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Giftedness or disability? Living with paradox
Ahmet Bildiren a and Tahsin Fıratb

aDepartment of Special Education, Aydın Adnan Menderes Universitesi, Aydin, Turkey; bDepartment of Special
Education, Adiyaman University, Adiyaman, Turkey

ABSTRACT
There are difficulties regarding the identification of twice-exceptional
students in Turkey. These children can be identified properly by way of
multidimensional assessment. The purpose of the present study was to
examine through family interviews, child interviews, products of the
child and non-verbal intelligence tests the areas of difficulty and ability
areas for Alp who has a probability of being identified with learning
disabilities and giftedness. A single-subject case study model has been
utilised for the study. Semi-structured interview form was applied during
the study to acquire the opinions of the family. Study sample analysis
and reading fluency activities were carried out in order to analyse the
difficulties in reading and writing. Non-verbal intelligence tests were
applied for identifying non-verbal cognitive ability. Expert opinions were
taken for examining the products of the child. Based on the acquired
findings, it was concluded that Alp can be a twice exceptional child.
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Introduction

Gifted children emerge within the special education context as a group with increasing importance
with regard to both diagnosis and education. Increasing this interest is the characteristics they display
differently from children with typical development, especially starting from early ages. Even though
every child has a unique trajectory, gifted children may display early development characteristics
such as early walking, early talking, advanced vocabulary, persistent observation and curiosity, per-
ception, rapid learning, problem-solving, long and intensive concentration, knowing extraordinary
information, early tendency to art, and abstract thinking (Bildiren 2018; Clark 2002; Davis and
Rimm 2004; Porter 2005; Renzulli et al. 2002; Smutny and Von Fremd 2004; Stainthorp and Hughes
2004).

These properties may be considered advantageous when compared with those of other children,
but they do not always make it easier for gifted children to realise their own potential. Studies have
shown that gifted children display superior academic success when participating in education pro-
grammes tailored to suit their own needs (Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, and Worrell 2011). Therefore,
their learning should be supported and differentiated in order to enable them to improve their per-
formance (Harrison 2005; Horowitz, Subotnik, and Matthews 2009; Robinson, Shore, and Enersen
2007; Subotnik and Rickoff 2010). Gifted children’s psychological states may be disrupted in cases
when the desired performance is not displayed, or due to lack of talent in a particular field
(Preckel, Gotz, and Frenzel 2010; Subotnik et al. 2011).

Students with learning disabilities form another group which attracts attention for special edu-
cation. These children experience difficulties in listening, thinking, talking, reading, writing, and/or
mathematical calculations due to impacts on one or more psychological processes that are
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fundamental for understanding and using written and verbal language (IDEA 2004). In addition,
research has demonstrated that the intelligence levels of students with learning disabilities are at
a normal or above normal level, and that the difficulties they encounter do not arise from any cultural
or environmental deficiency (Lyon et al. 2001). Even though these difficulties are mostly observed in
reading, writing, and mathematics, there are certain characteristics that are common to these chil-
dren either as the cause or result of the difficulties experienced by such students in these areas.
Such students experience social skills deficits (Kavale and Mostert 2004; Lyon 1996), long- and
short-term memory impairments (Swanson and Berninger 1995; Swanson and Siegel 2001), problems
related with visual and aural perception (Güzel-Özmen 2008), motor skill deficiencies (Nielsen et al.
1993; Woodard and Surburg 2001), displaying impulsive and disruptive behaviours (Sze 2010), intro-
version (Bender and ve Golden 1990; Sze 2010), low self-perception (Grolnick and Ryan 1990; Zeleke
2004), and lack of motivation (Elbaum and Vaughn 2003; Zisimopoulos and Galanaki 2009).

On the other hand, some students attract attention from the special education community
because, while they may appear unsuccessful due to the difficulties they encounter in various
areas, they also demonstrate great talent in academic or creative fields in the school environment.
The characteristics of gifted individuals and individuals with learning disabilities may seem comple-
tely contrary to each other, but these characteristics may also coexist (Smoke 2009). Even though
researchers indicate it as a paradox for gifted students to experience difficulties (Baum 1990;
Schultz 2005), the interaction between these two contrary sets of characteristics make up a third
definitive set (Terry 2004). This group, comprised of gifted individuals with learning disabilities, is
identified as those who have extraordinary talents or strong sides but who are weak in other areas
(Baum 1989). Researchers have described this group as anonymous students hidden behind an
average success upon discovering that giftedness and learning disabilities can coexist (Baum 1990;
Brody and Mills 1997).

