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Abstract

This research aimed to evaluate the practices of the fourth grade students in the Teaching
Practice Course based on their self-reports. The study was designed as a survey study and used
quantitative methods. Participants of the research consisted of 156 fourth-grade students
studying at Ankara University, Faculty of Educational Sciences in the 2018-2019 academic
year. The data collection instrument was the Teaching Practice Course Lesson Planning and the
Implemantation Situations Scale, developed by the researchers. Data were analyzed using
descriptive statistic, one-way analysis of variance and least significant difference tests. Findings
showed that the students’ practice levels of instructional principles in the Teaching Practice
Course were high. This result changed significantly based on the number of teaching practice
attended in the course and the number of observation made by the school teacher. No significant
difference was found in the number of observation done by the instructor. It was also found
that, the more the students prepare lesson plans, the more they used instructional principles in
the Teaching Practice Course.
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Teaching practice activities in pre-service teacher education are considered the
building blocks of teacher education (Hammerness et al., 2005; Musset, 2010). In
school practice, theoretical knowledge is transferred into practice, and these two
elements affect each other mutually (Ojanen & Lauriala, 2006). Research in the field
of pre-service teacher education has given more importance on how to establish the
link between theory and practice (Goodnough et al., 2016). The integration of
theoretical knowledge and practice becomes more meaningful as students learn
through their own interpretations and experiences in real teaching environments
(Oonk et al., 2015). In this context, students’ theoretical knowledge, professional
knowledge, skills and attitudes are integrated with practice in real classroom
environments (Gallego, 2001).

Courses allocated in the areas of pedagogical knowledge, world knowledge and
field of specialization are included in the curriculum of undergraduate teacher
education programs (Council of Higher Education [YOK], 2018a). The course in
which students are required to integrate the theoretical knowledge with practice is
Teaching Practice Courses (Sisman & Acat, 2003). In the undergraduate teacher
education programs in Turkey, the curricula of 1998 and 2007 included the courses
related to teaching practice, differed in course hours (theory and practice), credits, title
and period according to the specialization of teaching (YOK, 2007). In 2018, the
practice courses in all specializations were allocated in two terms, and a single
structure was adopted for all (YOK, 2018b). In the new structure, two prerequisite
courses, Teaching Practice 1 and Teaching Practice 2 were integrated. The former
version was a theory into practice and “not on site” course, while the latter was onsite
i. e. school practicum course. These courses were defined as follows:

Teaching Practice 1: Making observations about field-specific teaching methods
and techniques; making individual and group micro-teaching practices using field-
specific special teaching methods and techniques, developing field-specific activities
and materials, preparing teaching environments, managing the classroom, measuring,
evaluating and reflecting (YOK, 2018a, p. 11).

Teaching Practice 2: Making observations about field-specific special teaching
methods and techniques; making micro-teaching practices using field-specific special
teaching methods and techniques; planning a lesson independently, developing
activities and materials related to the lesson, preparing the teaching environments,
managing the classroom, measuring, evaluating and reflecting (YOK, 2018a, p. 12).

Teaching practice is central to increasing the professional competence of
students (Eker, 2015), raising professional awareness (Becit et al., 2009) and
preparing students for the profession (Gorgoretti & Pilli, 2012). Teaching practice
contributes to students’ gaining competence in the field (Jacobson, 2017). During the
practice, students have the opportunity to reflect on their professional knowledge and
skills, such as preparing a lesson plan and classroom management (Chien, 2014).
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Teaching practices, in which students transfer their theoretical knowledge into
practice (Sisman, 2009), are seen as supporting their professional skills (Ministry of
National Education [MEB], 2018). Within the scope of teaching practice courses, it
aims that students gain professional competence (MEB, 2018). In 2017, the
competencies related to the teaching profession were updated. The competencies
created within the scope of three competency areas consist of eleven sub-competence
titles and related 65 competency indicators (MEB, 2017). Competency areas and sub-
headings are shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1
General Competencies for the Teaching Profession (MEB, 2017)
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Similar to these competencies in Figure 1, in pre-service teacher training, student
performance in the Teaching Practice Courses is evaluated in line with the
Competency Indicators for Student Teacher form prepared by the school teacher and
instructor for each lesson taught by the student. The competency assessments of
student teachers consist of four main competency areas and indicators related to the
fields (MEB, 2019). The competency fields in the Competency Indicators for the
Student Teacher form are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2
Competency Areas for Student Teacher (MEB, 2019)
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The building blocks of pre-service teacher education consist of the student
teacher, school teacher and instructor (Torm et al., 2012). In the legal documents of
MEB teaching practice education faculties and practice schools are defined as two
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parties with certain duties and responsibilities about implementations. In the
document, it is stated that the student teacher must perform practicum and be
evaluated at least four times in each semester under the supervision of the school
teacher and instructor. In practice course | and Il, there must be maximum of two
students. The number of student teachers must be maximum four for school teachers
and maximum eight for instructors. The school teacher and instructor are responsible
persons for the evaluation of teaching practice processes (MEB, 2018).

Student teaching practice helps students develop their professional Skills (Wiens
et al., 2020). Additionally, practicum supports students to increase their self-efficacy
levels (Oksiiz & Coskun, 2012). Supervising services provided by school teachers and
faculty members to students in pre-service teacher education are considered important
in terms of students’ self-evaluation (Gijbels et al., 2016). In pre-service teacher
education, transferring theoretical knowledge into practice is important for planning
and implementation stages. Giving feedback to students in order for the stages to be
effective supports the teaching practices (Torm et al., 2012).

In related research, several variables were investigated in the same topic. There
were positive opinions about teaching practices in the literature, for example Aslan
and Saglam (2018) found that practices provide professional experience, Dursun and
Kuzu’s (2008) study showed that student teachers gain experience in real classroom
environments, and Karasu-Avci and ibret (2016) found positive statements in terms
of getting to know students. On the other hand, there were difficulties encountered.
For instance, the student teachers were not viewed as teachers (Polat et al., 2020), the
practice time was limited (Cam-Tosun, 2019), the lesson plans and the practices did
not overlap (Mazlum-Giiven & Yigit, 2020), the inadequacy in the guidance activities
(Kirksekiz et al., 2015).

This study aimed to evaluate levels of lesson plan preparation and students’
implementation of teaching practice course using their self reports at the end of the
course. Within this general purpose, research questions are as follows:

1. What are the students’ practice levels of instructional principles in the
Teaching Practice Course?

2. Do the students’ practice levels of instructional principles in the Teaching
Practice Course differ significantly according to;

a. the number of lesson plan they have prepared,
b. the number of teaching practice,
c. the number of observation done by the school teacher,

d. the number of observation done by the instructor?
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Method

This section presents information about the research design, study group, data
collection instruments, and data analysis.

Research Design

The research was conducted out using quantitative research method to determine
the level of the fourth grade students of the faculty of education to realize the practice
levels of instructional principles in the Teaching Practice (Karasar, 2016). The
research was designed in the survey design. Determining the practice levels of the
instructional principles, which was among the sub-objectives of the research, was in
the general survey design. Examining the relationship between the students’ practice
levels of the instructional principles with the number of the lesson plan, teaching
practice, observation by the school teacher, and observation by the instructor were
correlational research in the survey design.

Study Group

The study group of the research consists of fourth-year students studying at
Ankara University Faculty of Educational Sciences in the spring semester of 2018—
2019. The convenience sampling method was used in the determination of the study
group, since the principles of time and accessibility were considered in the selection
of the participants. The convenience sampling method is the selection of the closest
group to the researcher to save time and economic conditions of the researcher
(Biiytikoztiirk et al., 2017). In the 2018-2019 spring semester, there were 492 fourth-
year students enrolled in the Faculty of Educational Sciences at Ankara University.
The fact that the students participating in the research actively took the Teaching
Practice course and actively met the selection criteria.

In line with the purpose of the research, information about the programs, ages
and genders of the students who had the required qualifications and participated in the
research are given in Table 1.

Table 1
Distribution of Students by Program, Age and Gender
Category  Distribution of Students’ Demographic Information n %
Elementary School Teacher Education 36 23.0
Pre-School Teacher Education 31 20.0
Program Social Studies Teacher_ Education _ _ 27 17.0
Computer and Instructional Technologies Teacher Education 25 16.0
Special Education Teaching 37 24.0
Total 156  100.0

(continued)
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Table 1 (continue)

Category Distribution of Students” Demographic Information n %
21 26 17.0
22 63 40.0
Age 23 50 320
24 and above 17 11.0
Total 156 100.0
Female 112 72.0
Gender Male 44 28.0
Total 156  100.0

When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that the number of students according to
programs is close to each other, students between the ages of 22 and 23 are the most
frequent, and the majority of them are female students.

Data Collection Instrument

In the research, the researchers developed the Teaching Practice Course Lesson
Planning and Implementation Situations Scale (TPCPISS) in a Likert-type 5-point
grading format for fourth-year students of the faculty of education. Researchers and
field experts checked for the scope and face validity of the data collection instruments.
The pilot study of the scale was conducted with 225 fourth-grade undergradute
students at the Faculty of Education of Necmettin Erbakan University. For construct
validity, exploratory and confirmatory factor analyzes were performed on the same
data set. The scale has a two-factor structure, and the first factor (planning) of the
scale explains 25.83% of the variance, and the second factor (implementation)
explains 24.27% of the variance. The rate of explaining the total variance of the two
factors of the 28-item scale, which has 13 item planning and 15 item implementation
sections, was 50.10%. The reliability coefficient for the internal consistency
(Cronbach’s Alpha) was calculated as .92 for the first factor, .90 for the second factor
and .94 for all items of the scale. Confirmatory factor analysis results for the scale
were calculated as lesd =2.02, GFl = .82, NFI =.82, TLI =.89, IFI =.90, CFI = .90,
RMSEA = .06. and the results were found to be at an acceptable level. The final form
of the TPCPISS was applied to the fourth grade students of Ankara University Faculty
of Educational Sciences. Table 2 contains information about the scoring of the
TPCPISS.
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Table 2
Evaluation criteria for TPCPISS
Options Score Score Interval Meaning
= Never 1 28-50.3 Very low level of practice
o g Rarely 2 50.4-72.7 Low level of practice
L 3 Sometimes 3 72.8-95.1 Medium level of practice
== Often 4 95.2-117.5 High level of practice
Always 5 117.6-140 Very high level of practice
S Never 1 13-23.3 Very low level of practice
»n2 Rarely 2 23.4-33.7 Low level of practice
S % Sometimes 3 33.8-44.1 Medium level of practice
Ex Often 4 44.2-54.5 High level of practice
~ Always 5 54.6-65 Very high level of practice
s Never 1 15-26.9 Very low level of practice
0= Rarely 2 27-38.9 Low level of practice
2 = Sometimes 3 39-50.9 Medium level of practice
O g Often 4 51-62.9 High level of practice
— g Always 5 63-75 Very high level of practice

According to Table 2, the highest score that can be obtained from TPCPISS is
140, and the lowest score is 28. The highest score that can be obtained from the
planning sub-dimension is 65, and the lowest score is 13; the highest score that can
be obtained from the implementation sub-dimension was calculated as 75 and the
lowest score as 15.

