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Siif Ogretmenlerinin Farkhlastirilmis Ogretime Iliskin Oz
Degerlendirmeleri: Bir Q Metod Calismasi

Kaan OKDAS"!, Hanife ESEN AYGUN?

IT.C. Milli Egitim Bakanlig1, Tiirkiye
2Canakkale Onsekiz Mart Universitesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Tiirkiye

Ozet: Bu calismanin amaci sumif 6gretmenlerinin farklilastirims 6gretime iliskin sinif Makale Bilgileri
ici uygulamalarima dair 6z degerlendirmelerinin incelenmesidir. Bu amag

dogrultusunda arastirma modeli olarak Q Metodu benimsenmistir. Q Metodu Aragtirma makalesi

katilimcilarin kendisine sunulan ifadeleri pozitif ve negatif u¢lart olan bir dizgiye Gonderim Tarihi
dizmelerine dayamwr. Ayrica, katilimcilardan, dizginin pozitif ve negatif uc¢lara 31/07/2024
verlestirdikleri ifadelerin, yerlesim nedenlerini yazili olarak aciklamalari istenmistir.

Arastirmanmin ¢alisma grubu 2022-2023 Akademik Yili Bahar Dénemi itibariyla sinif Kabul Tarihi
ogretmeni olarak gérev yapan 53 sinif ogretmeninden olusmaktadir. Verilerin analizi, 15/08/2025
O Metodu icin gelistirilmis bir web uygulamasi olan Ken-Q Analysis ile

gerceklestirilmistir.  Arastirma  sonuglarina gore arastirmaya katilan — sinif Anahtar Kelimeler

ogretmenlerinin ogretimin farklilastirilmasina iliskin olarak; “sinif ve 6gretmen

odakly”, “yetkinlik odakli” ve “gelenek odakli” olmak iizere ti¢ bakis agisina sahip Farkhlastirilmis
olduklar: belirlenmistir. Ogretim,
Q metodu,

Oz degerlendirme.

1. Giris

Okullar, sanayilesmenin etkisiyle biiyiik bir doniislime ugramis, sanayinin ve is diinyasinin
gereksinim duydugu nitelikli iggiiclinii yetistiren kurumlar haline gelmistir. Bu durumun sonucu
olarak calisanlar O6nemli konular {izerinde benzer diisiincelere sahip insanlar arasindan
secilmistir (Elkatmis, 2013). Buradan hareketle, geleneksel 6§renme ortamlarinin genel olarak
orta seviye biligsel yetenege sahip Ogrenciler dikkate alinarak olusturulmasina, biligsel
yeterlikleri ortalamanin altinda veya iistiinde bulunan 6grencilerin ise 6gretim hizmetinden
yeterince faydalanamamasina neden oldugu sOylenebilir (Aver ve Yiiksel, 2017). Ortalama
ozelliklere sahip bireyler yetistirmeye odaklanan bu bakis ag¢is1 giiniimiizde geleneksel egitim
anlayis1 adiyla anilmaktadir. Geleneksel egitim anlayisina sahip 6grenme ortamlarinda 6grenci,
stirecin 0znesi olarak kabul edilmek yerine nesnesi olarak goriilmektedir (Memduhoglu vd.,
2022). Bir diger ifade ile 6grenmenin 6grenciye gore bicimlendirilmesi yerine dgrencinin
O0grenmeye gore bicimlendirilmesi tercih edilmektedir (Gregory ve Chapman, 2020).
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Sanayilesmenin sonucu olarak ortaya ¢ikan bu bakis agisi zamanla birgok tilkedeki egitim
uygulamalarina hakim olan bir anlayis haline gelmistir.

Ogretmenlerin grencilerin bireysel farkliliklarini gdz &niinde bulundurmadan genellikle
O0gretim yil1 boyunca birka¢ yontem ve kaynagi dikkate alarak, 6grenme-0gretme siirecini
tamamladiklar1 bilinmektedir (Onat vd., 2023). Oysa, 6grenen Ozelliklerinin cesitliligi
ogretimde farklilastirmay1 gerekli kilmaktadir. Ogretmen, dgrencisinin 6gretimle ilgili bir
ihtiyacini karsiladiginda 6gretimi o 6grencisi i¢in farklilastirmis olur (Gregory ve Chapman,
2020). Farkhilastirllmis Ogretim, “6gretimin hiz, seviye ve tiirlinlin Ogrencilerin ihtiyag,
ogrenme stilleri ve ilgilerine cevap verecek sekilde diizenlenmesi” (Yabas, 2008 s. 25) seklinde
tanimlanabilir. Farklilastirilmis 6gretimle birlikte ilgileri, sosyokiiltiirel 6zellikleri, 6§renme
stilleri gibi pek cok oOzelligi birbirinden farkli 6grencilere kendileriyle uyumlu 6grenme
firsatlar1 sunulur (Aver ve Yiiksel, 2017). Derslerinde farklilastirilmis 6gretime yer veren
ogretmenlerin her cocugun beyninin tipki parmak izi gibi farkli oldugu goriisiinde olduklari
anlasilmaktadir (Gregory ve Chapman, 2020). Buradan hareketle farklilagtirilmig 6gretimin
genis bir kapsayicilik ortaya koydugunu, Ogrenenlerin farklilasan o6zelliklerini dogal ve
ogretimde dikkate alinmasi gereken unsurlar olarak gordiiglinii séylemek miimkiindiir. Bu
calismada da smif Ogretmenlerinin farklilastirilmis O6gretime dair 6z degerlendirmeleri
incelenmistir. Oz degerlendirme kavramini “kisinin kendi performansini biitiin ana gorevlerini,
islevlerini ve ylkiimliiliiklerini goz Oniine alarak kendisini degerlendirmesi” (Kubat, 2012 s.
56) seklinde tanimlamak miimkiindiir. Alanyazin incelediginde farklilastirilmis Ogretim
konusunda Ogretmenlerle yapilan ¢esitli ¢alismalarin bulundugu anlasilmaktadir (Butt ve
Kauser, 2010; Dolu-Ornek, 2023; Onat vd., 2023; Pilten, 2016; Siam ve Al-Notour, 2016; Yasar
ve Karadag, 2009; Whipple, 2012). Bu c¢alismalar, 6gretmenlere farklilagtirilmis 6gretime
iligkin farkindalik kazandirmak acisindan énemli olmakla birlikte, dgretmenlerin goriislerini
genel bir cerceveden ele almaktadir. Oysa 6z degerlendirme bireyin kendisi hakkinda
diistinmesiyle baglar. Diigiinme isinin asil gayesinin, meydana gelen olaylar1 anlamlandirmak,
bu olaylar kategoriler meydana getirerek tasnif etmek ve siibjektif olarak kimlik kazandirmak
oldugu sdylenebilir (Sensekerci ve Bilgin, 2008). Ogretmen davramiglar {izerine yapilacak bir
arastirmada, davranisin sergilenme nedenleri ve bu davranislara iligkin diisiinme siiregleri
birlikte ele alinmalidir. Aksi bir uygulama bir Ol¢liye kadar kiymetli olsa da birtakim
eksikliklere zemin hazirlar (Madsen, 2005). Ulkemizde, 6gretmenlerin ve dgretmen adaylarmin
kendi mesleki nitelikleriyle farklilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin esaslar1 ne derece bagdastirdigini
incelemeyi amaclayan arastirmalar incelendiginde, bu arastirmalarin ¢ok biiyiik bir kisminda,
katilimcilarin kendilerini yiiksek veya ¢ok yiiksek derecede yeterli gordiikleri sdylenebilir
(Aydogan-Yenmez ve Ozpmar, 2017b; Dumlu, 2023; Giilay, 2021; Ucarkus ve Yesilbursa,
2020; Yildiz, 2023). Ogretmenlerin farklilastirilmis 6gretim konusundaki alg1 seviyeleri yiiksek
olmakla birlikte, kendi mesleki nitelikleri ile farklilastirilmis 6gretim uygulamalart arasindaki
ortiismenin uygulamaya aktarilamadig1 anlasilmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin, farklilastirmis dgretimi
kismi olarak ise kostuklar1 ve 6grenme friinlerini yeterince farklilastiramadiklart (Gtilay,
2021), kendi mesleki yeterliklerine doniik algilari ile smif i¢i uygulamalarimin birbiri ile
ortiismedigi (Oztiirk ve Mutlu, 2017) belirlenmistir. Ayrica farklilastirilnis 6gretime iliskin
kavramsal yanilgilarinin bulunduguna isaret eden bulgular mevcuttur (Altun ve Nayman, 2022;
Onat vd., 2023). Bu durum O&gretmenlerin 6z degerlendirmelerinde nesnel bir tutum
sergileyemediklerini diisiindiirmektedir. Ogretmenlerin kendilerini degerlendirirken nesnel bir
tutum sergilemelerini giiclestiren nedenlerden birinin farklilagtirma kavramina yiiklenen yanlis
ve asirt anlamlar oldugu disiintilebilir. Bu kabuller 6gretmenleri her seyi siirekli olarak
farklilagtirmakla sorumlu sekilde davranmaya veya goriinmeye zorlayabilir. Oysa 6gretmenler
“tam ve siirekli” bir farklilagstirma gergeklestiremeyecegi gibi boyle bir ¢aba zaman ve maddi
bakimdan yetersizliklerle karsilasacak (Godor, 2021 s. 46) ve smifin biitiinliigline zarar
verecektir (Tomlinson, 2014). Bu c¢alismada hem ulusal hem de uluslararasi alanyazinda
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yapilan diger ¢aligmalardan farkli olarak siif 6gretmenlerinin farklilastirilmig 6gretime iliskin
0z degerlendirmeleri ilk kez Q Metodu kullanilarak incelenmistir. Boylece Ogretmenlerin
ogretimi farklilagtirirken dikkate aldiklart unsurlara iliskin giiglii kanitlar elde edilmesi
beklenmektedir. Arastirmanin ulasilan sonuglarin 6gretimin farklilastirilmasinda géz oniinde
bulundurulmasi gereken hususlara dikkat ¢ekmesi bakimindan 6gretmenlere yol gosterici bir
nitelik tagidig1 ve bu yoniiyle 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

1.1. Arastirmanin Amaci

Aragtirmada, simif 6gretmenlerinin farklilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin sinif i¢i uygulamalarina
dair 6z degerlendirmelerinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu kapsamda aragtirma sorulari
asagidaki gibi belirlenmistir:

1. Arastirmaya katilan simif ogretmenlerinin farklilagtirilmis 6gretime iliskin siif igi
uygulamalarina dair 6z degerlendirmeleri ka¢ faktor altinda toplanmaktadir?