Gifted students with learning disabilities comprise a population that is generally unnoticed,
undiagnosed, or misdiagnosed (Terry 2004). In the classroom, these individuals are sometimes per-
ceived as daydreamers or students who do not participate in activities, who are disorganised, disin-
terested, and weak, and who cannot learn (Dole 1999). Silverman (1989) carried out a study on 14,000
gifted students which determined that 200 (or 1.4%) experienced learning disability (Welsh 2010).
Silverman (2003) later identified that the frequency of learning disabilities among the gifted popu-
lation is similar to that of the general population (10–15%). However, it is very difficult to identify
and diagnose disability within this population (Brody and Mills 1997; Maddocks 2018; Vaughn
1989), and one of the most frequently cited reasons for this is the stereotypical expectations sur-
rounding talented students or those with learning disabilities (Whitmore 1987). Because the scholas-
tic expectations surrounding gifted students (being perfect at school, completing his/her tasks at
school rapidly and accurately, getting high scores and good grades in achievement tests, etc.) contra-
dict with the characteristics of students with learning disabilities (ineffective learning strategies, pro-
blems in long- and short-term memory, etc.), students are not typically perceived as demonstrating
both giftedness and disability (Tannenbaum and Baldwin 1983).

Studies have categorised these students under three sub-groups: the first being labelled as ‘twice
exceptional children’ or as gifted students who experience learning disabilities (Baum 1994; Boodoo
et al. 1989). These students attract attention at first due to their exceptional success and high IQ
scores. This group can easily be diagnosed as gifted, however they make spelling mistakes, they
are weak in writing/handwriting skills, and they are generally disorderly. Moreover, the inconsistency
between these students’ expected performance and their actual performance grows over time (Baum
and Owen 2004). In addition, these students are frequently exposed to social and emotional conflicts
that their classmates rarely encounter (Neumeister, Yssel, and Burney 2013). The second group is
comprised of ‘undiagnosed gifted’ individuals who have been diagnosed with learning disabilities,
but whose giftedness has been covered up due to this diagnosis. The strengths of these students
go unnoticed due to the insufficiency of diagnostic tools and the fact that their education focuses
only on their inadequacies (Silverman 2009). The third and largest group is comprised of students
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who have not been diagnosed because giftedness masks their disabilities (Baum 1990; Brody and
Mills 1997; Fetzer 2000; King 2005; Rivera, Murdock, and Sexton 1995). These students are diagnosed
with neither giftedness nor learning disabilities since they do not attract attention academically
(Baum 1990; McCallum et al. 2013). They may go unnoticed since their giftedness may moderate
the areas they experience difficulties in (Silverman 2009). Therefore, it is difficult to distinguish
these students in classrooms where a traditional understanding of teaching prevails because gener-
ally, in such classes, class average is taken as basis (Faouri 1998).

Another frequently used method for diagnosing gifted students or those with learning disabilities
is to characterise them based on their strengths and weaknesses (Faouri 1998). Giftedness is mostly
considered as a strength, while learning disabilities are considered as weaknesses (Baum 1990). When
the literature regarding the characteristic attributes of gifted individuals with learning disabilities is
taken into consideration, the strengths of gifted students with learning disabilities may include
advanced vocabulary, extraordinary analytical thinking skill, superior creativity, advanced problem
solving skill, talent in a special area (music, mechanics, etc.), advanced memory, strong critical think-
ing, advanced humour, and ability to discover. Conversely, the weaknesses of these individuals
include organisational skills, completing sequential tasks, low self-esteem, improper expectations,
memorisation, calculation, difficulties with phonetics and/or spelling, weak concentration, and low
motivation (Cline and Schwartz 1999; Faouri 1998; Galat 2012; King 2005; Moon and Reis 2004;
Nielsen et al. 1993; Norton, Hartwell-Hunnicutt, and Norton 1996; Roberson 2016).

Even though gifted students with learning disabilities are evaluated in the relevant literature within
the well-established framework of giftedness and learning disability concepts, it is still important to
study these students from different perspectives. The failure to diagnose these students prohibits the
improvement of their areas of talent, as well as support in areas they struggle in. In addition, families
of these children often do not knowwhat to do to support them, while their teachersmostly cannot dis-
tinguish these students ormake erroneous evaluations. Therefore, identifying forth the characteristics of
gifted children with learning disabilities can be beneficial for both the development of these students
and to provide a significant support to their families and teachers. Additionally, the fact that no study
on gifted childrenwith learning disabilities has been conducted in Turkey despite the increasing interest
surrounding this issue in the international literature further increases the significance of this study.

