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It is seen in Figure 2 that all teachers carried out introduction activities before
reading activities. It was found that some these teachers started reading activities
in order to prepare students for reading and the subject to be read psychologically
(11.76%) while some others aimed to prepare students for reading content (23.53%).
Figure 2 also shows that the great majority of teachers make preliminary evaluations
such as introduction activities (64.70%). Most of the teachers conducting preliminary
evaluations before reading make the evaluation in order to determine the readiness
level of students (72.73%). These teachers mostly use the question-answer technique
in determining the readiness level of students (75%), while fewer make use of
multiple-choice tests (25%). Teachers who try to reveal interests of students through
preliminary evaluations (36.36%) use the question-answer technique (75%) to this
end while using classroom discussions to a lesser extent (25%). All of the teachers
conducting preliminary evaluations for the purpose of determining learning profiles
of students use inventories to this end. Teachers using multiple choice questions for
determination of readiness perform this process so as to identify learning deficiencies
of students. On the other hand, teachers using the question-answer technique and

Figure 3. Teachers’ designs with regard to dif. of content and activity processing reading activities.
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classroom discussions to reveal students’ interests aim to decide on the text type
to be studied on, the structure of study groups, subject of the text, identify learning
deficiencies, and plan reading activities through these methods. On the other part,
teachers using inventories in determining learning profiles aim to decide on the
readability level of the text and reveal learning deficiencies in this way.

According to Figure 3, the study structure preferred most frequently by teachers in
the study group are readings and activities carried out with small groups (47.05%).
The second most frequently-preferred ones are individual readings, and activities
carried out with small groups (35.29%). Only one of the teachers planned to use
instruction environments where individual readings and activities were carried out
(5.88%), while 2 of them preferred individual readings and collective activities of the
whole class (11.76%).

It was found that teachers who preferred individual reading and activities did not
develop any design for differentiation of the content and activity process.

On the other hand, it was seen that all teachers designing reading and activities
with small groups performed differentiation in text type according to readiness,
interests, and profiles of students and that they used narrative and informative texts
and poems in small groups to this end. Again, a great majority of these teachers
structured content of the reading text (87.5%) and reading activities (75%) taking
students’ intelligence areas and learning profiles into account. In this sense, teachers
arrange text and activity contents\ in line with visual-spatial, musical-rhythmic,
physical-kinesthetic, oral-linguistic and social intelligence areas. Moreover, half of
the teachers who prefer to work with small groups (50%) achieved differentiation
by achieving parallelism between reading levels of students and readability levels of
students in determining the texts to be presented to groups.

On the other hand, these teachers differentiated the activity process by using station
works, formation of interest centers, concept maps, text completion, text formation,
question asking, and poster preparation. It was seen that a part of the teachers who
preferred to work with small groups differentiated the presentation of the content
and used audio-video records, 2-dimensional visuals, paired reading techniques, and
drama activities (37.5%).

According to Figure 3, all teachers who planned to carry out the activities
with small groups and the reading activities individually preferred to materialize
differentiation in reading activities. This differentiation is made in the form of
activities again by generally using intelligence areas and learning profiles criteria.
Moreover, all of these teachers designed differentiations according to text type. It
was observed that all of the teachers who planned activities with the whole class
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Figure 4. Teachers’ designs with regard to product differentiation in reading activities.

after individual readings differentiated the activities through intelligence areas and
learning profiles like the teachers who plan activities with small groups at the end of
individual reading. It was found that half of the teachers resorted to differentiating
content type.

According to Figure 4, teachers included in the study group mostly preferred
the instruction designs where the product and evaluation criteria are determined by
the teacher and student together (47.06%). 41.18% of teachers planned instruction
designs where the product and evaluation criteria were determined by students. Again
in Figure 4, only 2 teachers preferred (11.76%) the instruction designs where the
product and the evaluation criteria were identified by the teacher. Moreover, it was
found that regardless of who designed the product and criteria, all of the teachers
planned using graduated evaluation scales in evaluation of products. In addition to
this, it was found that teachers used the 16 learning types presented in Figure 4 and
differentiated the learning product in all three cases.