2. Aragtirmaya katilan sinif 6gretmenleri arasinda farklilagtirilmig 6gretime iligkin sinif igi
uygulamalarina dair 6z degerlendirmeleri agisindan herhangi bir fikir birligi var midir?

2. Yontem
2.1. Arastirmanin Modeli

Bu aragtirmada, aragtirmanin amaglariyla uyumlu olmasi bakimindan yontem olarak Q Metodu
benimsenmistir. Q Metodunun, tutum, inang, bakis agis1 gibi bireyin 6znelligini ortaya koymast
bakimindan nitel, 6znelligin unsurlarini 6l¢iilebilir olarak ele almasi bakimindan nicel bir
yontem oldugu soylenebilir (Karasu ve Peker, 2019). Q Metodunun, katilimcilar arasindaki
uzlas1 ve goriis ayriliklarinin ortaya konmasinda etkili oldugu belirtilmektedir (Esen-Aygiin ve
Zeren, 2023).

Q Metodunun temel 6zelligi calisma grubuna dahil olanlarin kendisine sunulan ifadeleri pozitif
ve negatif uglar1 olan bir dizgi lizerindeki uygun gordiigii yere dizmesidir (Tanhan ve Nas,
2020). Q dizgisi adindaki bu dizgi lizerinde orta kismindan pozitif ve negatif uclara gidildikce
katilim orani artis gosterir (Aydogan vd., 2022). Q dizgileri, dizgideki hangi derecenin altina
kac ifade yerlestirilebileceginin arastirmaci tarafindan belirlendigi zoraki dagilima ve
katilmcinin istedigi derecenin altina istedigi sayida ifade yerlestirebildigi serbest dagilima
uygun olarak hazirlanabilir (Demir ve Kul, 2011). Bu arastirmada Q dizgisi zoraki dagilima
gore olusturulmus, +4’°ten -4’e uzanan bir yelpaze tercih edilmistir.

2.2. Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubu 6lciit drnekleme ile olusturulmustur. Olgiit, arastirmaci tarafindan
belirlenebilecegi gibi 6nceden olusturulmus bir 6l¢iit listesinin kullanimi da miimkiindiir
(Yildiz, 2017). Bu dogrultuda, calisma grubunun olusmasinda 2022-2023 Egitim Ogretim Y1l
Bahar Déneminde, siif 6gretmeni olarak gérev yapiyor olma sarti 6l¢iit olarak kabul edilmistir.
Metodunun etkili bi¢imde uygulanmasi i¢in 40-60 kisilik bir ¢alisma grubuna ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir (Watts ve Stenner, 2005). Bu kapsamda, bu arastirmada belirlenen 6l¢iitii
saglayan ve goniillik esasina gore ¢alismaya katilmay1 kabul eden Canakkale ili Merkez
ilcedeki kamu ilkokullarinda goérev yapan 72 simif dgretmenine ulasilmistir. Ulagilan simif
ogretmenlerinden 12°si Q dizgisine en az 1 ifade numarasini birden ¢ok kez yazdigi icin bu
ogretmenlerin cevaplari veri setine dahil edilmemistir. Ayrica, 7 sinif 6gretmenin ise ¢alismay1
yarida biraktigi goriilmiistiir. Eksik ve hatali kodlama yapan Ogretmenlerin cevaplar1 veri
setinden ¢ikarildiktan sonra arastirmanin ¢aligma grubu 53 smif 6gretmeninden olusmustur.
Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubuna iliskin demografik 6zellikler Tablo 1’ de sunulmustur.
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Tablo 1. Calisma Grubuna Iliskin Demografik Ozellikler

Degisken Kategori Frekans
®
Kadin 35
Cinsiyet Erkek 15
Belirtmemis
20-29 1
30-39 11
Yas Araligi 40-49 23
50+ 18
Smnif Ogretmenligi 48
Mezun Olunan Okul Diger Ogretmenlikler 3
Tiird Diger 2
Almis 25
Farklilagtirilmug
Ogretime [liskin
Egitim Alma Durumu Almamus 18
Belirtmemis 10

Tablo 1’deki verilere gore calisma grubunda bulunan sinif 6gretmenlerin 35’1 kadin 15°1
erkektir. Kadin katilimcilarin ¢ogunlukta oldugu goriilmektedir. 3 katilimci ise cinsiyetini
belirtmemistir. Katilimcilarin 25°1 farklhilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin egitim aldigini, 18’1 bu
konuya iliskin herhangi bir egitim almadigini belirtmektedir. Katilimcilarin 6nemli bir boliimii
sinif ogretmenliginden mezun olmakla birlikte farkli lisans programlarindan mezun olup
ogretmenlik yapan bir katilimc1 grubunun bulundugu anlagiimaktadir.

2.3. Farkhlastirilmis Ogretim Q Dizgisi

Arastirma verileri, Farklilastirilmigs Ogretim Q Dizgisi ile toplanmustir. Yeni bir Q seti
hazirlamak tizere, alanyazin incelenerek 450 maddelik bir havuz olusturulmustur (Abbiati,
2012; Camuzcu-Asiroglu, 2016; Aydogan-Yenmez ve Ozpmar, 2017a; Butt ve Kauser, 2010;
Cam, 2013; Demirkaya, 2018; Godor, 2021; Giilay, 2021; Lockley vd., 2017; Mutlu vd., 2019;
Oztiirk ve Mutlu, 2017; Siam ve Al Natour, 2016; VanTassel Baska, 2012; Zoraloglu ve Sahin,
2022; Whipple, 2012). Eden ve digerleri (2005) Q seti olusturmak i¢in 200-500 ifadelik bir
havuz olusturulabilecegini, daha sonra bu ifadeleri indirgemek gerektigini ancak bu islemin
nasil gergeklesecegine dair bir rehberligin mevcut olmadigini ifade etmektedir. Bununla birlikte
Watts ve Stenner (2012) siralama isleminin daha az yorucu olmasi adina ifade sayisinin
sinirlandirilabilecegini belirtir. Bu durumun bir gereklilik olarak ortaya ¢ikmasi halinde, ifade
sayisinin azaltilabilmesi i¢in ifadelerin anlamsal igerik ve kapsam bakimindan genisletilmesini
onermektedir. Buna ek olarak, Brown ve digerleri (2019) benzer ifadelerin havuzdan
¢ikarilmasi, benzer anlama gelenlerin birlestirilmesi ve konu i¢in 6nemli olan ifadelerin dikkate
alinmasi boylece daha az sayida ifade iceren Q seti olusturulmasini 6nermektedir.

Bu bilgilerden hareketle bu arastirmada anlamca ayni olanlar ayni grupta olacak sekilde
gruplandirilmistir. Ayrica farklilagtirilmis 6gretimin kuramsal temellerini dikkate alan ifadeler
olusturularak taslaga eklenmis, 25 ifadeden olusan Q seti taslag: elde edilmistir. Ardindan Q
seti taslagi, biri Egitimde Olgme ve Degerlendirme alaninda ikisi Egitim Programlari ve
Ogretim alaninda uzman olan ii¢ alan uzmaninin goriisine sunulmus, uzman goriisleri
dogrultusunda maddeler diizenlenmistir.
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Hazirlanan Q seti taslagi ile yedi sinif 6gretmenin katildigi 6n uygulama yapilmis, anlagilmayan
bir ifade olup olmadig1, kendilerin rahatsiz eden bir ifade bulunup bulunmadigi, ifadelerin daha
anlasilir ifade edilmesi i¢in &nerileri olup olmadig1 sorulmustur. On uygulamada katilimeilarin
“uygundur” goriisleri alindiktan sonra toplamda 25 ifadelik Q setine son hali verilmistir. Pilot
uygulama verileri ¢alisma grubuna dahil edilmistir. Q setindeki ifadelerin yerlestirilmesi i¢in
arastirmada kullanilan Q dizgisi Sekil 1’de sunulmustur.

Sekil 1. Q Dizgisi
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4

2.4. Veri Toplama Siireci

Arastirmanin verileri 2022-2023 akademik yili bahar doneminde toplanmistir. Arastirmaya
Canakkale Merkez ilcede yer alan kamuya ait 14 ilkokulda gorev yapan siif dgretmenleri
goniillik esasina dayali olarak katilmistir. Veri toplama islemi arastirmaci tarafindan,
Ogretmenlerin gorev yaptiklari ilkokullara gidilerek onlarin uygun olduklar saatlerde yiiz ytize
gergeklestirilmistir. Ogretmenlerin gérev yaptiklari ilkokullarin 11°i sehir merkezinde, 3’ii
ilceye bagl kdylerde bulunmaktadir.

Arastirmanin amaci, kapsami ve tamamen goniillilk esasina dayandigi arastirmaci tarafindan
aciklanarak, katilimcilara Katilim Kabul Formu sunulmustur. Arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul eden
siif 6gretmenlerine, veri toplama araci uygulanmistir. Sinif 6gretmenlerinden Q setinde yer
alan ifadeleri okumalari, okuduklar1 ifadelerin numaralarini, ifadelere katilma derecelerine
gore, Q dizgisine yerlestirmeleri istenmistir. Devaminda sinif 6gretmenlerine Q dizgisinin ug
kisimlarina (+4 ve -4) yerlestirdikleri ifadelerin se¢ilme nedenlerini ifade etmelerini isteyen iki
adet acik uclu soru yoneltilmis yazili olarak yanitlamalari istenmistir.

2.5. Veri Analizi

Verilerin analizine gecilmeden dnce calisma grubunu olusturan égretmenler O1, 02, O3, ...
053 seklinde kodlanmustir. Daha sonra, 53 siif égretmeninden elde edilen Q siralamalar Q
Metodu i¢in gelistirilmis bir web uygulamasi olan Ken-Q Analysis ile analiz edilmistir
(Banasick, 2019). Q Metodunda faktor analizi {i¢ ana asamadan meydana gelir: Korelasyon
(correlation), faktoriyel yapi (factor extraction) ve faktor rotasyonu (factor rotation; Brummitt,
2022). Bu arastirmada da veriler bu agsamalar dikkate alinarak analiz edilmistir. Q Metodunda
veri analizinin temelini, faktor analizi ve ardinan gerceklesecek rotasyon islemi olusturmaktadir
(Akhtar-Danesh, 2017). Faktor analizi, korelasyon matrisinin istatistiki olarak incelenmesini
kapsar (Watts ve Stenner, 2012). Bu arastirmadaki faktdriyel yapinin belirlenmesinde
alanyazinda yaygin olarak yer verilen temel bilesen analizi kullanilmistir.

