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Abstract

Physical Education (PE) is envisioned differently across generations, yet these perspectives
can be aligned with contemporary curriculum reform. Guided by Strauss–Howe genera-
tional theory and Turkey’s 2025 Türkiye Century Education Model, this qualitative study
examines lesson design preferences among teachers (Generations X and Y) and students
(Generation Z). Thirty-two purposively selected participants from provinces identified
by Ministry success indicators completed semi-structured interviews. Data were anal-
ysed through directed content analysis alongside thematic analysis. Findings indicate
convergence on gamified, technology-supported, and individualized PE with process-
oriented, fair assessment. Teachers endorse this vision while foregrounding constraints
associated with infrastructure, time, space, and class size. The emergent profile mirrors
the 2025 curriculum’s virtue–value–action orientation and its literacy and socio-emotional
competencies. Four priorities translate the framework into implementable design: (i) multi-
evidence assessment that captures performance and growth, (ii) systematic differentiation
via station-based and modular activity designs, (iii) short feedback cycles coupled with
structured student-voice mechanisms, and (iv) strengthened school digital infrastructure
with targeted professional learning to build digital pedagogical competence. Overall,
the study articulates a generationally informed, feasible architecture for PE that bears
implications for curriculum development, teacher education, and school improvement.

Keywords: physical education; generational perspectives; pedagogy; student voice;
curriculum reform; educational sustainability; pedagogical adaptation

1. Introduction
The rapid transformation in student profiles within the contemporary education sys-

tem necessitates a re-evaluation of instructional processes. Generation Z individuals, born
and raised in the digital age, differ significantly from previous generations in terms of their
learning habits, motivation sources, and communication styles. The distinct characteristics
of this generation are shaped by factors such as high digital literacy, rapid information
consumption, a critical stance towards authority, an expectation for immediate feedback,
and an orientation towards meaningful experiences [1,2]. This divergence compels educa-
tors to reconsider traditional teaching methods and adopt flexible, student-centered, and
technology-enhanced designs [3,4]. In this context, physical education and sports classes,
with their inherently multidimensional and socially interactive nature based on direct expe-
rience, present a critical domain of practice for Generation Z. Physical education provides
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a multidimensional curriculum structure that systematically supports not only physical
activity but also social skills, teamwork, emotional development, and self-management [5].

The physical education and sports curriculum in Turkey has undergone a series of
revisions throughout the 21st century. The reforms in 2006 (secondary school), 2009 (high
school), 2012, 2017, and 2018 progressively strengthened principles such as the construc-
tivist approach, differentiated instruction, and active participation. “The 2025 Türkiye
Century Education Model (Türkiye Yüzyılı Maarif Modeli; TYMM), Türkiye’s national edu-
cation framework, has further developed this orientation into a more systematic approach,
emphasizing a ‘virtue–value–behaviour’ profile, along with literacy and social–emotional
skills [6,7]. However, the extent to which the normatively emphasized goals in the curricu-
lum documents are realized in practice, particularly for Generation Z, remains debatable.
Variables such as infrastructural and time constraints, large class sizes, the culture of as-
sessment, and teachers’ digital pedagogical competencies can widen the gap between
intent and implementation [8]. While student attitudes and teacher opinions regarding
physical education and sports courses hold a significant place in the national literature,
most studies have not directly centered on generational differences. Research exists indi-
cating that physical education and play/sports lessons at primary and secondary levels
should be more play-based, enjoyable, and inclusive [9–15], alongside emphases on the
importance of digital pedagogy in teacher professional development [16]. Nevertheless,
studies that systematically correlate these findings with the distinctive learning profile of
Generation Z and the generational affiliation of teachers remain limited. Parallel trends
can be observed internationally. Countries such as Finland, New Zealand, and South Ko-
rea have implemented curriculum reforms emphasising student agency, social–emotional
competencies, and adaptable learning pathways, while the OECD’s Learning Compass
framework positions learner well-being, autonomy, and competency development as core
strategic priorities for future schooling [16,17]. These developments indicate that Türkiye’s
shift toward process-oriented assessment, social–emotional literacy, and participatory in-
structional approaches is not isolated but aligns with a wider global movement toward
sustainable and generationally responsive education. Furthermore, recent publications
focusing on instructional strategy and model selection [18] often treat generational parame-
ters as secondary concerns.

Conversely, the international literature robustly documents Generation Z’s visual-
digital orientation, expectation for immediate feedback, and increased engagement through
gamified tasks [19–21]. This landscape underscores the need for in-depth studies investigat-
ing how intergenerational differences influence the design, implementation, and assessment
dimensions of physical education and sports courses. The theoretical framework of this
study is grounded in the Strauss–Howe Generational Theory. According to this theory, so-
cial history progresses through approximately 80–100 year cycles (saecula), each consisting
of four “turnings” lasting about 20–25 years; generations are shaped within this cycli-
cal context by specific archetypal patterns [22,23]. Within this framework, teachers have
been operationalized as belonging to Generations X and Y (Millennials), while students
are operationalized as Generation Z. Although it is acknowledged that the boundaries
defining generations can vary slightly across different sources [24], the objective here is to
systematically elucidate the points of alignment and misalignment—in terms of classroom
interaction and instructional design—between teacher generations and Generation Z.

