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Determining The Dominant Learning Styles of Pre- Service Teachers And
Examining Them According To Some Variables
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Oz

Bu ¢alismada, sinuf 6gretmeni adaylarimn baskin 6grenme stillerinin belirlenmesi ve bu stillerin cinsiyet,
simif diizeyi, okul 6ncesi egitim alma durumu, mezun olduklar lise tiirii ve boliimii, anne-baba egitim diizeyi
degiskenlerinden etkilenip etkilenmediginin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Arastirmada betimsel yontemlerinden
survey yontemi kullamilmistir. Aragtirmamn 6rneklemi, 2007-2008 egitim ogretim donemi Rize Universitesi
Egitim Fakiiltesi Simf Ogretmenligi programinin her sinif diizeyinde bulunan 4’er sube igerisinden rastgele
secilen 1’er subesi olusturmaktadir. S6zkonusu sube mevcudutlarinin ortalama 40’ar kisiden olusmasi sebebiyle;
1., 2., 3. ve 4. simuflarda 6grenim goren toplam 193 6gretmen adayzi ile ¢alisma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Adaylarin baskin
ogrenme stilleri Kolb Ogrenme Stili Envanteri kullanilarak belirlenmistir. Elde edilen veriler ki-kare testi ve
betimsel istatistik yontemleri kullarlarak analiz edilmistir. Ogretmen adaylarimin genel olarak baskin 6grenme
stillerinin degistiren ve yerlestiren oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ayrica 6grenme stilleri, sinif diizeylerine gore anlamli
farklilik gosterirken; cinsiyet, okul 6ncesi egitim alma durumu, mezun olduklart lise tiirii ve boltimii, anne-baba
egitim diizeylerine bagli olarak anlamli farklilik géstermedigi ortaya ¢tkmustir.
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Abstract

Determining the dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers and exploring that if these styles affected
by variables such as gender, grade, pre-school education, department graduated from high school, education
levels of parents or not have been aimed in this study. Survey method among descriptive methods has been used
in the study. Sample of the study is total 193, 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th graders of pre-service teachers at Education
Department of Rize University in 2007- 2008 autumn educational term. The dominant learning style of 193 pre-
service teachers in this study have been determined by using Kolb Learning Styles Inventory. Data about these
styles held by using SPSS package programme, are analyzed by using descriptive statistical methods and chi-
square test. Pre-service teachers are seen generally as ones who diverger and accomodator dominant learning
styles. Although learning styles show significant difference according to grade levels, it is found out that they are
not influenced by the variables such as gender, pre-school education, department graduated from high school
and education levels of parents.
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“There are many ways to learn and teach. Everybody can learn but not in the same way. There is no
only learning style suitable for all children. One should find the best way for anybody to learn and
facilitate to improve in this way. Finding out the learning style of a student and making suitable
arrangements enchance his/her achievement” proposed by Rita Dunn who declared Personal
Learning Model Theory (Dunn,1993; c.f. Simsek, 2007, p.V).

Every individual can learn as it is said in the mentioned theory. But, while some individuals can learn
fast and easily, the others can learn more slowly and learning can cause some diffuculties. Among the
essential reasons of this situation, there is personal differences, which an individual had. On the other
hand, teaching methods and techniques teachers used and some factors such as physical features of
learning environments can be considered together with personal differences (Felder, 1996; Cayci and
Unal, 2007). As people have different learning and processing knowledge systems, different learning
styles can appear as a result of these personal differences. So, it is better to teach student in a suitable
way for his/her learning style than to teach in different ways for them in a learning environment.