Temel bilesan analizi ile sekiz (8) faktorlii bir yapiya ulasilmistir. Arastirmanin bu noktasinda
hangi faktoriin anlamli kabul edilecegine karar vermek i¢in ilgili alanyazin incelediginde
arastirmacilarin farkl 6l¢iitler 6nerdigi goriilmektedir. Bu 6l¢iitleri mutlak karar vericiler olarak
gormek yerine, karar verme silirecine rehberlik eden unsurlar olarak gérmek isabetli kabul
edilebilir (Watts ve Stenner, 2012). Bu kapsamda, ilgili alanyazin ve arastirmaci goriisleri
dogrultusunda calismadaki faktoriyel yapinin ii¢ faktérden olusmasina karar verilmis, ilk ti¢
faktor anlamli kabul edilmistir.
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Bu arastirmada yargisal rotasyon tercih edilmistir. Rotasyona baslamadan énce O6 kodlu
dgretmenin, 0.6938 ve -0.5389; 039 kodlu 6gretmenin, 0.633 ve -0.6021 degerleriyle sirasiyla
hem Faktor 1 hem Faktor 2 i¢in anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bunun {izerine yargisal rotasyona
basvurularak Faktor 1 ve Faktor 2 arasinda negatif yonde 8 derecelik rotasyon gerceklesmistir.
Islemin ardindan O6 ve 039 kodlu dgretmenlerin yalnizca Faktoér 1 icin anlamli oldugu
belirlenmis, birden fazla faktor i¢in anlamli olan herhangi bir katilimcinin mevcut olmadigi
goriilmiistiir. Yapilan rotasyon sonucunda katilimeilarin faktorlere gére dagilimi Tablo 2°de yer
almaktadir.

Tablo 2. Katilimcilarin Faktorlere Gére Dagilimi

Kod Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3

01 0.7705X -0.1819 0.0588
02 0.0827 0.3274 0.2089
03 0.4608 0.3677 -0.289
04 0.3225 0.749X 0.1403
05 0.5649X 0.4399 -0.1851
06 0.762X -0.4371 -0.2603
07 0.1031 0.7673X -0.0604
08 0.5437X 0.1344 0.0035
09 0.7532X 0.237 -0.0493
010 0.3572 0.6385X 0.1231
O11 0.6382X 0.4297 -0.1268
0O12 0.6082X 0.0483 -0.3088
013 0.5577X 0.2139 -0.393
014 0.6582X 0.3604 -0.0051
015 0.0863 0.137 0.5291X
016 0.049 0.2691 -0.109
017 0.5379X -0.4951 0.2154
0O18 0.5811X 0.2931 0.1066
019 0.4541 -0.3987 0.3411
020 0.1912 0.0132 -0.1779
021 0.6679X -0.3814 0.163
022 0.3699 -0.1727 0.6402X
023 0.4333 0.2641 0.0594
024 0.4906 0.3389 0.0175
025 0.6438X 0.4863 0.1739
026 0.4964 0.1052 0.1584
027 0.6075X 0.2643 -0.0545
028 -0.4888 0.324 -0.1761
029 0.7618X -0.3729 0.1015
030 0.4518 0.2279 -0.3384
031 0.3149 -0.1289 -0.1254
032 0.2581 0.7631X 0.1448
033 0.6464X -0.4019 -0.21
034 0.0301 -0.0562 0.5439X
035 0.1704 0.3525 -0.1216
036 0.155 0.3589 0.3513
037 -0.2717 0.0628 0.657X
038 0.2671 0.7506X 0.0033
039 0.7106X -0.5082 0.0413
040 -0.2593 0.1031 0.6867X
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Tablo 2. Katilimcilarin Faktorlere Gére Dagilimi (Devami)

Kod Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3
041 0.719X -0.3237 0.2896
042 0.5816X -0.0371 0.0112
043 0.6375X -0.0231 -0.1878
044 0.2906 0.2756 0.1816
045 0.0131 0.2396 0.2473
046 0.7655X -0.2566 -0.2722
047 0.4533 -0.0205 0.311
048 0.174 -0.2733 0.4907
049 0.2724 0.2059 0.705X
050 0.4813 -0.0687 -0.096
051 0.654X 0.2475 -0.0955
052 0.5541X 0.0789 0.2709
053 0.539X 0.0304 -0.1081
p<.01

Tablo 2’de goriildigi lizere Faktor 1°de 24 katilimei, Faktor 2°de 5 katilimei, Faktor 3’te 6
katilimci  bulunmaktadir. 18 katilme1 herhangi bir faktér i¢in anlamhilik degeri
saglanmadigindan higbir faktoriin kapsaminda degerlendirilememistir.

3. Bulgular

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin farklilastirilmig 6gretime iliskin 6zdegerlendirmelerinin incelendigi bu
aragtirmada Oncelikle faktorler arasi korelasyon incelenmistir. Faktorler aras1 korelasyon Tablo
3’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 3. Faktorler Arasi Korelasyon

Faktorler 1 2 3
1 1 0.2263 0.0096
2 0.2263 1 0.1233
3 0.0096 0.1233 1

Tablo 3’te yer alan verilerden faktorler arasindaki en yiiksek iligskinin Faktor 1 ve Faktor 2 i¢in
diisiik diizeyde (r = .2263) pozitif yonli bir iliski oldugu goriilmiistiir. Buradan hareketle
faktorlerde ifade edilen bakis acilarinin birbirlerinden ayristigini ifade etmek miimkiindiir. Bu
goriisler Faktor 1, Faktor 2 ve Faktor 3 i¢in sirasiyla; “smif ve 6gretmen odakli”, “yetkinlik
odakl1”, “gelenek odakli” olarak adlandirilmistir. Faktor 1, Faktor 2 ve Faktor 3 i¢in 6z degerler
sirastyla 13.27, 6.43 ve 4.34 olarak hesaplanmis, faktorlerin korelasyon matrisine iligkin toplam
degiskenligi agiklama ytlizdelerin sirali bicimde ve yaklasik olarak; %25, %12 ve %8 oldugu
belirlenmistir. Buna gore, li¢ faktorlii yap1 %45°ini aciklamaktadir.

Yorumlamay1 kolaylagtirmak amaciyla, belirlenen faktorlerin tiimii i¢in idealize edilmis Q
siralamalart olusturulmustur. Bu puanlar, katilimeilar i¢in ayr1 ayr ilgili faktor tizerindeki yiik
ile agirliklandirilmig puanla iligkilidir. Bu nedenle katilimcilarin puanlama giicti degiskenlik
gostermektedir (Godor, 2021). Katilimcilarin siif i¢i uygulamalarinda hangi farklilastirilmis
Ogretim uygulamalarinin 6ne ¢iktiginin/geride kaldiginin belirlenmesi i¢in Q ifadelerinin; Q
dizgisindeki siralamalarmin faktdrlere bagl degisimi incelenmelidir. ifadelerin Q dizgisindeki
siralamalarmin faktorlere gére dagilimi Tablo 4°te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 4. Q Seti ve Faktor Dizileri

Q ifadesi Faktor 1  Faktor2 Faktor 3
1. Tiim 6grencilerimi 6grenmeye motive ederim. 4 2 4
2. Ogrencilerim i¢in hazirladigim etkinlikleri, onlarm ilgi
alanlarina gore farklilagtiririm. 3 -1 -3
3.Etkinlikleri planlarken 6grencilerin hazirbulunusluklarini
dikkate alirim. 3 2 2
4. Ogretimi farklilastirmada Web 2.0 araglarindan faydalanirim. 1 1 -4
5.0gretme-6grenme siirecini, dgrencilerimin goriislerini dikkate
alarak tasarlarim. 1 -2 2
6. Ogretim hizini, 6grencilerimin farklilasan ihtiyaglarina gore
diizenlerim. 2 -1 1
7. Ogretimin farkhilastirlmasinda ilgili kisi, kurum ve
kuruluslarla is birligi yaparim. -2 -4 0
8.Ogretim programdaki kazamimlar1 zorluk diizelerine gore
ayirarak etkinlikler hazirlarim. 1 -1 -3
9. Ogrenme siirecinde kullandigim materyalleri 6grencilerimin
farklilagan 6zelliklerine gore diizenlerim. 1 -2 -1
10.  Ogretimin  farklilastirilmasinda  dzel  gereksinimli
ogrencilerimin ihtiyaclarini dikkate alirim. 2 1 3
11. Ogrencilerimin 6grenme profillerine goére farklilasan
bireysel caligmalar ve grup caligmalari diizenlerim. 0 0 0
12. Ogrencilerin bireysel farkliliklarim dikkate alarak giinliik
yasamla ilgili gérevler veririm. 0 -3 0
13. Ogrencilerimin kendi gelisimlerini izlemesini saglarim. 0 -2 2

14.  Ogretimi  planlarken; farkli  kiiltiirlerden  gelen
Ogrencilerimin  ihtiyag ve beklentilerini g6z Oniinde

bulundururum. 0 0 2
15.0grencilerimi, ¢ok yonli degerlendirerek; &grenme
iiriinlerini, farkli bigimlerde sunmalarini saglarim. -1 1 1
16. Ogretimi planlarken, dgrencilerin farkli hazirbulunusluk
diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla 6n degerlendirme yaparim. 0 1 0
17. Ogrencilerimin farklilasan gelisim o6zelliklerini dikkate
alarak, ¢esitli 6l¢me araglarini bir arada kullanirim. -1 2 2
18. Ogrencilerime o6devlerini ilgi ve yeteneklerine gore
se¢ebilme imkan1 sunarim. -2 -3 -1
19. Smifim farkl yetenek ve ilgi alanlarina uygun materyallerle
zenginlestiririm. -1 0 -1
20. Derslerimde farkli yontem ve teknikler kullanarak tiim
Ogrencilerime hitap etmeye caligirim. 2 4 -1
21. Ogrencilerimi, 6gretmen destegine ek olarak; konu uzmant,
Ogretici akran gibi faydalanabilecegi kaynaklara yonlendiririm. -3 -1 1

22. BILSEM ve destek egitim odas1 gibi smif/okul digt
uygulamalara devam eden Ogrencilerimin gelisimlerini takip

ederim. -4 0 0
23. Ogrencilerimin gelisimini hem bireysel hem de tiim sinifi
dikkate alarak degerlendiririm. -1 3 3
24. Opretimi  farklilastirmada, okulun sosyo-ekonomik
ozelliklerini gdz oniinde bulundururum. -3 0 1
25. Ogretimin farklilastirilmayla ilgili karsilastigzim mesleki
geligim firsatlarimi kullanirim. -2 3 -2
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3.1. Faktor 1: Simf ve Ogretmen Odakl