While Strauss–Howe’s cyclical generational formulation has been influential in edu-
cational and sociological debates, it has also been critiqued for deterministic tendencies,
Western-centric sampling, and the risk of overgeneralising intra-cohort variability [25]. In
this study, the framework is therefore not treated as a predictive model but as a sensitising
lens that enables structured comparison between generational expectations in instructional
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design. Its utility lies in framing alignment–misalignment dynamics between teacher co-
horts and students; however, explanatory claims were grounded in inductive patterns
emerging from the data rather than imposed theoretical inference.

Within this perspective, the contrasts identified between student and teacher priorities
suggest that perceived generational tensions may be shaped less by attitudinal resistance
and more by structural constraints embedded in school ecologies. This reframes teacher
pragmatism as systemic rather than individual, implying that divergence reflects compet-
ing feasibility interpretations rather than opposition to innovation [26,27]. Accordingly,
instructional change should be analysed not only as a matter of preference misalignment
but also as organisational mediation, where curriculum ideals interact with institutional ca-
pacity. From a Generation Z standpoint, technology integration, gamification, differentiated
tasks, and process-oriented fair assessment constitute core motivational conditions [3,20,28],
whereas teachers emphasise practical constraints related to planning, resource adequacy,
time management, and assessment infrastructure [8]. TYMM (2025) functions as an insti-
tutional bridge between these spheres by normatively supporting technology-enhanced,
inclusive, and process-based evaluation [6,7,29].

This study aims to provide a theoretically grounded contribution to the design of
an effective physical education instruction process suitable for Generation Z by compara-
tively analysing the perceptions and expectations of Generation Z students and Generation
X/Y physical education teachers. It seeks to reveal how intergenerational differences
are reflected in the design (activity architecture, gamification, differentiation), implemen-
tation (technology integration, communication/student interaction, classroom climate),
and assessment (process–performance balance, fairness, student voice) dimensions of
the course; to identify alignment and conflict points in relation to Türkiye’s curriculum
trajectory (2006–2009–2012–2017–2018–2025); and to propose practical design principles
informed by Strauss–Howe generational theory and the Turkey’s 2025 Türkiye Century
Education Model. In doing so, the study provides a comparative and theoretically informed
contribution to the limited body of research that simultaneously addresses Generation Z
expectations and teacher generational dynamics in physical education [9,10,16,18].

From a sustainability perspective, instructional alignment between teacher generations
and learners is not merely a pedagogical concern but a systemic condition for durable educa-
tional change. Sustainable education requires institutional capacity to adapt across learner
cohorts, sustain motivation trajectories, and ensure equitable and meaningful engagement
over time [26]. Accordingly, intergenerational compatibility in physical education design
functions as a sustainability mechanism that strengthens participation continuity, psychoso-
cial wellbeing, and school climate quality. By bridging the expectations of Generation Z
with the practical constraints faced by Generation X/Y teachers, this research contributes
to discussions on how educational ecosystems maintain adaptive capacity across reform
cycles. In this respect, the study not only theorises generational and curriculum dynamics
but also generates findings that can inform teacher education, curriculum development,
and school-based decision-making processes.

Table 1 provides the demographic framework that underpins the study’s generation-
based analysis, clearly delineating the boundaries within which intergenerational compar-
isons are conducted. This study aims to conduct a comparative analysis of the perspectives
of Generation Z students and Generation X/Y teachers regarding the quality of physical
education instruction, grounded in generational theory. Given Generation Z’s distinctive
learning styles, interests, and relationship with technology, the efficacy of traditional teach-
ing methods in engaging this generation is called into question [3,4,19,24,26]. Accordingly,
the study examines the points of convergence and divergence between the parameters of the
“ideal physical education class” as envisioned by Generation Z and the approaches adopted
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by their teachers, contextualized within the virtue–value–behaviour and social–emotional
competency axes of the 2025 Physical Education–Türkiye Century Education Model [7]. Further-
more, this introductory section frames the question of the extent to which the curriculum’s
“expectations from humanity and the future” align with students’ own desires; a detailed
analysis will be expanded upon in the Discussion Section [3,4,7]. In conclusion, the primary
objective of this research is to generate theoretical and practical indicators for designing
an effective instructional process suitable for Generation Z, derived from the viewpoints
of individuals from different generations regarding the physical education class. The
insights obtained are expected to offer concrete recommendations for curriculum devel-
opment, teacher training, and school-based practices, informed by the perspective of the
2025 PE-TYMM [6,7].

Table 1. Generational Classification Used in the Research (Prepared by authors).

