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The present study is a quantitative study conducted to determine teachers’ levels of regulating
outdoor learning. In accordance with the nature of quantitative studies, the present study was
designed in a relational survey design, one of the multi-survey models. A total of 293 teachers
working in different branches in elementary and secondary schools, which were state and private
schools affiliated to the Ministry of National Education, participated in the study. The “Outdoor
Learning Regulation Scale” developed by Bolat and Koroglu (2020) was used in the study as a data
collection tool. In the study, teachers’ levels of regulating outdoor learning were evaluated in terms
of their genders, branches, states of previously having received online or face-to-face training on
outdoor learning, states of making use of environments outside of school while teaching, the places
teachers spent their childhoods and the places teachers taught. The data obtained in the study were
analyzed by using SPSS 22.0 program. The data were analyzed with descriptive statistics,
independent samples t-test and independent samples one-way analysis of variance. In line with the
data obtained, it was concluded that there were no differences between teachers’ regulating
outdoor learning levels in terms of their gender, branch, places where they spent their childhood
and the places they taught, while there were differences between their regulating outdoor learning
levels in terms of their states of having received online or face-to-face education on outdoor
learning and their states of using outdoor environments while teaching. The study results reveal
the necessity of improving teachers' knowledge about outdoor learning and their competencies in
planning, implementing and evaluating outdoor learning activities through practical training in
this field to increase the level of regulation of outdoor learning.
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Bu aragtirma, 6gretmenlerin okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla yapilan
nicel bir ¢alismadir. Nicel calismalarin dogas1 geregi bu calisma, ¢oklu anket modellerinden iligkisel
tarama deseninde tasarlanmistir. Arastirmaya Milli Egitim Bakanligi'na bagli devlet ve 6zel okullarin
ilk ve orta dereceli okullarmin farkli branslarinda gorev yapmakta olan toplam 298 &gretmen
katilmistir. Calismada veri toplama araci olarak Bolat ve Koroglu (2020) tarafindan gelistirilen “Okul
Dis1 Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Olgegi” kullanilmistir. Aragtirmada 6gretmenlerin okul dis1 grenmeyi
diizenleme diizeyleri, cinsiyetleri, branglari, daha 6nce okul dis1 6grenme konusunda gevrimici veya
yiliz yiize egitim alma durumlari, kendi derslerinde okul disi ortamlari kullanma durumlari,
ogretmenlerin ¢ocukluklarii gegirdikleri yerler ve gorev yaptiklar yerler baglaminda degerlendirme
yapilmigtir. Calismadan saglanan veriler SPSS 22.0 istatistiksel analiz paket programi ile
¢Oziimlenmistir. Veriler betimleyici istatistikler, bagimsiz 6rneklemler igin t-testi ve tek yonlii
varyans analizi ile ¢6ziimlenmistir. Elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda &gretmenlerin okul dist
ogrenme diizeyleri arasinda cinsiyet, brans, c¢ocukluklarmni gegirdikleri yerler ve &gretmenlik
yaptiklari yerler agisindan farklilik olmadig; okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda okul
dis1 6grenme konusunda gevrimigi veya yiiz ylize egitim alma durumlar1 ve kendi derslerinde okul
dis1 6grenme ortamlarimi kullanma durumlar: arasinda farklilik bulunmustur. Calisma sonuglari,
Ogretmenlerin okul dis1 dgrenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin artirilmasi i¢in bu alanda verilen
uygulamali egitimler aracihigiyla okul disi 6grenmeye yonelik bilgilerinin, okul disi &grenme
etkinliklerini planlama, uygulama ve degerlendirme boyutlarindaki yeterliliklerinin gelistirilmesi
gerekliligini ortaya koymaktadir.
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Giris
Egitim ve Ogretim, dort duvar ile siurlandirilan, belli bir miifredat dogrultusunda
sekillendirilen, 6grencilerin sirali simif diizeninde oturtulduklari, 6grenmenin sesinin diger siniflarda
da ders islenmesi nedeniyle minimize edildigi ortamlarda gerceklestigi kavramlar olarak
diisiiniilmemelidir. Egitim-0gretim; zaman, mekan, sistem ve diizen bakimindan kesinlestirilmis
sinirlarin disinda da gerceklestirilebilecek olgulardir. Bu yoniiyle 6gretmeni ve 6grenciyi serbest

birakan ancak bu serbestligin icinde Ogrenmenin de en giizel sekillerde gerceklesmesini

saglayabilecek modellerden birisi de okul dis1 egitim modelidir.

Bu calisma “okul dis1 egitim” tabiri ile kullanilacak olan ifade alan yazinda “smif dis1 egitim,
acik hava egitimi, mekan dis1 egitim, agik hava egitimi, doga egitimi” gibi ifadelerle de anulmaktadir.
Okul dig1 egitim, sinuf icinde yapilmasi zor veya imkansiz olan etkinliklere 6grencilerin dogrudan
dahil edilebilmesini saglayan, Ogrencilerin miifredatta yer alan kazamimlara en kolay sekilde
ulagmalarmin saglanmasi igin 6gretmen tarafindan segilen, bir 6gretim metodu veya stratejisidir
(Payne, 1985). Eaton’a (1998) gore okul dis1 egitim, dgrencilere okul binasmin disinda bir mekanda
egitim deneyimleri saglayabilmek ic¢in yapilan ve bu yoniiyle yaz kampi/giinlitk kamp gibi
faaliyetlerden farklilasan bir faaliyet olup, miifredatin sanat, dil sanatlari, matematik, beden egitimi,
sosyal bilgiler, miizik ve fen gibi alanlarim igeren bir siirectir. Gray ve Martin’e (2012) gore de
ogrencilerin dogrudan doga ile etkilesim halinde bulunarak deneyim kazanmalarmi saglayan, kisisel
ve sosyal gelisimlerine katki saglayan ve risk yonetimini 6greten bir siire¢ olarak tanimlanmaktadir.
Genel bir tanim yapildiginda ise okul dis1 egitim, okul zamanlar: igerisinde gerceklesmekle birlikte
okul binasi disindaki ortam ve kuruluslarda miifredata uygun olarak yiiriitiillen egitim olarak
aciklanabilir (Salmi, 1993). Okul disi egitim, genel olarak parklar, doga merkezleri, miizeler,
akvaryumlar, arberetumlar, halka acik bahgeler, ormanlik alanlar, vahsi yasam sigmaklari, kamplar,
topluluklar ve bu ortamlarda elde edilecek deneyimler formal yani okul temelli programin bir pargas:
olmadiginda evde gerceklesen egitim olarak tanimlanabilir (Howe ve Disinger, 1988). Simsek ve
Kaymakgi'ya (2015) gore, okul dis1 6gretim okul binas1 disindaki kisi, alan, kurum ve kaynaklar:
kapsayan, dgrencilerin bireysel deneyimlerine dayanan, planli ve programli égrenme yasantilarini
icermesi gereken, 0gretmen-ogrenci iliskisinin hiyerarsik olmadigi, egitim-6gretim siireci igerisinde
Ogretim programi kazanimlari dogrultusunda yapilmas: gereken bir siirectir. Yine Smeds, Jeronen,
Kurppa ve Vieraankivi'e (2011) gore de doga ile biitiinlesen ortamlarda yiiriitiilmeleri, 6grencilerin
o0grenmelerini olumlu yonde etkilemesi ve duyussal ve biligsel gelisimlerine katk: saglayan bir siireg

olmasi okul dis1 egitimin zellikleri arasinda gosterilmektedir.

Tiim bu ifadelere dayanarak okul dig1 egitimi, 6grenme-6gretme siirecinin belli bir miifredat
dahilinde smif duvarlari arasindan ¢ikarilip, farkli ortamlarda planli ve programli bir sekilde

gergeklestirildigi egitim-Ogretim faaliyetleri olarak tanimlamak miimkiindiir. Bu faaliyetler her
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konunun dziine ve icerigine uygun olarak farkli ortamlarda gerceklestirilebilmektedir. Ogrencilerin
farkli 6grenme stillerine uygun olacak sekilde imkanlar saglayan ve her 6grencinin bilgiyi, kendi
kapasitesi dogrultusunda yapilandirmasina yardimci olan okul dis1 6grenme ortamlar: (Kubat, 2018)
bu yoniiyle 6grencilere zengin 6grenme firsatlari sunmaktadir. Okul disinda, egitim icin gergeklesen
uygulamalarin ortak noktalarma bakildiginda, bu tiir faaliyetlerin, okul binalarinin disinda yer alan
mekanlarda, belli bir sistematik dahilinde, okul miifredatinda yer alan konularin ele alindig1 bir yap:
oldugunu goérmek miimkiindiir. Okul dis1 egitim etkinliklerinin gerceklestirilebilecegi mekanlar
diisiiniildiiglinde ise karsimiza zengin bir skala c¢ikmaktadir. Miizeler, oyun sahalari, botanik
bahgeleri, sivil toplum orgiitleri, aqua parklar, plajlar, hastaneler, genglik kuliipleri, hayvanat
bahgeleri, medya (radyo, film, televizyon, video, kitaplar, dergiler, internet vb.) araglari, stadyumlar

gibi mekanlar da 6grenmelere olanak taniyan okul disinda yer alan ortamlardandir (Tiirkmen, 2010).

Okul dis1 6grenme ortamlarina bakildiginda her birinin okul sinirlart disinda yer alan, egitim
Ogretimin gerceklestirilebilecegi mekanlar olduklarimi gérmek miimkiindiir. Ancak okul simurlar
iginde yer alan kisimlarda da egitim smifin disinda gerceklestirilebilmektedir. Bu alanlara da kantin,
koridor, kiitiiphane, cok amagh salon, bahge gibi alanlar 6rnek gosterilebilir (Malkog ve Kaya, 2015).
Gortildiigii gibi egitimin dort duvarmn dismna tagmabilmesi icin oldukc¢a zengin mekanlar
bulunmaktadir. Ancak mekanlar tek basmna bir anlam tasimamakta, 6grencilerin buralarda egitimler
alabilmeleri igin etkili ve giizel bir planlamanin yapilmasi ve siire¢ yoOnetiminin saglanmasi
gerekmektedir. Clinkii sinuf disi egitim siireci planlamadan degerlendirmeye kadar her bir agamasi
titizlikle planlanmasi gereken bir siirectir. Bu anlamda Ergun ve Cobanoglu (2017) bu siirecin etkinlik
oncesinde ve etkinlik sirasinda énemli biirokratik ve egitimsel islemleri, etkinlik sonrasinda ise yine
onemli egitimsel islemleri kapsayan yapisi oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Ergun ve Cobanoglu'nun (2017)
aciklamalarindan hareketle biirokratik islemlerin etkinliklerin planlanmasindan gergeklestirilmesine
kadar siireci saglikla yonetebilmek i¢in gerekli yasal islemlerden olustugunu, egitimsel islemlerin ise
egitim Ogretim siirecinde etkili 6grenmelerin gerceklestirilebilmesi adina yapilan diizenlemelerden

olustugunu gormek miimkiindiir.

Okul dis1 6grenme ortamlari, gozlem ve kesif yapmaya izin veren yapisi sayesinde hem
Ogrencilerin ilgi, beceri ve kisisel gelisimlerini olumlu etkilemekte hem de girdikleri yeni ortamlar
sosyallesmelerine ve ozgiivenlerinin gelisimine katki saglamaktadir (Cirit Giil, 2023; Kubat, 2018).
Yine Fiskum ve Jacobsen’in (2012) calismalarinda da belirttigi gibi, acik alanlarda egitim alan
Ogrenciler, daha fazla fiziksel aktiviteye katilma, dolayisiyla da cevrelerindeki kisilerle daha fazla
iletisim kurma ve farkli duygular1 (heyecan, merak, dikkat vb.) aym1 anda yasama imkam
bulmaktadirlar. Bilgilerin alinarak depolandigi bir ortamin Ogrencilerde elestirel ve yansitici
diisiinme, analiz ve sentez yapma siireglerini yasatmaya uygun olmadig1 bu nedenle 6grencilerin
derinlemesine sorgulama yapabilecekleri ve rahat hissedecekleri ortamlarin hazirlanmasi 6grenmenin

istenen seviyede gerceklesebilmesi adina 6nemli girisimlerdir (Ay, Anagiin ve Demir, 2015). Okul dis1
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egitim; dogrudan katihm gerektiren, 6grenmelerin olaylar veya nesneler arasindaki iligkilerin
tanimlanmasi ile gerceklestigi, birden fazla duyu organina hitap eden yapisi ile eglenceli ve ilging
etkinliklerin heyecan ve merak uyandirdig bir stiregtir (Cirit Giil, Apaydin, Cobanoglu ve Tagrikulu,
2018). Bu sebeple, bu siirecin gerekli yasal ve egitimsel islemlerinde tamamlanarak ogrencilerin
ogrenmelerine en giizel sekilde hazirlanmasi gerekmektedir. Bu anlamda egitim-6gretim siirecinin
temel 0gelerinden biri olan dgretmenlere siirecin etkili ve dogru bir sekilde yiiriitiilmesinde biiytik rol

diismektedir.