Faktor 1°deki 6gretmenlerin, 6grenmeye doniik motivasyonu saglamaya ve dgretimin siireg
boyutuna odaklandigi, bu boyutta farklilastirmada dikkate alinan 6grenci 6zelliklerinin (ilgi,
hazirbulunusluk, o6grenme profili) baslicalarina gore oOgretimi uyarlamayr Onemsedigi
goriilmektedir. Faktor 1°deki 6gretmenler i¢in 6grencinin gevresi ve bu ¢evrenin gelisimindeki
etkisi dikkate alinmamis veya alinamamis, 6grenci tanima boyutu ihmal edilmis veya geregi
gibi gerceklestirilememis oldugu sodylenebilir. Faktor 1°de yer alan 6gretmenler ile ilgili olarak;
sinifta gézlenebilen 6grenci Ozellikleriyle ¢ercevelenen, 6grenciyi destekleme isinin sadece
Ogretmen tarafindan gergeklestirildigi bir farklilagtirma anlayisindan s6z edilebilir. Bu nedenle
faktoriin temsil ettigi farklilastirma anlayis1 “sinif ve 6gretmen odakli” olarak adlandirilmstir.
Katilimceilarin gortisleri asagidaki gibidir:

Okulun sosyo-ekonomik ozellikleri iyi bir ogrenmede veya egitimi farklilastirmada

kriter olamaz. (029)

Okul ogrencilerinin sosyo-ekonomik pozisyonlari es deger oldugu i¢in bunu
yapmuiyorum. (O12)

BILSEM ve okul dust etkinliklere katilan 6grencim yok. Sosyo- ekonomik sebeplerden
dolay1 6grencilerim etkinliklere katilmada zorluk yasiyorlar. (O51)

Ogrenciler motive edilmeden égrenme zor olur. Cocuklarin merak duygularin,
ilgilerini uyandirip 6grenmeye hazir olmalarini saglarim. (053)

Faktor 1 i¢in Q ifadelerinin dagilimi incelendiginde, en ¢ok dnemsenen uygulamanin 6gretimin
farklilagtirilmasina iliskin en ¢ok dikkate aldigi uygulamanin tiim 6grencileri 68renmeye
motive etme (1: +4) oldugu goriilmektedir. Etkinlikleri planlarken &grencilerin
hazirbulunusluklarini dikkate alma (3: +3), 6grenciler i¢in hazirlanan etkinlikleri, onlarin ilgi
alanlarina gore farklilagtirma (2: +3), 68retim hizini, 6grencilerin farklilasan ihtiyaglarina gore
diizenleme (6: +2) gibi uygulamalarin goriisleri Faktér 1’in altinda toplanan 6gretmenlerin
farklilastirma anlayislari i¢cinde 6nemli bir yeri oldugu belirlenmistir.

Buna karsilik 6gretimi farklilastirmada, okulun sosyo-ekonomik o6zelliklerini géz Oniinde
bulundurma (24: -3), 6grencileri, 6gretmen destegine ek olarak; konu uzmani, 6gretici akran
gibi faydalanabilecegi kaynaklara yonlendirme (21: -3) ve 6gretimin farklilastirilmayla ilgili
karsilagtigr mesleki gelisim firsatlarini kullanma (25: -2) gibi uygulamalar goriisleri Faktor 1
altinda toplanan 6gretmenlerin en az goz 6niinde bulundurdugu konulardandir. Gortisleri Faktor
1 altinda toplanan 6gretmenlerin dgretimi farklilastirirken en az dikkate aldig1 konun BILSEM
ve destek egitim odasi gibi sinif/okul dis1 uygulamalara devam eden 6grencilerin gelisimlerini
takip etme (22: -4) oldugu anlagilmaktadir.

3.2. Faktor 2: Yetkinlik Odakh

Faktor 2’de yer alan Ogretmenlerin farklilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin uygulamalaria dair
siralamalart incelendiginde goriisleri faktor altinda toplanan 6gretmenlerin, 6gretmenin mesleki
yetkinlikleri etrafinda sekillenen, 6grencinin katiliminin ve tercihlerinin daha az dikkate
alindig1, 6gretmenin kendisinden bagka kisi ve kurumlart siirece ortak etmedigi/edemedigi,
ogretmen merkezli bir farklilastirma anlayisina sahip olduklar1 anlasilmaktadir. Bu nedenle
faktoriin temsil ettigi farklilagtirma anlayis1 “yetkinlik odakli” olarak adlandirilmigtir.
Katilimcilarin goriisleri asagidaki gibidir:

Smifimdaki tiim ogrencilerin basarili olmalar igin, farkh algilara sahip 6grencilerin
konuyu tam olarak anlamalaru icin farkl yontem ve teknikler kullanarak timiine ulasmay:
hedeflerim. (O4)
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Siniftaki farklt kapasite ve algilama giiciine sahip tiim égrencilerin konuyu tam olarak
kavramalari i¢in farkli yontem ve teknikler kullanarak tiimiine ulasmayt hedeflerim. (032)

Bu siire¢ cesitli yazisma ve izinleri gerektirir. Bu nedenle en son basvuracagim
yontemlerden biridir. (0O38)

Uyulmast gereken belirli bir miifredat oldugu zaman agisindan yine égrencilerimin
farklihiklarim dikkate alarak kendi yontem, teknik, plan ve programimin disina ¢ikma sansim
olmadig i¢cin 5°i segtim. (O7)

Q ifadelerinin dagilimi Faktér 2 icin incelendiginde, goriisleri faktor altinda toplanan
Ogretmenlerin 6gretimin farklilastirilmasinda en 6nemli uygulamanin derslerde farkli yontem
ve teknikler kullanarak tiim 6grencilere hitap etmeye calisma (20: +4) oldugu belirlenmistir.
Gortigleri Faktor 2 altinda toplanan ogretmenlerin farklilastirma anlayisinda 6gretimin
farklilastirilmayla ilgili karsilastigi mesleki gelisim firsatlarini kullanma (25: +3), 6grencilerin
gelisimini hem bireysel hem de tiim sinifi dikkate alarak degerlendirme (23: +3), 6grencilerin
farklilasan gelisim 6zelliklerini dikkate alarak, cesitli 6l¢gme araglarini bir arada kullanma (17:
+2) konularin1 daha ¢ok dikkate aldiklar1 anlagilmaktadir. Buna karsilik, 6grenme siirecinde
kullandig1 materyalleri 6grencilerin farklilasan 6zelliklerine gore diizenleme (12: :-3), onlara
kendi gelisimlerini izlemesini saglama (13: -2), Ogretme-6grenme siirecini, Ogrencilerin
gorilislerini dikkate alarak tasarlama (5: -2), onlara ddevlerini ilgi ve yeteneklerine gore
secebilme imkani sunma (18: -3) ve onlarin bireysel farkliliklarii dikkate alarak giinliik
yasamla ilgili gorevler verme (9: -2) gibi konular s6z konusu 6gretmenlerin farklilastirma
anlayislarinda en az yer verdigi uygulamalardir. Gortgleri Faktor 2 altinda toplanan
Ogretmenlerin en az dikkate aldiklari uygulamanin 6gretimin farklilagtirilmasinda ilgili kisi,
kurum ve kuruluslarla is birligi yapma (7: -3) oldugu belirlenmistir.

3.3. Faktor 3: Gelenek Odakh

Faktor 3’teki 6gretmenlerin; mesleki gelisim ve teknolojiye daha az yer veren, hazirbulunusluk
gibi giris davraniglarina isaret eden uygulamalar yerine degerlendirme araglarinin
cesitlendirilmesi ve 6grencinin gelisiminden haberdar edilmesi gibi sonu¢ odakli uygulamalari
onemseyen, geleneksel kodlarin mevcut oldugu bir farklilastirma anlayisini tasidigi ifade
edilebilir. Ogrencilerin ilgisinin ¢ekilmesi, aidiyet ve sahiplenmenin saglanmasi adina kiiltiirel
unsurlarin baskin sekilde kullanildigi diisiiniilebilir. Bu nedenlerle faktoriin temsil ettigi
farklilastirma anlayis1 “gelenek odakli” olarak adlandirilmastir.

Kazamimlarda ogrenci seviyelerine gore dersler bulundugu icin zor kazanim
bulunmamaktir. (O15)

Ogrencilerin tamamimin hazirbulunusluklarini ¢ogu zaman tespit edemeyebiliriz.
Etkinlikleri islenecek konuya gore hazirlarim. (O37)

Clinkii bu teknolojiler hakkinda olduk¢a az bilgiye sahibim. Etkin kullanamamaktayim.
(034)

Farkli  kiiltiirlerden  gelen ogrencilerin  ihtiya¢ ve beklentilerini goz dniinde
bulundurmaya gayret ediyorum. (0O22)

Faktor 3’te yer alan Ogretmenlerin Q ifadelerinin dagilimi incelendiginde 6gretimin
farklilagtirllmasinda en 6nemli uygulamanin tiim 6grencileri 6grenmeye motive etme (1: +4)
oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Ogretimin farklilastirilmasinda 6zel gereksinimli  grencilerin
ihtiyaclarimi dikkate alma (10), 6grencilerin gelisimini hem bireysel hem de tiim sinift dikkate
alarak degerlendirme (23: +3), 6grencilerin kendi gelisimlerini izlemesini saglama (13: +2),
ogretimi planlarken; farkl kiiltlirlerden gelen 6grencilerin ihtiyag ve beklentilerini géz niinde
bulundurma (14: +2) ve onlarin farklilasan gelisim 6zelliklerini dikkate alarak, ¢esitli 6lgme
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araglarmi bir arada kullanma (17: +2) uygulamalarinin goriisleri ilgili faktorde toplanan
ogretmenlerin farklilastirma anlayisinda 6nemli yere sahip oldugu belirlenmistir. Etkinlikleri
planlarken 6grencilerin hazirbulunusluklarini dikkate alma (3 : -2), 6gretme-6grenme siirecini,
Ogrencilerin goriislerini dikkate alarak tasarlama (5: -2), 6gretimin farklilastirilmasiyla ilgili
karsilastigr mesleki gelisim firsatlarin1 kullanma (25: -2), 6gretim programdaki kazanimlari
zorluk diizeylerine gore ayirarak etkinlikler hazirlama (8: -3) ve 0grenciler i¢in hazirladig
etkinlikleri, onlarin ilgi alanlarina gore farklilagtirma (2: -3) konularmin ilgili faktérde bulunan
ogretmenler icin en az dikkate alman konulardan oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretimi
farklilagtirmada Web 2.0 araglarindan faydalanma (4: -4) ise en az dikkate alinan uygulama
konumundadir.

4. Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Sinif 6gretmenlerinin farklilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin 6z degerlendirmelerinin inceledigi bu
aragtirmada, Ogretimin farklilastirilmasmna iliskin t¢ farkli/faktor anlayis ortaya glkm1§t1r
Ogretmenlerin smnif igi uygulamalarma iliskin yaptig1 tercihlerden hareketle Faktor 1 icin “simif
ve Ogretmen odakli”, Faktor 2 i¢in “yetkinlik odakli” ve Faktor 3 i¢in “gelenek odakli”
farklilastirma anlayisindan s6z edilebilir.

Simif ve O6gretmen odakli farklilastirma anlayisinin 6n plana ¢iktigi Faktor 1°de en ¢ok
Onemsenen uygulamanin tiim Ogrencileri 6grenmeye motive etme oldugu anlasilmaktadir.
Faktor 1°deki 6gretmenlerin, 6grenmeye doniik motivasyonu saglamaya ve 0gretimin siireg
boyutuna odaklandigi, bu boyutta farklilastirmada dikkate alinan hazirbulunusluk, ilgi,
ogrenme profili vb. gibi Ogrenci Ozelliklerine gore Ogretimi uyarlamayr Onemsedigi
goriilmektedir. Tomlinson (2014) hazirbulunusluga bagli olarak 6grenme hizinin
degisebilecegini ifade etmektedir. Bu ifadeden hareketle, 6gretim hizini, O6grencilerin
farklilasan ihtiyaglarina gore diizenleme ve etkinlikleri planlarken Ggrencilerin
hazirbulunugluklarint  dikkate alma uygulamalarmin getirdigi bir gereklilik oldugu
diistintilebilir. Hazirbulunusluk, 6grenci basarisi, bireyin benlik duygusu, 6grenmeye yonelik
tavri, ilgi ve ihtiyac gibi birgok unsur ile etkilesim i¢indedir (Ozgan ve Tekin, 2011; Harman
ve Celiker, 2012). Hidi (2006) ilgiyi motivasyonun benzersiz bir degiskeni, bireyler ve
bireylerin ilgilendigi objeler arasindaki etkilesimden ortaya ¢ikan dikkat ve konsantrasyon gibi
unsurlarla belirginlesen bir psikolojik durum olarak tanimlamaktadir. Bu agiklamalardan
hareketle, Faktor 1’de yer alan 6gretmenlerin 6nemsedigi uygulamalarin bir biitiinliik ve
tutarlik gosterdigi sdylenebilir. Faktor 1°de yer alan 6gretmenlerin 6gretimi farklilastirirken
okulun sosyo-ekonomik ozelliklerini g6z Oniinde bulundurma konusunu farklilagtirma
anlayisinin en az dikkate alinan ifadeler arasinda konumlandirdigir goriilmektedir. Sosyo-
ekonomik durum 6gretimin farklilastirilmasinda 6lg¢iit kabul edilen 6grenci 6zelliklerinden biri,
ogrenme profilini olusturan unsurlarin bir pargasidir (Giilay, 2021; Zoraloglu, 2022). Can-
Yasar ve Aral’a (2011) gore sosyo-ekonomik yonden yiiksek seviyedeki aileler ¢cocuklaria
uyaranlarin fazla oldugu bir ¢evre sunabilirken, sosyo-ekonomik yonden yetersizlik yasayan
aileler ¢ocuklarinin sadece barinma beslenme gibi temel ihtiyaclarini karsilayabilmekte, kitap
oyuncak gibi materyallere erisim saglanamamaktadir. Bu nedenle, O6gretmenin etkin bir
farklilagtirma i¢in G&g@rencisini tanimas1 gerekmektedir (Demirkaya, 2018; Ugurel, 2018)
diisiiniilmektedir. Ancak bu tamima faaliyeti sadece sinifta gozlemlenebilecek 6grenci
ozellikleriyle sinirli degildir. Faktor 1°de yer alan 6gretmenler ile ilgili olarak farklilagtirmanin
ana etmenleriyle saglandig1, sinifta gézlenebilen 68renci 6zellikleriyle ¢ergevelenen, 6grenciyi
destekleme isinin sadece 6gretmen tarafindan gerceklestirildigi bir farklilagtirma anlayisindan
s0z edilebilir.

Yetkinlik odakli farklilagtirmanin 6n plana ¢iktig1 Faktor 2 incelendiginde, dgretmenlerin
ogretimin farklilagtirilmasinda en 6nemli gordiikleri uygulamanin derslerde farkli yontem ve
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teknikler kullanarak tiim 6grencilere hitap etmeye ¢alisma oldugu belirlenmistir. Goriisleri
Faktor 2 altinda toplanan Ogretmenlerin en az dikkate aldiklar1 uygulamanin 6gretimin
farklilagtirilmasinda ilgili kisi, kurum ve kuruluslarla is birligi yapma oldugu belirlenmistir.
Tomlinson’a gore (2014) farklilagtirilmis sinif herkesin kendi notalarini ¢almaya ¢alistigi kiiciik
miizik topluluklarindan olusan bir orkestraya benzer sekilde farkli ozellikleri olan
ogrencilerden olusur. Faktor 2°de yer alan 6gretmenlerin farkli yontem ve teknikler kullanarak
tiim Ogrencilere hitap etmeye ¢alisma ve 6grencilerin farklilasan gelisim 6zelliklerini dikkate
alarak, cesitli 6lgme araglarmi bir arada kullanma ile ilgili tercihleri bu farkli yollarla
iliskilendirilebilir. Faktdr 2°de yer alan 6gretmenlerden farkli yontem ve teknikler kullanarak
tim Ogrencilere hitap etmeye c¢alisma uygulamasimi Q dizgisinin pozitif ucunda
degerlendirenlerin gerekgeleri incelendiginde, nedenlerin gesitlik gdsterdigi anlagilmaktadir.
Bu agiklamalardan bir boliimii ¢oklu zekd kuramini vurgulamaktadir. Coklu zekd kurami
ogretimin farkli 6grenen Ozelliklerine gore ¢esitlendirilmesini merkeze alir (Basaran, 2004;
Cuhadar, 2017). Bu baglamda, “Tek beden herkese uymaz.” (Gregory ve Chapman, 2020)
ifadesiyle sloganlagan farklilastirilmis 6gretimin tekil zeka anlayisina karsi ¢ikan coklu zeka
kuramiyla uyum gdstermesi beklenebilir. Ogretmenler ydntemlerini farklilastirdiklarmda daha
fazla 6grencinin 6grenmesi veya ilgili beceriyi kazanmasi miimkiin hale gelir (Gregory ve
Chapman, 2020). Benzer bir sekilde tiim Ogrencilerin elde ettikleri nitelikleri eksiksiz
sergileyebilmeleri i¢in farkli degerlendirme araglarini kullanmak gerekir. Bu unsurlardan
ikisinin Faktor 2’de yer alan 6gretmenlerin farklilastirma anlayislarinin odaginda yer aldigi
anlasilmaktadir. Farklilastirmanin odaginda, farklilastirmada dikkate alinan 6grenci 6zellikleri
yerine farklilastirilan unsurlarin bulunmasi, 6gretmenlerin mesleki becerilerinin 6ne ¢iktig1 bir
anlayisa isaret etmektedir. Gortisleri Faktor 2 altinda toplanan 6gretmenlerin, farklilagtirilmig
ogretimle ilgili yetkinlik odakli bir anlayisi benimsiyor olmalarmma ragmen, smnif igi
uygulamalarinda 6gretmenin yetkinliklerinin 6grencinin goriis ve se¢imlerine gore oncelikli
konumda yer aldig1 gériilmektedir.

Gelenek odakli farklilagtirmanin 6n plana ¢iktig1 Faktor 3’te yer alan 6gretmenlerin, 6gretimin
farklilastirilmasinda en 6nemli bulduklar1 uygulamanin tiim &grencileri 6grenmeye motive
etme oldugu anlasiimaktadir. Ogretimi farklilastirmada Web 2.0 araglarindan faydalanma ise
en az dikkate alinan uygulama konumundadir. Mutlu vd. (2019) iilkemizde halen 6grenenlerin
hepsini ayn1 goren bir anlayisin stirmekte oldugunu ifade eder. Durmus (2017) Tiirkiye’deki
egitim 0gretim faaliyetlerinin biiylik cogunlugunda 6grenenlerin ayni1 hazirbulunusluga sahip
oldugunun kabul edildigi goriisiindedir. Oysa farklilagtirilmis 6gretimde, 6gretilecek konular
bastan degil d6grencinin bulundugu yerden baglar ve 6gretmen, 6grencilerin birbirinden farkli
oldugunu bilerek hareket eder (Tomlinson, 2014). Bu durum Faktdr 3’te yer alan §gretmenlerin
ogretimin farklilastirilmasina yonelik geleneksel egitimle uyumlu bakis acisi ile agiklanabilir.
Geleneksel egitim anlayisinin hakim oldugu siniflarda degerlendirme, 6grenme siirecinden ayr1
bigimde 6grencinin 6grendiklerinin belirlenmesi adina yapilir (Kaya, 2013).

Ogretmenler genel olarak degerlendirildiginde farklilastirilmis 6gretime yonelik egitim aldigimi
beyan edenlerin sayist katilimcilarin neredeyse yarisina yakin olmasina ragmen 6gretmenlerin
tercihlerinde farklilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin 6n kabullerin etkili oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu
durum, Cunningham (2015 s. 191) tarafindan gerceklestirilen bir arastirmada 6gretmenlerin
tasidiklar1 zihniyetlerin “6gretimi farklilagtirma istekleri” tizerinde etkili olduguna iliskin
bulguyu destekler niteliktedir. Ayrica Yasar ve Karadag’in (2009) c¢alismalarindaki,
ogretmenlerin ¢ogunlugunun farklilastirilmis 6gretime iliskin herhangi bir egitim almamis
olmasima ragmen; O6grencilerin bireysel farkliliklarindan dogan kimi 6grenme ihtiyaglarina
cevap vermek i¢in bazi farkli 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri ise kogmaya calistig1 yoniindeki
bulgu ile uyum arz etmektedir. Bu durumun ortaya ¢ikmasinda iilkemizdeki egitim anlayisi
tizerine etkili olan yapilandirmaci kuram ve onun kapsayicisi oldugu aktif 6grenme
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yaklasiminin pay1 biiyliktiir. Yapilandirmacilikta 6gretme 6grenme siirecinin odaginda 6grenci
yer alir (Arslan, 2007). Farklilagtirilmis 6gretim yapilandirmaci anlayisla uyumlu olarak,
smiflardaki 6grenci ¢esitliligine uygun bicimde olusturulmus yaklasimlardan biridir (Demir ve
Giirol, 2015). Bu nedenle, 6gretmenler siif i¢i uygulamalarinda yapilandirmaci yaklasimin
esaslarina uygun hareket ettiklerinde bu durumun dogal sonucu olarak Ogretimi
farklilastirmaktadirlar.