Discussion

Study findings revealed that almost none of the teachers in the study group
materialized an instruction planning and application based on individual differences
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in their teaching experiences before they were given conceptual and applied
seminars on “Differentiated Reading Instruction Designs.” Furthermore, very few
teachers could define the concept of differentiated reading instruction and some basic
concepts that formed this concept accurately and completely. These conclusions
exhibit resemblance with the conclusion that there are some deficiencies and
misunderstandings in the theoretical knowledge and practice of teachers contained
in the study groups of different studies (Carolan & Guinn, 2007; Sharabi 2009;
Tomlinson, 2005; Wormeli, 2005).

It was seen that more than half of the teachers stated that this approach could
not be applied under Turkey’s conditions after the conceptual and practical seminars
on “Differentiated Reading Instruction Designs” were provided for them, and
various design experiences they had when their evaluations about the applicability
of the approach were examined. The reasons for this inapplicability were indicated
as time limitations, structure of instruction programs due to intensity of content
areas, crowdedness of classrooms, classroom structures due to combined classes,
deficiencies in teacher training, teacher problems arising from instruction policies
of the country, and lack of participation of instruction stakeholders (family, school
administration etc.) in the instruction process. Among the above mentioned reasons,
crowdedness of classrooms, inconsistency of the instruction program in terms of
content and time, lack of pre-service and in-service training, and insufficient support
from stakeholders, are also found in the literature as causes of inapplicability (Al
Otaiba et al., 2005; Calabrese et al., 2005; Edwards et al., 2006; George & Alexander,
2003; Margolis & Nagel, 2006; Sharabi 2009; Wormeli, 2005). Among the answers
given by teachers, combined classroom structures and paid teacher policy can be
evaluated as restrictions peculiar to Turkey. In addition, conclusions related to high
number of students suffering learning difficulties and the hardship of applying the
program in the approach, which are deemed as restrictions by some teachers in the
study group of different studies, were not included in findings of this study.

On the other hand, almost half of the teachers in the study group indicated that
application of the approach under Turkey’s conditions has some advantages and, in
that sense, they can completely or partially be implemented. Teachers stated that
they considered the approach applicable as it provides active learning environments,
is student-centered, will effect student motivation and academic achievement
positively, and is appropriate for integration classes and in terms of structure of the
instruction program. Among these findings, the approach being student-centered,
increasing success, and being appropriate for integration classes support the literature
(Sharabi 2009; Tomlinson, 2000). The fact that it allows for continuous evaluation
and feedback, which were mentioned as the advantages of the approach by teachers
in the literature, are not included in findings of this study. It was also seen that the
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difficulty of the program to harmonize with differentiation and to be applied in classes
with learning difficulties, which were deemed to be restrictions of the approach for
application by teachers in literature, were considered as advantages for application
by some teachers in the study group. It can be deduced that instruction programs in
Turkey are more convenient for application of the approach concerned in comparison
with the instruction programs mentioned in the other studies.

It was seen that all of the teachers in the study group planned to include an
“introduction” into reading activities when patterns for differentiation of the reading
process following the seminars were examined. It was found that this introduction
was aimed at determining the readiness level of students in the patterns designed by
most of the teachers. It was identified that there were also some teachers - among
those including an “introduction” section in their pattern designs - who conducted
preliminary evaluations in order to determine students’ interests and learning profiles.
This applies to all differentiation sources which the preliminary evaluation process
targets in the literature on the approach concerned (Bransford et al., 2000).

Teachers in the study group plan to use multiple-choice tests and the question-
answer technique in determining the readiness level of students, the question-answer
technique as well as the data obtained in classroom discussions in determining
interests of students, and various inventories in determining their learning profiles,
as the preliminary evaluation tool in this process. These conclusions can seen as a
consequence of the fact that teachers use many informal and formal data collection
techniques in the patterns which they plan to execute and they support the relevant
literature (Hall et al., 2004; Tomlinson, 2000). However, it was seen that teachers in
the study group do not prefer “introduction” activities for explanation of charts by
students such as “what do you know?”, “what do you want to learn?”, “what have you
learned?” charts, and written diary activities which focus on metacognition stated in
literature in pattern designs (Bransford et al., 2000).