Data Analysis

The data related to the pilot study of the research were transferred to SPSS 25.0
and AMOS 22 programs. The data on the final form were transferred to the SPSS 25.0
program and statistical analyses were applied. The first research question of the study
was what were the students’ practice levels of instructional principles in the Teaching
Practice Course. The descriptive statistics was used for this research question. The
second research question of the study was do the students’ practice levels of
instructional principles in the Teaching Practice Course differ significantly according
to the number of lesson plans they have prepared, the number of teaching practices,
the number of observations done by the school teacher and the number of observations
done by the instructor. The descriptive statistics and one-way analysis of variance
were used for this research question. In the second research question of the study, the
LSD test was used to determine the difference between the groups, since the
homogeneity of the variances was ensured. Before the data analysis, the assumptions
of the parametric tests were tested. Outliers, linearity, skewness and kurtosis
coefficients were examined to meet the assumption of a normal distribution of the
variables. The coefficient of skewness was calculated as .420 and the coefficient of
kurtosis as -.773. According to Bilyiikoztiirk (2016), the fact that the kurtosis and
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skewness coefficients are between +1 and -1 indicates a normal distribution. The
assumption of homogeneity of variances of parametric tests was checked within itself
before each test of the variables.

For the homogeneity of the variances, the Levene Test results for the variables
of the number of lesson plan, the number of teaching practice, the number of
observation by the school teacher and the number of observation by the instructor
resulted as (Froal = 242, Fplaming = 470, Fimplementation = 430, p > .05; Fioa = .078,
Fplanning: .366, Fimplementation =.286, p > .05; Fota = .537, Fplanning: 437, Fimplementation:
534, p > .05; Fiota = .705, Fplanning = 497, Fimplementation = .774, p > .05) and it was
concluded that the variances were homogeneous.

Results

The first research question of the study aimed to determine the students’ practice
levels of instructional principles in the Teaching Practice Course. The mean score of
the scale was calculated for the overall (X=107.16), for the planning sub-dimension
(X=51.79), and for the implementation sub-dimension (X=55.17). In the overall scale,
it was determined that the students’ practice levels were high. The second research
question was the students’ practice levels of instructional principles in the Teaching
Practice Course and it was aimed to determine whether it differs according to the
number of lesson plan, the number of teaching practice, the number of observation
done by the school teacher and the number of observation done by the instructor.
According to the descriptive statistics related to the variable of the number of lesson
plan, students were divided into three groups as 2-5 (n=30), 6-10 (n=61), 11 and
above (n=64) lesson plan developers. Students were classified into 1st, 2nd, and 3rd
groups. One-Way ANOVA results of the students’ scale scores by the number of
lesson plans were given in Table 3.

Table 3
One-way ANOVA Test Results of TPCPISS Scores by Number of Lesson Plan
Scaleand Sub- g\, s.s. s A.S. F p LSD
dimensions
TPCPISS B. G. 553.909 2 276.954 1278 .282 -
W. G. 32949.085 152 216.770
Total 33502.994 154
Planning B. G. 305.855 2 152.928 3378 .037 3>1
W. G. 6882.080 152 45.277
Total 7187.935 154
Implementation  B. G. 125.324 2 62.662 727 485 -
W. G. 13101.747 152 86.196
Total 13227.071 154

Note. S. V.: Source of Variance; S. S.: Sum of Squares; A. S.: Average of Squares; B. G. : Between Groups;
W. G.: Within Groups.
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According to Table 3, there was no significant difference between the students’
practice level of instructional principles, the number of lesson plans in the scale, and
in the implementation sub-dimension (Potai = .282; Pimplementation = .485, p < .05). In the
planning sub-dimension of the scale, there was a significant difference between the
students’ practice levels of instructional principles and the number of lesson plan
(pplanning = 037, p < 05)

There was a significant difference between students whose lesson plans were
between 2 and 5 and students with 11 or more: F, 152 = 3.378, p =.037, p < .05. The
eta square was used to calculate the effect size. The effect size was small and the
variance explanation rate was 4.2%.

According to the descriptive statistics regarding the variable of the number of
teaching practice in the Teaching Practice Course, the students were divided into three
groups as 2-5 (n = 43), 6-10 (n = 61), 11 and above (n = 52) lesson plans. Students
were classified into 1st, 2nd, and 3rd groups, respectively, according to the number of
teaching practice. One-Way ANOVA results regarding the students’ scale scores and
the number of teaching practice were given in Table 4.

Table 4
One-way ANOVA Test Results of TPCPISS Scores by Number of Teaching Practice
Sealeand Sub- s v s.s.  sd AS. F p LSD
Imensions
TPCPISS B. G. 2006.957 2 1003.478 4773 .010 3>1,
W.G. 32168.037 153 210.249 3>2
Total 34174994 155
Planning B. G. 417.415 2 208.708 4614 011 3>1,
W. G. 6920.604 153 45.233 3>2
Total 7338.019 155
Implementation  B. G. 739.939 2 369.969 4.464 .013 3>1,
W.G. 12679.728 153 82.874 3>2

Total 13419.667 155
Note. S. V.: Source of Variance; S. S.: Sum of Squares; A. S.: Average of Squares; B. G.: Between Groups;
W. G.: Within Groups.

When Table 4 was examined, there was a significant difference between the
students’ practice levels of the instructional principles according to the variable of the
number of teaching practice in the Teaching Practice Course (Protal = .010, Pplanning =
.011, Pimplementation = .013; p < .05). For the overall scale, there was a statistically
significant difference between the students whose number of teaching practice varies
between 2 and 5 and 6-10 and those who provided teaching practice of 11 or more:
Fe, 153 =4.773, p = .010, p < .05. There was a statistically significant difference in the
planning sub-dimension of the scale between students whose number of teaching
practice varied between 2 and 5 and 6-10 and students who teaching practice 11 or
more: F(, 1s3 = 4.614, p = .011, p <. 05. There was also a statistically significant
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difference in the implementation sub-dimension of the scale between students whose
number of teaching practice varied between 2 and 5 and 6-10 and students who
teaching practice 11 or more: F, 153y = 4.464, p = .013, p <. 05. Eta square was used
in the effect size calculations. The effect sizes were small and the variance explanation
rate was 5.8% across the scale; it was calculated as 5.6% in the planning sub-
dimension and 5.5% in the implementation sub-dimension.

In the Teaching Practice Course, the students’ practice level of instructional
principles was determined according to the variable of the number of observation
completed by the school teacher. Students were divided into four groups as 0 (n = 3),
1-5 (n = 69), 6-10 (n = 54), 11, and above (n = 29) followed by the school teacher.
Students were classified into 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th groups, respectively. One-Way
ANOVA results regarding the scale scores of the students and the number of
observation completed by the school teacher were given in Table 5.

Table 5

One-way ANOVA Test Results of TPCPISS Scores by Number of Observations Done
by School Teachers
Scale and Sub-

i - S. V. S.S. sd A.S. F p LSD
imensions
TPCPISS B. G. 1833.962 3 611.321 2.871 038  4>2
W.G. 32148257 151 212.902
Total 33982.219 154
Planning B. G. 389.715 3 129.905 2.830 .040 452
W. G. 6930.453 151 45.897
Total 7320.168 154
Implementation  B. G. 674.928 3 224.976 2.686 .049 452

W.G. 12647.420 151 83.758

Total 13322.348 154
Note. S. V.: Source of Variance; S. S.: Sum of Squares ; A. S.: Average of Squares; B. G. : Between Groups;
W. G.: Within Groups.

According to Table 5, the scores of the students regarding the overall scale and
the sub-dimensions of planning and implementation differ depending on the number
of times they were observed by the school teacher (pProta = .038, Ppianning = .040,
Pimplementation = .049, p < .05). There was a significant difference between the students
who were observed between 1 and 5 by the school teacher and the students who were
observed with 11 or more, according to the scale scores in overall: Fe 151y= 2.871, p
=.038, p < .05. The eta square was used to calculate the effect size. It was concluded
that the effect size was small and the variance explanation rate was 5.3%. In the
planning sub-dimension of the scale, there was a significant difference between the
students who were observed 1-5 by the school teacher and the students who were
observed 11 or more: F, 151 =2.830, p =.040, p <.05. It was concluded that the effect
size was small and the variance explanation rate was 5.3%. When the planning sub-
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dimension was examined, there was a significant difference between the students who
were observed 1-5 by the school teacher and the students who were observed 11 or
more: F, 151y = 2.686, p = .049, p < .05. The effect size was small and the variance
explanation rate was 5%.

It was determined whether the students” practice level of instructional principles
in the Teaching Practice Course differed according to the number of observation done
by the instructor. Students were divided into seven groups as 0 (n = 8), 1 (n = 49), 2
(n=21),3(n=18),4(n=19),5 (n=11), 6 and above (n = 29).

Students were classified into 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, and 7th groups. One-
Way ANOVA results regarding the scale scores of the students and the number of
completed observation done by the instructor were given in Table 6.

Table 6

One-way ANOVA Test Results of TPCPISS Scores by Number of Observation Done
by Instructor
Scale and Sub-

dimensions S.S. Sd A.S. F p
TPCPISS B. G. 676.871 6 112.812 501 .807
W. G. 33305.348 148 225.036

Total 33982.219 154

Planning B. G. 207.266 6 34.544 719 .635
W. G. 7112.901 148 48.060
Total 7320.168 154

Implementation  B. G. 238.183 6 39.697 449 .845
W. G. 13084.165 148 88.407
Total 13322.348 154

Note. S. V.: Source of Variance; S. S.: Sum of Squares; A. S.: Average of Squares; B. G. : Between Groups;
W. G.: Within Groups.

When Table 6 was examined, no significant difference was found between the
students’ practice level of instructional principles and the number of instructor
observation in the Teaching Practice Course: F, 154 = .501, prota = .807, p <. 05.
Similarly, in the planning and implementation sub-dimensions of the scale, there was
no significant difference between the students’ practice level of instructional
principles and the number of observation done by the instructor: F, 154y=.719, Pplanning
=.635, p <.05; F, 152y = .449, Pimplementation = .845, p < .05. In other words, within the
scope of the Teaching Practice Course, it was found that the students’ practice level
of instructional principles did not change depending on the number of observation
completed by the instructor.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

In the first research question of the study, the practice level of instructional
principles of the fourth grade students of the Faculty of Educational Sciences in the
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Teaching Practice Course was examined. Regarding the first research question, it was
found that the students’ practice level was high. In the Teaching Practice course, the
students prepared lesson plans and implemented the plans they prepared by taking
into account the planning principles, instructional principles and the factors that
increase the quality of teaching. The students demonstrated their professional
knowledge and skills at a sufficient level. It can be concluded that the guidance and
evaluation activities of school teachers and instructors contribute to student practices
in the Teaching Practice Course.

In the study conducted by Karag6z et al. (2017) with the fourth grade students
of the faculty of education, the lesson plans prepared by the students in the Teaching
Practice course were evaluated and it was among the results that the students were
sufficient in preparing the lesson plan. Karadiiz et al. (2009) evaluated the Teaching
Practice Course with senior students, and found that the course was described as a
course that contributed to gaining professional knowledge and skills. In the study by
Siiral (2015) with senior students studying in the elementary school teacher program
at the faculty of education, it was stated that the most necessary courses were Teaching
Practice Courses.

The second research question of the study was to determine whether the
students’ practice levels of instructional principles in the Teaching Practice Course
differed according to various variables. These variables were the number of lesson
plans, teaching practices, observations done by the school teacher and observations
done by the instructor.