Generations
Common Birth
Range (Popular

Literature)

Strauss–Howe
Approach

Operational
Definition in
This Study

Explanation/Source Framework

Generation X ~1965–1980 ~1961–1981 1965–1980

Boundaries may vary by a few
years in the literature; this
definition covers the upper age
range of the teacher cohort in the
study [22,23].

Generation
Y/Millennials

~1981–1996
(Britannica) ~1982–2004/05 1981–1996

Encompasses the young to
middle-aged segment of the
teacher cohort; partial overlaps at
the X-Y boundary have been
considered [22,23].

Generation Z ~1997–2012
(Britannica) ~2005/06–2020s 2006 onwards

Represents the student sample;
referred to as
“Homelanders/Zoomers” in the
Strauss–Howe tradition [22,23].

Note:, Generation X is defined as individuals born between 1965 and 1980, consistent with widely accepted
generational classifications in the literature. Generation Y (Millennials) is defined as individuals born between
1981 and 1996, based on the generational framework reported by Encyclopaedia Britannica. Generation Z refers
to individuals born from 2006 onwards, operationally defined in accordance with the age range of the student
sample and aligned with contemporary generational research.

2. Materials and Methods
This section describes the methodological design of the study. It outlines the research

design, the characteristics of the study group, the data collection tools and implementation
procedures, and the stages followed in the analysis of the data; the methodological process
was structured in alignment with the research questions.

Research Model
The present study is structured as a theoretically grounded inquiry. It employs a con-

ceptual framework informed by the Strauss–Howe Generational Theory (teachers: Gen-
erations X and Y/Millennials; students: Generation Z) and the major curricular transfor-
mations in Türkiye’s physical education programs during the 21st century (2006, 2009,
2012, 2017, 2018, and the Turkey’s 2025 Türkiye Century Education Model [6,7,22,23]. Semi-
structured interviews were retained as the primary empirical data source; however, the
analysis was conducted through thematic analysis supported by theory-driven content
analysis (deductive coding). This integrated analytic strategy enables a bidirectional align-
ment between theoretical constructs (generational and curricular frames) and empirical
findings (teacher and student perspectives).
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Study Group
The study group consists of 16 physical education and sports teachers working in

various regions of Türkiye during the 2024–2025 academic year (with attention paid to
balancing metropolitan and rural contexts) and 16 students enrolled in different public
and private secondary schools, yielding a total of 32 participants. The teacher cohort
represents members of Generations X and Y (Millennials) with varying levels of professional
experience, while the student cohort consists of individuals from Generation Z. The original
descriptor “born in 2000 or later” was operationally revised to “born in 2006 or later” to align
with the sample’s age range (16–18) and contemporary definitions of Generation Z [22,24].

The generational classification was operationally determined based on age–birth year
conversion (using 2025 as the reference year): X ≈ 1965–1980; Y/Millennials ≈ 1981–1996;
Z ≈ 1997–2012. This framework aligns with the Strauss–Howe theoretical positioning
specified in the methodology section of the article. While boundary years may show minor
variations across sources, consistency with the sample age range has been prioritized in
this study. The qualitative sample size (16 teachers and 16 students) was determined
in line with the principle of information power rather than a purely numerical rule. In
this study, “saturation” was conceptualized at two levels: code saturation (the point at
which no substantively new codes emerge) and meaning saturation (the point at which
additional interviews no longer expand the conceptual depth of and variation in existing
themes) [29,30]. Empirical work in the qualitative methods literature suggests that, for
relatively focused research questions and relatively homogeneous samples, code saturation
is often reached within approximately 9–12 interviews, whereas meaning saturation tends
to stabilize around 16 interviews [29,30]. In the present study, the research question was
narrowly defined, the interview guides were theory-informed and highly focused, and
participants were selected purposively for their direct and intensive experience with the
phenomenon, conditions that, together, increase information power and thus reduce the
required sample size [31]. On this basis, the study was designed a priori with a stopping
rule at the point where no new codes were observed across three consecutive interviews,
and this threshold was empirically reached by the 16th interview in each group (teachers
and students), at which point saturation indicators were deemed sufficient [29,30]. The
Ministry of National Education’s teacher performance indicators served as eligibility crite-
ria within the purposive sampling strategy. These indicators are operationalised locally via
annual institutional evaluation forms, documented by school administrations, which assess
domains such as classroom management, student engagement, instructional planning,
professional development participation, and collaboration. For the purposes of this study,
“high-performing teachers” were defined as those who, for at least three consecutive years,
had institutional performance scores above their school-level mean (≥85/100). These
records were verified through administrative documentation and cross-confirmation with
school principals. This procedure ensured that participants possessed demonstrable peda-
gogical competence rather than merely perceived excellence, enhancing both information
power of the sample and its analytic transferability [31].