Learning styles have been considered as one of the variables that are studied densely on and have an
influence in learning process. Dunn (1993) describes learning styles as “Any student’s using different
and original ways in preparing, learning and recalling to learn the new and complex knowledge” (c.f.
Boydak, 2001). There are many original learning ways; in other words, learning styles(Jarc, 1999; Peker
& Aydin, 2003). One of the most widely known models in Kolb Learning Style Model based on Active
Experimentation Theory. Kolb describes four learning abilities in exploring learning styles. These are;
Concrete Experience (CE); which provides student for leading themselves to new experiences without
any prejudice, Reflective Observation (RO); which provides students to observe and reflect
experiences in many ways. Abstract Conceptualization (AC); which provides students to turn their
observations in to conceptualizations in a strong and logical base and Active Experimentation (AE);
which provides students to use these theories in the processes of problem solving and deciding.

In Kolb’s Learning Style Theory, four main learning styles are mentioned such as diverging,
assimilating, converging and accomodating (Kolb, 1984: 77-78; Kolb, 1985, Askar & Akkoyunluy,
1993:39).

Diverging Learning Style

In the individuals who have diverging learning styles, concrete experience and reflective observation
abilities are dominant. The most important characteristics of these individuals are having thinking
ability and perceiving meaning and values. The main ability of them is to observe concrete situations
in many ways and to organize the relations in a meaningful way. In this style, adaptation by the
observing is emphasized rather than action. The reason to call this style as diverging is that ones who
had this learning style, show much better performances in situations required constructing alternative
ideas such as brain-storming,.

Assimilator Learning Style

The individuals who have assimilator learning style, also have dominant abstract conceptualization
and reflective observation abilities. The most important characteristic of them is to construct
conceptual models. These individuals focus on social matters less, but are interested in abstract
concepts and ideas much. Ideas are less judged by practical values of them. Here, it is more essential
for theories to be certain and strong logically. Learning by observing and thinking is discussed.

Converging Learning Style

In the individuals who have converging learning style, basically abstract conceptualization and active
experiental learning abilities are dominant. The most important characteristics of them are to solve
problem, decide, practise the ideas, make logical analysis of ideas and make systematic planning. The
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reason to call this style as converging is that ones who had this learning style, show much more
achievement in conventional intelligent tests which require single correct answer and solution. They
are more successful in problem solving and technical subjects rather than social matters. Individuals
make systematic planning while solving problems and learn by making.

Accomodator Learning Style

In this kind of individuals, concrete experience and active experiental learning abilities are dominant.
The most important characteristics are doing somethings, planning and being in new experiences in
this style, looking for opportunity, taking risk and going into action are emphasized. These
individuals rely on others for knowledge much rather than their own analytic abilities, and they are
tend to solve problem in an intuitive trial and error situation. They are open-minded for learning and
can adapt in to changings easily. Learning by doing and feeling is emphasized.

To determine and evaluate the learning styles of individuals are much essential for teaching learning
process (Hein & Budny, 2000). When determining the learning styles of students, teaching strategies,
methods and techniques and necessary materials that would be used in learning environments can be
choosen easily and therefore, an education suitable for students’ interests can occur (Akkoyunlu, 1995;
Peker, 2003; Peker & Aydin, 2003). As what the learning styles of individuals are explored, teacher can
support students’ achievements by constructing suitable learning environments for primarily
himself/herself and then for the students (Marshall, 1990; Babadogan, 2000; Scales, 2000; Biggs, 2001;
Giiven, 2004).

The most important injustice for students who have different personal and learning features in a
learning environment is to make a monotonous teaching without considering any personal differences
of students and with only one method and fundamental evaluation techniques. At this point, teachers
who will form students, grow qualified individuals and construct the basis of education, have the
greatest mission (Cayc1 &Unal, 2007).

Considering this point, executing the study on pre-service teachers has an essential importance.
Because, exploring learning styles of pre-service teachers and giving a suitable education for them will
make positive effects on their learnings. However this lets pre-service teachers use this kind of
education in the future by acknowledging them these kind of learning styles.
The problem of the study is to find out the dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers.
Answers for these sub-problems below under this main problem have been looked for:
1. What are the dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers?
2. Do dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers show significant difference among the
grades?
3. Do dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers show significant difference among the
gender?
4. Do dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers show significant difference according to
pre-school education?
5. Do dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers show significant difference according to
departments graduated from high school?
6. Do dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers show significant difference according to
education levels of parents?