The practice levels of the instructional planning stage differed depending on the
number of lesson plans. The students with the highest number of lesson plans had
higher levels of practice of the instructional principles than the students with the
lowest number of lesson plans. It can be stated that preparing a lesson plan was an
important factor in improving students’ professional knowledge and skills and gaining
professional competence. In a study conducted by Ceyhan and Giiven (2014) with the
final year students of Science Education Teaching, the students evaluated themselves
regarding their practices, and it was found that preparing a lesson plan contributed
professionally, the contribution of planning skill to the practice and its effect on
student success. The monitoring, guidance and evaluation activities of the school
teachers and instructors are considered important in the preparation of the lesson plan
of the students. It can be concluded that students who prepared limited number of
lesson plans experience various problems with their school teachers. In the study of
Bay et al. (2020), it was found that in the Teaching Practice Course, students had
problems with the school teachers during the implementation of the lesson plans they
had prepared. In the aforementioned study, it was concluded that students with a low
number of lesson plans experience various problems and deprivation in terms of
professional knowledge and skills during the preparation of lesson plans. In a study
by Akgiil et al. (2020) with the fourth grade students of the faculty of education, the
school teacher and the instructors, it was found that the students faced difficulties in
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preparing the lesson plan. In the study of Asiroglu and Kog-Akran (2018), the findings
revealed that students’ lack of knowledge and experience about preparing lesson plans
during the planning phase caused confusion. The students’ practice levels of the
instructional principles vary depending on the number of teaching practice. Students
with a high number of teaching practicum had higher practice levels of the
instructional principles than students with the least number of lesson plans. It was
found that the students have attained professional experience through their teaching
practices. In Kana’s (2014) study with fourth-year students at the faculty of education,
the students described the Teaching Practice Course as a course that provided
professional experience.

Akgaoglu et al. (2020) concluded that the Teaching Practice Courses are the most
necessary courses according to students. The findings revealed that the number of
teaching practice in the Teaching Practice Course was not sufficient in terms of the
duration of the course for the students. Batmaz and Ergen (2020) conducted a study
with instructors and school teachers, and concluded that the Teaching Practice Course
was insufficient in terms of weekly course hours. In Cam-Tosun’s (2019) study, the
Teaching Practice Course was evaluated by all stakeholders and the findings revealed
that it was insufficient in terms of duration in pre-service teacher education programs.
Similarly, the results showed that students with a low number of teaching practice
course did not have the practice opportunity because the number of student teachers
was high. In the study by Ontas et al. (2017) with fourth grade students in the
elementary school teacher, it was concluded that the number of student teachers was
high.

The students’ practice levels of the instructional principles differ according to
the number of observation done by the school teacher in the Teaching Practice Course.
The students’ practice levels of the instructional principles with a high number of
observation by the school teacher were higher than the students with the least number
of observation by the school teacher. It can be concluded that supervising, monitoring
and evaluating activities of school teachers impact student teaching practices. Among
the results of the study conducted by Tansu and Bektas (2020) with science teaching
senior students was the contribution of the school teachers to the students in the
Teaching Practice course. Ayvaci et al. (2019) found that the feedback of the school
teachers contributed to the practices of the student teachers. The results showed that
students who were less observed by the school teachers in the Teaching Practice
Course had various problems with their school teachers. In a study by Yildiz-Altan et
al. (2018), the results showed that the feedback of the school teachers in the evaluation
process of student practices was not sufficient. Similar results have been reported
from the past to the present in the literature (Coskun, 2012; Tonga & Tantekin-Erden,
2021). In a study by Goktas and Sad (2014), it was stated that high numbers of faculty
students in school classrooms could be a problem encountered in the teaching process.

The students’ practice levels of the instructional principles do not change
depending on the number of observation completed by the instructor. In the
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regulations of the Ministry of National Education regarding the teaching practice, it
is stated that the monitoring and evaluation activities of the student teachers should
be carried out “at least four” times by the instructor (2018, p. 2011). According to the
results of the research, the findings revealed that 73% of the students were below the
number stated by the Ministry of National Education (2018).

In this context, it can be concluded that most of the students’ classroom practices
were not monitored adequately by the instructors, and, accordingly, the instructor did
not contribute to the practice level of students. In a study by Celik and Giil (2018), it
was found that the fourth grade students expressed their opinions about being
observed more by the instructors in the Teaching Practice Course. In Kalender’s
(2020) study with fourth-year students at the faculty of education, it was stated by the
students that the support of the instructors for the Teaching Practice Course was
insufficient. Similar results were also revealed in Coskun’s (2020) study. In a study
by Akpnar et al. (2012), school teachers evaluated instructors. In the results of the
research, it was stated that the instructors were not sufficient to provide support to the
student teachers and there were instructors who did not go to the practice school. In a
study by Giirbiiztiirk and Calis (2019) on the determination of the difficulties related
to the Teaching Practice of the fourth grade students of the preschool teacher program,
the findings showed that the school teachers and instructors did not engage in adequate
supervising activities.

The suggestions developed for the Teaching Practice course within the scope of
the research results are the examination of the lesson plans of the students and the
observation of the student practices. Another suggestion is to evaluate student
practices in the Teaching Practice course with the participation of all shareholders,
with the cooperation of faculty and schools. Improving the monitoring, supervision,
guidance and evaluation activities of the school teacher, instructor and school
administration is considered important in Teaching Practice. Since professional
experience increases with the student practices, it is also important to provide students
more teaching practice opportunities.
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Hizmet oOncesi Ogretmen yetistirmede uygulama etkinlikleri, Ogretmen
egitiminin yapitas1 olarak kKabul edilmektedir (Hammerness ve dig., 2005; Musset,
2010). Ogrenci uygulamalarinda, kuramsal (teorik) bilgiler uygulamaya (pratige)
aktarilir ve bu iki 6ge birbirini doniigiimlii olarak etkiler (Ojanen ve Lauriala, 2006).
Ogretmen egitimi alaninda kuram ile uygulama arasindaki bagin nasil kurulacagina
iligkin arastirmalara daha fazla yer verilmeye baslanmistir (Goodnough, ve dig.,
2016). Kuramsal bilgiler ile uygulamanin biitiinliigii, 6grencilerin ger¢ek ortamlarda
kendi anlamlandirmalar1 ve deneyimleri yoluyla 6grendiklerinden daha anlamli
duruma gelmektedir (Oonk, ve dig., 2015). Bu kapsamda 6grencilerin mesleki bilgi,
beceri ve tutumlarina iligkin kuramsal bilgileri, gergek sinif ortamlarinda uygulama
ile biitiinlestirilmektedir (Gallego, 2001).

Egitim fakiilteleri programlarinda meslek bilgisi, genel kiiltiir ve alan egitimi
dersleri yer almaktadir (Yiiksekogretim Kurulu [YOK], 2018a). Ogrencilerin
fakiiltede 6grendigi teorik dersleri uygulama ile biitiinlestirdikleri ders, Ogretmenlik
Uygulamasi dersleri olarak goriilmektedir (Sisman ve Acat, 2003). Tiirkiye’de hizmet
Oncesi dgretmen yetistirme alaninda 1998 ve 2007 yillarina ait lisans programlarinda
ogretmenlik uygulamasina iliskin derslerin dgretmenlik boliimlerine gore ders saati
(kuram ve uygulama), kredisi, ismi ve déonemi bakimindan birbirinden farkli sekilde
yer almaktadir (YOK, 2007). 2018 yilna gelindiginde ise tiim Ogretmenlik
boliimlerinde ilgili dersler iki doneme ayrilmus ve tek bir yap1 benimsenmistir (YOK,
2018b). YOK (2018a) tarafindan yaymmlanan &gretmenlik lisans programlart
incelendiginde uygulama dersleri ile ilgili asagidaki igeriklere ulagilmaktadir:

Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi 1: Alana 6zgii 6gretim yontem ve teknikleriyle ilgili
gozlemler yapma; alana 6zgili 6zel 6gretim yontem ve tekniklerinin kullanildigi
bireysel ve grupla mikro-6gretim uygulamalar1 yapma, alana 6zgii etkinlik ve
materyal gelistirme, 6gretim ortamlarini hazirlama, smnifi yonetme, Olgme,
degerlendirme ve yansitma yapma (YOK, 2018a, s. 11).

Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 2: Alana 6zgii 6zel dgretim yontem ve teknikleriyle
ilgili gbzlem yapma; alana 6zgii 6zel 6gretim yontem ve tekniklerini kullanarak
mikro-ogretim uygulamalart yapma; bir dersi bagimsiz bir sekilde
planlayabilme, dersle ilgili etkinlik ve materyal gelistirme, 6gretim ortamlarini
hazirlama, smifi yonetme, 6lgme, degerlendirme ve yansitma yapma (YOK,
20184, s. 12).

Ogretmenlik uygulamalari, dgrencilerin mesleki yeterligini artirmada (Eker,
2015), mesleki farkindalik kazandirmada (Becit, ve dig., 2009) ve dgrencileri meslege
hazirlamada (Gorgoretti ve Pilli, 2012) 6nemli rol oynamaktadir. Ogretmenlik
uygulamalar1 6grencilerin alana iliskin yeterlik kazanmalaria katki saglamaktadir
(Jacobson, 2017). Ogrenciler uygulamalar sirasinda, ders plani hazirlama ve simf
yonetimi gibi mesleki bilgi ve becerilerini uygulamaya yansitma firsat1 edinmektedir
(Chien, 2014). Ogrencilerin kuramsal bilgilerini uygulamaya aktardiklari gretmenlik
uygulamalart (Sisman, 2009), meslege iliskin becerilerini destekler nitelikte
goriilmektedir (Milli Egitim Bakanligi [MEB], 2018).
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Ogretmenlik uygulamas1 dersleri kapsaminda ogrencilerin mesleki yeterlik
kazanmasi hedeflenen amagclar arasinda yer almaktadir (MEB, 2018). 2017 yilinda
ogretmenlik meslegine iliskin yeterlikler giincellenmistir. Ug yeterlik alani
kapsaminda olusturulan yeterlikler, on bir alt yeterlik baslig1 ve buna bagli 65 yeterlik
gostergesinden olusmaktadir (MEB, 2017). Yeterlik alanlar1 ve alt bagliklar1 Sekil
1’de gosterilmistir.

Sekil 1
Ogretmenlik Meslegi Genel Yeterlik Alanlar (MEB, 2017)

Tutum ve Degerler

Mesleki Bilgi Mesleki Beceri

Alan Bilgisi Egitim &gretimi planiama Milli, manevi ve evrensel deerler
Alan Egitimi Ogrenme ortamlari olusturma Ogrenciye yaklagim

Bilgisi Odretme ve Ggrenme siirecini yonetme lletisim ve is birligi

Mevzuat Bilgisi Olgme ve degerlendirme Kisisel ve mesleki gelisim

Sekil 1’deki yeterliklere benzer bigimde hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen yetistirmede,
Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi derslerinde &grencilerin  ders anlatimlari, uygulama
Ogretmeni ve dgretim elemant tarafindan 6grencinin anlattig1 her ders i¢in hazirlanan
Uygulama Ogrencisi Yeterlik Gostergeleri formu dogrultusunda degerlendirmeye
alinmaktadir. Uygulama &grencilerine iligskin yeterlik degerlendirmeleri dort ana
yeterlik alan1 ve alanlara iliskin gostergelerden olusmaktadir (MEB, 2019). Uygulama
Ogrencisi Yeterlik Gostergeleri formunda yer alan yeterlik alanlar1 Sekil 2’de
gosterilmistir.