Selection Criteria and Definition of “Success”
Maximum variation sampling, a purposive sampling method, was employed to select

participants [32]. Diversity criteria included gender, school type (public/private), years of
professional experience and seniority for teachers, age, and regional distribution. In line
with the research focus, the sample was constructed based on documented success indica-
tors recognized by the Ministry of National Education (MoNE), including individual/school
sports achievements approved by provincial/district directorates, project/performance
awards reported to the MoNE, and records of outstanding participation/representation
verified by school administrations. This purposive selection strategy is expected to en-
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hance the validity and reliability of the qualitative data obtained. The approach aims to
collect field data from high-quality practice environments and strengthen the transferability
of findings [6,7].

Data Collection Tools
Data were collected using semi-structured interview forms separately designed for

teacher and student groups. The items were developed based on a theoretical sensitivity
matrix constructed around generational theory and curriculum transformations, with con-
tent validity ensured through input from two field experts. A pilot study was conducted
with a small sample to refine clarity and time management, and necessary revisions were
made [32]. The interview form was structured to cover themes such as technology inte-
gration, gamification and differentiation, process-oriented assessment, communication
interaction, classroom climate, and alignment with curriculum objectives [6,7].

To enhance transparency, illustrative items from both teacher and student interview
guides are presented below:

Teacher interview examples: “In your view, what does an effective PE lesson look like for
today’s learners?”

“In what ways do you observe generational differences influencing motivation, engagement, or
behaviour in your classes?”

“What challenges or constraints most affect your ability to respond to student expectations?”
Student interview examples: “What makes a PE lesson enjoyable, meaningful, or motivating

for you?”
“How do you think your teacher’s approach matches or mismatches your preferred ways of

learning and interacting?”
“What would you change in PE lessons to make them more engaging or fair?” These items

reflect the design, implementation, and assessment dimensions explored in the study.
Data Collection Process
Data collection was carried out after obtaining permissions from relevant provin-

cial/district directorates of national education and school administrations. Interviews were
conducted either face-to-face or via secure online platforms (Zoom/Meet), based on partici-
pant preference, with each session lasting approximately 25–35 min. All interviews were
audio-recorded with participant consent and transcribed verbatim. Participant identities
were anonymized using codes (e.g., TCH-5; STU-3) to ensure confidentiality.

Data Analysis
The analysis followed a two-layered approach, combining directed content analysis

and thematic analysis in a complementary manner. This design systematically reveals the
alignment between the study’s theoretical framework (Strauss & Howe Generational Theory
and the 2006–2009–2012–2017–2018–2025 curriculum transformations) and the field data.
To enhance analytic transparency, a cross-matrix table was added in the Findings Section
to illustrate the emergence of inductive codes and their relationship with theoretically
informed deductive categories.

Analytical Framework and Code Development:

1. Deductive (theory/design-derived) codes: Derived from generational indicators
such as learning preferences, communication/feedback expectations, and technology
orientation [3,4], and curriculum indicators such as virtue–value–action, literacy, and
social–emotional competencies [6,7,33,34].

2. Inductive (data-derived) codes: Emergent themes from participant statements, includ-
ing lesson pacing, gamification preferences, assessment transparency, safe-inclusive
climate, student voice/autonomy, and accessibility of instructional materials [20,21].
The deductive framework served as a placement grid rather than a constraint, with
the codebook iteratively updated as needed [32].
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Coding Process and Software
Transcripts were coded using MaxQDA 2020 (VERBI Software, Berlin, Germany).

Separate coding systems were established for student and teacher data, and a matching
matrix was prepared for comparative analysis. Code saturation was monitored, and the
thematic framework was considered stable when repetitions no longer generated new
themes. Findings were supported by direct quotations, annotated with participant codes
(STU-/TCH-) [8,32].

Although the analytic logic drew on directed content analysis and theoretically in-
formed categories derived from the Strauss–Howe generational framework and the Turkish
Lifelong Learning Vision Model, several safeguards were incorporated to minimise the risk
of confirmation bias. First, a full round of open, inductive coding was conducted prior to ap-
plying any deductive templates, allowing data-driven meanings to emerge independently.
Second, deductive codes were introduced only in a secondary analytic cycle, functioning as
analytical propositions to be compared against, contradicted by, or expanded through the
inductive code set rather than as fixed classification rules. Third, negative case analysis
was deliberately used to retain and examine segments that did not align with theoretical
expectations, preventing the collapse of disconfirming evidence. Finally, two independent
coders carried out the analysis, and discrepancies were reconciled through structured
adjudication meetings, strengthening reflexivity and analytic transparency [26,35].

Given that Strauss–Howe generational propositions and TYMM curriculum indicators
informed the analytical scaffolding of the study, explicit procedures were implemented
to prevent theoretical over-imposition on field data. First, during the initial coding cycle,
theoretical categories were bracketed and held in abeyance, allowing inductive, data-driven
codes to take precedence. Second, theoretical concepts were reintroduced only after in-
ductive saturation had stabilised, functioning as analytic probes rather than classification
filters. Third, cases that diverged from theoretical expectations were intentionally retained
through negative case analysis, enabling the dataset to revise, contradict, or nuance de-
ductive propositions instead of being forced into them [26,36]. Finally, reflexive memoing
and dual-coder adjudication meetings were used to document analytic decision points and
challenge premature theoretical closure, supporting transparency and analytic credibility.