The purpose of this study was to examine the areas of difficulty and talent experienced by a child
with a probability of learning disabilities and gifted child diagnosis, by way of family interview, child
interview, products of the child, and intelligence tests. Identification of twice-exceptional students in
Turkey is quite problematic. It is difficult for both teachers and psychologists. Because it is identified in
general only based on a measurement tool and deficiencies mask the abilities. It is thought that
examining the weak and strong aspects of this individual who requires special education will contrib-
ute to the related literature and diagnostic examinations.

Method

The present study follows a single subject case study model. Case studies involve carrying out a
detailed examination using a proper method, and they are preferred when studying events
related to real life that researchers have a low level of control over. The main objective is to under-
stand the event in as many of its aspects as possible. In this way, case studies give more detailed
results that are closer to reality in comparison with general surveys (Punch 2005; Yin 2003).

Participant

The present study was a single person case study. The participant, Alp, is a 7-year-old 2nd grade
student. Alp’s father is an instructor at a higher education institution and his mother is a bank
employee. The family has a moderate income level and lives at the city centre. They have been
very keen on their children since their births. They read a lot and do research on the problems of
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Alp. They have pushed all economic limits as a family to ensure that Alp receives a good education
and sent him to a private school. Academic success is given greater importance at this school. He has
been experiencing certain problems in his school life starting from the pre-school period. Moreover,
he has thoughts, products, pictures, and projects that are very different from those of his peers. Five
weeks after he started primary school, Alp’s teacher spoke with his family, indicating that Alp was far
behind in comparison with his schoolmates, that he was experiencing difficulties in reading and
writing, and that professional support was required. The family consulted the school psychologist
for this purpose, who applied the WISC IV test three times. Alp could only complete the test on
his third attempt because he was bored during the first two attempts. This third attempt lasted
3.5 hours. The WISC IV results determined that Alp’s current cognitive skill is at the ‘upper normal’
level for his age group and that he has a high intelligence level (Total IQ = 112). Across all skill
sets, Alp did not demonstrate any field where he was weaker than his peers; however, working
memory was identified as a personal weakness. Upon evaluating his general performance in all
tests, it was determined that his short-term auditory memory, attention, and concentration skills
were all below average. Alp was diagnosed by the psychologist with attention deficit, and medication
treatment was started. In addition, the family was informed that his different skills should be put to
use to continue developing them and highlighting his strengths. This study analyses the problems
that Alp experienced from infanthood to the 1st grade based on family and teacher opinions,
while his talents will be analysed according to products and intelligence tests.

Alp’s family asked for support from the special education department at the university prior to the
research period. The researcher carried out interviews with the family following the approval of the
special education department. General information was acquired from Alp’s father during the first
interview. Afterwards, an interview was carried out with Alp. A Standard Progressive Matrices Test
was applied to Alp by the researcher after the interview. A second interview was then carried out
with the parents, using a semi-structured form. Various products and paintings made by Alp, starting
from the pre-school period, were examined during the third interview. Another interview was carried
out with Alp while examining the paintings and products, after which Alp’s comments were taken.
The researcher applied a TONI-3 test on Alp during the fourth interview.

Data acquisition tools

A semi-structured interview form was used in the study to obtain family opinions, while a study
sample analysis and reading fluency study were applied to analyse the subject’s difficulties in
reading and writing. Standard Progressive Matrices and a TONI-3 test were applied to determine
Alp’s non-verbal cognitive skill. Expert opinion from researchers in the special education area was
taken into account when examining the products created by the child.

Semi-structured interview form
A semi-structured interview method was used in this study due to several advantages, including the
fact that it enables a more detailed and in-depth means of explaining the opinions of the interviewee
in comparison with other data acquisition methods, as well as enabling the researchers to see the
issue from the perspective of the interviewee (Yin 2011). The key research questions for the study
were used as the basis for preparing the interview form, while also making use of the related litera-
ture. The prepared interview form was organised in accordance with opinions acquired from special
education, measurement and evaluation, and linguistic experts. The interview form is comprised of
30 items, mainly questions that aim to reveal the strengths and weaknesses of Alp from birth. The
interview form was filled out together with Alp’s family.

Study sample analysis
Study sample analysis is a type of analysis that may determine the areas that children are successful in
or need support based on the educational activities they complete in the classroom. Written exams,
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homework, classwork, and written compositions are among typically evaluated samples in this
method (Spinelli 2002). Products in Alp’s pre-school, 1st grade, and 2nd grade notebooks, as well
as his books, were examined by two special education experts.