Sekil 2
Uygulama Ogrencisi Yeterlik Alanlart (MEB, 2019)

Konu Alani ve Alan Egitimi ~ Oretme Ofrenme Siireci  Ofrencilerin Diger Mesleki Yeterlikier
Konu Alani Bilgisi Planlama Ogrenmelerini izleme,

Alan Egitimi Bilgisi Ogretim Siireci Degerlendirme ve Kayit
Sinif Yonetimi Tutma
lletisim

Hizmet Oncesi 6gretmen egitiminin yapi taslar1 uygulama 6grencisi, 6gretmeni
ve akademisyenden olusmaktadir (Torm ve dig., 2012). Egitim fakiilteleri ve
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uygulama okullarmin paydaglari olusturdugu o6gretmenlik uygulamasina iligkin
yonergede paydaslarin (uygulama dgrencisi, 6gretmeni ve 6gretim elemani) gorev ve
sorumluluklarina iligkin bilgiler yer almaktadir. Yonergede uygulama dgrencisinin
her dénemde uygulama 6gretmeni ve 6gretim elemani gozetiminde en az dort kez ders
anlatim1 gergeklestirmesi ve degerlendirilmesi gerektigi belirtilmektedir. Uygulama
derslerinde her bir derste en fazla iki uygulama O6grencisinin olmasi; uygulama
Ogrencisi sayisinin uygulama ogretmenleri igin en fazla dort, uygulama ogretim
elemanlart i¢in ise en fazla sekiz olarak planlanmasi yer almaktadir. Uygulama
Ogretmeni ve 0gretim elemaninin uygulama 6grencisi ile ilgili danismanlik, izleme ve
degerlendirme etkinlikleri bulunmaktadir (MEB, 2018).

Ogretmenlik uygulamalar1 dgrencilerin mesleki becerilerini gelistirmelerine
yardime1 olmaktadir (Wiens ve dig., 2020). Bunun yani sira 6gretmenlik uygulamasi
dersleri, Ogrencilerin 6z yeterlik diizeylerini artirmalarina yardimci olmaktadir
(Oksiiz ve Coskun, 2012). Hizmet o6ncesi Ogretmen yetistirmede uygulama
Ogretmenleri ve Ogretim iyelerinin 6grencilere sagladigi danigmanlik hizmetleri,
ogrencilerin kendilerini degerlendirmeleri agisindan 6nemli goriilmektedir (Gijbels ve
dig., 2016). Ogrencilerin 6gretmen egitiminde kuramsal bilgilerini uygulamada
onemli bir yeri olan &gretmenlik uygulamalari sirasinda 6grencinin planlama ve
uygulama agamalarinda ¢aligmalarin iyilestirilmesi ve siirecin etkin gegmesi amaciyla
Ogrencilere doniit verilmesi 6grenci uygulamalarimni destekler niteliktedir (Torm ve
dig., 2012).

Ogretmenlik uygulamast ile ilgili dersleri cesitli degiskenler agisindan inceleyen
¢ok sayida arastirma bulunmaktadir. Arastirmalar kapsaminda mesleki deneyim
kazandirma (Aslan ve Saglam, 2018), ger¢cek smif ortamlarinda deneyim yasama
(Dursun ve Kuzu, 2008), dgrencileri tanima (Karasu-Avct ve Ibret, 2016) gibi olumlu
yondeki ifadeler yer aldigi gibi uygulama 6grencilerinin 6gretmen gibi goriillmemesi
(Polat, ve dig., 2020) uygulama siiresinin simirl kalmasi1 (Cam-Tosun, 2019), ders
planlari ile uygulamanm Ortismemesi (Mazlum-Giiven ve Yigit, 2020) rehberlik
etkinliklerindeki yetersizlik (Kirksekiz ve dig., 2015) gibi uygulamalar sirasinda
karsilagilan zorluklar da dile getirilmistir.

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, egitim fakiiltelerinin dordiincii sinifinda 6grenim goéren
Ogrencilerin, 6gretmenlik uygulamasi sirasinda, 6gretim siirecinin asamalarini, ders
plan1 hazirlama ve hazirladiklar1 plani uygulama diizeylerini kendi bildirimleri
acisindan degerlendirmektir. Bu genel amag ¢ergevesinde probleme iligkin alt amaglar
belirlenmistir:

1. Opretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi sirasinda dgrencilerin, 6gretim siirecinin
asamalarin1 uygulama diizeyleri nasildir?

2. Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 dersi sirasinda Ogrencilerin, &gretim  siireci
asamalarin1 uygulama diizeyleri;

a. ders plani hazirlama sayisi,
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b. ders anlatim sayisi,
C. uygulama &gretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayisi,

d. uygulama 6gretim iyesi tarafindan izlenme sayisina gore anlamli bir
sekilde farklilasmakta midir?

Yontem

Bu béliimde arastirmanin modeli, ¢alisma grubu, veri toplama araglari ve
verilerin analizi ile ilgili bilgilere yer verilmektedir.

Arastirma Modeli

Aragtirma, egitim fakiiltesi dordiincii simf 6grencilerinin - Ogretmenlik
Uygulamasi silirecinde 06gretim siireci asamalarin1  gerceklestirmeye yonelik
diizeylerinin belirlenmesi amaciyla nicel arastirma kullanilarak yiiriitiilmiistiir
(Karasar, 2016). Arastirma, tarama modelinde tasarlanmigtir. Aragtirmanin alt
amaglari arasinda yer alan 6gretim siireci asamalarini uygulama diizeylerini belirleme,
genel tarama modelindedir. Ogrencilerin 6gretim siireci asamalarin1 uygulama
diizeyleri ile ders plani hazirlama, ders anlatimi, uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan
izlenme, uygulama Ogretim iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayisi arasindaki iliskiyi
inceleme, tarama modelinde iliskisel aragtirmadir.

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmanm  ¢alisma grubunu, 2018-2019 bahar yariyilinda Ankara
Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesinde 6grenim goren dérdiincii stmf dgrencileri
olusturmaktadir. Calisma grubunun belirlenmesinde, katilimeilarin se¢iminde zaman
ve ulagilabilirlik ilkeleri gozetildigi i¢in uygun ornekleme yontemi kullanilmistir.
Uygun ornekleme yontemi, arastirmay1 yapan arastirmacinin ekonomik kosullar ve
zamandan tasarruf etmek icin arastirmaciya en yakin grubun segilmesidir
(Biiyiikoztiirk ve dig., 2017). 2018-2019 bahar yartyilinda Ankara Universitesi Egitim
Bilimleri Fakiiltesinde kayitli olan 492 dordiincii sinif 6grencisi vardir. Arastirmaya
katilan dgrencilerin etkin (aktif) olarak Ogretmenlik Uygulamas dersini aliyor olmasi
ve etkin olarak katilim gdstermesi, katilimcilarin se¢im &lgiitlerini olusturmaktadir

Arastirmanin amact dogrultusunda, aranan 6zelliklere sahip olan ve aragtirmaya
katilan &grencilerin dgretmenlik boliimlerine, yaslarina ve cinsiyetlerine ait bilgiler
Tablo 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1
Ogrencilerin Béliim, Yas Ve Cinsiyetlerine Iliskin Dagilimi
Kategori Ogrencilerin Demografik Bilgilerinin Dagilimi n %
Sinif Ogretmenligi 36 23.0
Okul Oncesi Ogretmenligi 31 20.0
Béliim Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretmenligi . 27 17.0
Bilgisayar ve Ogretim Teknolojileri Ogretmenligi 25 16.0
Zihin Engelliler Ogretmenligi 37 240
Toplam 156 100.0
21 26 17.0
22 63 40.0
Yas 23 50 32.0
24 ve lizeri 17 11.0
Toplam 156 100.0
Kadin 112 72.0
Cinsiyet Erkek 44 28.0
Toplam 156 100.0

Tablo 1 incelendiginde, Ogretmenlik boliimlerine goére Ogrenci sayilarinin
birbirine yakin oldugu, en sik 22 ve 23 yas dgrencilerinin yer aldigi ve biiytik
cogunlugunun kadin dgrencilerden olugtugu gortilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araci

Arastirmada, egitim fakiiltesi dordiincii sinif 6grencilerine ydnelik Ogretmenlik
Uygulamas: Dersi Ders Planlama ve Uygulama Durumlart Olgegi (ODPUO)
aragtirmaci tarafindan gelistirilmis ve likert tipi 5°li dereceleme bigiminde
kullanilmistir. Kapsam ve goriinlis gegerligi dogrultusunda uzmanlardan goris
alinmistir.  Olgegin pilot calismasi Necmettin Erbakan Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesinde dordiincii sinifta 6grenim gérmekte olan 225 6grenci ile yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Yap1 gegerligi icin ayni veri seti iizerinden agimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizi
yapilmustir. Olgek, iki faktorlii yapiya sahip olup dlgegin birinci faktérii (planlama)
varyansin %25.83’linii, ikinci faktorii (uygulama) %24.27’sini agiklamaktadir. 13
madde planlama ve 15 madde uygulama boliimiine sahip, 28 maddeden olusan 6l¢egin
iki faktoriiniin dlgegin toplam varyansini agiklama orani %50.10°dur. ¢ tutarhigna
iliskin (Cronbach Alfa) giivenirlik katsayisi birinci faktor i¢in .92, ikinci faktor igin
.90 ve 6lgegin tiim maddeleri i¢in .94 olarak hesaplanmustir. Olgege iliskin dogrulayici
faktor analizi sonuglart: x2 /sd = 2.02, GFI = .82, NFI = .82, TLI = .89, IFI = .90, CFI
= .90, RMSEA = .06 olarak hesaplanmis ve sonug¢larin kabul edilebilir diizeyde
oldugu belirlenmistir.

Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi Dersi Ders Planlama ve Uygulama Durumlari
Olgegi’nin (ODPUO) nihai formu Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi
dordiincii  simf Ogrencilerine uygulanmuistir. Tablo 2’de ODPU  6lgeginin
puanlamasina ait bilgiler yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 2
ODPUO Degerlendirme Olgiitleri

Secenekler Puan Puan Araligi Degerlendirme

O~ Hig 1 28-50.3 Uygulama diizeyi ¢ok diisitk

22 CokAz 2 50.4-72.7 Uygulama diizeyi diisiik

ad Kismen 3 72.8-95.1 Uygulama diizeyi orta

o= Cogunlukla 4 95.2-117.5 Uygulama diizeyi yiiksek
Tam 5 117.6-140 Uygulama diizeyi ¢ok yiiksek
Secenekler Puan Puan Araligi Degerlendirme

o Tg Hig 1 13-23.3 Uygulama diizeyi ¢ok diisiik

28 CokAz 2 23.4-33.7 Uygulama diizeyi diisiik

2 &8 Kismen 3 33.8-44.1 Uygulama diizeyi orta

ca Cogunlukla 4 44.2-54.5 Uygulama diizeyi yiiksek
Tam 5 54.6-65 Uygulama diizeyi ¢ok yiiksek

. _Segenekler Puan Puan Aralii Degerlendirme

o & Hig 1 15-26.9 Uygulama diizeyi ¢ok diisiik

E £ CokAz 2 27-38.9 Uygulama diizeyi disiik

2 2  Kismen 3 39-50.9 Uygulama diizeyi orta

©3 Cogunlukla 4 51-62.9 Uygulama diizeyi yiiksek
Tam 5 63-75 Uygulama diizeyi ¢ok yiiksek

Tablo 2’ye gore, ODPUQO’den aliabilecek en yiiksek puan 140, en diisiik puan
28°dir. ODPUO niin planlama alt boyutundan alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 65, en
disiik puan 13; uygulama alt boyutundan alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 75, en diisik
puan 15 olarak hesaplanmustir.