Reliability and Validity
Inter-coder reliability was ensured through independent dual coding, with Cohen’s

Kappa (κ) calculated at 85%, indicating strong agreement. Coding discrepancies were first
addressed through structured consensus meetings in which analysts compared interpretive
justifications and negotiated category alignment. In cases where disagreement persisted,
a third researcher independently reviewed the relevant excerpts and acted as an adjudicator,
contributing to analytic neutrality. This iterative arbitration process strengthened depend-
ability and interpretive credibility [26,37]. Member checking was conducted with selected
participants to validate thematic summaries. Contextual descriptions, methodological
transparency, and traceable chains of evidence were maintained to enhance transferabil-
ity [32]. Reflexive memoing and negative-case retention served as safeguards against
theoretical over-imposition.

Ethical Considerations
The study adhered to scientific research and publication ethics at all stages. Partici-

pants were informed about the purpose of the research and confidentiality procedures, and
written or verbal informed consent was obtained prior to participation. Ethical approval
processes were completed in accordance with Ministry of National Education regulations
and institutional university guidelines [6,32]. All anonymised interview data were stored
in encrypted digital formats on secure institutional servers accessible only to the research
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team. In line with institutional policy and data protection standards, these data will be
retained for five years following publication and subsequently destroyed [36].

3. Results
To ensure analytical depth, the Results Section has been expanded to elaborate sub-

themes, juxtapose generational interpretations, and illustrate interpretations through ex-
tended direct quotations from participants. This section presents the perspectives of
students (Z) and teachers (X–Y/Millennials) on physical education and sports courses,
integrating deductive codes (generational and curriculum axes) identified through directed
content analysis and inductive codes derived from the data. The findings are reported
based on Figures 1 and 2 (Figure 1 presents the theme–category–code maps related to
student perspectives, while Figure 2 illustrates the theme–category–code maps related
to teacher perspectives) and Tables 1–3 (student/teacher themes and comparative sum-
maries). In-text interpretations highlight the aspects of the findings that align with Strauss
& Howe Generational Theory and the Turkey’s 2025 Türkiye Century Education Model
(TYMM, 2025) [6,7,22,23].

Figure 1. Thematic map of student perspectives on physical education: Generation Z expectations.
(Original figure, created by the authors).

This mapping clarifies how inductive meaning-making preceded the application of
theory-informed categories, and illustrates the analytical dialogue between data-driven
codes and deductive propositions. The subsequent figures and theme presentations build
on this structure by elaborating how these inductive clusters formed the basis of the
thematic framework.

1. Student Perspectives (Generation Z)
Theme 1: Enjoyment–Gamification and Activity Pace. Generation Z students ex-

pressed a demand for lessons to be sustained with game-based, dynamic, and varied
activities. Gamification emerged as a dominant factor enhancing participation and persis-
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tence in the class [20,21]. Participant statements confirm this orientation: “We get bored when
it’s just warm-ups and plain exercises; we like the classes more when there are games.” (STU-5); “I
never miss classes that are filled with games and competitions.” (STU-7). Subtheme differentiation
became salient within this category. While some students emphasised competition-based
game structures as motivating, others linked sustained engagement to collaborative peer-
oriented play. A minority explicitly resisted playful formats, signalling that gamification
was not uniformly desirable a finding that nuances common assumptions about Generation
Z homogeneity and aligns with negative case analysis principles [26].

Figure 2. Thematic map of teacher perspectives: instructional orientations of Generations X/Y.
(Original figure, created by the authors).

Theme 2: Technology Integration and Visual–Digital Learning. Students reported
that the use of smart boards, mobile applications, QR codes, and video-exercise supports
made the lessons more engaging, accessible, and provided faster feedback [3,4]. Example
statement: “When phones or smart boards are used, the class becomes more interesting.” (STU-9);

“When exercise videos are shown, I both learn and have fun.” (STU-10).
Theme 3: Motivation, Interest, and Differentiation. Students find activities differenti-

ated according to their individual interests more motivating. This demand aligns with the
autonomy and competence dimensions of Self-Determination Theory [38,39]: “It would be
better if there were activities that capture my interest in the class. I would participate more if my
preferred sports were covered.” (STU-12).

Theme 4: Process-Oriented and Fair Assessment. Students expressed a need for
a fair assessment system that makes effort and developmental processes visible, not just
final performance outcomes [28]: “A system that scores improvement, not just evaluating
everyone the same way, would be fairer.” (STU-2); “My effort should matter too, not just being the
fastest.” (STU-3).
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Table 2. Participant Demographics, Generational Classification, and Institution Type (Prepared
by authors).

