Qualification, 2-Mentorship Qualification, 3-Responsibility, 4-Personality Traits, 5-
Creativity Fostering Qualification, 6-Instructional Planning Qualification, 7-Total Self-Efficacy
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The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between classroom teachers’ levels
of supporting creativity and their self-efficacy regarding gifted education. For this purpose, a
Pearson correlation analysis was conducted. The results indicated a positive and moderate
relationship between the total score of the Supporting Creativity Scale and the total score of
the Self-Efficacy Scale for Gifted Education (r=.46, p<.0l). In addition, statistically
significant positive relationships were found between all sub-dimensions of the Supporting
Creativity Scale and all sub-dimensions of the Self-Efficacy Scale for Gifted Education at the
(p<.01) level. Examination of the correlation coefficients showed that most of these
relationships ranged from low to moderate in magnitude. Overall, the findings demonstrate a
consistent and meaningful association between teachers’ support for creativity and their self-
efficacy in the education of gifted students.

As previously determined, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values ranged between 1.0 and
10, indicating that the assumptions required for regression analysis were met (Alpar, 2016). In
addition, the standardized residuals of the regression model were found to be normally
distributed. To examine the extent to which teachers’ support for creativity predicts their self-
efficacy regarding gifted education, a simple linear regression analysis was conducted. The
results of this analysis are presented in Table 12.

Table 12. Results of the Regression Analysis Predicting Teachers’ Scores on the Self-Efficacy Scale
for Gifted Education Based on Their Scores on the Creativity Supporting Teachers Index Scale

%095 Confidence Multicollinearity St

Model B Standard 5 ; » Interval atistics
Error Lower Upper Toleran VIF
Bound Bound olerance

Constant 27.777 5.607 4.954 .000 6.763 38.792

Supporting 46

Overall 458 .039 ’ 11.873 .000 383 534 1.00 1.00
. 0

Creativity

R=.460 R’=211  F526=140.980 p<.01

Table 12 shows that teachers’ levels of creativity support significantly predict their self-
efficacy in gifted education (p < .01). The results of the regression analysis indicate that
teachers’ self-efficacy in gifted education is substantially influenced by their level of
creativity support (F(1, s26) = 140.98; p <.01; R = .46; R>= .21).

4. Discussion, Conclusion, and Suggestions

The study revealed a positive and moderate relationship between teachers’ levels of creativity
support and their self-efficacy in gifted education. Regression analysis indicated that 21% of
the variance in teachers’ self-efficacy regarding gifted education was explained by their
creativity support levels. In addition, several demographic variables were found to be
associated with significant differences in teachers’ self-efficacy in gifted education and their
levels of creativity support.

The study found that male teachers exhibited higher levels of self-efficacy than female
teachers in the education of gifted students, particularly in the dimensions of Mentorship
Qualification and Personality Traits. This finding may be associated with the widespread
societal perception that male teachers are more likely to assume authoritative, leadership, or
mentoring roles, as well as with the cultural characteristics of the region in which the study
was conducted. In this context, Ayvact and Durmus (2025) emphasized that students require
teachers’ guidance throughout the project development process, especially in scientific
research and data analysis, and that the academic support provided by advisory teachers
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enhances the success of this process. Similarly, Bek (2007) reported that the roles attributed to
female and male teachers may differ within educational settings. Moreover, McGrath and
Sinclair (2013) concluded that male teachers working at the primary school level often reflect
a father figure, communicate more comfortably with their students, and serve as effective role
models in skill development. These findings support the view that male teachers may possess
personality traits conducive to mentoring roles. In addition, previous studies have reported
significant differences between male and female teachers in terms of personality traits related
to the education of gifted students (Aslan & Yurtal, 2023; Girgin & Sahin, 2019). However,
the findings of Abanoz (2021), which indicated that female classroom teachers were more
competent than male teachers in the Mentorship Qualification sub-dimension, are not
consistent with the results of the present study. In addition, no statistically significant
differences were identified in the total score of the scale or in its other sub-dimensions with
respect to the gender variable. Overall, the review of the literature reveals a notable lack of
studies examining the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy in the education of gifted
students and gender (Giines, 2015; Karademir-Unlii, 2019; Liu & Waller, 2018; Uzun et al.,
2010). Researchers who have reported similar findings, such as Ozata (2022), explain this
outcome by suggesting that male and female teachers tend to develop comparable beliefs
regarding their professional competencies. Likewise, Karademir-Unlii (2019) attributes the
absence of gender-based differences to the fact that teachers, regardless of gender, make
similar efforts to educate gifted students in accordance with their individual characteristics.
The lack of significant differences observed in the other sub-dimensions of the scale may also
be explained by the shared duties and responsibilities inherent in the teaching profession,
which are carried out independently of gender, as well as by teacher education programs that
provide comparable levels of professional competence to both male and female teachers.