Verilerin Analizi

Arastirmanin pilot ¢alismasma iligskin veriler SPSS 25.0 ve AMOS 22
programlarina; nihai formuna iliskin veriler SPSS 25.0 programina aktarilarak
istatistiksel analizler uygulanmistir. Olcekten elde edilen veriler dogrultusunda,
birinci alt problem olan Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi sirasinda 6grencilerin, 6gretim
stireci agamalarini uygulama diizeylerini belirlemek igin betimsel istatistik yontemi;
ikinci alt problem olan Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi sirasinda 6grencilerin, dgretim
stireci agamalarmi uygulama diizeylerinin ders plant hazirlama, ders anlatimi,
uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan izlenme ve uygulama &gretim iiyesi tarafindan
izlenme sayisina gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek icin betimsel
istatistik ve tek yonlii varyans analizi kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin ikinci alt
probleminde gruplar aras1 farkin belirlenmesinde varyanslarin homojenligi saglandigt
icin LSD testi kullanilmistir.

Veri ¢odziimleme isleminden once parametrik testlerin varsayimlar: test
edilmistir. Degiskenlerin normal dagilim varsayimini karsilamasi i¢in ug degerler,
dogrusallik, carpiklik ve basiklik katsayilar1 incelenmistir. Carpiklik katsayisi .420,
basiklik katsayist -.773 olarak hesaplanmistir. Biiytiikoztiirk’e (2016) gore, basiklik ve
carpiklik katsayisinin +1 ile -1 arasinda yer almasi normal dagilima isaret etmektedir.
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Parametrik testlerin varyanslarin homojenligi varsayimi, degiskenlere iligkin her
testten once kendi igerisinde kontrol edilmistir. Varyanslarin homojenligi igin ders
plan1 hazirlama sayisi, ders anlatimi sayisi, uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan izlenme
sayist ve uygulama Ogretim iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayis1 degiskenlerine iligkin
Levene Testi sonuglar1 sirastyla (Froplam = .242, Fplantama = 470, Fuygulama = .430, p > .05;
Ftoplam =.078, Fplanlama: .366, Fuygulama: .286, p > .05; Ftoplam =.537, Fplanlama: 437,
Fuygulama = .534, p > .05; Fioptam = .705, Fplantama = 497, Fuyguiama = .774, p > .05) olarak
sonuglanmis ve varyanslarin tiirdes (homojen) oldugu sonucuna vartlmastir.

Bulgular

Aragtirmanm ilk alt problemi 6grencilerin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi
sirasinda, Ogretim siireci asamalarint uygulama diizeylerini belirlemeye yoneliktir.
Olgegin ortalama puami geneli i¢in (X = 107.16), planlama alt boyutu icin (X = 51.79)
ve uygulama alt boyutu i¢in (X = 55.17) hesaplanmistir. Bu kapsamda &grencilerin
Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde 6l¢egin geneli, planlama ve uygulama durumlarina
iliskin uygulama diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu belirlenmistir. Arastirmanin ikinci alt
problemi ogrencilerin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi sirasinda, &gretim  siireci
asamalarini uygulama diizeyleri; ders plani hazirlama sayisi, ders anlatim sayisi,
uygulama &gretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayist ve uygulama 6gretim iiyesi tarafindan
izlenme sayisina gore farklilik gdsterip gdstermedigini belirlemeye yoneliktir. Ders
plan1 hazirlama sayis1 degiskenine iligkin betimsel istatistiklere gore 6grenciler 2-5 (n
=30), 6-10 (n = 61), 11 ve tizeri (n = 64) ders plan1 hazirlayanlar olarak {i¢ gruba
ayrilmaktadir. Ogrenciler ders plan1 hazirlama sayisina gore sirayla 1., 2. ve 3. grup
olarak simiflandirilmistir. Ogrencilerin lcek puanlar1 ile ders planmi hazirlama
sayilarina iligkin Tek Yonlit ANOVA sonuglart Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3
ODPUO Ders Plani Hazirlama Sayisina Iligkin Tek Yéonlii ANOVA Sonuglart
Olgek ve Alt— ;. K.T. sd K.O. F P LSD
Boyutlar
ODPUO G. A 553.909 2 276.954 1.278 .282 -
G. 1 32949.085 152 216.770
Toplam 33502.994 154
Planlama G. A. 305.855 2 152.928 3.378 037 3>1
G. 1 6882.080 152 45.277
Toplam 7187.935 154
Uygulama G. A. 125.324 2 62.662 127 .485 -
G. 1 13101.747 152 86.196

Toplam  13227.071 154
Not. V. K.: Varyansin Kaynagi; K. T.: Kareler Toplami; K. O.: Kareler Ortalamasi; G. A. : Gruplar arast;
G. L.: Gruplar igi.

Tablo 3’e gore, Olgegin genelinde ve uygulama alt boyutunda, dgrencilerin
Ogretim siireci asamalarin1 uygulama diizeyleri ile ders plan1 hazirlama sayilar
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arasinda anlamli fark bulunmamaktadir (Proplam = .282; Puygulama = .485, p < .05).
Olgegin planlama alt boyutunda, dgrencilerin dgretim siireci asamalarini uygulama
diizeyleri ile ders plani hazirlama sayilari arasinda anlamli fark bulunmaktadir
(Pplantama = .037, p < .05). Ders plan1 hazirlama sayilar1 2-5 arasinda degisen
ogrencilerle, 11 ve {izeri olan 6grenciler arasinda anlamli bir fark vardir: F, 152 =
3.378, p = .037, p < .05. Etki biiyiikligii hesaplamasinda eta kare kullanilmistir. Etki
buyiikligi kiigiik diizeyde olup, varyansi agiklama oran1 %4.2dir.

Ogrencilerin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde ders anlatim sayis1 degiskenine
gore Ogretim siireci asamalarini uygulama diizeyleri arasinda farklilik gosterip
gostermedigini belirlemeye yonelik ders anlatim sayisi degiskenine iligkin betimsel
istatistiklere gore 6grenciler 2-5 (n = 43), 6-10 (n = 61), 11 ve iizeri (n = 52) ders plan1
hazirlayanlar olarak ii¢ gruba ayrilmaktadir. Ogrenciler ders anlatim sayisina gére
sirayla 1., 2. ve 3. grup olarak siiflandirilmustir. Ogrencilerin &lgek puanlari ile ders
anlatim sayilarina iligkin Tek Yonli ANOVA sonuglari Tablo 4°te verilmistir.

Tablo 4
ODPUO Ders Anlatim Sayisina Iligkin Tek Yonlii ANOVA Sonuglar:
Olgek ve Alt - V. K. K.T. sd K.O. F P LSD
Boyutlar
ODPUO G. A 2006.957 2 1003.478 4,773 .010 3>1,
G.1. 32168.037 153 210.249 3>2
Toplam 34174.994 155
Planlama G. A. 417.415 2 208.708 4614 011 3>1,
G. 1 6920.604 153 45.233 3>2
Toplam 7338.019 155
Uygulama G. A 739.939 2 369.969 4.464 .013 3>1,
G. 1 12679.728 153 82.874 3>2

Toplam 13419.667 155
Not. V. K.: Varyansin Kaynagy; K. T.: Kareler Toplamy; K. O.: Kareler Ortalamasi; G. A.: Gruplar arast;
G. L: Gruplar igi.

Tablo 4 incelendiginde, 6grencilerin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi sirasinda
ders anlatim sayis1 degiskenine gore dgretim siireci agamalarini uygulama diizeyleri
arasinda anlaml fark bulunmaktadir (Ptoplam = .010, Pplantama = .011, Puyguiama = .013; p
< .05). Ders anlatim sayilar1 2-5 ve 6-10 arasinda degisen 6grenciler ile 11 ve tizeri
ders anlatimi yapan 6grenciler arasinda 6l¢egin genelinde istatistiksel agidan anlaml
bir fark bulunmaktadir: F, 1s3y= 4.773, p = .010, p <.05. Ders anlatim sayilar1 2-5 ve
6-10 arasinda degisen Ogrenciler ile 11 ve iizeri ders anlatimi yapan Ogrenciler
arasinda Olgegin planlama alt boyutunda istatistiksel a¢idan anlamli bir fark
bulunmaktadir: F, 153) = 4.614, p = .011, p < .05. Ders anlatim sayilar1 2-5 ve 6-10
arasinda degisen ogrenciler ile 11 ve lizeri ders anlatimi yapan 6grenciler arasinda
Olcegin uygulama alt boyutunda istatistiksel agidan anlamli bir fark bulunmaktadir:
Fe, 153 = 4.464, p = .013, p < .05. Etki biyiikligi hesaplamalarinda eta kare
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kullanilmustir. Etki biiytikliikleri kii¢iik diizeydedir ve varyansi agiklama orani 6l¢egin
genelinde %5.8; planlama alt boyutunda %5.6 ve uygulama alt boyutunda %5.5 olarak
hesaplanmuistir.

Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 dersi sirasinda, ogrencilerin  dgretim  siireci
asamalarin1 uygulama diizeyleri uygulama &gretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayist
degiskenine gore belirlenmistir. Ogrenciler 0 (n = 3), 1-5 (n = 69), 6-10 (n = 54), 11
ve iizeri (N = 29) uygulama O6gretmeni tarafindan izlenenler olarak dort gruba
ayrilmaktadir. Ogrenciler sirayla 1., 2., 3. ve 4. grup olarak siniflandirilmistir.
Ogrencilerin 6lgek puanlari ile uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayilarina
iligkin Tek Yonlii ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo 5°te verilmistir.

Tablo 5

ODPUO Uygulama Ogretmeni Tarafindan Izlenme Sayisina Iligkin Tek Yonlii

ANOVA Sonuclar:

Olgek ve Alt V. K.

Boyutlar K. T. sd K.O. F P LSD

ODPUO G. A 1833.962 3 611.321 2.871 038  4>2
G. 1 32148257 151 212.902
Toplam  33982.219 154

Planlama G. A 389.715 3 129.905 2.830 040 452
G. 1. 6930.453 151 45.897
Toplam 7320.168 154

Uygulama G.A 674.928 3 224.976 2.686 .049  4>2
Gl 12647.420 151 83.758

Toplam  13322.348 154

Not. V. K.: Varyansin Kaynagy; K.T.: Kareler Toplamy; K. O.: Kareler Ortalamasy; G. A.: Gruplar arasy; G.
L.: Gruplar igi.

Tablo 5’e gore, Ogrencilerin Slgegin geneline, planlama ve uygulama alt
boyutlarina iliskin almis olduklar1 puanlar, uygulama dgretmeni tarafindan izlenme
sayilarina bagl farklilik gostermektedir (Proptam = 038, Ppianiama = .040, Puygutama = .049;
p < .05). Uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan 1-5 arasinda izlenen 6grenciler ile 11 ve
iizeri izlenen dgrenciler arasinda 6lgegin genelinde 6lgek puanlarina gére anlamli bir
fark bulunmaktadir: F 151y=2.871, p =.038, p <.05. Etki biiylikliigii hesaplamasinda
eta kare kullamilmigtir. Etki biyilikliigiinin kicik diizeyde oldugu ve varyansi
aciklama oraninn % 5.3 oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Olgegin planlama alt
boyutunda, uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan 1-5 izlenen dgrenciler ile 11 ve lizeri
izlenen &grenciler arasinda anlamli (manidar) fark bulunmaktadir: F, 151y = 2.830, p
= .040, p < .05. Etki biiyiikliigiiniin kiig¢lik diizeyde oldugu ve varyans: agiklama
oranmin % 5.3 oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Planlama alt boyutu incelendiginde,
uygulama Ogretmeni tarafindan 1-5 izlenen Ogrenciler ile 11 ve iizeri izlenen
Ogrenciler arasinda anlamli (manidar) fark bulunmaktadir: F, 151)= 2.686, p =.049, p
<.05. Etki biiytikliigliniin kiigiik diizeydedir ve varyansi agiklama oranimnin %5 tir.
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Ogrencilerin  Ogretmenlik Uygulamas: dersi sirasinda, 6gretim — siireci
asamalarini uygulama diizeyleri, uygulama 6gretim iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayisina
gore farkhilik gosterip gostermedigi belirlenmistir. Ogrenciler 0 (n = 8), 1 (n = 49), 2
(n=21),3(n=18),4(n=19),5(n=11), 6 ve iizeri (n = 29) uygulama 6gretim tiyesi
tarafindan izlenenler olarak yedi gruba ayrilmaktadir. Ogrenciler sirayla 1., 2., 3., 4.,
5., 6. ve 7. grup olarak siniflandirilmistir. Ogrencilerin 6lgek puanlari ile uygulama
Ogretim iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayilarina iliskin Tek Yonli ANOVA sonuglari
Tablo 6°da verilmistir.