Methods
Survey method among descriptive methods has been used in the study. This method; which takes
place among the methods describing an existing situation, is also known as survey method. Here, the

aim is to realise a behaviour examined in a group by a sample from this group (Erézkan, 2007; Simon
and Burnstein, 1985;c.f. Ekiz, 2007).
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Sample
The sample of the study consists of total 193, 1st, 2nd, 3rd and 4th graders of pre-service primary
teachers at Education Department of Rize University in 2007- 2008 autumn educational term.

Instruments for Collecting Data and Data Analysis

In the study, Kolb Learning Style Inventory (KLSE); which was developed by Kolb and studied its
feasability in Turkey by Askar and Akkoyunlu (1993), is used. This inventory displays which learning
style is more suitable for an individual. In this inventory, four learning styles (diverging, assimilating,
converging, accomodator) are described and students are asked to put in order four learning styles
which are best for themselves. What dominant learning styles students had are determined according
to the scores they got from the items of this inventory. As a result of validity and realibility study done
by Askar and Akkoyunlu (1993:42), it has been found out that realibility coefficients belong to four-
dimensions of this inventory are form 0.73 and 0.83 (Cronbach alpha). The conclusion that these
realibility coefficients are satisfactory and Kolb Learning Style Inventory can be applied in Turkey are
drawn.

In this inventory, there are 12 items each of which consist of 4 expressions. These expressions are
about active experimentation, reflective observation, concrete experience and abstract
conceptualization dimensions of David A. Kolb. Teacher candidates score “4” the ones that they use
the most and they score “3”, “2”, “1” in order. After determining the expressions of pre-service
teachers according to the norms of learning style inventory, data about pre-service teachers’ learning
styles by using SPSS package programme have been analysed by using descriptive statistical methods
and chi-square test.
Findings
Findings about each sub-problem after applying data collection instrument to sample are given below.

Findings About First Sub-problem:
According to the findings at the end of the study, here are the dominant learning styles of the
students.

Table L.
Descriptive Statistical of Distribution of Pre-service Teachers’ Dominant Learning Styles
Learning styles  Students (N) %
Diverger 65 33.6
Accomodator 58 30.0
Converger 41 21.2
Assimilator 29 15.0
Total 193 100

According to Table I, 33.6% of pre-service teachers has diverging learning styles. 30% of pre-
service teachers has accomodator learning styles. 21.2% of pre-service teachers follow them with
converger learning style and 15 % of them has assimilator learning style.

Findings About Second Sub-Problem

Table II.

Chi-square Test Scores For Differences of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to the
Grades

Learning styles Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4
N % N % N % N %
Diverger 22 45.8 17 35.4 9 19.1 17 34
Accomodator 7 14.5 13 27 18 38.2 20 40
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Assimilator 5 10.4 9 18.7 8 17.0 7 14

Converger 14 29.1 9 18.7 12 25.5 6 12

X2=19.281; df =9; p = 0.023; p < 0.05

According to Table II, 1st grade pre-service teachers have converging learning style with
45.8% and also 2nd graders has the same one with 35.4% dominantly. 3rd graders with 38.2% and 4th
graders with 40% has accomodator learning style dominantly. Dominant learning style of pre-service
teachers show significant difference according to the grades (X29=19.82; p<0.05). Students have
accomodator learning styles significantly at 3rd and 4th grades; while they have diverging one at 1st
and 2nd grades.
Findings About Third Sub-problem
Table III.
Chi-square Test Scores For Differences of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to
Gender.