Okullarin daha yogun sekilde degisimi adina, O6gretmenlerin davranislarinin yaninda
diisiincelerinin de incelenmesinin gerektigi ifade edilmektedir (Fullan, 1994’ten aktaran
Madsen, 2005). Bu baglamda ogretmenlerin  simif i¢i  uygulamalarina iliskin
degerlendirmelerine, uygulamalariyla birlikte diisiincelerini de dahil etmek oOnemli bir
ihtiyactir. Buradan hareketle 6gretmenlere kendi farklilagtirma anlayiglar1 ve bu anlayislara dair
tercihleri hakkinda farkindalik kazandiracak hizmet i¢i egitimler diizenlenebilir. Bu
aragtirmadaki veriler 6l¢me aracindan elde edilenlerle ve arastirmaya katilan sinif 6gretmeninin
goriisleriyle sinirlidir. Bu baglamda 6gretmenlerin farklilagtirma uygulamalariyla ilgili olarak
O0grenme ortaminda gozlemler yapilabilecegi, calismay1 derinlestirmek adma farklilastirma
anlayislart lizerine Ogretmenlerle goriismelere basvurulabilecegi degerlendirilmektedir.
Ogretmenlere 6z degerlendirmeye dair rehberlik hizmetleri saglanabilir. Bdylece dgretmenlerin
geleneksel odakli bir farklilastirmadan ziyade 6grenci odakli bir farklilastirmay1 benimsemeleri
saglanabilir.
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of their in-class practices related to differentiated instruction. To achieve this, the Research Article
research conducted the Q Method, in which participants organized provided
statements along a continuum ranging from positive to negative. Participants also
provided written explanations for their placement of statements at the positive and 31/07/2024
negative ends of the continuum. The participants comprised 53 primary school
teachers actively teaching during the Spring Semester of the 2022—2023 Academic
Year. Data analysis was carried out using Ken-Q Analysis, a web application 15/08/2025
specifically designed for the QO Method. The findings revealed that participating
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teachers expressed three distinct perspectives on differentiated instruction: “class and y
teacher-focused,” “competence-focused,” and “tradition-focused.”. Differentiated
instruction,
Q method,

Self-assessment.

1. Introduction

The process of industrialization has significantly transformed schools into institutions designed
to train the skilled workforce demanded by industry and the business sector. Consequently,
employees have been selected from among individuals who share similar views on key issues
(Elkatmis, 2013). This shift has led to the development of traditional learning environments
tailored primarily for students with average cognitive abilities, leaving those with below-
average or above-average abilities unable to fully benefit from educational services (Avcr &
Yiiksel, 2017). This traditional education approach emphasizes educating individuals with
average characteristics, viewing the student as an object of the process rather than as an active
participant (Memduhoglu et al., 2022). In this approach, learning is not adapted to the individual
student; instead, students are expected to conform to standardized learning frameworks
(Gregory & Chapman, 2020). Over time, this industrialization-driven perspective has come to
dominate educational practices in many countries.
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Research indicates that teachers often complete the teaching-learning process by relying on a
limited set of methods and resources throughout the academic year, frequently overlooking the
individual differences among students (Onat et al., 2023). However, the diversity of learner
characteristics necessitates a differentiated approach to teaching. Differentiation occurs when a
teacher tailors instruction to meet the specific needs of a student (Gregory & Chapman, 2020).
Differentiated teaching can be defined as "the organization of the pace, level, and type of
teaching to address the needs, learning styles, and interests of students" (Yabas, 2008, p. 25).
This approach provides students—who vary in interests, sociocultural backgrounds, and
learning styles—with learning opportunities that align with their unique characteristics (Avci
& Yiiksel, 2017). Teachers who implement differentiated teaching recognize that every child’s
brain is unique, much like a fingerprint (Gregory & Chapman, 2020). From this perspective,
differentiated instruction is inherently inclusive, embracing the diverse attributes of learners as
natural elements to be acknowledged and addressed in teaching. In this study, primary school
teachers’ self-evaluations regarding differentiated instruction were analyzed. Self-evaluation is
defined as "the process of assessing oneself by considering one’s overall performance, core
duties, functions, and responsibilities" (Kubat, 2012, p. 56). A review of the literature reveals
various studies conducted with teachers on differentiated instruction (Butt & Kauser, 2010;
Dolu-Ornek, 2023; Onat et al., 2023; Pilten, 2016; Siam & Al-Notour, 2016; Yasar & Karadag,
2009; Whipple, 2012). While these studies are valuable for raising teachers’ awareness of
differentiated instruction, they generally focus on teachers’ views from a broad perspective.
However, self-assessment is inherently introspective, requiring individuals to reflect deeply on
their own practices. The primary aim of such reflection is to make sense of observed events,
categorize them, and construct a subjective identity (Sensekerci & Bilgin, 2008). In studies
examining teacher behaviors, it is essential to consider not only the behaviors themselves but
also the underlying reasons and thought processes driving them. While general approaches to
such research have their merits, neglecting these deeper aspects may lead to certain gaps in
understanding (Madsen, 2005). An examination of studies in our country investigating the
extent to which teachers and pre-service teacher align their professional qualifications with the
principles of differentiated instruction reveals that most participants perceive themselves as
highly or very highly competent (Aydogan-Yenmez & Ozpinar, 2017b; Dumlu, 2023; Giilay,
2021; Ugarkus & Yesilbursa, 2020; Yildiz, 2023). Despite these high self-perception levels,
findings suggest that the alignment between teachers’ professional qualifications and their
differentiated instruction practices is not effectively translated into practice. For instance,
research indicates that teachers only partially implement differentiated instruction and struggle
to sufficiently differentiate learning products (Giilay, 2021). Furthermore, there is a lack of
congruence between teachers’ perceptions of their professional qualifications and their actual
classroom practices (Oztiirk & Mutlu, 2017). Additionally, conceptual misunderstandings
about differentiated instruction have been identified (Altun & Nayman, 2022; Onat et al., 2023).
This discrepancy suggests that teachers may lack objectivity in their self-evaluations. One
contributing factor might be the exaggerated or incorrect meanings attributed to the concept of
differentiation, which can create unrealistic expectations for teachers to constantly differentiate
every aspect of instruction. However, achieving “complete and continuous” differentiation is
neither feasible nor sustainable, as such efforts are constrained by limitations in time and
resources (Godor, 2021, p. 46) and may disrupt classroom cohesion (Tomlinson, 2014). In this
study, the self-evaluations of primary school teachers regarding differentiated instruction were
examined using the Q Method for the first time, setting it apart from previous national and
international research. This approach is expected to provide robust evidence about the factors
teachers consider when differentiating instruction. The findings are anticipated to guide
teachers in effectively implementing differentiated teaching and highlight critical areas that
require attention in the differentiation process.
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1.1. Purpose of the Study

The study aimed to explore primary school teachers' self-evaluations of their in-class practices
related to differentiated instruction. To achieve this, the following research questions were
addressed:

1. How many factors emerge in the self-evaluations of primary school teachers regarding
their in-class practices related to differentiated instruction?

2. Is there a consensus among primary school teachers regarding their self-evaluations of
in-class practices related to differentiated instruction?

2. Method
2.1. Research Model

The Q method was employed in the present study. The Q method is both qualitative, as it
captures individual subjectivity, such as attitudes, beliefs, and perspectives, and quantitative, as
it enables the measurable analysis of these subjective elements (Karasu & Peker, 2019). It is
particularly effective in identifying areas of consensus and disagreement among participants
(Esen-Aygiin & Zeren, 2023).

A distinctive feature of the Q method is that participants arrange provided statements along a
continuum with positive and negative ends, often referred to as a Q sort or Q string (Tanhan &
Nas, 2020). Participant agreement or disagreement increases as statements are placed farther
from the neutral middle toward the positive or negative extremes (Aydogan et al., 2022). Q
strings can be constructed using either forced distribution, where the researcher specifies the
number of statements to be placed under each category, or free distribution, where participants
have full flexibility in placement (Demir & Kul, 2011). In this study, a forced distribution model
was employed, with a scale ranging from +4 to -4.

2.2. Participant

The participants was formed using criterion sampling, where the criterion can either be
determined by the researcher or based on an existing list (Yildiz, 2017). For this study, the
criterion was defined as working as a primary school teacher during the Spring Semester of the
2022-2023 Academic Year. Effective implementation of the Q Method typically requires a
study group of 40—60 participants (Watts & Stenner, 2005).

In line with this, 72 primary school teachers working in public primary schools in the Canakkale
province and its district, who met the criterion and voluntarily agreed to participate, were
initially recruited. However, the responses of 12 teachers were excluded because they repeated
at least one statement number in the Q string, and 7 additional teachers withdrew from the study.
After removing incomplete or incorrectly coded responses, the final number of participants
comprised 53 primary school teachers. The demographic characteristics of the participants are
presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Demographic Information

Variable Categories Frequency
¢y
Female 35
Gender Male 15

Unknown

20-29 1
30-39 11
Age 40-49 23
50+ 18
Primary School Teacher Education 48
Graduaiton Other Teacher Education 3
Other Faculties 2
Yes 25
Teacher Traning about No 18
Differentiated Unknown 10

According to the data in Table 1, the participants included 35 female and 15 male primary
school teachers, with female participants forming the majority. Three participants did not
disclose their gender. Of the participants, 25 reported receiving training on differentiated
instruction, while 18 indicated they had not received any such training. Although the majority
graduated from primary school education programs, some participants graduated from different
undergraduate programs before becoming teachers.

2.3. Differentiated Instruction Q String

The research data were collected using the Differentiated Instruction Q-Set. To develop a new
Q-set, a pool of 450 items was initially created through a comprehensive literature review
(Abbiati, 2012; Camuzcu-Asiroglu, 2016; Aydogan-Yenmez & Ozpinar, 2017a; Butt & Kauser,
2010; Cam, 2013; Demirkaya, 2018; Godor, 2021; Giilay, 2021; Lockley et al., 2017; Mutlu et
al., 2019; Oztiirk & Mutlu, 2017; Siam & Al Natour, 2016; VanTassel Baska, 2012; Zoraloglu
& Sahin, 2022; Whipple, 2012). Eden et al. (2005) recommend creating an initial pool of 200—
500 statements for a Q-set, followed by a reduction process, although specific guidelines for
this are not provided. Watts and Stenner (2012) suggest limiting the number of statements to
reduce participant fatigue during the sorting process, recommending that statements be
expanded in semantic content and scope to compensate for any reductions. Brown et al. (2019)
recommend refining the pool by removing redundant expressions, merging those with similar
meanings, and prioritizing expressions relevant to the topic, resulting in a more concise Q set.