Tablo 6
ODPUO Uygulama Ogretim Uyesi Tarafindan Izlenme Sayisina Iliskin Tek Yonlii
ANOVA Sonuclar:
Olgek ve Alt
Boyutlar V. K. K. T. sd K.O. F p
ODPUO G. A 676.871 6 112.812 501 .807
G. 1. 33305.348 148 225.036
Toplam 33982.219 154
Planlama G. A 207.266 6 34.544 719 .635
G.1 7112.901 148 48.060
Toplam 7320.168 154
Uygulama G. A 238.183 6 39.697 449 .845
G.L 13084.165 148 88.407
Toplam 13322.348 154

No.: V. K.: Varyansin Kaynagi; K. T.: Kareler Toplami; K. O.: Kareler Ortalamasi; G. A.: Gruplar arast;
G. L: Gruplar igi.

Tablo 6 incelendiginde, dlgegin genelinde 6grencilerin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi
dersi sirasinda, dgretim siireci asamalarint uygulama diizeyleri ile uygulama 6gretim
iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayist arasinda anlamli (manidar) fark bulunamamistir: Fg,
154y = .501, Proplam = .807, p < .05). Olgegin planlama ve uygulama alt boyutlarinda
benzer sekilde, ogrencilerin 6gretim siireci asamalarimi uygulama diizeyleri ile
uygulama 6gretim iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayisi arasinda anlaml bir fark yoktur:
F, 154y = .719, Ppiantama = .635, p < .05; Fs, 154y = .449, Puygulama = .845, p < .05. Baska
bir ifadeyle, Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 dersi kapsaminda, 6grencilerin dgretim siireci
asamalarint uygulama diizeylerinin uygulama &gretim {iyesi tarafindan izlenme
sayilarina bagli degisim gostermedigi bulgusuna ulagilmistir.

Tartisma, Sonu¢ ve Oneriler

Arastirmanin birinci alt probleminde Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi dordiincii sinif
dgrencilerinin, Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi sirasinda 6gretim siireci asamalarini
uygulama diizeyleri incelenmistir. Birinci alt probleme iliskin, 6grencilerin uygulama
diizeylerinin yiiksek oldugu bulgusuna ulasilmistir. Ogrencilerin, Ogretmenlik
Uygulamas1 dersinde planlama ilkelerini, 6gretim ilkelerini ve 6gretimin niteligini
artiran etmenleri dikkate alarak ders plani hazirlama ve hazirlanan plani uyguladiklari,
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mesleki bilgi ve becerileri yeterli diizeyde ortaya koyduklari, uygulama
dgretmenlerinin ve dgretim iiyelerinin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde rehberlik ve
degerlendirme  etkinliklerinin ~ 6grenci  uygulamalarma  katki  sagladig
diisiiniilmektedir. Karagdéz ve dig. (2017), egitim fakiiltesi dordiincii sinif
ogrencilerinin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde 6grencilerin hazirladiklar1 ders
planlarint degerlendirmeye iliskin yiirittiikleri ¢calismada, &grencilerin ders plani
hazirlamada yeterli oldugu ulasilan sonuglar arasinda yer almaktadir. Karadiiz ve dig.
(2009), son smf dgrencileri ile Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersini degerlendirdigi
calismada, dersin mesleki bilgi ve beceri kazanmaya katki saglayan bir ders olarak
nitelendirildigi belirtilmektedir. Siiral’in (2015) egitim fakiiltesinde sinif 6gretmenligi
boliimiinde 6grenim goren son sinif dgrencileriyle yaptigi calismada, 6grencilerin en
gerekli gordiikleri derslerin basinda Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 dersleri oldugu
belirtilmektedir.

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt problemi, 6grencilerin Ogretmenlik Uygulamas: dersi
strasinda, gretim siireci asamalarini uygulama diizeyleri; ders plant hazirlama sayisi,
ders anlatim sayisi, uygulama Ogretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayisi ve uygulama
Ogretim iyesi tarafindan izlenme sayisina gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigini
belirlemeye yoneliktir.

Ogrencilerin dgretimi planlama asamasindaki uygulama diizeyleri, ders plami
hazirlama sayisina bagl farklilagmaktadir. Ders plani sayisi en yiiksek olan
Ogrencilerin 6gretim siirecini uygulama diizeylerinin, ders plam sayis1 en az olan
ogrencilere gore daha yiiksektir. Ders plani hazirlama, 6grencilerin mesleki bilgi ve
becerilerini gelistirici ve mesleki yeterligi kazanmada 6nemli bir etken oldugu
belirtilebilir. Ceyhan ve Giiven’in (2014) Fen Bilgisi Ogretmenligi son sinif
Ogrencileri ile yaptigi ¢aligmada Ogrenciler uygulamalarma iliskin kendilerini
degerlendirmis, ders plani hazirlamanin mesleki agidan katki sagladigi, planlama
becerisinin uygulamaya olan katkisi ve dgrenci basarisina etkisi ortaya konulmustur.
Uygulama Ogretmeni ve uygulama o&gretim {yelerinin izleme, rehberlik ve
degerlendirme etkinlikleri, dgrencilerin ders planit hazirlama asamasinda 6nemli
goriilmektedir. Plan sayisi az olan 6grencilerin uygulama 6gretmenleri ile ilgili ¢esitli
sorunlar yasadiklar1 diisiiniilmektedir. Bay ve dig. (2020) ¢alismalarinda,
Ogretmenlik Uygulamas1 dersinde &grencilerin  hazirladiklar1 ders planlarim
uygulamaya ge¢irme asamasinda uygulama 6gretmenleri ile ilgili sorun yasadiklari
belirtilmektedir. S6z konusu aragtirmada, ders plani sayis1 az 6grencilerin ders plani
hazirlama asamasinda ¢esitli sorunlar ve mesleki bilgi ve beceriler yoniinden
yoksunluk yasadiklar1 disiiniilmektedir. Akgiil ve dig. (2020), egitim fakiiltesi
dordiincti sinif 6grencileri, uygulama 6gretmeni ve 6gretim elemanlar ile yaptigi
calismada, &grencilerin ders plani hazirlama asamasinda zorluklarla karsilagtiklar:
belirlenmistir. Asiroglu ve Kog¢-Akran’m (2018) c¢alismasinda, ogrencilerin plan
hazirlama asamasinda ders plani hazirlamaya iliskin bilgi eksiklikleri ve karmasalar1
yasadiklar1 belirtilmektedir.
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Ogrencilerin 6gretim siireci asamalarmi uygulama diizeyleri, ders anlatim
sayllarina bagli olarak degisim gostermektedir. Ders anlatim sayis1 yiiksek
Ogrencilerin, dgretim siirecini uygulama diizeyleri, ders plani sayisi en az olan
ogrencilere gore daha yiiksektir. Ogrencilerin, ders anlatimlarryla mesleki deneyime
ulastiklar1 diisiniilmektedir. Kana’nin (2014) egitim fakiiltesi dordiincii sif
ogrencileri ile yaptig1 ¢alismasinda, dgrenciler Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersini
mesleki deneyim kazandiran bir ders olarak nitelendirilmektedir. Akcaoglu ve dig.
(2020), egitim fakiiltesi o6grencileri ile yaptigi ¢alismada, 6grencilerin en gerekli
gordiigii derslerin baginda Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi derslerinin oldugu ortaya
cikmistir. Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde ders anlatim sayis1 az olan dgrencilere
iliskin dersin siiresi agisindan yeterli gelmedigi diigiiniilmektedir. Batmaz ve Ergen’in
(2020) uygulama Ggretim {iiyeleri ve uygulama 6gretmenleri ile yaptig1 ¢aligmada,
Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinin siire bakimindan yetersiz oldugu belirtilmektedir.
Cam-Tosun’un (2019) calismasinda, Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersi tiim paydaslar
tarafindan degerlendirilmis ve siire bakimindan yetersiz oldugu ortaya konulmustur.
Benzer sekilde, ders anlatim sayisi az olan dgrencilerin, uygulama 6grencisi sayist
fazla oldugundan firsat bulamadiklar diisiiniilmektedir. Ontas ve dig. (2017), simf
Ogretmenligi bolimii dordiincli sinif 6grencileriyle yaptigi caligmada, uygulama
Ogrencisi sayisinin fazlaligi belirtilmektedir.

Ogrencilerin, dgretim siireci asamalarim1 uygulama diizeyleri, ders anlatimi
sirasinda  uygulama Ogretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayilarina gore farklilik
gostermektedir. Uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayisi yiiksek dgrencilerin,
Ogretim siirecini uygulama diizeyleri, uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan izlenme sayisi
en az olan 6grencilere gore daha yiiksektir. Uygulama 6gretmenlerinin danismanlik,
izleme ve degerlendirme ¢aligmalarinin 6grenci uygulamalari iizerinde etkiye sahip
oldugu sdylenebilir. Tansu ve Bektas’in (2020) fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi son siif
ogrencileri ile yaptigi calismada, Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde uygulama
Ogretmenlerinin 6grencilere olan katkisi, ulagilan sonuglar arasinda yer almaktadir.
Ayvact ve dig. (2019) caligmalarinda, uygulama ogretmenlerinin doniitlerinin,
uygulama Ogrencilerinin - uygulamalarma  katki  sagladigt  belirtilmektedir.
Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersinde uygulama 6gretmeni tarafindan daha az izlenmeye
sahip Ogrencilerin uygulama Ogretmenleri ile g¢esitli sorunlar yasadiklart
diisiinilmektedir. ~ Yildiz-Altan ve dig. (2018) c¢alismalarinda, &grenci
uygulamalarinin degerlendirilme siirecinde uygulama Ogretmeninin doniitlerinin
istenilen yeterlikte olmadigina iliskin sonuglar belirtilmistir. Benzer sonuglara
alanyazinda gegmisten giiniimiize ulasildigi goriilmektedir (Coskun, 2012; Tonga ve
Tantekin-Erden, 2021). Uygulama &gretmenlerinin sahip olduklari uygulama
Ogrencisinin sayisinin da g¢aligmalara etkisinden s6z edilebilir. Goktag ve Sad’in
(2014) ¢alismasinda, uygulama Ogrencisi sayisinin fazla olusunun uygulama
stirecinde karsilagilan sorunlardan biri olarak yer almaktadir.