It was concluded that there was no statistically significant difference between male and
female teachers in terms of their levels of creativity support. This finding indicates that
teachers’ creativity-supporting practices are not influenced by gender. A review of the
relevant literature shows that this result is consistent with the findings of several previous
studies (Inel-Ekici, 2016; Kaya, 2018; Leylak & Say, 2021; Pehlivan, 2019; Yousaf &
Ghayas, 2015). Based on these results, it can be suggested that creativity-supporting behaviors
are independent of gender and are more closely associated with teachers’ professional
development, experience, and engagement in reflective and research-based practices.
However, there are also studies in the literature that report findings inconsistent with the
present results (Giilel, 2006; Kiris¢i & Sarikaya, 2023). Such discrepancies may stem from
differences in sample characteristics, sample size, research design, and the measurement
instruments employed.

When classroom teachers’ self-efficacy regarding the education of gifted students was
examined according to whether they reported having drawing or musical abilities, it was
found that teachers who indicated such abilities had higher mean scores across all dimensions
of the scale compared to those who did not. According to Gardner’s (1983) theory of multiple
intelligences, individuals may demonstrate high levels of ability in different domains, such as
music and visual arts. Teachers who are engaged in artistic activities may therefore be more
sensitive to individual differences among students, which can contribute to higher perceptions
of self-efficacy. Bandura (1997) emphasizes that individuals’ previous successful experiences
and perceptions of personal competence strengthen their sense of self-efficacy. Developing
skills in artistic domains such as drawing, and music may enhance teachers’ self-confidence
and professional competence. Similarly, Eisner (2003) argues that artistic experiences enrich
individuals’ pedagogical understanding and support creative thinking. Studies have also
shown that creativity-supporting practices have a positive effect on creativity (Yurdakal,
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2019), which contributes to the creation of a more supportive educational environment for
gifted students. Furthermore, Hallam (2010) notes that engagement in the arts, particularly
music, fosters empathy, awareness, and holistic development—qualities that are especially
important when working with gifted students. Supporting this view, Boyd (2013) found that
the integration of music and mathematics instruction increased mathematics achievement
among students with musical abilities. Taken together, these findings suggest that teachers’
engagement in artistic domains may positively influence their self-efficacy in the education of
gifted students by enhancing both their personal competencies and their pedagogical
sensitivity. The findings of the study suggest that teachers who have both an interest in and
aptitude for the arts may be better equipped to provide high-quality education in certain
domains. Individuals who engage in artistic pursuits, such as drawing and musicianship, are
more likely to recognize and actualize their own latent abilities. Teachers who are aware of
their own potential may, in turn, be more capable of identifying exceptional abilities in their
students. Accordingly, it can be hypothesized that this awareness positively influences
teachers’ self-efficacy in relation to the education of gifted students.

In examining teachers’ levels of support for creativity, the variable of artistic or musical
aptitude was analyzed. The findings indicated that teachers who reported having artistic or
musical aptitude obtained higher scores in the subdimensions of independence, evaluation,
flexibility, questioning, opportunity giving, and disappointment. These results suggest that
teachers with artistic or musical aptitude tend to demonstrate stronger creativity-supportive
behaviors. As Eisner (2003) emphasizes, engagement with the arts enhances individuals’
problem-solving  skills, cognitive flexibility, and creative capacities. Similarly,
Dogramacioglu’s (2016) study comparing students enrolled in Fine Arts High Schools with
those attending other types of secondary schools revealed significant differences in creativity
levels, favoring students in Fine Arts High Schools. This finding indicates that structured
artistic education contributes positively to the development of creative thinking. Supporting
this view, previous research has shown that artistic education has a beneficial effect on
individuals’ creative thinking processes (Dikici, 2006; Furnham, 2011). However, Giilel
(2006) reported contradictory findings, indicating that pre-service teachers who played a
musical instrument demonstrated lower creativity levels than their non-musical peers. Despite
this inconsistency, the results of the present study indicate that teachers with artistic or
musical aptitude exhibit higher levels of creativity support. This may be attributed to their
richer imagination, ability to generate original ideas, and experience in creating flexible and
creativity-enhancing learning environments.