Ogretim programlarinda dgretmenlerin 6grencilere siif disi mekanlarda egitim ogretim
firsatlar1 sunabilmeleri adina vurgular yapilsa da (URL-1, URL-2, URL-3 ve URL-4) bu noktada goz
oniinde bulundurulmas: gereken en Onemli detay, Ogretmenlerin egitim Ogretimi siuf disina
tastyabilmek noktasindaki yeterligidir. Ulkemizde egitim programlari diizenlenirken, her ne kadar
Ogretmenler siirece dahil edilse ve 6gretmenlerin fikir ve goriisleri program iizerinde etkili olsa da
smif disi egitimlerin ne denli etkili oldugu ve ogretmenlerin smif disi egitimleri uygulamak
noktasinda ne diizeyde egilimli ve istekli olduklar1 bilinmemektedir (Okur Berberoglu ve Uygun,
2013). Hatta uluslararasi alan yazinda ozellikle okul dis1 6grenme ortamlarini diizenlemeye alisik
olmayan Ogretmenlerin bu alanlarda etkinlik yapmaktan kagindiklan ifade edilmektedirler (Fido ve
Gaylord, 1982; McKenzie ve digerleri., 1986). Ogretmenlerin okul disi egitim konusundaki yonelimleri
ve farkindaliklar1 hakkinda birtakim calismalar yapilmakta ve bu konuda bazi tespitler ortaya
konmaktadir. Ertugrul ve Karamustafaoglu (2020) calismalarinda &gretmenlerin okul dis1 6grenme
ortamlarma iligkin bilgi sahibi olmalarina ragmen bu bilginin istenilen diizeyde olmadigini,
Ogretmenlerin okul dist &grenme ortami denilince park, miize, bilim merkezi gibi yerleri
diisiindiiklerini saptamiglardir. Ogretmen adaylari ile yapilan bir baska calismada okul dig1 6grenme
ortamlarina iliskin yeterli bilgi diizeyine sahip olunmadigi, 6gretmen adaylarinin en sik okul disinda
ev ortamy, etlit merkezi, dershane gibi kurumlari okul dis1 6grenme ortami diye isaret etmis olduklar:
buna karsilik miize, bilim merkezi, gokevi, hayvanat bahgesi gibi mekanlar1 daha az kisinin ifade
ettigi saptanmistir (Bostan Sarioglan ve Kiigiikozer, 2017). Cicek ve Sarag (2017) da yapmis olduklar:
calismada okul dist ortamlarda uygulamalar yapildiginda ekonomik destek bulma, disiplin saglama,
akademik agidan yetersizlik, aileler ile is birligi konularinda zorluklar yasandigini, 6gretmenlerin de
motivasyon eksikligi, sorumluluk almaktan ¢ekinme, yasanan olumsuz tecriibeler gibi sebepler ile
okul dis1 ortamlarda uygulamalar yapmaktan kagindiklarimi saptamislardir. Bu gibi ¢alismalar, okul
dis1 egitim etkinliklerini uygulama siirecinde zorluklar yasanmasinin da o6tesinde, egitimcilerin okul
dis1 6grenme ortamlar1 hakkinda yeterli donanima sahip olamadiklarini hatta bu ortamlar1 6grenme
siireclerinde ise kosamadiklarmi diisiindiirmektedir. Ancak 6gretmenlerin egitimin okul disinda da
devam eden bir siire¢ oldugunu bilmeleri gerekmektedir (Yarar Kaptan ve Beldag, 2019). Bu biling,
Ogretmenlerin okul disinda egitim-0gretim faaliyetleri gerceklestirme noktasinda istekliliklerini

uyandirmak ve siirecten istenen verimin alinabilmesi icin olduk¢a 6nemlidir. Ciinkii okul disinda
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gerceklestirilecek 6grenme etkinliklerinde 6grenciler 6zgiirce 6grenme faaliyetlerini gerceklestirseler
de bu siirecin planlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi ve degerlendirilmesinde en 6nemli konumdaki bireyler
siiphesiz ki 0gretmenlerdir. Bu anlamda Ogretmenlerin okul disi 6grenme ortamlarini diizenleme
konusundaki yeterliliklerinin ne seviyede oldugu da merak konusudur. Dolayisiyla bu c¢alisma
Ogretmenlerin, okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme seviyelerini ortaya koymay: hedeflemektedir. Bu
anlamda bu calisma alan yazinda ogretmenlerin okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenlemeye iliskin bilgi,

planlama, uygulama ve degerlendirme diizeylerini ortaya koymasi yoniiyle 6zgiin bir caligmadr.
Bu anlamda arastirmada su alt sorulara cevap aranmaktadir:

1.  Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetleri ile okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda

anlaml bir farklilik var midir?

2. Ogretmenlerin branglari ile okul disi dgrenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda

anlaml bir farklilik var midir?
3. Ogretmenlerin daha dnce sif digi egitim ile ilgili evrimigi veya yiiz yiize herhangi
bir egitim alma durumlar ile okul dig1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda anlaml

bir farklilik var madir?

4. Ogretmenlerin kendi derslerini simif disi ortamlarda isleme durumlar ile okul disi

o0grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik var midir?

5. Ogretmenlerin gocukluklarmi gegirdikleri yerler ile okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme

diizeyleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik var midir?

6. Ogretmenlerin 8gretmenlik yaptiklari yerler ile okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme

diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik var midir?
Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu calisma, Ogretmenlerin okul disi 0grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin belirlenebilmesi
amaciyla yapilan nicel bir ¢alismadir. Nicel arastirmalar, calismalarda elde edilen bulgularin
sayisallastirilarak sunuldugu stireclerdir (Oral ve Coban, 2020). Calisma, nicel arastirmalarin dogasina
uygun olarak c¢oklu tarama modellerinden biri olan iligskisel tarama desenine uygun olarak
tasarlanmistir. Tarama modelleri, iki veya daha ¢ok degisken arasindaki iliskinin agiklandig:

modellerdir (Biiytikoztiirk, Kilig Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel, 2020).
Calisma Grubu

Calismaya, Milli Egitim Bakanligi'na bagl resmi okul ve 6zel okul ad1 altinda egitim-6gretim

faaliyeti veren ilkokullar, ortaokullar ve ortadgretim kurumlarinda farkli branslarda ¢alisan toplam
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293 6gretmen katilmistir. Calismanin 6rneklemi, kolay ulasilabilir 6rneklem belirleme yontemine gore

belirlenmis ve arastirmaya katilmaya goniillii olan 6gretmenler ile yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Katilimcilarin Demografik Bilgilerine iligkin Bulgular

Bu kisimda, calismaya katilan 6gretmenlerin 6zelliklerine iliskin bilgiler frekans ve yiizdeleri

ile birlikte Tablo 1'deki gibidir:

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin demografik dzelliklerine iligkin veriler

Frekans (f) Yiizde (%)

Cinsivet Kadin 233 79.5
Y Erkek 60 20.5
Siruf Ogretmeni 68 23.2
Fen Bilimleri Ogretmeni 41 14.0
Okul Oncesi Ogretmeni 31 10.6
Tiirkce Ogretmeni 30 10.2
Yabanci Dil Ogretmeni 29 9.9

Brang L ea .
Matematik Ogretmeni 25 8.5
Sosyal Bilimler Ogr. 22 7.5
Meslek Dersi Ogretmeni 19 6.5
Din Kiiltiirii ve Ahlak Bilgisi Ogretmeni 17 5.8
Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danismanlik 11 3.8
e Evet 129 44.0
Egitim Alma Durumu Hayir 164 56.0
. Evet 232 79.2
Smif Dig1 Ortamda Ders Isleme Hayrr 61 20.8
e Koy 90 30.7

Tus <

Cocuklugun Gegirildigi Yer Sehir 203 693
.. Ko 129 44.0
Ogretmenlik Yapilan Yer Seogi . 164 56.0

Tablo 1’deki veriler, calismaya katilan &gretmenlerden 233'tiniin (%79.5) kadmn; 60'inin
(%20.5) ise erkek; 68’inin (%23.2) Sif; 41’inin (%14.0) Fen Bilimleri (Fizik, Kimya ve Biyoloji
Ogretmenleri dahil); 31’inin (%10.6) Okul Oncesi (Cocuk Gelisimi Ogretmenleri dahil); 30’unun
(%10.2) Tiirkce (Edebiyat Ogretmenleri dahil); 29’unun (%9.9) Yabana Dil (ingilizce ve Almanca);
25'inin (%8.5) Matematik; 22’sinin (%7.5) Sosyal Bilimler (Tarih ve Cografya Ogretmenleri dahil);
19'unun (%6.5) Meslek Dersi; 17’sinin (%5.8) Din Kiiltiirii ve Ahlak Bilgisi ve 11’inin (%3.8) Psikolojik
Danigsma ve Rehberlik Ogretmeni oldugunu; 129'unun (%44.0) okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili ¢evrimici ya
da yiiz ylize herhangi bir egitim aldigini; 164’{iniin (%56.0) ise okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili ¢evrimici ya da
yliz ylize herhangi bir egitim almadigini; 232’sinin (%79.2) kendi derslerini islerken okul dis1 ortamlar:
kullandigini; 61’inin (%20.8) ise kendi derslerini islerken okul dis1 ortamlar1 kullanmadigini; 90'min
(%30.7) ¢ocuklugunu koylerde gecirdigini; 203’iiniin (%69.3) ise ¢ocuklugunu sehirlerde gegirdigini;
129'unun (%44.0) koylerde; 164'tiniin (%56.0) ise sehirlerde 6gretmenlik yaptigini gostermektedir.

Veri Toplama Araglan

Calismada Bolat ve Kéroglu (2020) tarafindan gelistirilen “Okul Dist Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme
Olgegi” veri toplama araci olarak kullanilmigtir. Veri toplama aracinda 29 madde yer almakta ve 5'li

likert tipinde olup maddeler “1-kesinlikle katilmiyorum”, “2-katilmiyorum”, “3-kararsizim”, “4-
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katiliyorum” ve “5-kesinlikle katiliyorum” seklinde puanlanmaktadir. Olgek, “bilgi”, “planlama”,
“uygulama” ve “degerlendirme” olmak iizere dort faktdrden olusmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin Slgegin
tamamindan alabilecekleri en diisiik puan 29, en yiiksek puan 145'tir. Olgegin bilgi faktoriinden (1.
faktor) alinabilecek en diisiik puan 8, en yiiksek puan 40; planlama faktoriinden (2. faktor)
almabilecek en diisiik puan 8, en yiiksek puan 40; uygulama faktoriinden (3. faktdr) alinabilecek en
diisiik puan 6, en yiiksek puan 30 ve degerlendirme faktoriinden (4. faktor) almabilecek en diisiik

puan 7, en yiiksek puan ise 35tir.
Verilerin Analizi

Calismada, Ogretmenlerin okul dist1 Ogrenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri; cinsiyetlerine,
branslarina, okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili cevrimici veya yiiz ylize herhangi bir egitim alma durumlarina,
kendi derslerini islerken okul disi1 ortamlardan yararlanma durumlarina, kendi c¢ocukluklarim
gecirdikleri yerlere ve 6gretmenlik yaptiklari yerlere gore degerlendirilmistir. Calismada elde edilen
veriler SPSS 22.0 istatistiksel analiz paket programi kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Analize baglamadan
once, elde edilen verilerin hangi analiz teknikleri ile analiz edileceginin belirlenebilmesi i¢in normallik
testleri yapilmistir. Normallik testlerinde carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin +1.00 ve -1.00 arasinda
olmasi beklenmektedir (Can, 2013). Yapilan normallik testi sonucunda verilerin normal dagilim
gosterdigi sonucuna ulasilmistir (p=.002, p<.05; Skewness=-.063, Kurtosis=-.931). Veriler, betimsel
istatistik, bagimsiz Orneklem igin t-testi ve bagimsiz Orneklemlerde tek yonlii ANOVA analiz

teknikleri aracihgiyla ¢oziimlenmistir.
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu c¢alismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlari Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci bolimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” baghg: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

higbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi= Ondokuz May1s Universitesi Sosyal

ve Beseri Bilimler Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu

Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 26.02.2021

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi=2021/197
Bulgular

Ogretmenleri Okul Digt Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla yiiriitiilen
bu calismada, katiimcilarin dlgekten aldiklar: toplam puanlar ve diizeyleri ve degiskenler arasindaki

iliskileri ve iliski diizeylerini aciklayan asagida ayr1 ayr tablolar halinde sunulmustur.
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Katilimcilarin Okul Dis1 Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerine liskin Bulgular