Reading fluency
Reading speed is obtained by determining the number of words correctly read by a student per
minute. The number of words correctly read by the student is divided by the total number of
words in the text, which is then multiplied by 100 to calculate reading accuracy scores (Rasinsky
and ve Padak 2003). In addition to the reading speed calculations, Alp’s products (model, mock-
up, etc.) were also examined by a faculty member appointed in the gifted children education depart-
ment, as well as a faculty member specialising in guidance and psychological counselling. After inter-
rater reliability analyses, it was determined that these experts reached a consensus (95%) regarding
Alp’s reading speed and accuracy.

Standard Progressive Matrices test
RSPM, which is one of the three forms of Standard Progressive Matrices, requires establishing an
analytical strategy within the scope of cognitive processes and encompasses problem-solving, induc-
tion, and deduction by reasoning from relations. RSPM is comprised of a total of five sets A, B, C, D and
E with meaningless shapes with 12 items in each for a total of 60 items. Standardisation of RSPM was
carried out by Şahin and Düzen (1994) on 2277 Turkish children aged between 6 and 15 and the split-
half reliability was determined as 0.91 for the whole sample group. It was determined via RSPM that
WISC-R correlations were 0.71 for total intelligence, 0.54 for verbal intelligence, and 0.70 for the per-
formance intelligence section. The researchers applied the SPM test on Alp for the present study, and
the application lasted about 30 minutes.

TONI-3
The non-verbal intelligence test (TONI-3, Test of Nonverbal Intelligence) developed by Brown, Sher-
benou, and Johnsen (1997) includes two original A-B parallel forms comprised of 45 items, which can
be applied to individuals in the age interval of 6–89, and can be scored dichotomically. The TONI-3
test has an advantage in that it assesses the general mental ability of individuals experiencing difficul-
ties in linguistic, auditory, and motor skills. The adaptation study on Turkish children aged between 6
and 11 was carried out by Korkmaz et al. (2018). The analysis results indicate that the Kuder-Richard-
son −20 internal consistency reliability coefficient varied between 0.86 and 0.95 for the A form of
TONI-3, and between 0.90 and 0.93 for the B Form. The reliability coefficient for the A and B parallel
forms was 0.80, while the test/re-test reliability coefficient after a 30 day interval was 0.65 for the A
form and 0.70 for the B form. The TONI-3 A form was determined to be related with the RSPM test at a
level of 0.79 within the scope of criterion-related validity, while the B form was determined to be
related with the RSPM test at a level of 0.82.

Products
The sample of Alp’s educational products for this study includes a total of 66 photographs, including a
photo each for 46 different elements and 20 photos of the same elements taken from different
angles. While 47 of the photos include a direct view of a concrete model or an image of the
model from a different perspective, 19 were photos of a drawing or a draft. The photos start with
a vacuum cleaner model in the product folder, which the family described was made by Alp after
the age of 3, and have been listed chronologically. The explanations for the photos prepared by
the family members have been attached to the photos, organising the folder. Photos, models, and
related studies were taken into consideration when evaluating the folder.

Some of the products created by Alp, such as mock-ups or models, were immediately examined by
one gifted childhood education expert and three mathematics and science experts, while others
were photographed by the researchers, after which they were examined by these experts.
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Data acquisition and analysis

Content analysis was carried out on the data acquired from the semi-structured interview form. After
listing the answers given to the open-ended questions in the form, the repeating concepts were
identified and grouped. The grouped data were then analysed in accordance with the rules of
content analysis (Miles and ve Huberman 1994; Silverman 2000). The data acquired as a result of
the analysis were interpreted through categorisation using an inductive approach, which aimed to
determine the strong and weak sides of Alp’s academic performance according to family opinion.
A different researcher carried out coding independently on the same data set in order to ensure
the reliability of the analysis. Afterwards, the formula developed by Miles and ve Huberman (1994)
of Reliability = [Consensus/(Consensus + Disagreement)] × 100 was used to carry out an interrater
reliability analysis, which yielded a result of 0.90. When it is considered that coding reliability
should be at least 70% (Miles and ve Huberman 1994), the resulting value (90%) indicates that
coding had been completed reliably. The data were reread following consensus. The acquired
codes were classified according to similarities and proximities with regard to meaning, determining
the themes and sub-themes. The acquired findings and results were explained and interpreted by
way of direct citations.

The study sample analysis was carried out by two special education experts. Turkish, Mathematics,
and Life Sciences books and notebooks belonging to Alp were examined for study sample analyses.
The examinations were carried out via response analysis.