Gender Diverger = Accomodator  Converger  Assimilator Total
Female N 28 35 22 11 96
% 29.1 36.4 229 11.4 100
Mal N 37 23 19 18 97
e % 38.1 23.7 19.5 185 100
Total N 65 58 41 29 193
% 33.6 30.0 21.2 15.0 100

X2 = 6.45; df = 3; p = 0.091; p > 0.05

According to Table III, it is clear that 96 of 193 pre-service teachers are female and 97 of them are male.
Among female pre-service teachers, 36.4% of them have accomodator, 29.1% of them has diverging,
22.9% of them has converging and 11.4% of them has assimilator learning styles and among male pre-
service teachers, 37% of them has diverging, 23.7 of them has accomodator, 19.5% of them converging
and 18.5% of them has assimilator learning styles. The great majority of males has converging learning
style; while majority of females has accomodator one. But, this difference hasn’t got statistically
significance. In other words, dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers don’t show any
difference according to gender (X23=6.45; p>0.05).

Findings About Fourth Sub-problem

Table IV.

Chi-square Test Scores For Differences of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to Pre-
School Education.

Pre-School Education

State Diverger = Accomodator = Converger  Assimilator Total
Get Pre-School N 6 9 6 8 29
Education % 20.6 31.0 20.6 27.5 100.0
Don’t Get Pre-School N 59 49 35 21 164
Education % 35.9 29.8 21.3 12.8 100.0
Total N 65 58 41 29 193
% 33.6 30.0 21.2 15.0 100.0

X2=4.77; df =3; p=0.189; p > 0.05

According to Table 1V, it has been seen that 29 pre-service teachers of whole sampling have pre-school
education and 164 of them don’t have. It has been perceived that 31% of 29 candidates has
accommodator, 27.5% has assimilator, 20.6% has diverging and converging learning styles. 35.9% of
the students didn’t get pre-school education has diverging, 29.8% of them has accomodator, 21.3% of
them has converging and 12.8% of them has assimilator learning styles. Majority of students who
didn’t get pre-school education have converging learning style; while the ones got this education have
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accomodator learning style mostly. But, this difference hasn’t got statistically significance. In other
words, the dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers don’t show any difference according to
pre-school education (X23=4.77; p>.05)

Findings About Fifth Sub-problem
Table V.
Chi-square Test Scores For Differences of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to the
Departments Graduated From High School
Graduated From

Diverger = Accomodator = Converger Assimilator Total

Schools
Schools Require N 19 20 12 11 62
Examination % 30.6 322 19.3 17.7 100.0
Schools don’t Require ~ N 46 38 29 18 131
Examination % 35.1 29 22.1 13.7 100.0
Total N 65 58 41 29 193
% 33.6 30.0 21.2 15.0 100.0

X2 =1.013; df =3; p = 0.798; p > 0.05

According to Table V, 62 of pre-service teachers at the study graduated from the schools which
require enterance exam such as Anatolian High School, Anatolian Teacher High School and etc...
32.2% of those graduates has accomodator learning style dominantly. And 131 of pre-service teachers
graduated from the schools which don’t require any examination; such as general high school,
vocational high school and etc... 35.1% of them has diverging learning style. The difference occured
between these two school types doesn’t have any statistically significance (X2@) =1.013; p>.05)
Table VI.
Chi-square Test Scores of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to the Departments
Graduated From High School

Graduated From

Diverger Accomodator Converger  Assimilator Total
Department
_ N 11 16 8 12 47
Science % 234 34.0 17.0 25.5 100.0
. 54 42 33 17 146
Counter Welght = ™3¢9 28.7 22.6 116 100.0
Total N 65 58 41 29 193
% 33.6 30.0 21.2 15.0 100.0

X2=23.789; df =3; p = 0.285; p > 0.05

According to Table VI, it is understood that 47 of pre-service teachers graduated from science
department and 1460f them graduated from counter weight department. It has been discerned that
34% of science department graduates has accommodator, 25.5% of them has assimilator 23.4% of them
has diverging, and 17% of them has converging learning styles. It has been seen that 36.9% of counter
weight department graduates has diverging, 28.7% of them has accomodator, 22.6% of them has
converging and 11.6% of them has assimilator learning styles. The counter weight graduates have
diverging learning styles mostly; while science graduates have dominantly accomodator learning
styles. But this difference doesn’t have any significance statistically. In other words, dominant
learning styles of pre-service teachers don’t show any significant difference according to the
departments they graduated from high school (X23=3.789; p>.05).