Calismanin bu kisminda, ¢alismaya katilan 6gretmenlerin dlgegin tamamindan ve dlgekte yer
alan faktorlerden (bilgi, planlama, uygulama ve degerlendirme) aldiklari toplam puanlara gore okul
dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri belirlenmis ve bu diizeylere iliskin elde edilen veriler,
Ogretmenlerin cinsiyetlerine, branslarina, okul dis1 egitimle ilgili cevrimigi ya da yiiz yiize herhangi
bir egitim alma durumlarina, kendi derslerini islerken okul dis1 ortamlari kullanma durumlarina,
cocukluklarini gegirdikleri yerlere ve 6gretmenlik yaptiklar1 yerlere gore diisiik, orta ve ytiiksek olarak
belirlenmis ve tablolastirilarak sunulmustur. Olgegin tamamindan ve faktdrlerden (bilgi, planlama,
uygulama ve degerlendirme) elde edilen toplam puanlara gore 6gretmenlerin okul disi 6grenmeyi
diizenleme diizeyleri 6lgegin tamamindan 29 ile 75.19 aras1 puan alanlarin diisiik; 75.2 ile 98.49 puan
alanlarin orta ve 98.5 ile 145 arasi puan alanlarin ise yiiksek olarak belirlenmistir. Ogretmenlerin bilgi
ve planlama faktoriinden (1. ve 2. faktor) aldiklar1 puanlara gore diizeyleri 8 ile 20.79 arasi olanlarin
diisiik; 20.8 ile 27.19 aras1 olanlarin orta ve 27.2 ile 40 arasi olanlarin ise yiiksek olarak belirlenmistir.
Uygulama faktoriinden (3. faktor) aldiklar: puanlara gore diizeyleri 6 ile 15.59 aras1 olanlarin diisiik;
15.6 ile 20.39 arasi olanlarin orta ve 20.4 ile 30 arasi olanlarin ise yiiksek olarak belirlenmistir.
Degerlendirme faktoriinden (4. faktor) aldiklar1 puanlara gore ise diizeyleri 7 ile 18.19 arasi olanlarin
diisiik; 18.2 ile 23.79 aras1 olanlarin orta ve 23.8 ile 35 arasi olanlarin ise yiiksek olarak belirlenmistir.
Ogretmenlerin Slcekte yer alan degiskenlere gore okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri asagidaki

tablolarda verilmistir.
Katilimcilarin Cinsiyetlerine Gore Olcekten Elde Edilen Bilgiler iliskin Bulgular

Bu kisimda, katilimcilarin cinsiyetlerine “Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Olcegi”’nden
aldiklar1 toplam puanlara ve faktorlere gore diizeyleri belirlenmis ve veriler faktorler ve genel
toplama gore frekans ve ytiizdeleri ile Tablo 2’de sunulmustur:

Tablo 2. Katilimcilarin Cinsiyetleri ve Olgekten Aldiklar1 Puanlara Gore Belirlenen Diizeylerine Iliskin
Bulgular

Diizey  Cinsiyet Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme  Olgek Toplam
f % f % f % F % f %

Diisik  Kadin 128 54.9 133 57.1 74 31.8 78 33.5 77 33.0
Erkek 30 50.0 37 61.7 17 28.3 17 28.3 18 30.0

Orta Kadin 0 0 0 0 50 21.5 49 21.0 49 21.0
Erkek 0 0 0 0 16 26.7 19 31.7 17 28.3

Yiitksek  Kadin 105 45.1 100 42.9 109 46.8 106 45.5 107 45.9
Erkek 30 50.0 23 38.3 27 45.0 24 40.0 25 41.7

Tablo 2’deki verilere gore, okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenlemeye iliskin olarak ¢alismaya katilan
ogretmenler okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenlemeye iliskin bilgi faktoriinde erkek 6gretmenlerin (%50.0)
kadin Ogretmenlerden (%45.1) daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Olgegin 2.
faktorii olan okul dis1 6grenme ortamlarini planlama faktoriinde kadin égretmenlerin (%42.9) erkek
dgretmenlerden (%38.3) daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Olgegin 3. faktorii olan

uygulamaya iliskin elde edilen veriler degerlendirildiginde, erkek oOgretmenlerin (%71.7) kadin
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ogretmenlerden (%68.3) daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. 4. faktor olan
degerlendirmeye iliskin veriler degerlendirildiginde ise erkek ogretmenlerin (%71.7) kadin
Ogretmenlerden (%66.5) daha yiiksek degerlendirme diizeyine sahip oldugu bulgusuna ulasilmistir.
Olgekten alinan toplam puanlara iliskin elde edilen veriler degerlendirildiginde de erkek
ogretmenlerin (%70.0) kadin o6gretmenlerden (%66.9) daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip oldugu

goriilmektedir.
Katilimcilarin Branglarina Gore Olgekten Elde Edilen Bilgilere iliskin Bulgular

Bu kisimda, katilimalarin branglarina, “Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Olgegi”’nden
aldiklar1 toplam puanlara ve faktorlere gore diizeyleri belirlenmis ve veriler faktorler ve genel

toplama gore frekans ve yiizdeleri ile Tablo 3’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 3. Katilimcilarin branslar: ve élcekten aldiklar: puanlara gore belirlenen diizeylerine iliskin bulgular

Diizey  Brans Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme Olgek Top.
F % f % f % F % f %
Sinuf 29 42.6 32 47.1 16 23.5 18 26.5 16 23.5
Fen B. 19 46.3 22 53.7 9 22.0 11 26.8 12 29.3
Okul O. 17 54.8 17 54.8 11 35.5 11 35.5 10 32.3
Tiirkge 20 66.7 20 66.7 12 40.0 13 43.3 13 43.3
Diisiik Yabana D. 18 62.1 20 69.0 10 34.5 11 37.9 10 34.5
Matematik 14 56.0 17 68.0 10 40.0 11 44.0 11 44.0
Sosyal B 10 45.5 11 50.0 6 27.3 5 22.7 6 27.3
Meslek D 13 68.4 12 63.2 8 42.1 8 42.1 8 42.1
Din KLA.B. 12 70.6 10 58.8 7 41.2 5 29.4 7 41.2
PDR 6 54.5 9 81.8 2 18.2 2 18.2 2 18.2
Siuf 0 0 0 0 14 20.6 14 20.6 16 23.5
Fen B. 0 0 0 0 11 26.8 10 24.4 8 195
Okul O. 0 0 0 0 5 16.1 4 129 6 194
Tiirkge 0 0 0 0 4 133 7 23.3 4 13.3
Orta Yabana D. 0 0 0 0 7 24.1 6 20.7 9 31.0
Matematik 0 0 0 0 6 24.0 6 24.0 5 20.0
Sosyal B 0 0 0 0 5 22.7 6 27.3 5 227
Meslek D 0 0 0 0 4 21.1 4 21.1 4 21.1
Din KI1.A.B. 0 0 0 0 4 23.5 5 29.4 3 17.6
PDR 0 0 0 0 6 54.5 6 54.5 6 54.5
Sinuf 39 57.4 36 52.9 38 55.9 36 52.9 36 52.9
Fen B. 22 53.7 19 46.3 21 51.2 20 48.8 21 51.2
Okul O. 14 452 14 45.2 15 48.4 16 51.6 15 48.4
Tiirkge 10 33.3 10 33.3 14 46.7 10 33.3 13 43.3
Yiiksek Yabanc1 D. 11 379 9 31.0 12 414 12 414 10 34.5
Matematik 11 44.0 8 32.0 9 36.0 8 32.0 9 36.0
Sosyal B 12 54.5 11 50.0 11 50.0 11 50.0 11 50.0
Meslek D 6 31.6 7 36.8 7 36.8 7 36.8 7 36.8
Din K1.A.B. 5 29.4 7 41.2 6 35.3 7 412 7 412
PDR 5 45.5 2 18.2 3 27.3 3 27.3 3 27.3

Tablo 3’teki verilere gore, okul disi Ogrenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri Ogretmenlerin
branslarina gore Olcekte yer alan faktorlere gore ayr1 ayri degerlendirilmistir. Okul dis1 6grenmeye
yonelik bilgi faktoriinde Siruf (%57.4), Sosyal Bilgiler (%54.5) ve Fen Bilgisi (%53.7) 6gretmenlerinin;
planlama faktoriinde Simf (%52.9) ve Sosyal Bilgiler (%50.0) 6gretmenlerinin; uygulama faktoriinde
Psikolojik Danisma ve Rehberlik (%81.2), Fen Bilgisi (%78.0), Sinif (%76.5) ve Sosyal Bilgiler (72.7)
Ogretmenlerinin; degerlendirme faktoriinde ise Psikolojik Danisma ve Rehberlik (%81.8), Sosyal

Bilgiler (%77.3), Smif (%72.5) ve Fen Bilgisi (%73.2) 6gretmenlerinin diger brans 6gretmenlerine gore
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daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olduklari goriilmektedir. Olcekten alman toplam puanlara gore bir
degerlendirme yapildiginda ise Psikolojik Danisma ve Rehberlik (%81.8), Sinif (%76.4), Sosyal Bilgiler
(%72.7) ve Fen Bilgisi (%70.7) Ogretmenlerinin diger brans Ogretmenlerine gore daha yiiksek

ortalamaya sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir.

Katilimcilarin Okul Dis1 Egitim ile ilgili Egitim Alma Durumlarina Gore Olgekten Elde

Edilen Bilgilere iliskin Bulgular

Bu kisimda, katihmcilarin okul disi egitim ile ilgili cevrimigi veya yiiz yiize herhangi bir
egitim alma durumlarima, “Okul Dist Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Olgegi”’nden aldiklar1 toplam puanlara
ve faktorlere gore diizeyleri belirlenmis ve veriler faktorler ve genel toplama gore frekans ve yiizdeleri
ile Tablo 4’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 4. Katilimcilarin okul disi egitim alma ve Glgekten aldiklart puanlara gore belirlenen diizeylerine iliskin
bulgular

Diizey  Egitim Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme  Olgek Toplam
Alma f % f % F % F % f %
Durumu

Diisiik Evet 50 38.8 51 39.5 30 23.3 30 23.3 27 209
Hayir 108 65.9 119 72.6 61 37.2 65 39.6 68 415

Orta Evet 0 0 0 0 22 17.1 26 20.2 22 17.1
Hayir 0 0 0 0 44 26.8 42 25.6 44 26.8

Yiiksek  Evet 79 61.2 78 60.5 77 59.7 73 56.6 80 62.0
Hayir 56 34.1 45 274 59 36.0 57 34.8 52 31.7

Tablo 4’teki verilere gore, dlgegin tamamindan ve ayri ayr: faktorlerden elde edilen toplam
puanlara gore degerlendirme yapildiginda, bilgi (Xan=%61.2>Xamayan=%34.1), planlama
(%a1an=%60.5>Xaimayan=%27 .4), uygulama (Xa1an=%76.8>Xaimayan=%62.8), degerlendirme
(Xa1an=%76.8>Xalmayan=%60.4) ve diizenleme (Xalan=%79.1>Xaimayan=%68.5) boyutlarinda okul dig1 egitimle
ilgili cevrimici veya yiiz yiize herhangi bir egitim almis olan 6gretmenlerin almayanlara gore daha

yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olduklari bulgusuna ulagilmistir.

Katilimailarin Derslerini Islerken Okul Disi Ortamlart Kullanma Durumlarina Gore

Olgekten Elde Edilen Bilgilere iligkin Bulgular

Bu kisimda, katilimcilarin derslerini islerken okul digt ortamlari kullanma durumlarina, “Okul
Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Olcegi’nden aldiklari toplam puanlara ve faktorlere gore diizeyleri
belirlenmis ve veriler faktorler ve genel toplama gore frekans ve yiizdeleri ile Tablo 5’te sunulmustur:

Tablo 5. Katilimcilarin derslerini iglerken okul disi ortamlar: kullanma durumlar: ve Glcekten aldiklar: puanlara
gore belirlenen diizeylerine iliskin bulgular

Diizey  Ders Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme  Olgek Toplam
isleme f % f % f % f % f %
Diisitk  Evet 112 48.3 123 53.0 62 26.7 66 28.4 64 27.6
Hayir 46 754 47 77.0 29 47.5 29 47.5 31 50.8
Orta Evet 0 0 0 0 49 21.1 52 224 51 22.0
Hayir 0 0 0 0 17 27.9 16 26.2 15 24.6
Yiiksek  Evet 120 51.7 109 47.0 121 52.2 114 49.1 117 50.4

Hayir 15 24.6 14 23.0 15 24.6 16 26.2 15 24.6
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Tablo 5teki verilere gore, dlgegin tamamindan ve ayr1 ayr faktorlerden elde edilen toplam
puanlara gore degerlendirme yapildiginda, bilgi (Xisleyen=%51.7>Xislemeyen=%24.6), planlama
(Xisteyen=%47 .0>Xislemeyen=%23.0), uygulama (Xigleyen=%73.3>Xislemeyen=%52.5), degerlendirme
(Xisieyen=%71.5>Xisiemeyen=%52.4) ve diizenleme (Xisieyen=%72.4>Xislemeyen=%59.2) boyutlarinda okul dist
egitimle ilgili cevrimici veya ytiz yiize herhangi bir egitim almis olan 6gretmenlerin almayanlara gore

daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olduklar1 bulgusuna ulasilmistir.