An investigation was conducted to examine the self-efficacy levels of primary school teachers
regarding their competence in educating gifted students. The findings revealed a statistically
significant difference in the total scale score and in the subdimensions of academic
competence, mentorship, personality traits, and instructional planning, depending on whether
teachers had nominated students for admission to the BILSEM. A comparison of the mean
scores across all dimensions in which significant differences were observed showed that
teachers who had not nominated students for BILSEM demonstrated higher self-efficacy
scores than those who had nominated students, particularly in the domains of general
cognitive ability and musical ability. This difference was found to be statistically significant.
These findings suggest that teachers tend to nominate students for BILSEM primarily when
they perceive strength in general intellectual ability and musical talent. The results further
indicated that 17.2% of the teachers participating in the study had not nominated any students
for BILSEM. Similarly, Akar and Uluman (2013) reported that 14.5% of classroom teachers
did not nominate any students, while 18% nominated students who were later determined not
to meet giftedness criteria. In contrast, Abanoz (2021) reported a higher rate (31.3%) of
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teachers who did not nominate any students. This trend may indicate an increasing awareness
among teachers regarding the criteria for identifying gifted students and a more cautious
approach to nomination. Callahan (2005) emphasizes that the nomination of gifted students is
a complex and multifaceted process. Supporting this view, Schroth and Helfer (2008) found
that teachers considered standardized tests, teacher recommendations, and student portfolios
to be the most effective tools for identifying gifted children. However, their study also
revealed that parents did not share the same perceptions regarding the effectiveness of these
identification methods. Bracken and Brown (2006) emphasized that teachers play a pivotal
role in identifying gifted students through continuous interaction and systematic observation
of their behaviors. This finding underscores the critical importance of teachers in the
recognition and identification of gifted students. Similarly, Hansen and Feldhusen (1994)
compared educators who had received formal training in gifted education with those who had
not and found that teachers who completed university-level coursework or participated in in-
service training programs were significantly more effective in identifying gifted individuals.
These findings suggest that enhancing teachers’ professional knowledge and competencies in
gifted education can improve both their instructional effectiveness and their capacity to guide
students toward appropriate educational settings, such as BILSEM. Despite this potential,
several factors have been identified as contributing to the underrepresentation of students with
special abilities in BILSEM. These factors include teachers’ limited knowledge about the
institutional structure of BILSEM, the student selection process, and the content of its
educational programs. Additionally, psychological pressure from parents to nominate their
children, teachers’ perceptions of the nomination process as time-consuming, and the absence
of students with clearly identifiable special abilities in the classroom have been reported as
barriers. Collectively, these factors may lead to teachers’ reluctance to refer students to
BILSEM.

A significant statistical discrepancy exists between teachers’ exhibited levels of creativity and
the number of students applying to BILSEM. In their 2004 study, Siegle and Powell examined
the relationship between teachers’ support for creative thinking and their candidate
recommendation behaviors. The researchers found that, although teachers generally displayed
high levels of support for creative thinking, their recommendations were primarily influenced
by their knowledge of high-achieving students. This indicates that teachers’ support for
creativity does not always directly correlate with their candidate recommendations. Sisk
(2007) argued that teachers’ creativity support behaviors are not directly related to the
identification or guidance of gifted students. Furthermore, the author suggested that a
teacher’s own creativity does not necessarily reflect effective observational skills during the
identification process. Overall, the findings imply that the decision to nominate students for
BILSEM is not directly associated with teachers’ creativity levels. It can be inferred that the
selection of outstanding students for candidacy may be influenced by multiple factors,
including the recognition of students’ characteristics and the implementation of diverse
assessment methods.