Code Gender Age Generation Occupation Institution Type (Secondary)

TCH-1 Male 43 Y Teacher Public
TCH-2 Female 38 Y Teacher Private
TCH-3 Male 41 Y Teacher Public
TCH-4 Female 35 Y Teacher Public
TCH-5 Male 47 X Teacher Private
TCH-6 Female 50 X Teacher Public
TCH-7 Male 39 Y Teacher Private
TCH-8 Female 42 Y Teacher Public
TCH-9 Male 36 Y Teacher Private
TCH-10 Female 33 Y Teacher Public
TCH-11 Male 44 Y Teacher Private
TCH-12 Female 40 Y Teacher Public
TCH-13 Male 48 X Teacher Public
TCH-14 Female 37 Y Teacher Private
TCH-15 Male 45 X Teacher Public
TCH-16 Female 34 Y Teacher Private

STU-1 Male 17 Z Student Public
STU-2 Female 16 Z Student Private
STU-3 Male 17 Z Student Public
STU-4 Female 16 Z Student Public
STU-5 Male 18 Z Student Private
STU-6 Female 17 Z Student Public
STU-7 Male 16 Z Student Private
STU-8 Female 17 Z Student Public
STU-9 Male 18 Z Student Public
STU-10 Female 16 Z Student Private
STU-11 Male 17 Z Student Public
STU-12 Female 18 Z Student Private
STU-13 Male 16 Z Student Public
STU-14 Female 17 Z Student Public
STU-15 Male 18 Z Student Private
STU-16 Female 16 Z Student Private

Table 3. Mapping of Inductive and Deductive Coding Processes.

Inductive Codes Emerging from Data Associated Themes (Generated from
Inductive Clustering)

Related Deductive Codes/Analytical
Categories (Strauss–Howe + TYMM
Framework)

“Students prefer collaborative
activity structures”

Peer interaction;
enjoyment-driven participation

Social learning preference (Generation Z
profile indicators)

“Teachers emphasise
behavioural discipline”

Order–control orientation; teacher
authority emphasis

Normative authority assumptions
(Generation X profile indicators)

“Students describe autonomy needs” Agency; self-directed learning needs Learner-centredness (TYMM
transformational pillar)

“Teachers note reduced attention spans” Perceived cognitive fragmentation Digital socialisation consequences
(Generation Z theoretical attribution)

“Teachers request institutional support” Professional development dependency Pedagogical adaptation readiness (TYMM
system-level competency indicator)

Negative case: “Some students
resisted teamwork” Individual competition orientation Theoretical mismatch → retained for

negative case analysis

Interim Conclusion–Alignment with TYMM: Student expectations appear directly
consistent with the 2025 TYMM approach in terms of literacy (particularly digital and phys-
ical), social–emotional skills, and the action dimension. It is assessed that gamification and
differentiation support the action dimension, while procedural fairness and participation
support the virtue–value profile [6,7].
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Students foregrounded fairness as a precondition for meaningful participation and
stated that assessment should consider not only end results but also effort and developmen-
tal progress. Participant remarks illustrated this expectation: “Rather than scoring everyone
by a single yardstick, a system that grades growth is more just” (STU-5) and “Being the fastest
alone is not sufficient; effort should also be recognized” (STU-8). This emphasis signals a demand
for performance assessment to reflect individual trajectories of development rather than
uniform criteria [28]. This differentiation also makes visible how generations position their
educational priorities.

2. Teacher Perspectives (X–Y/Millennials)
Theme 1: Adaptation to Generation Z and Pedagogical Design. Physical education and

sports teachers stated that short attention spans, rapid learning tendencies, and an emphasis
on visual elements must be considered in lesson design [3,4]. “Teaching with a single method is
boring for this generation. We must keep interest alive with constantly updated activities.” (TCH-11).

Theme 2: Technology Use and Interaction. Video materials, QR code activities, interac-
tive tools, and visual elements enhance student active participation and learning retention:

“Visuals and digital tools add dynamism to the lesson. When the student is active, learning becomes
permanent.” (TCH-6).

Theme 3: Activity Planning, Diversity, and Inclusivity. Multiple activity architectures,
gamification, and thematic modules are pedagogical elements that support participa-
tion [20,21]: “Different sports branches, game-based activities, and a relaxed atmosphere increase
student participation.” (TCH-8).

Theme 4: Process-Oriented Assessment. Teachers deem it necessary to consider the
process as much as the outcome [28]: “An assessment approach focused not only on the result
but also on the process is essential. We must also measure development and effort.” (TCH-3).

Theme 5: Instructional Environment Conditions and Practical Limitations. Physical
space, equipment, and time constraints complicate the scaling of proposed innovative prac-
tices: “No gym, inadequate materials. It’s hard to have productive lessons under these conditions.”
(TCH-9). When contrasted with student viewpoints, teachers’ interpretations appear more
conditional and contingency oriented. Whereas students treat technology, gamification,
and variety as intrinsic motivational drivers, teachers emphasise feasibility, organisational
support, and instructional constraints. This divergence forms the empirical basis of an inter-
generational asymmetry students articulate desires whereas teachers articulate conditions,
reinforcing the generational positioning claims articulated in Strauss–Howe theory.