Ogrencilerin dgretim siireci asamalarini uygulama diizeyleri, uygulama dgretim
iiyesi tarafindan izlenme sayilarina bagl olarak degisim gostermemektedir. Milli
Egitim Bakanlhigmin 0Ogretmenlik uygulamasma iliskin ydnergede, uygulama
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Ogrencilerinin “en az dort” kez uygulama &gretim elemani tarafindan izleme ve
degerlendirme etkinliklerinin yiiriitiilmesi gerekliligi belirtilmektedir (2018, s. 2011).
Aragtirma sonuglarina gore, 6grencilerin %73 liniin Milli Egitim Bakanliginin (2018)
belirttigi saymin asagisinda kaldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu kapsamda, 6grencilerin biiytik
cogunlugunun, uygulama O&gretim {yeleri tarafindan yeterince smf ici
uygulamalarinin izlenmedigi ve buna bagli olarak uygulama 6gretim iiyesinin 6grenci
uygulamalar1 diizeyine katki sahibi olmadigi sonucuna ulasilmaktadir. Celik ve
Giil’iin (2018) ¢alismasinda dordiincii siif 6grencilerinin, Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi
dersinde 6gretim elemanlar1 tarafindan daha fazla izlenmeye iliskin goriis bildirdikleri
belirtilmektedir. Kalender’in (2020) egitim fakiiltesi dordiincii sinif 6grencileri ile
yaptig1 calismada, Ogretmenlik Uygulamas: dersine yonelik 6gretim elemanlarimimn
desteginin yetersiz oldugu &grenciler tarafindan belirtilmektedir. Benzer sonuglar
Coskun’un (2020) ¢alismasinda da gozlenmektedir. Akpmar ve dig. (2012) uygulama
Ogretmenleri ile yaptigi calismada, uygulama o&gretmenlerinin uygulama 6gretim
elemanlarma iliskin degerlendirmelerinde, uygulama 6gretim elemanlarinin
uygulama 6grencilere destek etkinlikleri konusunda yeterli olmadiklari ve uygulama
okuluna gitmeyen uygulama ogretim elemanlarmin oldugu belirtilmektedir.
Giirbiiztiirk ve Calig’in (2019) okul oncesi 6gretmenligi boliimi doérdiincii sinif
ogrencilerinin Ogretmenlik Uygulamasina iliskin zorluklarin belirlemesine iliskin
ylriitillen ¢alismada, &grencilerin uygulama 6gretmenleri ve uygulama Ogretim
elemaninin yeterli rehberlik ve danigsma etkinliklerinde bulunmadig belirtilmektedir.

Aragtirma sonuglar1 kapsaminda Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersine yonelik
geligtirilen ~ Onerilerin =~ basinda  6grencilerin  kendi  bildirimlerine  gore
degerlendirmelerine ek olarak 6grencilerin derse iliskin hazirladiklari ders planlarinin
incelenmesi ve 6grenci uygulamalarinin dogrudan gézlemlenmesi gelmektedir. Buna
ek olarak Ogretmenlik Uygulamasi dersindeki 6grenci uygulamalarmin fakiilte-okul
igbirligiyle tiim paydaslarin katilimiyla degerlendirilmesi olarak diisiiniilmektedir.
Ogretmenlik Uygulamasinda uygulama 6gretmeni, uygulama dgretim iiyesi ve okul
yonetiminin  (idaresinin) izleme, denetleme, rehberlik ve degerlendirme
etkinliklerinin iyilestirilmesi onemli goriilmektedir. Ogrenci uygulamalarinin
artmastyla mesleki deneyimin arttigi diigiiniildiiglinden &grencilere daha fazla
uygulama firsati verilmesi de dnemsenmektedir.



Evaluation of Teaching Practice Course at the Faculties of Education in terms of Student Practices 273

References

Akcaoglu, M. O, Kiilekgi, E., & Mor-Dirlik, E. (2020). Ogretmen adaylarmin bakis
acisindan meslek bilgisi derslerinin gereklilik diizeyi ve dgretmenlik meslegi
yeterlikleri [Teacher candidates’ viewpoints regarding general competencies for
teaching profession and the necessity level of teaching profession courses].
Journal of Computer and Education Research, 8(16), 545-566.
https://doi.org/10.18009/jcer.739602

Akgil, E., Ezmeci, F., & Akman, B. (2020). Okul oncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin,
dgretmenlerinin ve 6gretim elemanlarinin “Ogretmenlik uygulamasi” siirecinde
yasadiklar1 zorluklarin incelenmesi [Examination of the difficulties of pre-
school teacher candidates, teachers and teaching staff in the process of
“Teaching practice”]. e- Kafkas Egitim Arastirmalart Dergisi, 7, 167-184.
https://doi.org/10.30900/kafkasegt. 701585

Akpmnar, M., Colak, K., & Yigit, E. O. (2012). Ogretmenlik uygulamas: dersi
kapsaminda sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarmin yeterliklerine yonelik
uygulama Ogretmenlerinin goriisleri [Cooperating teachers’ opinions about
social studies pre-service teachers’ competencies in teaching practice course].
Marmara Universitesi Atatiirk Egitim Fakiiltesi Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi,
36(36), 41-67. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/maruaebd/issue/374/2202

Aslan, M., & Saglam, M. (2018). Ogretmenlik uygulamasi dersinin 6gretmen
adaylarmin goriislerine gore degerlendirilmesi [Evaluation of teaching practice
course according to opinions of student teachers]. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 33(1), 144-162. https://doi.org/10.16986/HUJE.2017030313

Asiroglu, S., & Kog-Akran, S. (2018). Ogretmen adaylarmin ders planlarinin ve
O0gretim uygulamalarin incelenmesi [Examining of preservice teachers’
performance preparing lesson plan]. E-Kafkas Egitim Arastirmalart Dergisi,
5(3), 1-13. https://doi.org/10.30900/kafkasegt.442694

Ayvact, H. S. Ozbek, D., & Biilbiil, S. (2019). Bir dgretmenlik uygulamas siirecinin
farkli katilimcilar tarafindan degerlendirilmesi [An evaluation of a teaching
practice course by different participants]. Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi
Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 19(1), 57-66.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/667952

Batmaz, O., & Ergen, Y. (2020). ilkokul dgretmenleri ve ogretim iiyelerinin
Ogretmenlik uygulamasi dersine yonelik goriisleri [Primary school teachers’ and
faculty members’ views about teaching practice course]. Ankara Universitesi
Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 53(2), 549-575.
https://doi.org/10.30964/auebfd.541079



274 Avybiike Merve Yiicel and Fatma Mizikaci

Bay, D. N., Seker, P. T., & Alisinanoglu, F. (2020). Ogretmenlik uygulamas1 dersine
iligkin 6gretmen adaylarinin goriisleri [Pre-service teachers’ opinions about
teaching practice course]. Anadolu Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 4(1),
1-20. https://doi.org/10.34056/aujef.625497

Becit, G., Kurt, A. A., & Kabakei, 1. (2009). Bilgisayar 6gretmen adaylarinin okul
uygulama derslerinin yararlarina iligkin goériisleri [Viewpoints of pre-service
computer teachers on the advantageous of school practicum courses]. Anadolu
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 9(1), 169-184.
https://app.trdizin.gov.tr/publication/paper/detail/ TLIRZd01qSXk

Biiyiikoztiirk, S. (2016). Sosyal bilimler igin veri analizi el kitabi [Data analysis book
for social sciences] (22nd ed.). Pegem Akademi.

Biiyiikoztiirk, S., Kilig-Cakmak, E., Akgiin, O. E., Karadeniz, S., & Demirel, F.
(2017). Bilimsel arastirma yontemleri [Scientific research methods] (23rd ed.).
Pegem Akademi.

Ceyhan, D. G., & Giiven, D. (2014, October). Fen bilgisi 6gretmen adaylarinin ders
planmt hazirlama ve uygulamaya iliskin gériigleri [Views of pre-service science
teachers on preparing and implementing lesson plans, Sozlii sunumu]. 11st
Ulusal Fen Bilimleri Egitimi Kongresi, Adana.
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/267821203 FEN_BILGISI_OGRET
MEN_ADAYLARININ_DERS_PLANI_HAZIRLAMA_VE_UYGULAMAY
A_ILISKIN_GORUSLERI

Chien, C. W. (2014). Pre-service English teachers’ perceptions and practice of field
experience and professional learning from expert teachers’ mentoring. Teachers
and Teaching, 21(3), 328-345. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2014.953817

Coskun, C. (2012). Ogretmen adaylarinin uygulama Ogretmenlisi yeterliliklerine
iliskin goriisleri (Aydin ili ornegi) [The opinions of pre-service teacher about
sufficiency of practice teaching (Aydin sample)] (Tez No. 325928) [Maste thesis,
Adnan Menderes University]. Yiiksekogretim Kurulu Bagkanligi Tez Merkezi.
https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/

Coskun, M. K. (2020). Sosyal bilgiler 6gretmen adaylarinin okul uygulamasi dersine
yonelik tutumlariin incelenmesi [Investigation of attitudes toward school
practice courses of social studies teachers]. Uluslararasi Sosyal Bilgilerde Yeni
Yaklasimlar Dergisi, 4(1), 45-61. https://doi.org/10.38015/shyy.667685

Cam-Tosun, F. (2019). Ogretmenlik uygulamasinin siire agisindan incelenmesi ve bir
¢Oziim Onerisi [Analysis of teaching practicum in terms of duration and
suggestion of a solution]. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 52(3), 839-869. https://doi.org/10.30964/auebfd.539374



Evaluation of Teaching Practice Course at the Faculties of Education in terms of Student Practices 275

Celik, Y., & Giil, I. (2018). Ogretmen adaylarinin goriislerine gore 6gretmenlik
uygulamasi dersinin degerlendirilmesi [Evaluation of teaching practice course
according to teacher candidate’s opinions]. Asya Ogretim Dergisi, 6(2), 81-103.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/aji/issue/41386/430482

Dursun, O. O., & Kuzu, A. (2008). Ogretmenlik uygulamasi dersinde yasanan
sorunlara yonelik 6gretmen aday1 ve dgretim elemani goriigleri [Opinions of
teacher candidates and supervisors regarding problems experienced in teaching
practice]. Selcuk Universitesi Ahmet Kelesoglu Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 25,
159-178.
https://www.academia.edu/30870920/Ogretmenlik_Uygulamasi_Dersinde_Yas
anan_Sorunlara_Yonelik Ogretmen Adayi Ve Ogretim Elemani_Gériisleri

Eker, C. (2015). Ogretmenlik uygulamasi dersinin sinif dgretmeni adaylarini mesleki
yeterlilikleri kazanmalar1 tizerine etkisi [The effect of teaching practice course
on acquiring the occupational skills of pre-service primary school teachers].
Egitim  ve  Ogretim  Arastrmalari  Dergisi, 4(4), 246-256.
http://www.jret.org/FileUpload/ks281142/File/26.eker..pdf

Gallego, M. A. (2001). Is experience the best teacher? Journal of Teacher Education,
52(4), 312-325. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487101052004005

Gijbels, D., Kyndt, E., Peeters, L., & Schelfhout, W. (2016). Getting out the most of
the combination of working and learning: the case of teachers-in-training in
Flanders. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 32(2), 183-199.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10212-016-0309-6

Goodnough, K., Falkenberg, T., & MacDonald, R. (2016). Examining the nature of
theory—practice relationships in initial teacher education: a Canadian case study.
Canadian Journal of Education, 39(1), 1-28.
https://journals.sfu.ca/cje/index.php/cje-rce/article/view/1964

Gorgoretti, B. G., & Pilli, O. (2012). Pre-service teachers’ views on the effectiveness
of teaching practice course. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 47, 812-
817. https://cyberleninka.org/article/n/1234004/viewer

Goktas, O., & Sad, S. N. (2014). Okul deneyimi ve dgretmenlik uygulamasi dersi
uygulama 6gretmenlerinin se¢im siireci: 6l¢iitler, sorunlar ve oneriler [ Assigning
the practice teachers for school experience and teaching practice courses:
criteria, challenges and suggestions]. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 29(4), 115-128.
http://efdergi.hacettepe.edu.tr/yonetim/icerik/makaleler/48-published.pdf

Giirbiiztiirk, O., & Calis, N. (2019). Okul 6ncesi 6gretmen adaylariin dgretmenlik
uygulamasinda karsilastiklar1 sorunlar (Indnii Universitesi o6rnegi) [The
problems of preschool teacher candidates facing in teaching practice (Inonu
University sample)]. /nonii Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii Dergisi,
6(12), 108-122. https://doi.org/10.29129/inujgse.416019



276 Avybiike Merve Yiicel and Fatma Mizikaci

Hammerness, K., Darling-Hammond, L., Bransford, J., Berliner, D., Cochran-Smith,
M., McDonald, M., & Zeichner, K. (2005). How teachers learn and develop. In
L. Darling Hammond & J. Bransford (Eds.), Preparing teachers for a changing
world: What teachers should learn and be able to do (pp. 358-389). Jossey-Bass.