Alp’s products (models, mock-ups, etc.) were examined by one faculty member from gifted child-
hood education and three faculty members from mathematics and science. A design study was
carried out in the presence of these experts in order to examine whether the products were made
by the participant or not, identifying that they were similar to and consistent with the previously
examined works. The analyses carried out demonstrated that the related experts reached a consen-
sus (90%) regarding models and mock-ups.

Results

Results related with family opinion

This section analyses the results of the study’s family interviews. The codes generated from Alp’s
family’s opinions were classified according to their similarities and proximities with regard to signifi-
cance, after which the themes and sub-themes were determined based on this classification (Table 1).

According to family interviews, Alp talked and spoke at the normal time periods during the 0–2
age interval. Family observations related with this period were as follows:

He slept very little as a baby. He cried continuously at nights for 25 months. He established intensive eye contact
with those around him and he was open to communication. He started talking at the same time period with his
peers. He was very active (not in a naughty manner). He went through drawers or tied everything in the room
together.

Table 1. Family opinions on the strengths and weaknesses of Alp.

Age
interval Strengths Weaknesses

Age 0–2 Talking and walking in normal time interval, intensive eye
contact, communication

Activity, sleeplessness

Age 2–4 Design Self-care, slow movements, family dependence
Age 4–6 Projects, painting, curiosity, robotics, questioning Untidiness, attention deficit, unwillingness, lack of self-

esteem, fragile and naïve personality, family
dependence, peer problems

Age 7 Questioning, ability to develop solutions, good
observation skills, revealing details, ability to establish
patterns, project, robotics, coding, design

Unwillingness, reading and writing, attention deficit
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The parents stated that during the 2–4 age interval, Alp tried building engineered structures that
he observed around him such as bridges, roads, buildings, factories, cars, etc. using toy parts and
other materials that he could find. However, they also expressed that he experienced some problems:

He was lacking in self-care, he would not change his clothes when leaving the house, he would constantly ask for
help and he would move slow so we even helped him wear his shoes.

Alp’s parents stated that he was overly curious during the 4–6 age interval, and that he developed
projects, improved his painting skills, and was also very good at robotics. The family expressed Alp’s
characteristics during this period as follows:

He started developing projects. His drawing skills improved, he would plan things in his mind and worked on
them for hours and he was a perfectionist in this regard. He would make use of wastes in the house like card-
boards etc. He also used packaging tapes a lot during this age period. His room was very messy and he got
angry when what he worked on was damaged, that is why we could not tidy up his room. He would break his
toys into pieces to use for other purposes and he would make other things from those pieces. He would work
for hours on this meticulously. He asked a lot of questions (The balconies are not supported, why don’t they
fall down; how does morning come about; how do elevators operate? Etc.) He would see something outside
and he would draw it after coming home and he would try to build it using different parts.

In addition to these positive characteristics, Alp’s parents indicated that his room was very
messy during the age 4–6 interval, that he experienced unwillingness towards the pre-school insti-
tution he attended, and that he had a naïve personality. The parents stated the following regarding
this period:

During the second semester of nursery class, Alp’s teacher told us that he was unwilling during the activities and
rehearsals and insisted that he repeat the year. We, as parents, were of the opinion that Alp was unwilling because
the activities and rehearsals did not interest him. Because while the other children at the nursery class were color-
ing up paintings of worms, Alp’s drawing skills were very good according to his age, he continuously asked ques-
tions about his environment and worked for hours trying to complete the projects he devised in his mind.

The parents indicated that Alp’s weaknesses started to appear more around the age of 7. They
stated that he expressed stronger unwillingness and resistance towards school, experienced difficul-
ties in completing school activities, wrote numbers and letters inversely, and he was slow and disin-
terested. They stated that the period when Alp started primary school was the most difficult time they
experienced. The parents indicated their recollections of that period as follows:

The first three weeks went by very well, he went to school willingly, however problems started when the courses
started. The teacher asked us to come to school during the fifth week and told us that Alp was very far behind his
friends in the courses, that he was very disinterested and did not take part in any of the courses. Alp was not very
interested in reading or writing during the pre-school period. They taught the children letters and numbers at the
nursery class and gave small homework for practice. We had no difficulty in completing these assignments, but
we had realized that he was very disinterested. At first, we as his family taught that this was due to his lack of
interest in this topic. Alp could not complete the activities at the school and brought them home so he would
do homework unwillingly until late at night (he would not want to sit down and start the homework, he
would always ask for a break, he would ask unrelated questions). Alp said that they called him turtle at school
because he would always be late in completing the activities and he would question why he is not like his
friends. At one point we even thought that he would never learn how to read and write.