In this study, similar statements were grouped, and redundant ones were removed. Statements
reflecting the theoretical foundations of differentiated instruction were created and added to the
draft Q-set, resulting in a preliminary set of 25 statements. The draft Q-set was then reviewed
by three experts: one in Measurement and Evaluation in Education and two in Curriculum and
Instruction. Based on their feedback, adjustments were made to the items.

A preliminary application was conducted with seven primary school teachers using the draft Q-
set. Participants were asked whether any statements were unclear, bothersome, or needed
rephrasing for clarity. After receiving their feedback and confirming the appropriateness of the
statements, the final Q-set was established, consisting of 25 items. Data from the pilot
application were included in the study group. The Q string used in the research to arrange the
statements from the Q-set is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. O Sort
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4

2.4. Data Collection Process

Data for this study were collected during the spring semester of the 2022—2023 academic year.
Primary school teachers from 14 public primary schools in the central district of Canakkale
voluntarily participated. The data collection process was conducted face-to-face, with the
researcher visiting the schools at times convenient for the teachers. Eleven of the schools were
located in the city center, while three were in the surrounding villages.

The researcher explained the purpose, scope, and voluntary nature of the study to the
participants, and the Consent Form was provided. The data collection tool was administered to
teachers who agreed to participate. Teachers were asked to read the statements in the Q set and
arrange the corresponding numbers in the Q string based on their level of agreement. After
completing the sorting, teachers responded in writing to two open-ended questions, explaining
their reasons for placing statements at the extreme ends of the Q string (+4 and -4). Third level
subheadings must be left aligned, in 12 point font, italic and first letter of each word capitalized.

2.5. Data Analysis

Before analyzing the data, the teachers in the study were assigned codes (T1, T2, T3, ... T53).
The Q rankings provided by the 53 classroom teachers were then analyzed using Ken-Q
Analysis, a web application developed for the Q Method (Banasick, 2019). Factor analysis in
the Q Method involves three main stages: correlation, factor extraction, and factor rotation
(Brummitt, 2022). In this study, these stages were followed. The foundation of Q Method data
analysis lies in factor analysis and the subsequent rotation process (Akhtar-Danesh, 2017).
Factor analysis involves statistically examining the correlation matrix (Watts & Stenner, 2012).
For this analysis, principal component analysis, a widely used approach in the literature, was
employed to determine the factorial structure.

Principal component analysis revealed a structure with eight factors. To determine which
factors would be considered significant, a review of the relevant literature showed that
researchers propose different criteria. Rather than treating these criteria as absolute decision-
making rules, it is more appropriate to view them as guiding principles in the decision-making
process (Watts & Stenner, 2012). Based on the literature and expert opinions, it was decided
that the factorial structure for this study would consist of three factors, with the first three factors
being considered significant.

Judgmental rotation was used in this study. Prior to rotation, it was noted that the teacher coded
T6 had significant loadings of 0.6938 and -0.5389, while the teacher coded T39 showed
significant loadings of 0.633 and -0.6021 for Factor 1 and Factor 2, respectively. As a result,
judgmental rotation was applied, leading to an 8-degree negative rotation between Factor 1 and
Factor 2. After this process, it was determined that teachers T6 and T39 were significant only
for Factor 1, and no participant was significant for more than one factor. The distribution of
participants by factor after rotation is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2. Distribution of Participants According to Factors

Code Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

T1 0.7705X -0.1819 0.0588
T2 0.0827 0.3274 0.2089
T3 0.4608 0.3677 -0.289
T4 0.3225 0.749X 0.1403
T5 0.5649X 0.4399 -0.1851
T6 0.762X -0.4371 -0.2603
T7 0.1031 0.7673X -0.0604
T8 0.5437X 0.1344 0.0035
T9 0.7532X 0.237 -0.0493
T10 0.3572 0.6385X 0.1231
T11 0.6382X 0.4297 -0.1268
T12 0.6082X 0.0483 -0.3088
T13 0.5577X 0.2139 -0.393
T14 0.6582X 0.3604 -0.0051
T15 0.0863 0.137 0.5291X
T16 0.049 0.2691 -0.109
T17 0.5379X -0.4951 0.2154
T18 0.5811X 0.2931 0.1066
T19 0.4541 -0.3987 0.3411
T20 0.1912 0.0132 -0.1779
T21 0.6679X -0.3814 0.163
T22 0.3699 -0.1727 0.6402X
T23 0.4333 0.2641 0.0594
T24 0.4906 0.3389 0.0175
T25 0.6438X 0.4863 0.1739
T26 0.4964 0.1052 0.1584
T27 0.6075X 0.2643 -0.0545
T28 -0.4888 0.324 -0.1761
T29 0.7618X -0.3729 0.1015
T30 0.4518 0.2279 -0.3384
T31 0.3149 -0.1289 -0.1254
T32 0.2581 0.7631X 0.1448
T33 0.6464X -0.4019 -0.21
T34 0.0301 -0.0562 0.5439X
T35 0.1704 0.3525 -0.1216
T36 0.155 0.3589 0.3513
T37 -0.2717 0.0628 0.657X
T38 0.2671 0.7506X 0.0033
T39 0.7106X -0.5082 0.0413
T40 -0.2593 0.1031 0.6867X
T41 0.719X -0.3237 0.2896
T42 0.5816X -0.0371 0.0112
T43 0.6375X -0.0231 -0.1878
T44 0.2906 0.2756 0.1816
T45 0.0131 0.2396 0.2473
T46 0.7655X -0.2566 -0.2722
T47 0.4533 -0.0205 0.311
T48 0.174 -0.2733 0.4907
T49 0.2724 0.2059 0.705X
T50 0.4813 -0.0687 -0.096
T51 0.654X 0.2475 -0.0955
T52 0.5541X 0.0789 0.2709
T53 0.539X 0.0304 -0.1081
p<.01
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As shown in Table 2, Factor 1 includes 24 participants, Factor 2 includes 5 participants, and
Factor 3 includes 6 participants. Eighteen participants could not be assigned to any factor, as
no significant loading was found for them in any factor.

3. Findings

In this study, which explored the self-evaluations of primary school teachers regarding
differentiated instruction, the correlation between the factors was first analyzed. The results of
the correlation analysis are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Correlations among Factors

Factors 1 2 3
1 1 0.2263 0.0096
2 0.2263 1 0.1233
3 0.0096 0.1233 1

From the data presented in Table 3, it was observed that the correlation among the factors was
a low-level positive relationship (r = 0.2263) between Factor 1 and Factor 2. This suggests that
the perspectives reflected in the factors are distinct from one another. The views associated with
Factor 1, Factor 2, and Factor 3 were labeled as “class and teacher-focused,” “competence-
focused,” and “tradition-focused,” respectively. The eigenvalues for Factor 1, Factor 2, and
Factor 3 were calculated as 13.27, 6.43, and 4.34, respectively, with the corresponding
percentages of total variability in the correlation matrix being 25%, 12%, and 8%. Together,
these three factors accounted for 45% of the total variance.

To facilitate interpretation, idealized Q sorts were created for each of the identified factors.
These scores are linked to the weighted score based on the participants’ factor loadings, which
vary by individual (Godor, 2021). To identify which differentiated teaching practices are more
prominent or underrepresented in the participants' classroom practices, the changes in the
rankings of the Q statements on the Q string across the factors were examined. The distribution
of Q statement rankings by factor is provided in Table 4.

Table 4. O Sort and Factors

Q Statement Faktor 1 Faktor2 Faktor 3
1. I motivate all my students to learn. 4 2 4
2. 1 differentiate the activities I prepare for my students

according to their interests. 3 -1 -3
3. When planning activities, I take students' readiness into

account. 3 2 -2
4. I benefit from Web 2.0 tools in differentiating teaching. 1 1 -4
5. I design the teaching-learning process by taking the opinions

of my students into account. 1 -2 2
6. 1 organize the pace of instruction according to the

differentiating needs of my students. 2 -1 1
7. 1 cooperate with relevant people, institutions and

organizations in differentiating instruction. -2 -4 0
8. 1 prepare activities by dividing the acquisitions in the

curriculum according to difficulty levels. 1 -1 -3
9. I adjust the materials I use in the learning process according

to the differentiating characteristics of my students. 1 -2 -1
10. I take the needs of my students with special needs into

account in differentiating instruction. 2 1 3
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Table 4. O Sort and Factors (Continued)

Q Statement Faktor 1 Faktor2 Faktor 3
11. I organize differentiating individual and group activities
according to the learning profiles of my students. 0 0 0

12. Taking the individual differences of students into account,
I assign tasks related to daily life. -3 0
13. I ensure that my students monitor their own development. 0 -2 2
14. When planning instruction, I take the needs and
expectations of my students from different cultures into

o

account. 0 0 2
15. I ensure that my students present their learning products in
different ways by evaluating them in multiple ways. -1 1 1
16. When planning instruction, I conduct pre-assessment to
determine the different readiness levels of students. 0 1 0

17. 1 use a variety of assessment tools together, taking the
differentiating developmental characteristics of my students

into account. -1 2 2
18. 1 give my students the opportunity to choose their
homework according to their interests and abilities. 2 -3 -1
19. I enrich my classroom with materials suitable for different
abilities and fields of interest. -1 0 -1
20. I try to appeal to all of my students by using different
methods and techniques during my classes. 2 4 -1

21. In addition to teacher support, I refer my students to
resources that they can benefit from such as subject matter
experts and peer tutors. -3 -1 1
22. 1 follow the development of my students who attend out-
of-class/school applications such as BILSEM and support

education room. -4 0 0
23. 1 evaluate the development of my students both
individually and considering the whole class. -1 3 3
24. In differentiating instruction, I take the socio-economic
characteristics of the school into account. -3 0 1
25. 1 use the professional development opportunities I
encounter related to differentiating instruction. -2 3 -2

3.1. Factor 1: Class and Teacher Focused

Teachers in Factor 1 were primarily focused on motivating students to learn and emphasizing
the process dimension of teaching. They placed significant importance on adapting instruction
according to students' key characteristics, such as their interests, readiness, and learning
profiles, which are central to differentiated instruction. However, it appears that teachers in this
factor do not fully account for the influence of the students' environment or its role in their
development. Additionally, the student recognition dimension seems to be either overlooked or
not sufficiently implemented. The differentiation approach represented by these teachers
appears to be predominantly centered on observable student characteristics within the
classroom, with the teacher assuming full responsibility for supporting the student. Hence, the
differentiation approach in this factor was characterized as "class and teacher focused."