Interim Conclusion—Alignment with TYMM. Teachers’ emphasis on technology, gam-
ification, and process-orientation aligns with the main axes that will carry the TYMM’s
virtue–value–action profile into classroom design [7]. However, environmental and
equipment inadequacies stand out as critical determinants of practical applicability in
the field [33,34,40,41].

3. Comparative Analysis: Points of Convergence and Divergence
Convergences: Both groups agree on technology integration, gamification and ac-

tivity diversity, and process-oriented fair assessment. These three axes form a pragmatic
bridge between the needs of the Generation Z profile and the pedagogical goals of teach-
ers [3,4,28]. Divergences, however, were more structurally layered than initially anticipated.
Students interpreted gamification and technology as normative expectations, whereas
teachers framed them as resource-dependent privileges. Students foregrounded autonomy,
immediacy, and recognition of individual effort, while teachers foregrounded fairness,
practicality, and institutional constraints. These tension lines illustrate how shared concepts
embody different ontological meanings across generations, strengthening the explanatory
potential of the dual-axis framework proposed in the study [35].
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Divergences: Students position technology more as a focus of motivation/enjoyment,
while teachers view it as a tool to enhance learning. Students’ demand for individualization
clashes, from the teachers’ perspective, with challenges of differentiated instruction and
manageable planning. Furthermore, teachers reported space, equipment, and time as the
primary structural barriers to transformation [8,33,40].

Synthesis: The findings reveal that a lesson structure based on gamification, technol-
ogy support, and process-oriented principles shows high alignment with TYMM in its
dimensions of justice and responsibility (virtue), participation and respect (value), and
active practice (action) [7]. This model meets Generation Z’s needs for speed, visuals, and
feedback, while also aligning with teachers’ expectations of pedagogical suitability and
assessment principles

4. Discussion
This study provides a theoretically anchored and empirically substantiated interpre-

tation of how Generation Z learners and Generation X/Y physical education teachers
conceptualise effective lesson design within the dual frameworks of Strauss–Howe genera-
tional theory and the Turkey’s 2025 Türkiye Century Education Model (TYMM); [6,7,22,23].
While both groups converge on core instructional priorities such as technology integration,
gamification, differentiated learning, and process-oriented fair assessment [3,20,28], their
perspectives diverge in the sequencing of these priorities and in their interpretations of feasi-
bility and implementation conditions. These contrasts indicate that perceived generational
tensions may be shaped less by attitudinal resistance and more by systemic constraints
embedded in school ecologies, reframing teacher pragmatism as structurally mediated
rather than individually driven [28,31]. Viewed through the lens of educational sustain-
ability, this generational alignment problem is not merely pedagogical but systemic: if left
unaddressed, it risks undermining the long-term viability of curriculum reform by dimin-
ishing participation quality, learner agency, and teacher motivation. Conversely, bridging
these gaps through technology-enhanced, process-oriented, and inclusive instructional
practices strengthens institutional adaptability, positioning intergenerational compatibility
as a sustainability mechanism that contributes to continuity in engagement, wellbeing, and
school climate quality [19,42]. Accordingly, the implications of this research extend beyond
classroom praxis toward broader conversations on how educational ecosystems maintain
adaptive capacity and resilience across reform cycles.

1. Examination of Generation Z Learning Profile and Digital Native Thesis
Students’ demand for technology is concretised in direct quotes from the study: “The

lesson becomes more interesting when phones or smart boards are used.” (STU-12); “When
exercise videos are shown, I both learn and have fun.” (STU-10). This pattern aligns with
the expectations predicted by the digital native discourse regarding attention economy,
audio-visual preferences, and instant feedback [3,4,19]. Findings indicate that Generation
Z’s needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness—supporting intrinsic motivation
within Self-Determination Theory (SDT)—are more readily met through interactive digital
activities [42,43]. Teachers, however, interpret the same findings through the lens of
pedagogical benefit and conditional constraints, noting barriers such as hardware, time,
large class sizes, and professional competency [36,44]. This dual reading aligns with Strauss
and Howe’s propositions regarding intergenerational role distribution: whereas experience-
speed expectations dominate in Generation Z, applicability and sustainability conditions
are foregrounded by Generations X/Y [22,23].

2. Process-Oriented Fair Assessment: Establishing the Performance–Development Balance
Student and teacher opinions converge on the inadequacy of outcome-centred mea-

surement alone: “A system that scores improvement would be fairer.” (STU-2); “An as-
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sessment approach focused on the process, not just the result, is essential.” (TCH-3). This
aligns with multiple-evidence approaches suggested in sociocultural assessment literature
(observation, portfolio, self/peer assessment, rubrics) [28]. Within SDT, process-oriented
feedback enhances persistence by nurturing perceived competence [38,45] and Guthrie
(2009) emphasise that intergenerational expectation differences can be balanced by systems
that make effort and progress visible.