Findings About Sixth Sub-problem

Table VIL

Chi-square Test Scores For Differences of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to
Mother’s Education Level
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Mother’s Education
Diverger = Accomodator Converger Assimilator Total

Level
Primary School N 49 37 27 15 128
Education and Lower % 38.2 28.9 21.0 11.7 100.0
N 6 7 8 6 27
Secondary School % 22 25.9 296 22 100.0
. 10 14 6 8 38
High School and Upper —,/ 263 36.8 15.7 21.0 100.0
Total N 65 58 41 29 193
ot % 373 32.9 224 75 100.0

X2=09.583; df =4; p = 0.385; p > 0.05

According to Table VII, 128 of all pre-service teachers in the study have mothers with primary school
education and lower. Mothers of 27 candidates have secondary school and of 38 candidates have high
school and upper graduation. The dominant learning styles of students who have mothers with
secondary school education are converging and of those who have mothers with high school and
upper is accommodator; while of those who have mothers with primary school and lower education is
diverging. But this difference doesn’t have any significance statistically. In other words, dominant
learning styles of pre-service teachers don’t show any significant difference according to mother’s
education level (X24=9.583; p>.05).
Table VIIIL
Chi-square Test Scores For Differences of Dominant Learning Styles of Pre-service Teachers According to
Father’s Education Level
Father’s Education

Diverger = Accomodator = Converger  Assimilator  Total

Level
Primary School N 38 26 22 16 102
Education and Lower % 37.2 25.4 21.5 15.6 100.0
11 10 8 7 36
Secondary School - = =7 277 22 19.4 100.0
. N 16 2 11 6 55
High School and Upper =, =7 40.0 20.0 10.9 100.0
Total N 65 58 41 29 193
ot % 336 30.0 212 15.0 100.0

X2=4.64; df =4; p =0.864; p > 0.05

According to Table VIII, 102 of all pre-service teachers in the study have fathers with primary school
education and lower. Fathers of 55 candidates have high school and upper education, while fathers of
36 candidates have secondary school graduation. The dominant learning styles of students who have
fathers with secondary school education is diverging, and of those who have fathers with high school
and upper education is accommodator; while of those who have fathers with primary school and
lower education is diverging. But this difference doesn’t have any significance statistically. In other
words; dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers don’t show any significant difference
according to father’s education level (X24=4.64; p>.05).

Discussion And Result
It is exposed that dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers are diverging and accomodator
generally. Considering this according to grade distribution, dominant learning styles of first and
second graders is diverging, and third and fourth graders is accommodator. In students with
diverging learning style, concrete experience and reflective observation abilities are dominant. Basic
ability of them is to organize the relationship meaningfully by revising concrete situations. Students
adapt in to environment by observing rather than acting. In students with accommodator learning

135



style, concrete experience and active experimentation abilities are dominant. These individuals
endeavour for doing something, planning and being in new experiences. They who have a tendency
towards learning by doing and feeling, lead themselves to solve problems actively. They put
theoretical knowledge they got in learning process in to practise (Kolb, 1984, Kolb, 1985, Askar &
Akkoyunlu, 1993).