Yes, he had a difficult time. His teacher at school and we at home found it difficult to have him do his homework.
He would write the sentences with words missing (still does) and he used to write some letters and numbers
inversely.

Findings related to the study sample

The response analysis applied to determine Alp’s writing difficulties identified that he makes the most
mistakes in punctuation, word combining, mistaking words for a homonym, starting the sentence in
lowercase, skipping letters/syllables, adding letters/syllables, and skipping word mistakes (in that
order). The mistakes that Alp made when writing are detailed in Table 2 and Figure 1.

752 A. BILDIREN AND T. FıRAT



Findings related to reading fluency

Two texts suited to his age group were selected for determining Alp’s reading fluency, and Alp’s
reading accuracy and speed were calculated based on his performance average from these texts.
Alp read the first text with 90% accuracy at a rate of 58 words per minute, while he completed the
second text with 95% accuracy at a rate of 56 words per minute. The average number of words that
Alp reads per minute was calculated as 57 based on his performance reading these two texts. A
study carried out on Turkish speaking children by Erden, Kurdoğlu, and Uslu (2002) found that
the average reading speed was 45.30 words per minute for 1st grade students and 73.13 for
2nd grade students, while another study by Gökçe-Sarıpınar and Erden (2010) found that students
read 48.17 words per minute on average in the 1st grade and 73.37 words in the 2nd grade. When
comparing Alp’s reading level with the data acquired in these two studies, his reading fluency was
above 1st grade students and below 2nd grade students.

Findings related to the SPM test

Alp responded correctly to a total of 31 questions in the SPM test. Alp displayed a performance of
95% and above according to Turkish norms. In other words, Alp displayed a superior performance
intellectually (Raven, Raven, and Court 2004).

Table 2. Findings related to the response analysis.

Word
combining

Mistaking for a
homonym Punctuation

Skipping
words

Skipping letters/
syllables

Starting the
sentence in
lowercase

Adding letters/
syllables

ateş-böcekleri dı(s)arı- (ş) böcekleri (,) basmaz yükse(l)me (y)ükseme eylenceler(le)
sevmelerine-
rağmen

e(y)lenceleri -(ğ) çıkıyor (,) sor(un) (y)arışı basar(ken)

ateş-böcekleri e(y)lencelere -(ğ) katılıyorlar (.) e(y)leniyorlarla
(dı)

(b)u

sevmelerine-
rağmen

birbirlerin(e)-i eğlencelere
(,)

katılıyorlar(dı) (ç)ocuklar

ateş-böcekleri yakal(i)yor -(ı) çocuklar (,) zara(r) (ç)ocuklar
zara-veriyor rağm(a)n- (e) vardı (.) sevmel(e)rine
çocuklar-da veriyorlar (.)

Figure 1. Writing sample from Alp.
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Findings related to the TONI-3 test

Alp responded correctly to a total of 23 questions on the TONI-3 test. Consequently, Alp’s TONI-3 Test
intelligence score was determined as 123 IQ based on the number of raw correct responses, accord-
ing to the study by Korkmaz et al. (2018).

Findings related to the products

Based on the common opinions of one gifted children education expert, three mathematics experts,
and one science expert following the examination of Alp’s products, it can be concluded that Alp’s
designs developed over time and that he included progressively more details and complex com-
ponents in his models. The experts determined that the models developed based on trial and
error, and were replaced over time by making a sketch of the design which was followed by preparing
a model of the design. Alp has included elements of more than one discipline in his models and incor-
porated STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) approaches whenmodelling. It is
possible to indicate that he has displayed superior development characteristics in comparison with
his peers in this area, and that he can effectively use these characteristics, particularly engineering
design and modelling process by transforming them into various skills (Figure 2).

Discussion

The objective of this study was to examine the talent and disability areas for Alp, a child who experi-
ences learning disabilities and has a probability of being diagnosed as gifted, according to family
interviews, educational products created by the child, and intelligence tests. Based on the acquired
results, it was concluded that Alp may be a twice exceptional child.

In cases like Alp’s, if the families consult a counsellor for a problem in the child, the counsellor will
most likely prefer to meet with the family and the child separately. The counsellor may wish to visit
the school to acquire teacher opinions and conduct classroom observations. Moreover, the psychia-
trist may apply formal tests, success tests, and/or emotional function tests. All of these measures take
time (Webb et al. 2016), and additional time may be required for an in-depth examination. However,
even though information was acquired from the family by the psychologist for Alp’s examination, the
analysis was carried out only via WISC-IV, and an attention deficit diagnosis was given accordingly.
This diagnosis limited the evaluation of the strengths of the child. According to Webb et al. (2016),
many gifted children are misdiagnosed with attention deficit. One of the reasons for this is that gift-
edness is not evaluated as a medical condition and its impact on attention deficit is not taken into
consideration (Baum and Olenchak 2002).