3. Gamification, Activity Diversity, and Lesson Pace
Student statements such as “We get bored when it’s just warm-ups. . .” (STU-5) and “I

never miss classes filled with games. . .” (STU-7) clarify the motivational need for gamification.
Gamification should not be reduced to badges or points; it must integrate meaningful
challenge levels, flow calibration, and immediate feedback [20,21,46]. Teachers’ concerns
around time, equipment, and space suggest the need for modular lesson flows and station-
based architectures [7].

4. Communication, Empathy, and Generational Difference Management
Generation Z is highly sensitive to respect, inclusivity, and emotional safety; “They

should try to understand how we feel” (STU-7) illustrates this need. Teachers highlight diffi-
culties establishing a common communication language—signalling that feedback tone,
emotional literacy, and classroom climate competence matter [47,48]. TYMM’s value and
social–emotional pillars provide a structural basis to embed these mechanisms [6,7].

5. Alignment of Program Vision with Student Desires and Implementation Gaps
The reform trajectory from 2006 to 2025 reflects a student-centred continuity [6,7,36].

This study finds strong alignment between Generation Z expectations and curricular intent;
however, implementation gaps cluster around resource constraints and teacher competence
in digital pedagogy, gamification, and assessment design [3,4,8].

6. Theoretical Contribution: Generational Theory × Curriculum Theory
This research offers a dual-axis articulation linking generational positioning to lesson

design. Generational personas materialise in classroom rhythm, communication prefer-
ences, and assessment priorities, and TYMM’s virtue–value–action and literacy dimensions
institutionalise these conditions [6,7,22,23]. The sample’s public–private imbalance sug-
gests that institutional ecology may mediate interpretive tendencies; future work should
explore comparative sampling to examine transferability [44].

The sample included a higher proportion of teachers from public-sector schools than
from private institutions. This contextual imbalance may have shaped the discursive pat-
terns observed in the findings: teachers situated in public schools tended to frame their
interpretations around systemic constraints, resource scarcity, and feasibility dilemmas,
whereas private-sector teachers described comparatively greater access to facilities and
organisational support. Consequently, the intergenerational contrasts and thematic em-
phases reported in this study may partly reflect institutional affordances and constraints
embedded in school type. This does not undermine the analytical value of the findings, but
it suggests that institutional ecology interacts with generational positioning, and therefore
future research would benefit from comparative sampling designs that balance school
sectors or intentionally explore institutional stratification [28].

Limitations and Future Research

• Context: Data are limited to the secondary education context in specific provinces;
comparative research in different socioeconomic and cultural environments is needed.

• Time: Longitudinal and mixed-methods (qualitative + quantitative) designs are
recommended.

• Measurement Depth: Quantitative testing of themes like procedural justice and gam-
ification using motivation, self-regulation, and course enjoyment scales would be
beneficial [38,49].
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• Generational Boundaries: Timeframes may show slight variations across sources; the
operational definition in the study aligns with sample age ranges [19,24].

Conclusion and Concrete Recommendation Set
The demands of Generation Z students and the pedagogical orientations of Gen-

erations X/Y converge on technology gamification differentiation and process-oriented
fairness. The 2025 TYMM PE framework provides a basis to address this convergence
through virtue–value–action literacy and socio-emotional components and these elements
are detailed in the manuscript. To avoid introducing new material at this stage, the rec-
ommendations are limited to lesson- and assessment-level actions that directly synthesize
the findings.

Assessment ecosystem (lesson level): Use of rubrics self/peer assessment portfolios
and observation forms with short feedback cycles [28].

Lesson architecture: Station-based organization modular activity banks and micro-
cycles adapted to large classes and space constraints [6].

Digital integration (classroom use): In-class device sharing and curated QR/video
libraries supported by targeted micro-learning for teachers; this approach is discussed in
the manuscript [8,42].

Communication and climate: Student participation contracts, structured student voice
mechanisms, empathy-based feedback and clear conflict-resolution routines [24].
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larındaki yeri [The Place of Traditional Games and Traditional Children’s Games in the Curriculum]. Elektron. Sos. Bilim. Dergisi.
2022, 21, 1422–1436. [CrossRef]

12. Yıldız, R.; Koçak, Ç.V. Geleneksel çocuk oyunlarının ilkokul öğrencilerinin karar verme becerilerine etkisi. . . [The Effect of
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47. Demirkaya, H.; Akdemir, A.; Karaman, E.; Atan, Ö. Kuşakların yönetim politikası beklentilerinin araştırılması [An investigation
of generations’ expectations regarding management policies]. İşletme Araştırmaları Derg. 2021, 7, 186–204. Available online:
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