Having pre-service teachers diverging learning style at 1st and 2nd grades can be related with
contents of their lessons at that programme. Because, majority of lessons at 1st and 2nd grades prepare
the students for practise by strenghtening the basis of theoretical knowledge. It has been supposed
that the dominant learning style of 3rd and 4th graders is accomodator arises from the lessons which
had practise, observation and drama. In the literature, there is a study which explores that learning
styles have changed depending on grades and students prefer learning styles that require practical
application of ideas as increasing the grade levels (Kaya, 2007). Although gender doesn’t play on
essential role on learning styles of pre-service teachers, we face the fact that females have
accommodator learning style dominantly and males have diverging. This conclusion also agrees with
the conclusion drawn from the study done by Kili¢ and Karadeniz (2004). However, in another study
done at second stage of primary school, no significant difference between learning styles and gender
has found (Kaya, 2007, Kaya vd. 2009). In other studies executed about different learning styles, the
result that gender hasn’t got any influence on learning styles, appears (Glizel, 1994; Shaw & Marlow,
1999; Ellez & Sezgin, 2002; Fer, 2003; Jones, at al. 2003; Arslan, 2003; Kabaday1, 2004; Uzuntiryaki, at al.
2004; Arslan & Babadogan, 2005; Karakis, 2006; Demir, 2006; Demir, 2008; Denizoglu, 2008; Kural,
2009). Within this frame, internal processes of human being that can change depending on gender
naturally reflect on each phase of learning. But this should be considered as a normal situation which
doesn’t require any different interferences.

Pre-school education that is subject of another sub-problem of the study comprises a process that
educators have emphasized nowadays. Because this process is a period which will affect future
experiences of an individual. It has been understood that minority of the students in the study has
experienced this mentioned process and their learning styles haven’t influenced by this variable. This
result emerges from the fact that pre-service teachers were between 17 and 24 years old in the period
of the study and 10-15 years ago, the environment and society didn’t use to emphasize pre-school
education.

Even if it has limited number, the important part of pre-service teachers- such as 50%- who had pre-
school education, have accommodator learning style dominantly. Great majority of the ones without
pre-school education has got diverging learning style. It has been comprehended that the students
with pre-school education are more enterprising, active and courageous because of their dominant
learning styles; although this situation demonstrates no significant difference. There is also a study

which expresses that learning styles don’t differentiate with pre-school education in the literature
(Simsek, 2007).

Another variable; which was chosen to find out whether personal information about pre-service
teachers affects learning styles or not, is the department they graduated from high school. Dominant
learning styles of pre-service teachers who graduated from the schools that require an enterance exam;
in other words a capability level, is accomodator the style of the students graduated from other
schools is diverging. The conclusion can be drawn that pre-service teachers who graduated from the
schools which require enterance exam or science departments strive to learn something by
experiencing concrete situations actively; on the other hand, the ones who graduated from general
high schools or counter weigh department learn by observing rather than experiencing concrete
situations. The necessity of demonstrating potentials of students in learning environments at those
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schools may improve their active experimentation abilities. Similarly, in the study done by Giizel
(1994) on university students, learning styles don’t differentiate depending on school types.

One of the elements that can affect the dominant learning styles of pre-service teachers can be thought
as education levels of parents. Great majority of parents has got primary school and lower education;
however, it doesn’t show any significant effect. Parents who have primary school and lower education
have got children with dominant diverging learning styles. Nevertheless, as education levels of
parents get higher, dominant learning styles of students are determined as accommodator with the
same percentage to parents’ education levels. This result can be commented that increasing
knowledge and experiences of parents together with their increasing education levels reflect on their
children a little bit. This increasing education levels of parents may reflect on their children as gaining
more active, enterprising and practical experimentations. Otrar (2006) and Giizel (1994) also underline
that learning styles haven’t changed significantly according to education levels of parents. Suggestions
below are made depending on the results of the study:

- Teachers should find out learning styles of students generally at the beginning of educational
term and should choose the suitable teaching method-techniques and materials.

- A learning environment should be prepared by considering as many learning styles as
possible. This can support the communication among students with different learning styles
and the various kinds of education for every individual.

- Adequate education should be given to pre-service teachers about learning styles and
especially education depending on learning styles. In-service education seminaries should be
given to teachers about this subject by National Education Ministery.