Katilimcilarin Cocukluklarini Gegirdikleri Yerlere Gore Olcekten Elde Edilen Bilgilere
fliskin Bulgular

Bu kisimda, katilimcilarin g¢ocukluklarini gecirdikleri yerlere, “Okul Dist Ogrenmeyi
Diizenleme Olgegi”nden aldiklar1 toplam puanlara ve faktdrlere gore diizeyleri belirlenmis ve veriler
faktorler ve genel toplama gore frekans ve ylizdeleri ile Tablo 6’da sunulmustur:

Tablo 6. Katilimcilarin cocukluklarini gecirdikleri yerler ve Olcekten aldiklar: puanlara gore belirlenen
diizeylerine iliskin bulgular

Diizey  Cocuklugun Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme  Olgek Toplam
Gegirildigi f % f % f % f % f %
Yer

Dugsiik Koy 48 53.3 50 55.6 29 322 29 322 30 33.3
Sehir 110 54.2 120 59.1 62 30.5 66 32.5 65 32.0

Orta Koy 0 0 0 0 19 211 23 25.6 17 18.9
Sehir 0 0 0 0 47 23.2 45 22.2 49 241

Yiiksek Koy 42 46.7 40 444 42 46.7 38 42.2 43 47.8
Sehir 93 45.8 83 40.9 94 46.3 92 45.3 89 43.8

Tablo 6’daki verilere gore, dlgegin tamamindan ve ayr: ayr faktorlerden elde edilen toplam
puanlara gore degerlendirme yapildiginda okul dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi (xxsy=%46.7>Xschi=%45.8),
okul dis1 6grenmeyi planlama (xkoy=%44.4>X5chir=%40.9) ve degerlendirme (xksy=%67.8>Xsehir=%67.5)
boyutlarinda c¢ocuklugunu koyde gegiren Ogretmenlerin sehirde gegirenlere gore daha yiiksek,
uygulama (Xschi=%69.5>xksy=%67.8) ve okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme (Xschi=%67.9>Xksy=%66.7)
boyutlarinda ise ¢ocuklugunu sehirlerde gecirenlerin koylerde gecirenlere gore daha yiiksek

ortalamaya sahip olduklar1 bulgusuna ulasilmistir.

Katilimcilarin Ogretmenlik Yaptiklari Yerler ve Olcekten Elde Edilen Bilgilere iliskin
Bulgular

Bu kisimda, katilimcilarin 6gretmenlik yaptiklar yerlere, “Okul Dist Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme
Olgegi”nden aldiklar1 toplam puanlara gore diizeyleri belirlenmis ve veriler faktorler ve genel

toplama gore frekans ve yiizdeleri ile Tablo 7’de sunulmustur:
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Tablo 7. Katilimcilarim ogretmenlik yaptiklar: yerler ve dlgekten aldiklar: puanlara gore belirlenen diizeylerine
iliskin bulgular

Diizey Ogretmenlik Bilgi Planlama Uygulama  Degerlendirme Olcek
Yapilan Yer Toplam
f Y% f % f % f % f %
Diisiik Koy 21 48.8 25 58.1 14 32.6 16 37.2 14 32.6
Sehir 137  54.8 145  58.0 77 30.8 79 31.6 81 324
Orta Koy 0 0 0 0 10 23.3 8 18.6 11 25.6
Sehir 0 0 0 0 56 22.4 60 24.0 55 22.0
Yiiksek Koy 22 51.2 18 41.9 19 44.2 19 44.2 18 41.9
Sehir 113 452 105 42.0 117  46.8 111 44.4 114 456

Tablo 7’deki verilere gore, olgegin tamamindan ve ayr ayr faktorlerden elde edilen toplam
puanlara gore degerlendirme yapildiginda okul dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi (xksy=%51.2>Xsehir=%45.2)
boyutunda koyde calisan 6gretmenlerin sehirde calisanlara gore daha yiiksek, okul dis1 6grenmeyi
planlama  (xXsehi=%42.0>xk6y=%41.9),  uygulama  (Xsehi=%69.2>Xi5y=%67.5), degerlendirme
(X5ehir=%68.4>X15y=%62.8) ve diizenleme (Xsehi=%67.6>xksy=%67.5) boyutlarinda ise sehir merkezlerinde
calisan 0gretmenlerin kdylerde calisanlara gore daha yiiksek ortalamaya sahip olduklar1 bulgusuna

ulagilmistir.

Katilimcilarin Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerinin Cinsiyetlerine Gore

Karsilastirilmasi

Bu kisimda, 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetleri ile okul dig1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda
anlamli bir farklilik var midir? alt problemine yanit aranmistir. Calismaya katilan 6gretmenlerin okul
dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin cinsiyetlerine gore farkhilasip farklilasmadigi belirlemek
amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz érneklemler t testi sonuglar1 Tablo 8'de verilmisgtir:

Tablo 8. Katilimcilarin okul digi 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin cinsiyetlerine gore karsilastirilmasina
iliskin bagimsiz drneklemler t testi sonuclar

Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme Toplam
N
x S t P x S t p x S t p x S t P x S t P
Kadin 233 262 8.050 24.5 9.028 19.6 7.021 22.3 8.188 925 30.824
-444 657 -.002 .998 221 .825 -.053 .958 -.082 .935
Erkek 60 26.7 8.293 24.5 8.815 194 6.483 224 7.591 929 29.783

Tablo 8'deki verilere gore, 6gretmenlerin cinsiyetlerine gore okul dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi
(p=657, p>.05); okul dis1 Ogrenmeyi planlama (p=.998, p>.05); uygulama (p=.825 p>.05);
degerlendirme (p=.958, p>.05) ve diizenleme (p=.935, p>.05) diizeylerinde cinsiyetler arasinda anlaml

bir farkliligin olmadig1 bulgusuna ulagilmistir.

Katilimcilarin  Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerinin Branglarina Goére

Karsilastirilmasi

Bu kisimda, 6gretmenlerin branglar: ile okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda
anlamli bir farklilik var midir? alt problemine yanit aranmistir. Calismaya katilan 6gretmenlerin okul

dis1 O6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin branslarina gore farklilasip farklilasmadig:r belirlemek
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amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz Orneklemlerde tek yonlii varyans analizi testi sonuglar1 Tablo 9'da

verilmigtir:

Tablo 9. Katilimcilarin okul disi 63renmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin branslarina gore karsilastirilmasina iligkin
bagimsiz drneklemlerde tek yonlii ANOVA testi sonuglar

Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme Toplam
KT KO ¥ P KT KO F P KT KO F P KT KO F p KT KO ¥ p
G:‘{'ﬂf‘ 755.619 83.958 681.720 75.747 338.927 37.659 325.940 36216 7688.453 854273
Gruplar igi 18349.692 | 64840 1295 239 | 2813427 | 80613 | 940 [ 491 13579790 | 47985 | 785 | 631 18627.541 65822 | %0 837 | 265082215 | 936686 . e
Toplam 19105311 23495.147 13918717 18953.481 272770669

Tablo 9 verilerine gore, okul dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi (p=.239, p>.05); okul dis1 6grenmeyi
planlama (p=491, p>.05); uygulama (p=.631, p>.05); degerlendirme (p=.837, p>.05) ve diizenleme
(p=912, p>.05) diizeylerinde &gretmenlerin branslarina gore anlaml bir farkliligin olmadig: tespit

edilmistir.

Katilimcilarin Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerinin Okul Dis1 Egitimle flgili

Cevrimici veya Yiiz Yiize Herhangi Bir Egitim Alma Durumlarina Gére Karsilastirilmasi

Bu kisimda, 6gretmenlerin daha Once smif dis1 egitim ile ilgili ¢evrimici veya yiiz yiize
herhangi bir egitim alma durumlari ile okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir
farkliblk var midir? alt problemine yanit aranmigtir. Bu baglamda, ¢alismaya katilan 6gretmenlerin
okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili ¢evrimici veya yiiz yiize
herhangi bir egitim alma durumlarina gore farklilasip farklilasmadig: belirlemek amaciyla yapilan
bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi sonuglar1 Tablo 10’da verilmistir:

Tablo 10. Katilimcilarin okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin okul disi egitimle ilgili herhangi bir egitim
alma durumlarina gore karsilastirilmasina iliskin bagimsiz rneklemler t testi sonuglar:

Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme Toplam
N
x S t P x S t P x S t P x S t P x S t P
Evet 129 29.23 8.026 27.89 8.799 21.64 7.082 2457 8327 103.33 30.891
5.909 .000 6.121 .000 4.705 000 4.304 000 5.601 000
Hayir 164 2391 7.353 21.80 8179 17.90 6.310 20.55 7.394 84.15 27.591

Tablo 10 verilerine gore, 6gretmenlerin okul digi egitimle ilgili ¢evrimici veya yiiz ylize
herhangi bir egitim alma durumlarina gore okul dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi (p=.000, p<.05); okul dis1
ogrenmeyi planlama (p=.000, p<.05); uygulama (p=.000, p<.05); degerlendirme (p=.000, p<.05) ve
diizenleme (p=.000, p<.05) diizeylerinde gruplar arasmnda anlamli bir farklihgin oldugu
goriilmektedir. Bu farklilikla ilgili olarak ise okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili ¢evrimici veya yliz ylize
herhangi bir egitim alan 6gretmenlerin bilgi (¥alan=29.23>Xaimayan=23.91); okul dig1 6grenmeyi planlama
(Xa1an=27.89>Xatmayan=21.80); uygulama (Xalan=21.64>Xaimayan=17.90) ve degerlendirme
(Xalan=24.57>Xaimayan=20.55) diizeylerinde ve 6lcek genelinde (Xalan=103.33>Xaimayan=84.15) okul dis1 egitim
ile ilgili ¢evrimici veya yiiz ylize herhangi bir egitim almayan 6gretmenlere gore daha yiiksek diizeye

sahip olduklar1 sonucuna ulasilmaistir.
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Katilimcilarin Okul Dis1 Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerinin Kendi Derslerini Okul Dist

Ortamlarda isleme Durumlarina Gére Karsilastirilmasi

Bu kisimda, 6gretmenlerin kendi derslerini sinif dis1 ortamlarda isleme durumlari ile okul dis1
ogrenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik var midir? alt problemine yanit
aranmistir. Bu kapsamda, calismaya katilan Ogretmenlerin okul dist Ogrenmeyi diizenleme
diizeylerinin kendi derslerini okul dis1 ortamlarda isleme durumlarina gore farklilasip farklilasmadig:
belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi sonuglar: Tablo 11’de verilmistir:

Tablo 11. Katilimcilarin okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin kendi derslerini okul disi ortamlarda
isleme durumlarima gore karsilastirilmasina iliskin bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi sonuglar

Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme Toplam

N
x s t P x s t P x s t P x s t P 3 s t P

Evet 232 27.32 7.899 25.56 8.775 20.32 6.871 23.14 8.104 95.35 30277

4.547 000 4.142 000 3.863 000 3.482 001 4.218 000

Hayir 61 2220 7.556 20.36 8562 1657 6.238 1918 7.100 7831 27.478

Tablo 11’deki verilere gore, Ogretmenlerin kendi derslerini okul dis1 ortamlarda isleme
durumlarina gore okul dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi (p=.000, p<.05); okul dis1 6grenmeyi planlama
(p=-000, p<.05); uygulama (p=.000, p<.05); degerlendirme (p=.001, p<.05) ve diizenleme (p=.000, p<.05)
diizeylerinde gruplar arasinda anlaml bir farklii§in oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu farklilikla ilgili olarak
ise kendi derslerini okul dis1 ortamlarda isleyen 6gretmenlerin bilgi (Xisleyen=27.32>Xislemeyen=22.20); okul
dist Ogrenmeyi planlama (Xigleyen=25.56>Xislemeyen=20.36); uygulama (Xisieyen=20.32>Xislemeyen=16.57) ve
degerlendirme (Xalan=23.14>Xaimayan=19.18) diizeylerinde ve Olgek genelinde (Xa1an=95.35>Xaimayan=78.31)
kendi derslerini okul digi ortamlarda islemeyen oOgretmenlere gore daha yiiksek diizeye sahip

olduklar1 sonucuna ulagilmigtir.