In a comprehensive evaluation of gifted students with learning disabilities, Baum, Owen, and
Dixon (1991) explained that such students generally struggle with the typical demands of school,
resulting in discomforting behaviours in class and low motivation. Such problems may cause these
children to be misdiagnosed. Olenchak et al. (2016) state that the differences between the skills
and performance levels of twice exceptional children should be interpreted by a trained specialist.
Moreover, they also assert that it should be taken into consideration that the weaknesses of these
students often prevent them from displaying their giftedness. Baum and Olenchak (2002) carried
out a study with a gifted student diagnosed with attention deficit and hyperactivity disorder
(ADHD), which identified that certain problems may arise when a multi-disciplinary examination is
not carried out in such cases. Similarly, Alp’s first diagnosis was attention deficit disorder (ADD).
However, following a multi-disciplinary examination, it was determined that Alp is a gifted child
with learning disability. It may be best to evaluate these children known as twice exceptional
using a combination of multi-disciplinary, formal, and informal evaluation tools for a more accurate
diagnosis thus more accurately revealing the weaknesses and strengths of these children.
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Alp was diagnosed with attention deficit based only on a WISC IV test after the family consulted a
psychologist. However, the diagnosis for learning disability may be difficult when the products of the
child, especially those related with reading and writing, are not examined. It can also be stated that
the diagnosis of a child as gifted can be impeded by not examining the child’s areas of higher per-
formance, as well as the works that they produce in these areas (Karnes, Shaunessy, and Bisland 2004;
NAGC–CEC 2006; Sandall et al. 2005). Ruban and Reis (2005) carried out a study that determined that
there is still confusion regarding the programmes that will enable the evaluation and diagnosis of
these children, despite the fact that more information and a greater amount of scholarly literature
is available about these children than in the past. In addition, these researchers also indicated that
focusing only on IQ scores can significantly interfere with correct diagnosis for these children. The
case of Alp’s products and his non-verbal cognitive performance supports this view. The difference
between a successful performance in a WISC IV test and a superior performance in an SPM test
may also be due to learning disability. The verbal tests in the WISC IV test may have had a negative

Figure 2. Alp’s projects.
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impact on the total performance of the child. Indeed, previous studies have stated that the scores of
these children in verbal tests are lower in comparison to their area of performance (Wormald, Rogers,
and Vialle 2015). Since the SPM is a non-verbal test, the child may have displayed a better perform-
ance on this test.

The evaluation of an individual as gifted depends on three factors, according to the three-ring
model by Renzulli (2005). These factors are (1) superior creativity, (2) high task commitment and
motivation in the fields of interest, and (3) above average general mental ability or special talent.
According to Tannenbaum (2003), general ability, distinguishing special ability, non-mental factors,
environmental factors, and the luck factor must combine in order for a child to be evaluated as
gifted. According to Tannenbaum, a gifted individual’s IQ should be above a certain score interval,
however IQ should neither be underestimated nor exaggerated. When Alp’s skills are evaluated
according to these two approaches, it can be stated that his cognitive skill is above average based
on the two non-verbal tests. Based on expert opinions, Alp demonstrates a distinctive skill
through his designs and projects. It can also be understood from family interviews that he displays
a high level of task commitment in his own designs and projects, and that his family supports him in
this aspect. It is observed that Alp receives support from his parents, despite various difficulties in
certain academic, emotional, and developmental areas. This is an indication that Alp has a proper
environment and luck that will enable his skills to develop. Alp can be considered as gifted when
his cognitive level, the designs and projects that he’s created, as well as his creativity are evaluated
together with his environmental conditions.

It is reasonable to assert, as a result of examining his projects and during interviews with his family,
that Alp has displayed a high level of motivation in his designs. High motivation regarding the area
that Alp performs most strongly in is expected. High levels of motivation, coping skills, and persist-
ence were identified in gifted children during a study by Beckmann and Minnaert (2018) that exam-
ined 23 different publications on gifted children with learning disabilities. However, enrichment
studies for this area should be applied in Alp’s academic life in order to provide support for this motiv-
ation to continue.