- The studies about determining learning styles at different education levels and variables
which can affect learning styles. By the help of these studies, comparison should be made.
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Uzun Ozet

Bu calismada, sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin baskin 6grenme stillerinin belirlenmesi ve bu stillerin kisisel
Ozelliklerden etkilenip etkilenmediginin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Arastirmada betimsel
yontemlerinden survey yontemi kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin 6rneklemi, 2007-2008 egitim Ogretim
dénemi Rize Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Sinif Ogretmenligi programmm her sinif diizeyinde
bulunan 4’er sube icerisinden rastgele secilen 1’er subesi olusturmaktadir. S6zkonusu sube
mevcudutlarinin ortalama 40’ar kisiden olusmasi sebebiyle; 1., 2., 3. ve 4. smiflarda 6grenim goren
toplam 193 Ogretmen aday: ile calisma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Adaylarin baskin 6grenme stilleri Kolb
Ogrenme Stili Envanteri kullanilarak belirlenmistir. Elde edilen veriler ki-kare testi ve betimsel
istatistik yontemleri kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Sinif 6gretmenliginde egitim goren Ogretmen adaylarinin genel olarak baskin 6grenme stillerinin
degistiren ve yerlestiren oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Literatiirdeki bir ¢ok calismanin sonuglar: ile
ortiismektedir. Baskin Ogrenme stillerinin smiflara dagilimma bakildiginda birinci ve ikinci smif
Ogrencilerinin baskin 6grenme stilinin degistiren, iiciincti ve dordiincii sif Ogrencilerinin ise
yerlestiren oldugu tespit edilmistir. Degistiren 6grenme stiline sahip 6grencilerde somut yasant1 ve
yansitici gozlem Ogrenme yetenekleri baskindir. Bu bireylerin temel yetenegi, somut durumlar:
gozden gecirerek iligkileri anlaml bir sekilde organize etmektir. Ogrenciler eylemden ziyade
gozleyerek ortama uyum saglar. Yerlestiren 6grenme stiline sahip 6grencilerde somut yasanti ve aktif
yasant1 6grenme yetenekleri baskindir. Bu bireyler plan gibi bir seyler yapma ve yeni deneyimler
icinde bulunma c¢abasindadirlar. Yaparak ve hissederek 6grenmeye meyilli olan bu bireyler aktif
olarak problem ¢ozmeye yonelirler. Ogrenme siirecinde aldig1 teorik bilgileri uygulamaya gegirirler
(Kolb, 1984, Kolb, 1985, Askar & Akkoyunlu, 1993).

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin birinci ve ikinci smiflarda degistiren 6grenme stiline sahip olmalar1 bu
programda almis olduklar1 derslerin igerigi ile iliskilendirilebilir. Ciinkii 1. ve 2. smiflarda alinan
derslerin ¢ogu 6grencilerin teorik bilgi temellerini saglamlastirarak onlar1 uygulamaya hazirlamaktir.
Ugiincii ve dérdiincii smiflarda baskin 6grenme stilinin yerlestiren olmasmimn, 6gretmen adaylariimn
almis olduklar1 uygulama, gozlem, drama icerikli derslerden kaynaklandigi diisiiniilmektedir.
Literatiirde, 6grenme stillerinin simif diizeyine bagli olarak farklilasrigi, diizey arttikca daha gok
fikirlerin pratige yonelik uygulamalarimi igeren Ogrenme stillerini tercih ettiklerini gosteren bir
¢alisma mevcuttur (Kaya, 2007).

Sinif 6gretmeni adaylarinin 6grenme stilleri iizerinde, cinsiyet unsuru énemli derecede farklilasmasa
da, bayanlarda baskin olarak yerlestiren, erkeklerde ise degistiren 0grenme stili olarak karsimiza
¢ikmaktadir. Bu bulgu, Kili¢ & Karadeniz (2004) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismalarin sonucu ile de uyum
gostermektedir. Baska ¢alismalarda da cinsiyetin 6grenme stilleri {izerinde etkili olmadig1 sonucuna

140



ulagilmigtir. Bu cercevede insanlarda cinsiyete bagli olarak farklilik gosteren igsel siireglerin
O0grenmenin her asamasina yansmmast oldukc¢a dogaldir. Ancak bu durumun farkli muameleler
gerektirmeyecek bir normallik olarak diisiiniilmesi gerekmektedir.