Katilimcilarin Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizeylerinin Cocukluklarini Gegirdikleri Yerlere

Gore Karsilastirilmasi

Bu kisimda, Ogretmenlerin c¢ocukluklarimi gegirdikleri yerler ile okul disi 6grenmeyi
diizenleme diizeyleri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik var midir? alt problemine yamit aranmistir. Bu
baglamda, ¢alismaya katilan ogretmenlerin okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin kendi
cocukluklarini gegirdikleri yerlere gore farklilasip farklilasmadig belirlemek amaciyla yapilan
bagimsiz orneklemler t testi sonuglar1 Tablo 12’de verilmistir:

Tablo 12. Katilimcilarin okul disi 6§renmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin kendi cocukluklarini gecirdikleri yerlere
gore karsilastirilmasina iliskin bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi sonuglart

Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme

Toplam
N
x S t P x S t P x S t p x S t p x S t p
Koy 90 25.83 7.628 24.62 8.632 19.58 6.514 22.29 7.481 92.32 28.680
590 556 179 .858 .058 954 040 920 101 920
Sehir 203 26.44 8.296 24.42 9.136 19.53 7.086 22.33 8.317 92.71 31.431

Tablo 12’deki verilere gore, 6gretmenlerin kendi ¢ocukluklarini gecirdikleri yerlere gore okul
dis1 6grenmeye yonelik bilgi (p=.556, p>.05); okul dis1 6grenmeyi planlama (p=.858, p>.05); uygulama
(p=.954, p>.05); degerlendirme (p=.920, p>.05) ve diizenleme (p=.920, p>.05) diizeylerinde ¢ocuklugunu
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koylerde gegiren 6gretmenler ile sehirlerde geciren 6gretmenler arasinda anlamli bir farklilik olmadig:

bulgusuna ulasilmistir.

Katilimcilarin Okul Disi Ogrenmeyi Diizenleme Diizeylerinin Ogretmenlik Yaptiklari

Yerlere Gore Karsilagtirilmasi

Bu kisimda, 6gretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yaptiklari yerler ile okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme
diizeyleri arasinda anlaml bir farklilik var midir? alt problemine yanit aranmistir. Calismaya katilan
ogretmenlerin okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin 6gretmenlik yaptiklari yerlere gore
farklilasip farklilasmadig1 belirlemek amaciyla yapilan bagimsiz oérneklemler t testi sonuglar1 Tablo
13’te verilmistir:

Tablo 13. Katilimcilarin okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin 63retmenlik yaptiklar: yerlere gore
kargilastirilmasina iliskin bagimsiz 6rneklemler t testi sonuglar

Bilgi Planlama Uygulama Degerlendirme Toplam
N
x S t P x S t P x S t P x S t P x S t P
Koy 43 25.74 8.578 24.37 8.912 19.05 6.821 22.12 7.774 91.28 31.217
446 56 .086 931 510 611 177 860 .305 761
Sehir 250 26.34 8.017 24.50 8.998 19.63 6.928 22.35 8.119 92.82 30.508

Tablo 13’teki verilere gore, Ogretmenlerin 6gretmenlik yaptiklari yerlere gore okul digsi
ogrenmeye yonelik bilgi (p=.656, p>.05); okul disi 6grenmeyi planlama (p=.931, p>.05); uygulama
(p=-611, p>.05); degerlendirme (p=.860, p>.05) ve diizenleme diizeylerinde (p=.761, p>.05) koylerde
ogretmenlik yapan oOgretmenler ile sehir merkezlerinde 6gretmenlik yapan Ogretmenler arasinda

anlaml bir farklilik olmadig: bulgusuna ulasilmigtir.
Sonug, Tartisma ve Oneriler

Okul dis1 egitim, 6grenme-6gretme siirecini dort duvar arasinin disina ¢ikaran, ogrencilerin
¢ok yonlii gelisimlerine katk: saglayan, siireci daha aktif hale getiren, 6grenmelerin daha kalic1 hale
gelmesine imkan taniyan, siireg icinde farkli ozelliklere sahip Ogrencilerin bir arada calismalarina
firsat vererek grupla ve is birligi yaparak Ogrenmelerini kolaylastiran bir siire¢ olma 0zelligi
gostermektedir. Okul dis1 egitim, Ogrencilerin fiziksel, dil ve motor gelisimlerini ve iletisim
becerilerini olumlu yonde etkileyen bir egitim siirecidir (Fiskum ve Jacobsen, 2012). James ve
Williamsin (2017) yaptig1 ¢alismada, okul dis1 egitim sayesinde, 6grencilerin, iist diizey kavramlar:
daha kolay ogrendiklerini, 6grenmeye yonelik istekliliklerinin arttigini, karsilastiklari zorluklar
¢ozerken isbirligi yapma, sorumluluk alma ve bagimsizlik duygularinin gelistigini belirtmislerdir.
Yine Gustafsson, Szczepanski, Nelson ve Gustafsson (2012) tarafindan yapilan ve bazi psikolojik
saglik problemleri olan ¢ocuklarla calisilan okul disi egitim etkinliklerinde 6grencilerin ruhsal
durumlarinda ve yasadiklar1 psikolojik problemlerde bir azalma oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu agidan
degerlendirildiginde, okul oOncesinden yiiksekogretime kadar hangi kademe olursa olsun
Ogretmenlerin okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili bilgiye, okul dis1 egitim siireglerini planlarken veya

uygularken nelere dikkat etmeleri gerektigine, siire¢ sonunda 6grencilerin 6grenme durumlarini nasil
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degerlendireceklerine yonelik yeterliklere sahip olmalar1 gerekmektedir. Dolayisiyla da 6gretmenlerin
bu alandaki yeterliklerini belirleyebilmek i¢in okul dis1 O6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinin

olgiilmesine yonelik bir ¢calisma yapma ihtiyact dogmustur.

Okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili alan yazin incelendiginde, okul dis1 ortamlarda yiiriitiilen egitim-
Ogretim slireclerinin Ogrencilerin 6grenmelerini kolaylastirdigi ve 6grenmeyi daha anlamli hale
getirdigi, disiplinler arasi bilgi aktariminin saglandigi, derse yonelik dikkat, ilgi, motivasyon ve
istekliligin arttig1, sosyal becerilerin gelistigi ve kalic1 6grenmelerin saglandigi yoniinde sonuglar
bulunmaktadir (Bolat ve Kéroglu, 2020). Alan yazinda okul dis1 6grenme ile ilgili yapilan ¢alismalarda
katilimailarin  yaslarinin, Onceki bilgi ve tecriibelerinin, korkularinin ve fobilerinin, fiziksel
yetersizliklerin ve 6zel egitim gereksinimlerinin ve etnik ve kiiltiirel kimligin okul dis1 6grenmeyi
etkileyen faktorler arasinda gosterilmektedir (Dillon, Rickinson, Teamey, Morris, Choi ve Sanders,
2006). Bu c¢alismada da farkli 6gretim kurumlarinda Ogretmenlik yapan Ogretmenlerin okul disi
ogrenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri cinsiyetleri, branglari, okul dig1 egitim ile ilgili cevrimici veya yiiz
ylize herhangi bir egitim alma durumlari, kendi derslerini islerken okul disi ortamlar1 kullanma
durumlari, ¢ocukluklarini gegirdikleri yerler ve Ogretmenlik yaptiklar1 yerler boyutlarinda
degerlendirilmistir. Elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda, oOgretmenlerin cinsiyetleri, branslari,
cocukluklarmi gecirdikleri yerler ve 6gretmenlik yaptiklar: yerler baglaminda okul dis1 6grenmeyi
diizenleme diizeylerinde bir farklilik olmadig1 bulunmustur. Calismamaiza paralel olarak Bozpolat ve
Alem (2022) tarafindan, ortaokul Ogretmenleri ile ilgili yapmis olduklar1 okul disi ortamlar
diizenlemeyi algillamalarina iligkin nicel calismada cinsiyete gore bir fark bulamadiklarmi

belirtmislerdir.

Arastirmamizda okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili ¢evrimici veya yiiz yiize herhangi bir egitim alma
durumlar1 ve kendi derslerini islerken okul disi ortamlar: kullanma durumlarina goére de okul dist
Ogrenmeyi diizenleme diizeylerinde ise farklilik oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Dillon ve digerleri
(2006) tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada da okul dis1 6grenmeyi etkileyen faktorler arasinda gosterilen
konu ya siireg ile ilgili 6nceki bilgi ve deneyimin katihimcilar arasinda bir farklihga neden oldugu
sonucuna ulasilmistir. S6z konusu bu farkliliga iliskin olarak ise okul dist egitim ile ilgili ¢cevrimigi
veya yiiz ylize herhangi bir egitim almamis olan 6gretmenler ile kendi derslerini islerken okul dis1
ortamlar1 kullanma durumlarinin az olmas: da birbiri ile iliskilendirilebilecek bulgulardir. Ciinkii okul
dis1 6grenme siireci ile ilgili bilgi sahibi olmayan 6gretmenlerin bu siireci kendi derslerine entegre
etmelerinin ve siirecin asamalarini dogru ve yeterli bir sekilde planlamalarinin, uygulamalarinin,
analiz edebilmelerinin ve siire¢ sonundaki 6grenme ciktilarini degerlendirebilmelerinin de zor olmasi
ortaya ¢ikmasi muhtemel bir sonug olarak goriinmektedir. Bozpolat ve Alem (2022) calismalarinda
ortaokul Ogretmenlerinin okul disi 6grenme etkinliklerini planlama bilgilerinin orta diizeyde
oldugunu; etkinlikleri uygulama diizeylerinin ise planlama bilgilerine gore daha yiiksek oldugunu

bulgulamusladir. Yine Ustabulut'un (2021) Tiirkce 6gretmeni adaylarmnin okul dis1 6grenme ile ilgili
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goriiglerini belirlemek amaciyla yapmis oldugu arastirmasinda calismamiza paralel sonuglar
bulmustur. Bir baska benzer bulgu da Aslan’in (2021) okul disi 6grenmeyi diizenlemeye iliskin

Ogretmenlerin ve okul idarecilerinin algilarini arastirdig: calismasinda saptanmaistir.

Calismadan elde edilen bu farklilikla ilgili olarak, Palavan, Cicek ve Atabay’in (2016) da
yaptiklari calismada belirttigi gibi, okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili bir egitim almayan dolayistyla da okul dis
egitim ile ilgili herhangi bir bilgisi olmayan 6gretmenlerin, okul dis1 egitim etkinliklerini planlama ve
uygulama boyutlarinda sikintilar yasadiklar1 ve siireci basarili bir sekilde yiiriitme konusunda
sikintilar yasadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Yine Agostini, Minelli ve Mandolesi (2018) yaptiklar1 ¢galismada,
okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili herhangi bir egitim almis olan Ogretmenler ile almayan yani geleneksel
egitimle yetismis olan Ogretmenlerin tasarladiklar1 okul disi egitim etkinlikleri arasinda farkliliklar
oldugunu, egitim alan Ogretmenlerin okul disi ortamlarda ders iglerken Ogrencilerinin gelisim
alanlarina daha fazla hitap eden etkinlikler tasarlandiklarini ve 6gretmenlerin okul dis1 egitim ile ilgili
bilgi sahibi olduklarinda okul disi ortamlar1 daha egitsel ve gelisimsel bir ortam olarak algiladiklarmi
belirtmiglerdir. Bu baglamda incelendiginde, bu calismada okul dig1 egitim ile ilgili herhangi bir
egitim alan ve almayan &gretmenler arasinda okul dist 6grenmeyi diizenleme diizeyleri arasindaki
farka iliskin elde edilen bu sonug alan yazinda yapilan ¢alismalarla da desteklenmektedir. Bu nedenle
de bu calismanin §gretmenlerin okul dis1 6grenmeyi diizenlemeye iliskin bilgi, planlama, uygulama

ve degerlendirme diizeylerini ortaya konmasi yoniiyle alana katki saglayacag: diisiiniilmektedir.

Bu calismadan elde edilen tiim bulgular bir arada degerlendirildiginde, bundan sonra
ogretmenlerin okul dig1 egitim siireclerini planlarken, uygularken ve siireci degerlendirirken nelere
dikkat etmeleri gerektigine yonelik bilgilerinin arttirilmasina yonelik boylamsal ¢alismalar yapilabilir.
Ogretim miifredatlar1 6gretmenlerin okul disinda yapilan egitim uygulamalarma yonelik genel bir
cerceve cizen programlar olarak revize edilebilir. Ogretmenlerin ogrencileri ile birlikte farkl
branslardaki dersleri siirdiirebilecekleri okul dis1 egitim ortamlar: tasarlanabilir veya okul bahgeleri
bu dogrultuda yenilenebilir. Ogretmenlerin hizmet igi egitimler araciligiyla gerek teorik olarak
gerekse uygulamali etkinliklerle okul dig1 egitim ile ilgili yeterlikleri artirilabilir. Okul dig1 6grenme
ortamlarini diizenlemeye yonelik MEB ve Universiteler arasinda imzalanan is birligi protokolleri
araciligiyla gerceklestirilen seminerler, konferanslar veya hizmet i¢i egitimler sayesinde ilgili

ogretmenlerin konu hakkinda bilgilendirilmeleri saglanabilir.
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Introduction

Education and training should not be considered as a concept taking place in environments
that are restricted to four walls, shaped in line with a specific curriculum, in which students are made
to sit in a classroom arranged with desks where the voice of the teacher is minimized since there are
lessons in other classes. Education and training can be carried out outside definite boundaries in terms
of time, space, system, and order. With this aspect, it is a model that sets the teacher and the student

free while enabling learning to occur in the best possible way within this freedom: outdoor education.