When the self-efficacy of classroom teachers regarding the education of gifted students was
examined according to whether they taught in a support education classroom, it was observed
that teachers who provided instruction had significantly higher mean scores across all
dimensions of the Gifted Education Self-Efficacy Scale for Teachers compared to those who
did not. These findings are consistent with the results of Aslan and Yurtal (2023). Afat (2017)
reported that approximately 2% of the general population is identified as gifted, but in the
province where the study was conducted, the proportion of students receiving education in the
support education classroom was below 1%. Additionally, it was indicated by the Guidance
and Research Center of the province that only 44% of students with enrichment measures
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received education in the support education classroom. In the present study, the proportion of
classroom teachers providing courses in the support education classroom for students
diagnosed as gifted was 10.2%. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that the
proportion of teachers offering lessons or courses in the support education classroom is
relatively low. This situation may be caused by several factors, including insufficient
infrastructure in schools, lack of awareness among some teachers and parents regarding the
possibility of providing courses for gifted students in support education classrooms, and
teachers’ limited competence in preparing enriched education plans. On the other hand,
studies focusing on the perspectives of teachers providing instruction in support education
classrooms (Mcculloch, 2010; Opengin, 2018) generally reported positive views. Opengin
(2018) emphasized the impact of teachers’ dedicated efforts on the formation of positive
attitudes toward support education classrooms and stated that this practice benefits teachers’
professional development as well as students and schools. Considering the research findings,
it is expected that teachers providing lessons in support education classrooms would
experience a positive effect on their professional competence. Furthermore, enhancing and
expanding the infrastructure of support education classrooms could provide substantial
benefits for both students and schools. It can also be argued that teachers teaching in these
classrooms gain direct, one-on-one interaction with gifted students, enabling them to
recognize student needs, adapt instructional strategies, and use differentiated materials. This
experience can be interpreted as positively influencing teachers’ self-efficacy regarding the
education of gifted students.

When the creativity fostering levels of classroom teachers were examined in terms of whether
they provided education in the support education classroom, a statistically significant
difference was observed in favor of teachers providing support education only in the
Independence and Evaluation sub-dimensions of the Creativity Fostering Teacher Index
Scale. The difference observed in the Independence sub-dimension may be attributed to the
inclusion of enjoyable activities such as intelligence games in support education classrooms.
Research findings suggesting that flexible and independent programs, different from the
regular academic curriculum, can be implemented in support education classrooms (Rogers,
2007; Sak, 2020) may support this explanation. The difference observed in the Evaluation
sub-dimension may be influenced by teachers’ continuous analysis of whether the activities
carried out in the support education classroom effectively serve their intended purpose.
Indeed, the evaluation phase is considered one of the most critical stages of creativity, and
previous research emphasizing the importance of post-implementation assessment by teachers
(Ersoy & Bager, 2009) supports this notion. The literature indicates that support education
classroom practices in Turkey often lack scientific grounding (Tortop & Dinger, 2016; Pemik,
2017), and although teachers play a key role in the success of these practices, they are not
sufficiently trained (Bedur et al., 2015; Dimitriadis, 2016; Hong et al., 2011). Furthermore,
research highlights the importance of school administration and teacher motivation in
sustaining and effectively continuing these practices (Long et al., 2015; Opengin, 2018).
Based on these considerations, the absence of a significant difference in the total scale and
other sub-dimensions regarding teachers’ creativity fostering levels may be due to insufficient
scientific grounding for the practices, inadequate teacher training, and the lack of ownership
of the program by both school administration and teachers.