In addition to this, it was revealed that teachers in the study group aimed to decide
the text type and subject to be used in reading activities as well as readability levels
through the preliminary evaluations within the scope of “introduction” activities, and
that they planned to use preliminary evaluation data focused on the students’ readiness
level, interests and learning profiles in determining the structure of study groups and
learning deficiencies of students in relation to the subject. This is in parallel with the
basic theoretical structure of the differentiated instruction approach (Hall et al., 2004;
Langa & Yost, 2007).

Majority of the teachers in the working group planned to carry out “reading
and activities with small groups” and “individual reading and activities with small
groups” as the work structure of the class in the process of differentiation of reading
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activities and content in the patterns they formed. It was found that these teachers
planned differentiation by taking reading level, learning profiles, content, readability
levels, intelligence areas, learning styles, and text types into account by working
with the class structures specified. In addition to this, teachers planned to make
differentiation in relation to presentation of text content to students. This serves as
proof that expressions about the importance of working with small groups, which
are frequently emphasized in the theoretical structure about the instruction approach,
and in applicability of the approach concerned, are also deemed to be applicable
under Turkey’s conditions (Hall et al., 2004). Moreover, the designs which allow the
students to study sometimes individually or sometimes as groups can be considered
as another situation which is deemed significant in literature (Langa & Yost, 2007).

It was found that almost half of the teachers cooperated with students in determination
of the product and standards about the product in reading activities when pattern plans
of teachers in the study group for differentiation of the product were examined. It was
revealed that all of the teachers planned to use progressive evaluation scales in evaluation
of the product, and that almost all of them planned to work with students in setting the
criteria in these scales. This can be interpreted as the principle of planning in line with
individual differences, which is at the core of the differentiated instruction approach,
being embraced by teachers (Koeze, 2007; Langa & Yost, 2007; Tomlinson, 2000).

The findings of the present research can be summarized as follows:

Findings related to the present implementations of the teachers who participated in
the present research show that, teachers don’t plan their teaching process systematically
in accordance with the “differentiated reading instruction”. Additionally, the
teachers don’t have the necessary conceptual knowledge in order to carry out the
implementation of this approach.

Moreover, most of the teachers thought the “Differentiated Reading Instruction”
couldn’t be implemented in Turkey, after they were informed about the approach.
The reasons for the teachers’ opinions on the impracticability of the approach are:
the limited time and the intensity of the content areas, the inconvenience of the
classroom structures because of crowded and multi-grade classes, the inadequacies
in teacher education, teacher problems because of the Turkish educational policies,
and inadequacies in the participation of education shareholders (family, school
management etc.) in the teaching process.

Finally, teachers’ own teaching designs revealed that teachers use the differentiation
of content, process, and products required by the “Differentiated Reading Instruction.”

The following suggestions can be provided in consideration of the findings of the
present research:
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- Seminars or in-service training programs should be organized in order to
inform teachers about the Differentiated Reading Instruction Approach and its
implementations.

- - Defining students’ readiness levels, needs, individual differences during the
implementation of the Differentiated Reading Approach, is a difficult process.
Because of this, teachers should be provided with the equipment and professional
support required for this process. Teachers should be provided with guidance for
implementation of the scales used to define individual differences.

- Teachers should be provided with content appropriate for students with individual
differences. It seems difficult for teachers to obtain these materials in Turkey. With
this purpose in mind, schools can be provided with access to databases providing
appropriate content.

Further research should be conducted on the implementation of the “Differentiated
Reading Instruction” in different lessons and grade, and its applicability and effects on
the students. For example, the applicability of differentiated instruction in mathematics,
social studies, or science lessons; its effects on the students’ reading comprehension,
problems solving, or high order thinking skills, can be studied as research topics.
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