The expression “outdoor learning” used in this study is also referred to as “outdoor education
(Sahin and Yazgan, 2013), outdoor activities (Civelek and Akamca, 2018), environmental education
((")ztiirk Aynal, 2013) and nature education (Balkan Kiyici, Atabek Yigit and Dar¢in, 2014; Kahyaoglu,
2016; Caglar Karapinar and Aribas, 2017) in the literature. Outdoor education is a teaching method or
strategy chosen by the teacher to enable students to be directly included in activities that are difficult
or impossible to carry out in the classroom and to enable students to access the attainments in the
curriculum most easily (Payne, 1985). According to Eaton (1998), outdoor education is an activity that
is carried out to make students gain educational experiences outside the school building and differs
from activities such as summer camp/daily camp with this aspect; it is a process that includes areas of
the curriculum such as art, linguisticc mathematics, physical training, social studies, music, and
science. According to Gray and Martin (2012), it is a process that enables students to gain experience
by directly interacting with nature, contributes to their personal and social development and teaches
risk management. In terms of a general definition, outdoor education can be explained as education
that is carried out following the curriculum in environments and organizations outside the school
building while taking place during school time (Salmi, 1993). Outdoor education is a process which
allows students to experience their feelings in different ways and to gain new experiences and which
appeals to cognitive, affective and dynamic areas in the learning process (Coppola, Tortella, Coco and
Sgro, 2020). Simsek and Kaymakgr (2015) explained the features of outdoor education as follows:
outdoor education is a process which covers individuals, areas, organizations and resources outside

the school building, which is based on the individual experiences of students, which should include
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planned and programmed learning experiences, in which the experience between teacher-student is
not hierarchical and which should be carried out in line with educational program attainments within
the education process. According to Smeds, Jeronen, Kurppa and Vieraankivi (2011), being carried out
in environments that integrate with nature, affecting the learning of students positively and being a
process that contributes to students’ affective and cognitive development are among the

characteristics of outdoor education.

Based on all these statements, it is possible to define outdoor education as education and
training activities in which learning and teaching are taken out of classroom walls within a specific
curriculum and carried out in different environments in a planned and programmed way. These
activities can be carried out in different environments in line with each topic's essence and content.
With this aspect, outdoor learning environments provide opportunities to students in line with
different learning styles and help each student to structure knowledge in line with their capacities
(Kubat, 2018), providing rich learning opportunities to students. When the common aspects of
practices that take place outside the school are examined, it is possible to see that such activities are
structures that address the subjects in school curriculum in places outside the school within a specific
system. We come across a rich scale when we think of places where outdoor learning activities can be
carried out. Places such as museums, playgrounds, botanic gardens, non-governmental organizations,
aqua parks, beaches, hospitals, youth clubs, zoos, media (radio, film, television, video, books,
magazines, internet, etc.), tools and stadiums are environments outside school which allow learning

(Tarkmen, 2010).

When outdoor learning environments are examined, it is possible to see that each is a place
where education can be carried out outdoor boundaries. However, education can also be carried out
outside the classroom in parts of the school within school boundaries. Areas such as canteens,
corridors, libraries, multi-purpose halls and gardens can be shown as examples (Malkog¢ and Kaya,
2015). As can be seen, there are very rich places for education to be carried out beyond the four walls.
However, places do not mean anything on their own; effective and good planning should be carried
out, and the process should be managed so that students can be educated in these places because
outdoor education is a process that must be organized meticulously at every stage from planning to
evaluation. In this sense, Ergun and Cobanoglu (2017) stated that this process had a structure which
included significant bureaucratic and educational procedures before and during activity and again,
significant educational procedures after activity. Based on the statements of Ergun and Cobanoglu
(2017), it is possible to see that bureaucratic procedures consist of the legal procedures required for a
healthy management of the process from the planning stage of the activities to the application stage,
while educational procedures consist of arrangements made for realizing effective learning during the

educational process.
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The structure of outdoor learning environments that allow for observations and explorations
positively affects students’ interests, skills and personal development; new environments contribute to
their socialization and self-confidence development (Kubat, 2018). As stated in a study by Fiskum and
Jacobsen (2012), students who are educated outdoors have the opportunity to participate in more
physical activities and therefore to communicate more with the people around them and to experience
different feelings (excitement, curiosity, attention, etc.) at the same time. Environments in which
knowledge is taken and stored is not suitable for students to experience the processes of critical and
creative thinking, analysing and synthesizing and; therefore preparing environments in which
students can make in-depth questioning and feel comfortable is an important intervention for learning
to take place at a desired level (Ay, Anagiin and Demir, 2015). Since outdoor education is a fun and
excitement and curiosity arousing process which requires direct participation, in which learning takes
place by defining the relationships between events and objects and which appeals to more than one
sense (Cirit Giil, Apaydm, Cobanoglu and Tagrikulu, 2018), this process should be prepared in the
best way for students to learn by completing the required legal and educational procedures. In this
sense, teachers, one of the essential elements of the educational process, have a significant role in the

effective and correct execution of the process.

Although teaching programs emphasize teachers’ providing educational opportunities to
students in outdoor places (URL-1, URL-2, URL-3 and URL-4), the most important detail that should
be considered at this point is the competence of teachers in carrying outdoor education. While
organizing the education programs, although teachers are included in the process and the ideas and
opinions of teachers included in these programs within the last 15 years are practical on the program,
it is not known to what extent outdoor education is effective and to what extent teachers are trained
and willing to apply outdoor learning (Okur Berberoglu and Uygun, 2013). It is stated in the
international literature that teachers not accustomed to organizing outdoor learning environments

avoid doing activities in these areas (Fido and Gaylord, 1982; McKenzie et al., 1986).

Some studies have been carried out on the orientation and awareness of teachers about
outdoor education. In their study, Ertugrul and Karamustafaoglu (2020) found that although teachers
had information about outdoor learning environments, this information was not at desired levels, and
teachers thought of places such as parks, museums and science centers when outdoor learning was
mentioned. In another study conducted with prospective teachers, it was found that they did not have
sufficient information about outdoor learning environments; prospective teachers mainly mentioned
places such as home environments and study centres as outdoor learning environments, while fewer
mentioned places such as the museum, science centre, planetarium and zoo (Bostan Sarioglan and
Kiiglikozer, 2017). In their study, Cicek and Sarag¢ (2017) found that difficulties such as finding
economic support, providing discipline, academic incompetence and cooperation with families were

experienced, while teachers avoided practices outside the school for reasons such as lack of
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motivation, refraining from taking responsibility and negative experiences. Such studies suggest that
apart from experiencing difficulties in implementing education activities outside of school, educators
will not have enough knowledge about outdoor learning environments and will be unable to use these
environments during their learning processes. However, teachers should know that education is a
process that continues outside of school (Yarar Kaptan and Beldag, 2019). This awareness is very
important to awaken teachers” willingness to carry out educational activities outside of school to get
the desired efficiency from the process. This is because although students freely carry out outdoor
learning activities, teachers are the individuals who are at the most important position in planning,
implementing and evaluating this process. In this sense, teachers’ level of proficiency in organizing
outdoor learning environments is a matter of curiosity. Therefore, this study aims to determine
teachers’ levels of organizing outdoor learning. In this sense, the present study is vital in revealing the
information, planning and application and evaluation levels of teachers of different branches on

regulating outdoor learning.
In this sense, answers were sought to the following questions:

1. Is there a significant difference between teachers’ genders and their levels of regulating

outdoor learning?

2. Is there a significant difference between teachers’ branches and their levels of regulating

outdoor learning?

3. Is there a significant difference between teachers’ states of previously having received
online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning and their levels of regulating outdoor

learning?

4. Is there a significant difference between teachers’ teaching states in environments outside

of school and their levels of regulating outdoor learning?

5. Is there a significant difference between the places teachers spent their childhoods and

their levels regulating outdoor learning?

6. Is there a significant difference between the places teachers taught and their levels of

regulating outdoor learning?
Method
Research Model

The present study is a quantitative study conducted to find out teachers’ levels of regulating
outdoor learning. Quantitative studies are processes in which the results of a study are presented by
digitizing (Oral and Coban, 2020). Following the nature of quantitative studies, the present study was

designed in a relational survey design, which is one of the multi-survey models. Survey models are
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models in which the relationship between two or more variables is explained (Biiytikoztiirk, Kilig

Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz and Demirel, 2020).
Study Group

The study group consists of 293 teachers working in different branches in primary schools,
secondary schools and secondary education institutions that provide education under public schools
and private schools under the Ministry of National Education. The study's sample was determined
according to the easily accessible sampling method and was carried out with teachers who

volunteered to participate in the research.
Results Regarding the Demographic Information of the Participants

The information regarding the demographic features of the teachers who participated in the

study are as shown in Table 1 with frequency and percentages:

Table 1. The data regarding the demographic features of the participants

Frequency (f)  Percent (%)

Gender Female 233 79.5

Male 60 20.5

Elementary School Teacher 68 23.2

Science Teacher 41 14.0

Pre-school Teacher 31 10.6

Turkish Teacher 30 10.2

Foreign Language Teacher 29 9.9

Branch Mathematics Teacher 25 8.5

Social Sciences Teacher 22 7.5

Vocational Lessons Teacher 19 6.5

Religion Teacher 17 5.8

Guidance Teacher 11 3.8

. . Yes 129 44.0

Receive an Education No 164 56.0

. . . . Yes 232 79.2
Using Outdoor Environments While Teaching No 61 20.8
. Village 90 30.7

Childhood Place City 203 69.3

. Village 129 44.0

Place of Teaching City 164 56.0

The data in Table 1 show that of the teachers who participated in the study, 233 (79.5%) were
female, 60 (20.5%) were male; 68 (23.2%) were elementary school teachers, 41 (14.0%) were science
(including physics, chemistry and biology) teachers, 31 (10.6%) were pre-school (including teachers of
paediatric development) teachers, 30 (10.2%) were Turkish (including teachers of literature) teachers,
29 (9.9%) were teachers of foreign language (English and German), 25 (8.5%) were mathematics
teachers, 22 (7.5%) were social sciences (including history and geography) teachers, 19 (6.5%) were
teachers of vocational lessons, 17 (5.8%) were teachers of religious culture and moral knowledge and
11 (3.8%) were teachers of psychological counselling and guidance; 129 (44.0%) had received online or
face-to-face training about education outside of school, while 164 (56.0%) had not received online or

face-to-face training about education outside of school; 232 (79.2%) used outdoor environments while
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teaching, while 61 (20.8%) did not; 90 (30.7%) spent their childhood in villages, 203 (69.3%) spent their

childhood in cities; 129 (44.0%) were teaching in villages, while 164 (56.0%) were teaching in cities.
Data Collection Tools

“Outdoor Learning Regulation Scale” developed by Bolat and Koroglu (2020) was used in the
study as a data collection tool. There are 29 items in the data collection tool and are 5-point Likert-type
items scored as "1-strongly disagree", "2-disagree", "3-undecided", "4-agree" and "5-strongly agree".
The scale consists of four factors: “knowledge”, “planning”, “implementation” and “evaluation”. The
lowest score teachers can get from the overall scale is 29, while the highest score they can get is 145;
the lowest score they can get from the knowledge factor (1. factor) is 8, while the highest score is 40;
the lowest score they can get from the planning factor (2. factor) is 8, while the highest score is 40; the
lowest score they can get from the implementation factor (3. factor) is 6, while the highest score is 30

and the lowest score, they can get from the evaluation factor (4. factor) is 7, while the highest score is

35.
Analysis of Data

In the study, teachers’ levels of regulating outdoor learning were evaluated in terms of their
genders, branches, states of previously having received online or face-to-face training on outdoor
learning, states of making use of environments outside of school while teaching, the places teachers
spent their childhoods and the places teachers taught. The data obtained in the study were analysed
by using SPSS 22.0 program. Before starting the analysis, normality tests were conducted to determine
the analysis technique to analyse the data obtained. In normality tests, skewness and kurtosis values
are expected to be between +1.00 and -1.00 (Can, 2013). As a result of the normality test conducted, it
was concluded that the data were normally distributed (p=.002, p<.05; Skewness=-.063, Kurtosis=-
.931). The data were analysed with descriptive statistics, independent samples t test and independent

samples one-way ANOVA.
Ethical Permissions of Research

In this study, all the rules specified to be followed within the scope of “Higher Education
Institutions Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Directive” were complied with. None of the
actions specified under the heading “Action Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics”

(the second part of the directive) have been taken.