Examples of participants’ views include:

"The socio-economic characteristics of the school cannot be a criterion in good learning
or differentiating education.” (T29)
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"I do not do this because the socio-economic positions of the school students are
equivalent." (T12)

"I do not have a student who participates in BILSEM and out-of-school activities. My
students have difficulty participating in activities due to socio-economic reasons." (T51)

"Learning would be difficult without students being motivated. I arouse children's
curiosity and interest and ensure that they are ready to learn.” (T53)

When examining the distribution of Q statements for Factor 1, it is evident that the most
important practice related to differentiated instruction is motivating all students to learn (1: +4).
Other practices such as considering students' readiness when planning activities (3: +3),
differentiating activities based on student interests (2: +3), and adjusting the pace of instruction
to meet students' varying needs (6: +2) are also seen as crucial components of differentiation
by teachers in this factor.

On the other hand, teachers in Factor 1 place less importance on certain practices, such as
considering the socio-economic characteristics of the school in differentiating instruction (24:
-3), directing students to external resources like subject matter experts and peer tutors (21: -3),
and utilizing professional development opportunities related to differentiated instruction (25: -
2). The least emphasized aspect by these teachers is tracking the development of students who
participate in extracurricular activities, such as BILSEM and support education rooms (22: -4).

3.2. Factor 2: Competence-Focused

An analysis of the rankings of teachers in Factor 2 regarding their differentiated instruction
practices reveals that these teachers exhibit a teacher-centered approach to differentiation,
primarily focused on the professional competencies of the teacher. In this approach, student
participation and preferences are given less consideration, and there is little to no involvement
of other individuals or institutions in the process. For this reason, the differentiation approach
represented by these teachers was termed "competence focused."

Some of the participants' views include:

"In order for all students in my class to be successful, I aim to reach all students with
different perceptions by using different methods and techniques so that they fully understand
the subject.” (T4)

"In order for all students with different capacities and perceptions in the class to fully
understand the subject, I aim to reach all students by using different methods and techniques."
(T32)

"This process requires various correspondences and permissions. Therefore, it is one
of the methods I will resort to last." (T38)

"When there is a specific curriculum to be followed, I chose 5 because I do not have the
chance to go beyond my own method, technique, plan, and program, considering the differences
of my students." (T7)

When examining the distribution of Q statements for Factor 2, it is evident that the most
important practice for teachers in this factor is using various methods and techniques to engage
all students in the lesson (20: +4). Teachers in Factor 2 also place significant emphasis on
utilizing professional development opportunities related to differentiated instruction (25: +3),
evaluating students’ development both individually and in the context of the whole class (23:
+3), and employing multiple assessment tools that consider the students' differentiated
development (17: +2). However, teachers in Factor 2 assign less importance to certain practices,
such as organizing learning materials according to students' diverse characteristics (12: -3),
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allowing students to monitor their own development (13: -2), designing the teaching process
based on students' perspectives (5: -2), offering homework choices based on students' interests
and abilities (18: -3), and assigning tasks related to daily life that take individual differences
into account (9: -2). The least valued practice by teachers in this factor is collaborating with
relevant individuals, institutions, or organizations in the differentiation process (7: -3).

3.3. Factor 3: Tradition-Focuseds

Teachers in Factor 3 exhibit a differentiation approach that places less emphasis on professional
development and technology. Rather than focusing on practices related to readiness or
introductory behaviors, these teachers prioritize result-oriented practices, such as diversifying
assessment tools and informing students about their progress. This approach is characterized by
traditional teaching methods, with cultural elements often used to capture students' attention
and foster a sense of belonging and ownership. For these reasons, the differentiation approach
represented by this factor was termed "tradition-focused."

Some of the participants' views include:

"Since there are courses according to student levels in the outcomes, there are no
difficult outcomes." (T'15)

"We often cannot determine the readiness of all students. I prepare the activities
according to the subject to be covered." (T37)

"Because I have very little knowledge about these technologies, I cannot use them
effectively." (T34)

"I try to take into consideration the needs and expectations of students from different
cultures.” (T22)

When examining the distribution of Q statements for teachers in Factor 3, the most important
practice in their differentiation approach is motivating all students to learn (1: +4). Teachers in
this factor also prioritize practices such as addressing the needs of students with special needs
(10), evaluating student development both individually and in the context of the entire class
(23: +3), encouraging students to monitor their own progress (13: +2), considering the cultural
needs and expectations of students when planning lessons (14: +2), and using multiple
assessment tools that reflect students' varying developmental characteristics (17: +2). However,
the least valued practices among teachers in this factor include taking students' readiness into
account when planning activities (3: -2), designing the teaching-learning process based on
students' opinions (5: -2), using professional development opportunities related to
differentiating instruction (25: -2), preparing activities based on the difficulty level of
curriculum achievements (8: -3), and differentiating activities based on students' interests (2: -
3). The practice that is least considered by these teachers is utilizing Web 2.0 tools for
differentiating instruction (4: -4).

4. Discussion, Conclusion, and Suggestions

In this study, which examined the self-evaluations of primary school teachers regarding
differentiated instruction, three distinct approaches to differentiation emerged. Based on the
teachers' preferences regarding their classroom practices, Factor 1 was characterized as “class
and teacher focused,” Factor 2 as “competence focused,” and Factor 3 as “tradition focused.”
In Factor 1, where the class and teacher-focused differentiation approach predominated, the
most important practice identified was motivating all students to learn. Teachers in this group
emphasized motivating for learning and focusing on the process of instruction. They also
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prioritized adapting teaching to accommodate student characteristics such as readiness, interest,
and learning profiles, which are central to differentiation. Tomlinson (2014) asserts that the
learning pace may vary depending on students’ readiness, which aligns with the teachers’
practices of adjusting the teaching pace based on students' needs and considering readiness
when planning activities. Readiness interacts with multiple factors, including student success,
self-concept, attitudes toward learning, interests, and needs (Ozgan & Tekin, 2011; Harman &
Celiker, 2012). Hidi (2006) describes interest as a unique motivational variable, marked by
attention and concentration arising from the interaction between individuals and the subjects
that captivate their interest. Given these perspectives, the practices of teachers in Factor 1
demonstrate consistency and coherence.

However, it is noteworthy that teachers in Factor 1 considered the socio-economic
characteristics of the school to be one of the least important factors when differentiating
instruction. Socio-economic status is a recognized criterion for differentiation and is part of the
broader learning profile (Giilay, 2021; Zoraloglu, 2022). Can-Yasar and Aral (2011) explain
that while families with higher socio-economic status can offer children an environment rich in
stimuli, families with lower socio-economic status typically only provide basic needs such as
shelter and nutrition, without access to additional resources like books and educational toys.
Therefore, it is essential for teachers to understand their students to implement effective
differentiation (Demirkaya, 2018; Ugurel, 2018). However, for teachers in Factor 1, this
recognition seems to be limited primarily to observable student characteristics within the
classroom, indicating an understanding of differentiation that centers on these characteristics
and places the responsibility for supporting students solely on the teacher.

In Factor 2, where competence-focused differentiation was emphasized, it was found that the
most important practice for teachers was using various methods and techniques to engage all
students in the lesson. On the other hand, the least important practice for these teachers was
collaborating with relevant individuals, institutions, and organizations in the differentiation
process. According to Tomlinson (2014), a differentiated classroom is comparable to an
orchestra, with students playing their individual parts, much like different musical ensembles.
In Factor 2, the preference of the teachers for appealing to all students by using diverse methods
and techniques, as well as employing a variety of assessment tools based on students' differing
developmental characteristics, aligns with this analogy of multiple approaches.

The reasons provided by the teachers in Factor 2 for valuing the use of different methods and
techniques to engage all students revealed diverse perspectives. Some explanations draw on the
theory of multiple intelligences, which advocates for tailoring teaching to various learner
characteristics (Basaran, 2004; Cuhadar, 2017). This theory complements differentiated
instruction, which embraces the principle that “one size does not fit all” (Gregory & Chapman,
2020) and opposes the notion of a single intelligence. Differentiating teaching methods allows
more students to learn and develop relevant skills (Gregory & Chapman, 2020). Similarly, using
a variety of assessment tools enables all students to fully demonstrate the skills they have
acquired. These elements—diversified methods and assessments—are central to the
differentiation approach of teachers in Factor 2. However, rather than focusing on student
characteristics, these teachers prioritize the elements they are differentiating, which suggests a
greater emphasis on the teacher’s professional competencies. While teachers in Factor 2 adopt
a competence-focused approach to differentiation, it is evident that the teachers' skills and
methods take precedence over student input and preferences in their classroom practices.

In Factor 3, where tradition-focused differentiation was emphasized, the most important
practice for teachers was motivating all students to learn. Conversely, the least prioritized
practice was the use of Web 2.0 tools in differentiating instruction. According to Mutlu ef al.
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(2019), there remains a prevalent belief in our country that all learners are the same. Similarly,
Durmus (2017) argues that in most educational activities in Turkey, it is assumed that learners
possess the same level of readiness. However, in differentiated instruction, teaching begins not
from a uniform starting point but from where each student currently stands, with the teacher
recognizing and addressing the differences among students (Tomlinson, 2014). This aligns with
the perspective of teachers in Factor 3, who favored a traditional educational approach to
differentiation. In such classrooms, evaluation is often seen as a separate process from learning,
used to assess what students have learned (Kaya, 2013).

When evaluating teachers in general, it was observed that although nearly half of the
participants reported receiving training on differentiated instruction, preconceptions about
differentiated instruction significantly influenced their teaching preferences. This finding aligns
with Cunningham’s (2015, p. 191) conclusion that teachers' mindsets affect their "desire to
differentiate instruction." It also corroborates Yasar and Karadag's (2009) study, which found
that despite most teachers lacking formal training in differentiated instruction, they still
implement various teaching methods to address the individual learning needs of students. The
influence of constructivist theory, which centers the student in the learning process, and the
active learning approach inherent in it, plays a crucial role in this trend (Arslan, 2007).
Differentiated instruction, in line with constructivist principles, naturally emerges as teachers
adopt student-centered practices (Demir and Giirol, 2015). Fullan (1994, as cited in Madsen,
2005) argues that for effective school change, it is important to examine both teachers'
behaviors and their underlying beliefs. Therefore, it is essential to assess teachers' perceptions
as well as their practices when evaluating their approaches to teaching. Based on this, in-service
training could be implemented to increase teachers' awareness of their own understanding of
differentiation and how these understandings shape their instructional choices. Since the data
in this study is limited to the responses from the measurement tool and the opinions of
participating classroom teachers, it is suggested that further research could involve classroom
observations of differentiation practices and interviews with teachers to gain deeper insights
into their understanding of differentiated instruction. Additionally, providing guidance services
for self-evaluation could help teachers shift towards a more student-focused approach to
differentiation, moving away from traditional methods.
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