When the relationship between classroom teachers’ creativity fostering levels and their self-
efficacy regarding the education of gifted students was examined, a statistically significant
positive correlation was identified across the sub-dimensions of both scales. This finding may
be associated with the fact that teachers with high creativity fostering levels, in addition to
general domain competencies, are able to provide more appropriate and flexible educational
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conditions for gifted students. Ozkan (2009) noted that gifted students demand a joyful
learning environment that supports their creativity skills and out-of-school experiential
learning, offers opportunities for self-paced, practice- and experiment-based learning, and
contributes to their individual development. According to Daglioglu (2010), teachers
educating gifted students should possess high creativity skills, enthusiasm, strong knowledge
base, effective communication abilities, be respected by gifted children, and enable them to
express their thoughts freely. Berkant and Varki (2022) emphasized the importance of
creativity for individual and societal development in contemporary conditions. Berkant (2018)
highlighted that teachers’ creativity skills are essential for the effective implementation of
educational programs and the provision of student-centered teaching. Atli (2019) indicated
that individuals with high levels of creativity can generate original solutions to encountered
challenges, while Eryillmaz and Uluyol (2015) suggested that creativity skills have positive
impacts not only in educational life but also in all aspects of life. Peine and Coleman (2010)
underlined that classroom teachers need to acquire additional competencies alongside their
general domain qualifications to adequately support the abilities of gifted students. Akar
(2015) stated that classroom teachers should encourage gifted students’ creativity and
productivity by implementing practices and arrangements that sustain these traits. In general,
the findings reported in the literature support the results obtained in this study.

According to the results of the regression analysis conducted to determine the extent to which
classroom teachers’ creativity fostering levels predict their self-efficacy regarding the
education of gifted students, approximately 21% of the variance in teachers’ self-efficacy in
gifted education can be explained by their creativity fostering levels. These findings indicate
that teachers’ creativity fostering levels constitute an important factor in determining their
self-efficacy in educating gifted students. Davies et al. (2013) found that teachers’ tendencies
to create creative learning environments significantly increased their confidence in developing
and implementing instructional methods suitable for the needs of gifted students. Similarly,
Sak (2020) emphasized that teachers’ capacity to enhance their creative thinking skills
directly affects their self-efficacy in addressing the diverse learning needs of gifted students.
These results suggest that teachers’ abilities to foster creativity can enhance their self-efficacy
in the education of gifted students, thereby enabling them to play a more effective role in the
teaching process.

Based on the findings obtained, the following recommendations for research and practice can
be proposed:

The sample of the study consists of classroom teachers. The research can be applied to
teachers from different branches, and the results can be compared. Studies conducted with the
participation of teachers from various branches can reveal differences in the self-efficacy and
creativity fostering levels of teachers in different subject areas, thereby addressing the
limitation of the current study. The research is limited to the province of Osmaniye. Similar
studies can be conducted with classroom teachers in other provinces, allowing for a
comparison of results. In this way, regional differences in educational practices and teacher
needs can be examined, reducing the study’s limitation. The study was conducted using a
quantitative method. A qualitative study could be carried out to examine classroom teachers’
self-efficacy in gifted education and their creativity fostering levels in greater depth, or an
experimental design could be employed to enhance self-efficacy and creativity fostering
levels. This would allow for comparisons of results obtained from different applications.
Furthermore, different dependent and independent variables can be used to compare
outcomes, and more complex models, such as Structural Equation Modeling, can be tested
with new variables. In this way, the complex relationships between teachers’ self-efficacy and
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creativity fostering levels, as well as their interactions with other factors, can be more
thoroughly revealed.

The study found that male teachers scored higher than female teachers in terms of mentorship
and appropriate personality traits regarding the education of gifted students. Training
programs can be organized to enhance the mentorship levels of female teachers. Classroom
teachers who reported having talents in visual arts or music were found to have higher levels
of self-efficacy in gifted education and greater creativity fostering levels. Therefore, in-
service training or courses that contribute to the development of teachers’ skills in visual arts
and music can be offered. Support from specialist teachers in music or visual arts can also be
provided for students nominated to BILSEM in these fields. Teachers providing instruction in
support education classrooms were observed to have higher self-efficacy in gifted education
and greater creativity fostering levels. In schools with support education classrooms, teachers
who have not previously taught in these settings can be encouraged to provide instruction in
order to enhance their competencies. The study also indicated that classroom teachers’
creativity fostering levels positively influence their self-efficacy in gifted education. Practical
activities and workshops can be organized through in-service training and courses to develop
teachers’ creative skills. Additionally, during undergraduate education, courses combining
theoretical and practical knowledge on creativity can be offered to prospective teachers.
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