It was determined both during the diagnosis period carried out prior to the study as well as during
interviews with the student and his family that Alp experiences attention deficit and hyperactivity
disorder, in addition to learning disability and giftedness. Previous studies have determined that
attention deficit and hyperactivity is observed in 40% to 80% of all students with learning disabilities
(Pastor and Reuben 2008; Robins 1992). This result indicates that more than half of the students with
learning disabilities likely also experience attention deficit and hyperactivity disorder. Experiencing
hyperactivity disorder together with learning disability may pose significant obstacles for children
to realise their talents, even if they carry traits of giftedness. On the other hand, diagnoses for
these students with more than one special requirement generally focus on the more distinct
aspect, causing other aspects to be either neglected or missed altogether. This may have an
impact on the arrangements and accommodations made for such students in the future. Therefore,
it is important to determine the strengths and weaknesses of these students, to support their weaker
sides, and to further improve their strengths. At this point, it will be effective for teachers, families,
and related experts to work in coordination to diagnose and support these children.

Brody and Mills (1997) explained that failure to diagnose gifted students who experience learning
disabilities may prevent these students from reaching their true potential, as well as causing them
more socio-emotional problems and difficulties in displaying their talents. Similarly, it can be asserted
that the problems experienced by Alp at school have prevented him from fully performing in class.
Beckmann and Minnaert (2018) carried out a study on gifted students with learning disabilities that
observed such ill effects as highly negative emotions, low perception, and problems in interpersonal
relations. In addition, the common problem across these students was identified as disappointment
in academic success. Because of these difficulties, the process of diagnosing such students should be
completed as early as possible in their academic careers. While various tests for the diagnosis of
gifted children at early periods have risen to prominence in recent years, the Response to
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Intervention Model has gained popularity for the early diagnosis and support for students with learn-
ing disabilities. Some studies have indicated that the Response to Intervention Model may also be
applied to gifted students with learning disabilities (e.g. Crepeau-Hobson and Bianco 2011; McCallum
et al. 2013; Yssel et al. 2014). The widespread use of this model in Turkey can enable the early detec-
tion of the disability areas that considered as risks experienced by gifted students with learning dis-
abilities, thereby providing an opportunity to prevent the student from experiencing more problems
in the future through systematic approaches to remedying these areas. Hence, this type of diagnostic
and support intervention could help mitigate the current problem of twice-exceptional students’ con-
ditions masking each other.

Another critical result of the study was the finding that, even though the participant did not
experience significant problems in reading, he still had difficulty in writing. Several reasons may
explain this result. First, this could be due to the student’s talent enabling him to display a reading
performance at or near the level of his peers during his early schooling. van Viersen et al. (2016)
report that phonology is a risk factor in gifted children with learning disabilities, but that this inade-
quacy may be compensated by way of supporting the student’s working memory, grammar, and
vocabulary. In Alp’s case, his inadequacy in reading could be bolstered by teacher and family
support. On the other hand, he may experience problems in reading in the fourth grade or in the
following years as his disability becomes more distinct (Gilman et al. 2013). Another reason for this
phenomenon is that learning disabilities may be observed in one or several of the fields of
reading, writing, and mathematics. Therefore, it could be the case that the disability has emerged
only in writing for the student who was included in the study. This result leads us to think that
Alp experiences dysgraphia, which is a learning disability that affects writing (rather than reading
or mathematics).

Several suggestions for research, educational, and policy change can be made based on these
results of the study. Firstly, students demonstrating qualities of giftedness and learning disability
should be observed thoroughly by both parents and educators starting from the pre-school
period, and their strengths and weaknesses should be determined. Secondly, intervention pro-
grammes for improving or supporting these aspects of the student should be applied. Thirdly, the
evaluation process for these students should involve multiple resources (family, teacher, school note-
books, standard tests, performance samples, etc.) and should be multi-dimensional (cognitive,
psycho-motor, emotional, etc.).

Study results on twice-exceptional children put forth that individual intelligence test results may
not always be accurate (McCoach et al. 2001; Ruban and Reis 2005). Masking of the abilities by
deficiencies is a major reason for this. In such cases, teachers may attribute low performance to lazi-
ness or other reasons since they are not aware of the actual reasons for the learning difficulties of the
child. The family of Alp examined in this article pays significant attention to their children. They have
demanded a comprehensive examination on the child. However, such children may go unnoticed in
families from low socio-economic levels or families who do not pay as much attention to their chil-
dren. These may be children who will end up making significant contributions to humanity. Hence, a
comprehensive identification should be made that encompasses the abilities and deficiencies of
twice-exceptional children. Identification may be further improved by utilising standard tests,
reading inventories, written text studies, portfolio, products of the children, family and child inter-
views, intelligence tests and success tests for evaluation.
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