Ethics committee permission information: Name of the committee that made the ethical evaluation:

Ondokuz Mayis University Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee.
Date of ethical evaluation decision: 26.02.2021

Ethics assessment document issue number: 2021/197.
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Results

In this study, which was conducted to find out the regulating outdoor learning levels of
teachers, demographic information of the participants, total scores from the scales and levels of the
participants and the relationships and levels of relationships between the variables are presented

separately in tables below.
Results Regarding the Regulating Outdoor Learning Levels of the Participants

In this part of the study, teachers’ regulating outdoor learning levels were determined
according to the total scores teachers got from the overall scale and the factors (knowledge, planning,
implementation and evaluation) in the scale and the data obtained regarding these levels were
determined as low, moderate and low and presented in tables according to teachers’ genders,
branches, their states of having received online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning, their
states of using environments outside of school while teaching, the places teachers spent their
childhoods and the places they taught. According to the total scores from the scale and the factors
(knowledge, planning, implementation and evaluation), it was found that the teachers who got
between 29 and 75.19 on the overall scale had a low level, those who got between 75.2 and 98.49 had
moderate level, and those who got between 98.5 and 145 had a high level of regulating outdoor
learning. According to the scores from knowledge and planning factors, it was found that the teachers
who got between 8 and 20.79 had low, those who got between 20.8 and 27.19 had moderate and those
who got between 27.2 and 40 had high levels. According to the scores from the implementation factor,
it was found that the teachers who got between 6 and 15.59 had low, those who got between 15.6 and
20.39 had moderate and those who got between 20.4 and 30 had high levels. According to the scores
from the evaluation factor, it was found that the teachers who got between 7 and 18.19 had low, those
who got between 18.2 and 23.79 had moderate and those who got between 23.8 and 35 had high levels.
Teachers’ regulating outdoor learning levels according to the variables in the scale are shown in the

tables below.

Findings Related to the Information Obtained from the Scale According to the Gender of

the Participants

In this part, the participants’ levels were determined according to their genders and the total
scores they got from the “Outdoor Learning Regulation Scale” and the data were presented in Table 2

with frequency and percentages according to the factors and the overall scale.
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Table 2. Findings regarding the levels of the participants determined according to their genders and scale scores

Gender  Knowledge Planning Implementation ~ Evaluation Total
f % f % f % f % F %

Low Female 128  54.9 133 57.1 74 31.8 78 33.5 77 33.0

Male 30 50.0 37 61.7 17 28.3 17 28.3 18 30.0
Medium Female 0 0 0 0 50 215 49 21.0 49 21.0

Male 0 0 0 0 16 26.7 19 31.7 17 28.3
High Female 105  45.1 100 429 109 46.8 106 455 107 459

Male 30 50.0 23 38.3 27 45.0 24 40.0 25 41.7

According to the data in Table 2, it can be seen that male teachers (50.0%) had higher mean
scores than female teachers (45.1%) in the knowledge factor of regulating outdoor learning. In the
planning factor, the second factor of the scale, it can be seen that female teachers (42.9%) have higher
mean scores than male teachers (38.3%). When the data obtained for the third factor (implementation)
are evaluated, it can be seen that male teachers (71.7%) had higher mean scores than female teachers
(68.3%). When the data obtained for the fourth factor are evaluated, it can be seen that male teachers
(71.7%) had higher mean evaluation scores than female teachers (66.5%). When the total scores from
the scale are evaluated, it can be seen that male teachers (70.0%) had higher mean scores than female

teachers (66.9%).

Findings Related to the Information Obtained from the Scale According to the Branches of

the Participants

In this part, the participants’ levels were determined according to their branches and the total
scores they got from “Outdoor Learning Regulation Scale” and the data were presented in table 3 with

frequency and percentages according to the factors and the overall scale.
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Table 3. Findings regarding the levels of the participants determined according to their branches and scale
scores

Branch Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total
f % F % f % F Y% f %
Low Elemantay 29 42.6 32 471 16 23.5 18 26.5 16 235
Science 19 46.3 22 537 9 22.0 11 26.8 12 293
Pre-school 17 54.8 17 548 11 35.5 11 35.5 10 323
Turkish 20 66.7 20 66.7 12 40.0 13 43.3 13 433
Foreing L. 18 62.1 20 69.0 10 345 11 37.9 10 345
Mathematics 14 56.0 17  68.0 10 40.0 11 44.0 11 44.0
Social Sci. 10 45.5 11 50.0 6 27.3 5 22.7 6 27.3
Vocational L. 13 68.4 12 63.2 8 421 8 421 8 421
Religion 12 70.6 10 58.8 7 41.2 5 294 7 41.2
Guidance 6 54.5 9 81.8 2 18.2 2 18.2 2 18.2
Medium Elemantary 0 0 0 0 14 20.6 14 20.6 16 235
Science 0 0 0 0 11 26.8 10 244 8 19.5
Pre-school 0 0 0 0 5 16.1 4 129 6 194
Turkish 0 0 0 0 4 133 7 23.3 4 133
Foreing L. 0 0 0 0 7 241 6 20.7 9 31.0
Mathematics 0 0 0 0 6 24.0 6 24.0 5 20.0
Social Sci. 0 0 0 0 5 22.7 6 27.3 5 22.7
Vocational L. 0 0 0 0 4 21.1 4 21.1 4 21.1
Religion 0 0 0 0 4 23.5 5 294 3 17.6
Guidance 0 0 0 0 6 54.5 6 545 6 54.5
High Elemantay 39 57.4 36 529 38 55.9 36 52.9 36 529
Science 22 53.7 19 463 21 51.2 20 48.8 21 51.2
Pre-school 14 45.2 14 452 15 484 16 51.6 15 484
Turkish 10 333 10 333 14 46.7 10 33.3 13 433
Foreing L. 11 37.9 9 31.0 12 414 12 414 10 345
Mathematics 11 440 8 32.0 9 36.0 8 32.0 9 36.0
Social Sci. 12 54.5 11 50.0 11 50.0 11 50.0 11 50.0
Vocational L. 6 31.6 7 36.8 7 36.8 7 36.8 7 36.8
Religion 5 29.4 7 41.2 6 35.3 7 41.2 7 41.2
Guidance 5 45.5 2 18.2 3 27.3 3 27.3 3 27.3

According to the data in Table 3, the teachers’ regulating outdoor learning levels were
evaluated in terms of their branches according to the factors in the scale. It can be seen that in the
knowledge factor, teachers of elementary school (57.4%), social studies (54.5%) and science (53.7%); in
the planning factor, teachers of elementary school (52.9%) and social studies (50.0%); in the
implementation factor, teachers of psychological counselling and guidance (81.2%), science (78.0%),
elementary school (76.5%) and social studies (72.7%); in the evaluation factor, teachers of
psychological counselling and guidance (81.8%), social studies (77.3%), elementary school (72.5%) and
science (73.2%) had higher mean scores than the teachers of other branches. When an evaluation is
made according to total scores taken from the scale, it can be seen that teachers of psychological
counselling and guidance (81.8%), elementary school (76.4%), social studies (72.7%) and science

(70.7%) had higher mean scores than the teachers of other branches.

Findings Related to the Information Obtained from the Scale According to States of Having

Received Education on Outdoor Learning

In this part, the participants’ levels were determined according to their states of previously

having received online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning and the total scores they got
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from the “Outdoor Learning Regulation Scale” and the data were presented in Table 4 with frequency

and percentages according to the factors and the overall scale.

Table 4. Findings related to the participants’ levels were determined according to their states of having received
education on outdoor learning and their scale scores

Education Knowledge Planning Implementation  Evaluation Total
f % f % f % F % f %

Low Yes 50 38.8 51 39.5 30 23.3 30 23.3 27 20.9

No 108 659 119 726 61 37.2 65 39.6 68 41.5
Medium Yes 0 0 0 0 22 17.1 26 20.2 22 17.1

No 0 0 0 0 44 26.8 42 25.6 44 26.8
High Yes 79 61.2 78 60.5 77 59.7 73 56.6 80 62.0

No 56 34.1 45 27.4 59 36.0 57 34.8 52 31.7

According to the data in Table 4, when evaluations were made according to the scores
obtained from the overall scale and the factors, it was concluded that the teachers who had received
online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning had higher mean scores in knowledge factor
(Xeducation=61.2%>Xnoeducation=34.1%), planning factor (Xeducation=60.5%>Xnoeducation=27.4%), implementation
factor (Xeducation=76.8%>Xnoeducation=62.8%), evaluation factor (Xeducation=%76.8>Xnoeducation=60.4%) and
regulating (Xeducation=79.1%>Xnoeducation=68.5%) when compared with the teachers who hadn’t received

online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning.

Findings Related to the Information Obtained from the Scale According to States of Using

Outdoor Learning Environments While Teaching

In this part, the participants’ levels were determined according to their states of using outdoor
learning environments while teaching and the total scores they got from the “Outdoor Learning
Regulation Scale” and the data were presented in table 5 with frequency and percentages according to
the factors and the overall scale.

Table 5. Findings related to the participants’ levels were determined according to their states of using outdoor
learning environments while teaching and their scale scores

Using Knowledge Planning Implementation  Evaluation Total
f % f % f % f % f %

Low Yes 112 483 123 53.0 62 26.7 66 28.4 64 27.6

No 46 754 47 77.0 29 47.5 29 47.5 31 50.8
Medium Yes 0 0 0 0 49 21.1 52 224 51 22.0

No 0 0 0 0 17 27.9 16 26.2 15 24.6
Low Yes 120 517 109  47.0 121 52.2 114 491 117 50.4

No 15 24.6 14 23.0 15 24.6 16 26.2 15 24.6

According to the data in Table 5 when evaluations were made according to the scores
obtained from the overall scale and from the factors, it was concluded that the teachers who used
outdoor learning environments while teaching had higher mean scores in knowledge factor
(Xusing=51.7%>Xnotusing=24.6%), planning factor (Xusing=47.0%>Xnotusing=23.0%), implementation factor

(Xusing=73.3%>Xnotusing=52.5%),  evaluation factor (Xusing=71.5%>Xnotusing=52.4%) and regulating
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(Xusing=72.4%>Xnotusing=59.2%) when compared with the teachers who did not use outdoor learning

environments while teaching.

Findings Related to the Information Obtained from the Scale According to the Places
Teachers Spent Their Childhoods

In this part, the participants’ levels were determined according to the places teachers spent
their childhoods and the total scores they got from the “Outdoor Learning Regulation Scale”, and the
data were presented in table 6 with frequency and percentages according to the factors and the overall
scale.

Table 6. Findings related to the participants’ levels determined according to the places teachers spent their
childhoods and their scale scores

Childhood  Knowledge Planning Implementation  Evaluation Total
f % f % f %o f %o F %o

Low Village 48 53.3 50 55.6 29 32.2 29 322 30 333

City 110 542 120 591 62 30.5 66 325 65 320
Medium Village 0 0 0 0 19 21.1 23 256 17 189

City 0 0 0 0 47 23.2 45 222 49 241
High Village 42 46.7 40 44.4 42 46.7 38 422 43 478

City 93 45.8 83 40.9 94 46.3 92 453 89 438

According to the data in Table 6, when evaluations were made according to the scores
obtained from the overall scale and from the factors, it was concluded that the teachers who spent
their childhood in villages had higher mean scores in knowledge factor (Xvilage=46.7%>Xcity=45.8%),
planning factor (xvilage=44.4%>x<iy=40.9%) and implementation factor (Xvilage=67.8%>Xcy=67.5%) when
compared with the teachers who spent their childhood in cities. In comparison, the teachers who
spent their childhood in cities had higher mean scores in implementation (Xcity=69.5%>Xvillage=67.8%)

and regulating (Xcty=67.9%>Xvillage=66.7 %) factors.

Findings Related to the Information Obtained from the Scale According to the Places

Teachers Taught

In this part, the participants’ levels were determined according to the places teachers taught
and the total scores they got from the “Outdoor Learning Regulation Scale” and the data were

presented in table 7 with frequency and percentages according to the factors and the overall scale.

Table 7. Findings related to the participants’ levels were determined according to the places teachers taught and
their scale scores

Knowledge Planning Implementation  Evaluation Total
f % f % f % f % f %o
Low Village 21 48.8 25 58.1 14 32.6 16 37.2 14 32.6
City 137 548 145  58.0 77 30.8 79 31.6 81 324
Medium Village 0 0 0 0 10 23.3 8 18.6 11 25.6
City 0 0 0 0 56 224 60 24.0 55 22.0

High Village 22 51.2 18 41.9 19 44.2 19 442 18 41.9
City 113 45.2 105 42.0 117 46.8 111 44.4 114 45.6
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According to the data in Table 7, when evaluations were made according to the scores
obtained from the overall scale and from the factors, it was concluded that the teachers who taught in
villages had higher mean scores in the knowledge factor (xvilage=51.2%>Xity=45.2%) when compared
with teachers who taught in cities. In comparison, the teachers who taught in cities had higher mean
scores in planning factor (Xcy=42.0%>xvilage=41.9%), implementation factor (Xcy=69.2%>Xxvillage=67.5%),
evaluation factor (Xcy=68.4%>Xvilage=62.8%) and regulating factor (Xcy=67.6%>Xvilage=67.5%) when

compared with the teachers who taught in villages.