Calismanin Orneklemini olusturan 6grencilerin ¢ok azinin okul Oncesi egitim aldiklar1 ve 6grenme
stillerinin bu degiskenden etkilenmedigi goriilmiistiir. Bu sonucun; arastirmanin uygulandig:
donemde, 17-24 yas araliginda olan Ogretmen adaylarmnin 10-15 yil 6nce yasadiklari gevre ve
toplumda okul Oncesi egitime su anki kadar yaygin ve Onemli olmamasindan kaynaklandigi
disiiniilebilir.

Sinavla giris yapilan, 6grencide belli yeterlilik diizeyinin arandig1 okullardan mezun olan 6gretmen
adaylarinin baskin 6grenme stili yerlestiren olarak bulunmustur. Smavsiz giris yapilan okullardan
mezun Ogretmen adaylarinda ise bu stil degistirendir. Bu sonucun anlaml farklilik gostermedigi daha
once belirtilmekle birlikte sinavla giris yapilan okullardan ve sayisal boliimden mezun olan 6gretmen
adaylarinin somut yasantilarin i¢ine aktif bigimde girerek bir seyler 6grenme ¢abasi i¢inde oldugu,
sinavsiz girilen ve esit agirlik boliimlerinden mezun olanlarin ise somut yasantilar: yasamaktan daha
cok gozlemleyerek ogrendikleri sonucuna varilabilir. Ogrencilerin sinavla girdikleri okullarda
O0grenme ortaminda potansiyellerini daha ¢ok ortaya koyma gerekliligi, aktif yasant: yeteneklerinin
gelismesini saglamis olabilir.

Orneklemin anne ve babalarmin biiyiik bir ¢ogunlugu ilkokul ve alti diizeyinde egitime sahiptir.
Tlkokul ve altinda egitim diizeyine sahip ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklariin baskin 6grenme stilleri degistiren
olarak bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte ebeveynlerde egitim diizeyi arttik¢a buna paralel olarak artan
bir yiizde ile ¢ocuklarmin baskin 0grenme stilleri yerlestiren olarak tespit edilmistir. Bu sonug,
ebeveynlerin egitim diizeyi ile birlikte artan bilgi ve tecriibelerinin ¢ocuklarina bir miktar da olsa
yansidig1 seklinde yorumlanabilir. Anne ve babalarin yiikselen egitim diizeyleri ¢ocuklarma onlar1
daha aktif yapan, girisimci ruh ve uygulamaya doniik yasant1 tecriibesinin kazandirilmasi olarak
yansimaktadir.

Calisma sonucunda 6gretmenlere egitim 6gretim yilinin basinda 6grencilere 6grenme stili envanterini
uygulamalar1 6nerilebilir. Ogrencilerin genel olarak dgrenme stilleri belirlenmeli ve bu 6grenme
stillerine gore ders igerisinde kullanilacak Ogretim yontem- teknikleri ve gerekli Ogretim
materyallerini se¢ilmelidir. Ancak 6gretim ortami hazirlanirken miimkiin oldugunca biitiin 6grenme
stilleri dikkate alinmalidir. Bu sekilde hem farkli 6grenme stillerine sahip dgrencilerin birbirleriyle
olan etkilesimleri devam edebilir hem de her birine gore ayri bir 6gretim yapilmasi saglanabilir.
Ayrica Ogretmenlere, 6gretmen adaylarina, 6grenme stilleri ve Ozellikle 6grenme stillerine dayali
O0gretim konusunda bilgi verilmelidir. Tiim bunlara ek olarak, benzer calismalar farkli 6grenim
seviyelerinde ve cesitli degiskenlere yonelik yapilarak karsilastirma yoluna gidilebilir.
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