Jacobson, E. D. (2017). Field experience and prospective teachers’ mathematical
knowledge and beliefs. Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 48(2),
148-190. https://doi.org/10.5951/jresematheduc.48.2.0148

Kalender, B. (2020). Sinif 6gretmenligi adaylarinin 6gretmenlik uygulamasi siirecine
yonelik algilariin  incelenmesi [Investigation of elementary teachers’
perceptions about the teaching practice process]. Harran Maarif Dergisi, 5(1),
88-112. https://doi.org/10.22596/2020.0501.88.112

Kana, F. (2014). Tirkge egitiminde Ogretmenlik uygulamasi dersi: bir durum
¢aligmasi [Teaching practice course in Turkish language teaching: A case study].
Tarih Okulu Dergisi, 7(17), 745-764. https://doi.org/10.14225/Joh447

Karadiiz, A., Eser, Y., Sahin, C., & Hbay, A. B. (2009). Egitim fakiiltesi son siif
ogrencilerinin goriislerine gore 6gretmenlik uygulamasi dersinin etkililik diizeyi
[The effectiveness of teaching practice module in opinions of final-year student
teachers]. Mustafa Kemal Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi, 6(11),
442-455. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/183160

Karagoz, M., Ak-Basoglu, D., & Yiicelsen, N. (2017). The proficiency of pre-service
teachers of Turkish in preparing lesson plan (Hasan Ali Yucel faculty of
education sample). International Journal of Language Academy, 5(7), 67-80.
https://doi.org/10.18033/ijla.3777

Karasar, N. (2016). Bilimsel arastirma yontemi: Kavramlar, ilkeler, teknikler
[Scientific research method: Concepts, principles, techniques] (31st ed.). Nobel
Akademi.

Karasu-Avei, E., & Ibret, B. U. (2016). Ogretmenlik uygulamasi-II dersine iliskin
okul 6ncesi 6gretmen adaylarinin goriislerinin degerlendirilmesi [Evaluation of
teacher candidates’ views regarding to teaching practice-11]. Kastamonu Egitim
Dergisi, 24(5), 2519-2536.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/kefdergi/issue/27735/318050

Kirksekiz, A., Uysal, M., Isbulan, O., Akgiin, O. E., Kiyici, M., & Horzum, M. B.
(2015). Okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasi derslerine elestirel bir bakis:
problemler, beklentiler ve ¢oziim Onerileri [A critical view to school experience
and application of teaching courses: problems, expectations and solution
suggestions]. Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 4(2), 433-451.
https://doi.org/10.14686/buefad.v4i2.1082000250



Evaluation of Teaching Practice Course at the Faculties of Education in terms of Student Practices 277

Mazlum-Giiven, E., & Yigit, N. (2020). Fen bilgisi 6gretmen adaylarinin
deneyimlerinin pedagojik alan bilgisi baglaminda incelenmesi [Investigating
pre-service science teachers’ classroom performance in the context of pedagogic
content knowledge]. Bolu Abant Izzet Baysal Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 20(3), 1590-1607. https://dergipark.org.tr/en/download/article-
file/875932

Milli Egitim Bakanligi. (2017). Ogretmenlik meslegi genel yeterlikleri [General
competencies for teaching profession].
http://oygm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2017_12/11115355 YYRETMENL
YK_MESLEYY_GENEL_YETERLYKLERY .pdf

Milli Egitim Bakanhgi. (2018). Uygulama dgrencilerinin milli egitim bakanlhigina
bagl egitim dgretim kurumlarinda yapacaklart égretmenlik uygulamasina
iliskin yonerge [Directive on the teaching practice to be made by practicing
students in educational wnstitutions affiliated to the ministry of national
education] [Say1 No: 31666252-399-E.11700767].
https://oygm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2020_07/13135500_Yonerge.pdf

Milli Egitim Bakanhgi. (2019). Uygulama ogrencisi yeterlik gostergeleri [Student
teachers competency indicators].
https://oygm.meb.gov.tr/meb_iys_dosyalar/2019 02/26141440 Uygulama_YY
rencisi_Yeterlik_GYstergeleri.pdf

Musset, P. (2010). Initial teacher education and continuing training policies in a
comparative perspective: Current practices in OECD countries and a literature
review on potential effects (OECD Education Working Paper No. 48).
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development.
https://doi.org/10.1787/5kmbphh7s47h-en

Ojanen, S., & Lauriala, A. (2006). Enhancing professional development of teachers
by developing supervision into a conceptually-based practise. In H. Niemi & R.
Jakku-Sihvonen (Eds.), Research-based teacher education in Finland:
Reflections by Finnish teacher educators (pp. 71-87). Finnish Educational
Research Association.

Oonk, W., Verloop, N., & Gravemeijer, K. P. E. (2015). Enriching practical
knowledge: exploring student teachers’ competence in integrating theory and
practice of mathematics teaching. Journal for Research in Mathematics
Education, 46(5), 559. https://doi.org/10.5951/jresematheduc.46.5.0559

Oksiiz, Y., & Coskun, K. (2012). Ogretmenlik uygulamas: I-11 derslerinin zihin
engelliler 6gretmen adaylarinin 6z-yeterlilik algilamalar1 iizerindeki etkisi
[Impact of the school experience courses on special educational needs teachers’
sense of self-efficacy]. 4hi Evran Universitesi Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi
Derqgisi, 13(2), 131-155. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-
file/1491833



278 Avybiike Merve Yiicel and Fatma Mizikaci

Ontas, T., Atmaca, T., & Kaya, B. (2017). Smif &gretmeni adaylarinin uygulama
deneyimlerinin mesleki sosyalizasyon siireci olarak incelenmesi [Study of the
experimentation of the primary school teacher candidate as professional
socialization process]. Trakya Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 7(2), 550-
577. https://doi.org/10.24315/trkefd.308322

Polat, K., Eyceyurt Tiirk, G., & Altayli Ozgiil, D. (2020). Investigation of teaching
practice course in school, faculty and pre-service teacher dimensions. Eurasian
Journal of Teacher Education, 1(2), 129-147.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/1261501

programindaki derslerin gerekliligi ve ise vurukluk diizeyleri hakkindaki
goriigleri [The opinions of primary candidate teachers requirements and job-
utiliy of the courses offered in elementary teacher education programs]. Trakya
Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 5(1), 34-43.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-file/200404

Sisman, M., & Acat, M. B. (2003). Ogretmenlik uygulamasi calismalarinin
ogretmenlik mesleginin algilanmasindaki etkisi [A study of school experiences
practices and its effect on the perception of teaching profession]. Firat
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 13(2), 235-250.
http://web.firat.edu.tr/sosyalbil/dergi/arsiv/cilt13/sayil/235-250.pdf

Sisman, M. (2009). Ogretmen Yeterlilikleri: Modern Bir Séylem ve Retorik
[Teacher’s competencies: A modern discourse and the rhetoric]. Inonii
Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 10 (3), 63-82.
https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/pub/inuefd/issue/8704/108689

Tansu, A., & Bektas, O. (2020). Fen bilimleri 6gretmen adaylarmin 6gretmenlik
uygulamasindan kazandiklar tecriibelere iligkin goriisleri [Pre-service science
teachers’ experiences gained from teaching practice course]. Arastirma ve
Deneyim Dergisi, 5(2), 1-16. https://dergipark.org.tr/tr/download/article-
file/1152071

Tonga, F. E., & Tantekin-Erden, F. (2021). Okul 6ncesi 6gretmen adaylarmnin ve
uygulama dgretmenlerinin 6gretmenlik uygulamasi dersine iliskin goriiglerinin
incelenmesi [Investigating the views of pre-service and in-service early
childhood teachers regarding practice teaching course]. Yasadik¢a Egitim, 35(1),
20-37. https://doi.org/10.33308/26674874.2021351228

Torm, T., Lofstrom, E, EisenSchmidt, E., & Paul K. (2012). Developing the policy of
teaching practice in teacher education at the national level. Reflection Education,
8(2),126-139.
http://www.reflectingeducation.net/index.php/reflecting/article/view/119/123



Evaluation of Teaching Practice Course at the Faculties of Education in terms of Student Practices 279

Wiens, P. D., LoCasale-Crouch, J., Cash, A. H., & Romo Escudero, F. (2020).
Preservice teachers’ skills to identify effective teaching interactions: does it
relate to their ability to implement them? Journal of Teacher Education, 72(2),
180-194. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022487120910692

Yildiz-Altan, R., Ulutas, I., & Demiriz, S. (2018). Okul &ncesi ogretmenligi lisans
programinda yer alan “6gretmenlik uygulamasi” dersine iligkin goriislerin
karsilastirilmas1 [Comparison of opinions on the “Teaching practice” in early
childhood education undergraduate program]. Gazi Universitesi Gazi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 38(3), 869-886. https://doi.org/10.17152/gefad.378603

Yiiksekdgretim Kurulu (2007). Ogretmen yetistirme ve egitim fakiilteleri (1982-2007)
[Teacher Training and Faculties of Education (1982-2007)]. Yiiksekogretim
Kurulu.

Yiksekogretim Kurulu (2018a). Swif ogretmenligi lisans programi [Elementary
school teacher education undergraduate program].
https://www.yok.gov.tr/Documents/Kurumsal/egitim_ogretim_dairesi/Yeni-
Ogretmen-Yetistirme-Lisans-
Programlari/Sinif_Ogretmenligi_Lisans_Programi09042019.pdf

Yiiksekogretim Kurulu (2018b). Ogretmen yetistirme lisans programlar [Teacher
training undergraduate programs].
https://www.yok.gov.tr/Documents/Kurumsal/egitim_ogretim_dairesi/Yeni-
Ogretmen-Yetistirme-Lisans-
Programlari/AA_Sunus_%200nsoz_Uygulama_Y onergesi.pdf

Ethical Declaration and Committee Approval
In this research, the principles of scientific research and publication ethics were
followed.

This research was conducted with the permission of Ankara University Social
Sciences Sub-Ethics Committee, dated 22/04/2019 and number 171.

Bu arastirma, Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Alt Etik Kurulu’nun
22/04/2019 tarihli 171 karar sayili izniyle yiirGtilmistiir.

Proportion of Author’s Contribution
All authors have participated equally in the work.