Comparison of Participants’ Levels of Regulating Outdoor Learning According to Their

Genders

In this part, is there a significant difference between the gender of teachers and their level of
regulation of outdoor learning? An answer to the sub-problem was sought. The results of the
independent samples t test to find out whether regulating outdoor learning levels of the teachers in
the study differed by gender, are shown in table 8.

Table 8. The results of the independent samples t test for comparison of regulating outdoor learning levels of the
participants by gender

Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total
N
x S t p x S t p x S t P x S t P x S t P
Female 233 26.2 8.050 245 9.028 19.6 7.021 22.3 8.188 92.5 30.824
-.444 .657 -.002 .998 221 .825 -.053 .958 -.082 .935
Male 60 26.7 8.293 245 8.815 19.4 6.483 224 7.591 92.9 29.783

According to the data in Table 8, no significant difference was found in knowledge (p=.657,
p>.05), planning (p=.998, p>.05), implementation (p=.825, p>.05), evaluation (p=.958, p>.05) and

regulation (p=.935, p>.05) levels of the teachers between genders.

Comparison of Participants’ Levels of Regulating Outdoor Learning According to Their

Branches

In this part, is there a significant difference between the branches of teachers and the level of
regulation of out-of-school learning? An answer to the sub-problem was sought. The results of the
independent samples one-way ANOVA test which was conducted to find out whether regulating
outdoor learning levels of the teachers in the study differed by branch are shown in table 9.

Table 9. The results of the independent samples one-way ANOVA test for comparison of requlating outdoor
learning levels of the participants by gender

Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total

KT KO ¥ p KT KO F p KT KO F p KT KO F p KT KO F p

Between

G 755.619 83.958 681.720 75.747 338.927 37.659 325.940 36216 7688.453 854.273
Toups

év‘m‘" 18349.692 | eass0 | 125 | 29| omizany | soes | 040 [ 491 13579790 | 47985 | 785 | 031 | qga7sa1 | ess22 | 590 837 | 265082215 | 93686 | 12 | 515
roups

Total 19105.311 23495.147 13918.717 18953.481 272770.669

According to the data in Table 9, no significant difference was found in knowledge factor
(p=-239, p>.05), planning factor (p=.491, p>.05), implementation factor (p=.631, p>.05), evaluation factor

(p=-837, p>.05) and regulation factor (p=.912, p>.05) levels of the teachers between branches.
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Comparison of Participants’ Levels of Regulating Outdoor Learning According to States of

Previously Having Received Online or Face-to-face Education on Outdoor Learning

In this part, is there a significant difference between the teachers' previous experience of
online or face-to-face training on outdoor education and their level of organizing outdoor learning?
An answer to the sub-problem was sought. In this context, the results of the independent samples t
test conducted to find out whether regulating outdoor learning levels of the teachers in the study
differed by their states of previously having received online or face-to-face education on outdoor
learning, are shown in table 10.

Table 10. The results of the independent samples t test for comparison of requlating outdoor learning levels of
the participants by their states of previously having received online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning

Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total
N

x s t P % s t P i3 s t P

®

S t P x S t P

Yes 129 29.23 8.026 27.89 8.799 21.64 7.082 24.57 8.327 103.33 30.891
5.909 000 6.121 000 4.705 000 4.304 000 5.601 000

No 164 2391 7.353 21.80 8179 17.90 6.310 20.55 7.394 84.15 27.591

According to data in Table 10, a significant difference was found between groups” knowledge
(p=-000, p<.05); planning (p=.000, p<.05); implementation (p=.000, p<.05); evaluation (p=.000, p<.05)
and regulation (p=.000, p<.05) levels in terms of previously having received online or face-to-face
education on outdoor learning. Regarding this difference, it was found that the teachers who received
online or face-to-face education on outdoor learning had higher mean knowledge
(Xeducation=29.23>Xnoeducation=23.91); planning (Xeducation=27.89>Xnoeducation=21.80); implementation
(Xeducation=21.64>Xnoeducation=17.90) and evaluation (Xeducation=24.57>Xnoeducation=20.55) levels and overall scale
(Xeducation=103.33>Xnoeducation=84.15) scores when compared with the teachers who did not receive online

or face-to-face education on outdoor learning.

Comparison of Participants’ Levels of Regulating Outdoor Learning According to States of

Teaching in Environments Outside of School

In this part, is there a significant difference between the teachers' teaching of their lessons
outside the classroom and their level of organizing outdoor learning? An answer to the sub-problem
was sought. In this context, the results of the independent samples t test, which was conducted to find
out whether regulating outdoor learning levels of the teachers in the study differed by their states of
teaching in environments outside of school are shown in table 11.

Table 11. The results of the independent samples t test for comparison of requlating outdoor learning levels of
the participants by their states of teaching in outdoor environments

Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total

x s t p x s t p x s t p x s t p x s t p

Yes 232 2732 7.899 2556 8.775 2032 6.871 2314 8.104 9535 30277
4547 .000 4142 000 3.863 .000 3482 001 4218 000

No 61 2220 7.556 2036 8.562 1657 6.238 1918 7.100 7831 27478

According to data in Table 11, significant difference was found between groups’ knowledge

(p=.000, p<.05); planning (p=.000, p<.05); implementation (p=.000, p<.05); evaluation (p=.001, p<.05)
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and regulation (p=.000, p<.05) levels in terms of their states of teaching in environments outside of
school. It was concluded that the teachers who did teach in environments outside of school had higher
mean  knowledge  (Xdidteach=27.32>Xdidnotteacn=22.20);  planning  (Xdidteacni=25.56>Xdidnotteach=20.36);
implementation (Xdidteacni=20.32>Xdidnotteach=16.57) and evaluation (Xdidteach=23.14>Xdidnotteach=19.18) levels
and overall scale scores (Xdidteach=95.35>Xdidnotteach=78.31) when compared with the teachers who did not

teach in environments outside of school.

Comparison of Participants’” Levels of Regulating Outdoor Learning According to The

Places Teachers Spent Their Childhoods

In this part, is there a significant difference between the places where teachers spent their
childhood and their level of organizing outdoor learning? An answer to the sub-problem was sought.
In this context, the results of the independent samples t test, which was conducted to find out whether
regulating outdoor learning levels of the teachers in the study differed by the places they spent their
childhood, are shown in table 12.

Table 12. The results of the independent samples t test for comparison of regulating outdoor learning levels of
the participants by the places they spent their childhood

Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total
N
x S t P x S t p x S t p x S t P x S t P
Village 90 25.83 7.628 24.62 8.632 19.58 6.514 22.29 7.481 92.32 28.680
- 590 556 179 .858 .058 954 040 920 101 920
City 203 26.44 8.296 24.42 9.136 19.53 7.086 22.33 8.317 92.71 31.431

According to data in Table 12, no significant difference was found between the teachers who
spent their childhood in village and those who spent their childhood in city in terms of knowledge
(p=-556, p>.05); planning (p=.858, p>.05); implementation (p=.954, p>.05); evaluation (p=.920, p>.05)
and regulation (p=.920, p>.05) levels.

Comparison of Participants’ Levels of Regulating Outdoor Learning According to The

Places Teachers Taught

In this part, is there a significant difference between the places where teachers teach and their
level of organizing out-of-school learning? An answer to the sub-problem was sought. The results of
the independent samples t test to find out whether regulating outdoor learning levels of the teachers
in the study differed by the places they taught, are shown in table 13.

Table 13. The results of the independent samples t test for comparison of requlating outdoor learning levels of
the participants by the places they taught

Knowledge Planning Implementation Evaluation Total
N
x S t P x S t p x S t P x S t p x S t p
Village 43 25.74 8.578 24.37 8.912 19.05 6.821 22.12 7.774 91.28 31.217
446 656 .086 931 510 611 177 860 .305 761
City 250 26.34 8.017 24.50 8.998 19.63 6.928 2235 8.119 92.82 30.508

According to data in Table 13, no significant difference was found between the teachers who
taught in village and those who taught in city in terms of knowledge (p=.656, p>.05); planning (p=.931,
p>.05); implementation (p=.611, p>.05); evaluation (p=.860, p>.05) and regulation (p=.761, p>.05) levels.
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Conclusion, Discussion, and Recommendations

Education outside of school is a process which carries the process of education beyond four
walls, contributes to the multifaceted development of students, makes the process more active, makes
learning more permanent, and facilitates learning by allowing students with different characteristics
to work together with a group and through cooperation. Education outside of school is a process that
positively affects students’ physical, language and motor development and communication skills
(Fiskum and Jacobsen, 2012). In a study they conducted, James and Williams (2017) stated that
through education outside of school, students learned high-level concepts more efficiently, they were
more willing to learn, and their sense of cooperation, taking responsibility, and independence
developed while solving the difficulties they encountered. In another study conducted by Gustafsson,
Szczepanski, Nelson and Gustafsson (2012) on children with some psychological health problems, it
was found that outdoor learning activities caused a decrease in students’ mental states and the
psychological problems they experienced. When evaluated from this point of view, all teachers from
pre-school to higher education should have the information related to outdoor education, what they
should be careful about while planning or applying outdoor education processes and competency
about how to evaluate students’ states of learning at the end of the process. Therefore, to determine
teachers' competency in this field, the need has arisen to conduct a study to measure outdoor learning

regulation levels.

When the literature about education outside of school was examined, results were found that
educational processes conducted in outdoor environments facilitated students’ learning and made
learning more meaningful, provided inter-disciplinary knowledge transfer, increased attention,
interest, motivation and willingness towards the lesson, developed social skills and ensured
permanent learning (Bolat and Koroglu, 2020). In studies conducted on outdoor learning in literature,
participants’ ages, previous knowledge and experiences, fears and phobias, physical insufficiency and
special education requirements, and ethnic and cultural identities are shown as factors that affect
outdoor learning (Dillon, Rickinson, Teamey, Morris, Choi and Sanders, 2006). In this study,
regulating outdoor learning levels of teachers working in different educational institutions were
evaluated in terms of teachers’ gender, branch, the state of having received online or face-to-face
education on outdoor learning, state of using outdoor environments while teaching, the places they
spent their childhood and the places they taught. In line with the data obtained, it was concluded that
there were no differences between teachers’ regulating outdoor learning levels regarding their gender,
branch, places where they spent their childhood and the places they taught. In parallel with our study,
Bozpolat and Alem (2022) stated that they could not find a difference by gender in the quantitative

study of secondary school teachers regarding their perception of organizing outdoor environments.
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In our research, it has been concluded that there is a difference in the level of organizing
outdoor learning according to the status of receiving any online or face-to-face education related to
outdoor education and the use of outdoor environments while teaching their lessons. In a study
conducted by Dillon et al. (2006), it was concluded that previous knowledge and experience on the
subject or process shown as factors that affect outdoor learning caused a difference between
participants. Regarding this difference, the result that teachers who did not receive online or face-to-
face education on outdoor learning had low levels of using outdoor environments while teaching
seems to be associated. This is because it is possible result that it is difficult for teachers who do not
have enough information about the outdoor learning process to integrate this process to their lessons,
to plan, apply, and analyse the stages of this process correctly and sufficiently and to evaluate the
learning outcomes at the end of the process. Bozpolat and Alem (2022) found that secondary school
teachers' knowledge of planning outdoor learning activities was at a moderate level; They found that
the activities' implementation level is higher than the planning information. Again, Ustabulut's (2021)
study conducted to determine the views of Turkish teacher candidates about outdoor learning found
results parallel to our study. Another similar finding was found in Aslan's (2021) study, in which he

investigated the perceptions of teachers and school administrators about organizing outdoor learning.

Regarding this difference obtained from the study, as stated in Palavan, Cigek, and Atabay’s
(2016) study, it can be seen that teachers who did not receive education on outdoor learning and,
therefore, who did not have any information about outdoor learning had problems about planning
and applying outdoor learning activities and carrying out the process successfully. In a study
conducted by Agostini, Minelli and Mandolesi (2018), it was stated that there were differences
between the outdoor learning activities designed by teachers who received education on outdoor
learning and those who did not; teachers who received education designed activities which appealed
more to students’ developmental areas while teaching in outdoor environments and perceived
outdoor environments as more educational and developmental when they had information about
education outside of school. When examined in this context, this result regarding the difference
between the teachers who received education on outdoor learning and those who did not agree on
outdoor learning levels also supports the results of studies conducted in literature. For this reason, it is
thought that this study will contribute to the field by revealing teachers' knowledge, planning,

application and evaluation levels about organizing outdoor learning.

When all the results obtained in this study are evaluated together, longitudinal studies can be
conducted to increase the level of information on what teachers should pay attention to while
planning, applying and evaluating outdoor learning processes. Curricula can be revised as programs
that draw a general framework for educational practices conducted outside the school. Outdoor
learning environments can be designed for teachers to carry out lessons of different branches with

their students or school gardens can be renewed. Teachers' competency in education outside of school
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can be increased with both theoretical and applied activities through in-service training. Through the
cooperation protocols signed between the Ministry of National Education and Universities to organize
outdoor learning environments, seminars, conferences, or in-service training can be provided to

inform the relevant teachers about the subject.
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