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A Review of Studies on School Experience and Practice Teaching in
Turkey

Tiirkiye’de Okul Deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik Uygulamasina Yonelik
Arastirmalarin Incelenmesi

Koray KASAPOGLU"

ABSTRACT: The aim of this study is to review Turkish studies on school experience and practice teaching
conducted between 2000 and 2010 to draw a general picture of teacher training practices in Turkey. The review covers
36 studies (19 research articles and 17 master’s theses and dissertations) on school experience and practice teaching
that were categorized by method. 13 out of 19 research articles and 10 out of 17 theses and dissertations have a
quantitative research design. Using content analysis, five common themes were generated: (1) Variables related to
school experience and practice teaching; (2) positive views on school experience and practice teaching; (3) negative
views on school experience and practice teaching; (4) roles and expectations related to school experience and practice
teaching; and (5) implications for school experience and practice teaching.
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OZET: Bu caligmanim amaci, Tiirkiye’de 6gretmen yetistirme uygulamalari ile ilgili genel bir ¢erceve ¢izmek
amaciyla 2000-2010 yillar1 arasinda okul deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik uygulamasi iizerine yapilan c¢alismalar
incelemektir. Bu inceleme, okul deneyimi ve &gretmenlik uygulamas: iizerine, yontemine goére siniflandirilan 36
calismadan (19 arastirma makalesi ve 17 yiiksek lisans ve doktora tezi) olusmaktadir. Sonuglar, arastirma
makalelerinin 13’{iniin, tezlerin ise 10’unun nicel aragtirma desenine sahip oldugunu gdstermis ve icerik analizi
sonucunda bes ortak tema olusturulmustur: (1) okul deneyimi ve dgretmenlik uygulamasini etkileyen ve yordayan
degiskenler; (2) okul deneyimi ve dgretmenlik uygulamasi iizerine olumlu goriisler; (3) okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik
uygulamasi iizerine olumsuz goriisler; (4) okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasina iliskin rol ve beklentiler; (5)
okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasi igin dneriler.

Anahtar sézciikler: okul deneyimi, 6gretmenlik uygulamasi, 6gretmen yetistirme, Tiirkiye.

1. INTRODUCTION

Practical knowledge acquired during undergraduate education has been useful to many
teachers, impacting their knowledge-in-action and ability to apply this (Hargreaves, 1996). The
acquisition of this knowledge depends on the ability of teachers to self-reflect (Ruohotie-Lyhty
& Kaikkonen, 2009), as reflective practitioners, who represent on and explain their practices
with one another, especially with more- and less-experienced peers, are more successful.
Teacher education, supervision, and development should thus be constructed in ways that make
explicit reflection more feasible and thorough (Hargreaves, 1996). Thus, relationships between
universities and partner schools that restructure teacher training programs have been of great
significance. For example, as discussed by Schwab, DeFranco, and McGivney-Burelle (2004),
due to the problems in the American educational system encountered by educators and parents in
recent years, and U.S. students’ poor performance on national and international tests, education
programs were blamed for failing to adequately prepare teachers. Leaders of the teacher
education reform initiatives of the 1980s also identified an urgent need for a reevaluation and
redesign of teacher education programs, including the modification of curricula and additional
focus on field experience (Webb-Johnson & Artiles, 1998, cited in Burns, Grande, & Marable,
2008). Schwab, Defranco, and McGivney-Burelle (2004) suggested several solutions to these
problems: (1) Teacher training programs should be restructured in order for schools of education
to survive; (2) teacher training programs should effectively prepare teachers to meet the demands

" Res. Assist., Ph.D, Afyon Kocatepe University, e-mail: kasapoglu@aku.edu.tr



148 Koray KASAPOGLU

and standards of the 21* century; (3) teacher training programs should give future teachers a
strong knowledge of their subject matter, as well as a thorough understanding of teaching and
learning; (4) teacher training programs should be based on relationships between universities and
K-12 partner schools; (5) teacher training programs and student teachers should be monitored,
assessed, and improved at schools of education, which should have a culture of research and
practical knowledge.

With respect to relationships between universities and schools, Jeffrey and Polleck (2010)
concluded that both must work as partners in teacher education so as to tighten the link between
theory and practice (Bullough & Draper, 2004; Patterson, 1999) and to provide professional
support for student teachers. Laker, Craig-Laker, and Lea (2008) reported on the support
provided to student teachers, which came from both formal (university scholars and mentor
teachers) and informal (other student teachers, teachers, and families of students at host schools)
sources. Student teachers particularly valued immediate professional feedback and advice from
their mentor teachers, and also the social support of other student teachers and teachers. Student
teachers shifted from using formal to informal sources of support, supporting the view that
learning-to-teach was a constructivist activity in which novices moved from participation in
school experience at a surface level into a full community of learners. However, since
partnerships are commonly initiated and evaluated by universities rather than schools, there is a
gap in terms of how partner schools collaborating with universities benefit from these
partnerships (Jeffrey & Polleck, 2010). Prior to establishing a relationship between a university
and a school, it is necessary to determine whether both the university and the partner school are
ready to collaborate. Clarken (1999) presented some characteristics to determine universities’ or
schools’ readiness for collaboration, such as trust / responsibility, time / commitment,
accountability, mutuality / reciprocity, choice / ownership / meaningfulness, shared vision /
beliefs, flexibility / adaptability, challenge / openness to growth, respect, and communication /
sensitivity. Christensen, McNair, Patterson, and Wade (1998) stressed that partnership was an
opportunity for personal and professional growth and emphasized open and honest
communication, mutual goal development and shared decision-making. They also underlined
that having access to university scholars was an advantage of collaboration that might be
hindered by scholars’ limited time and attitude.

Sivakumaran, Holland, Clark, Heyning, Wishart, and Flowers-Gibson (2011) addressed
the types of collaborations and partnerships that had been established between universities and
K-12 schools, the design and implementation of field experience and practice teaching, and
teacher candidate evaluation. The universities they studied had established professional
development schools and collaborative partner schools. These partnerships varied in scope,
degree of collaboration, and agreement details. The partnerships established by all three
universities with schools were mutually beneficial. That is, the universities provided professional
development opportunities and resources while the partner schools provided classrooms and
mentors to student teachers. With all three universities, practice teaching was designed to orient
student teachers in the school learning community, to promote awareness of the socio-cultural
context of each learning community, to teach various classroom management and organization
techniques, to display various teaching strategies for students from diverse backgrounds, to
provide knowledge on how curriculum and diverse learners influence the planning process, and
to explain how assessment and evaluation can be used to inform teaching practices. The field
experience was implemented at universities whereas practice teaching was implemented at
partner schools. The universities used similar methods to evaluate student teachers during
practice teaching, such as lesson plans, mid-term and final exams and portfolios. University
instructors and mentor teachers acted as a key evaluator of the student teacher during practice
teaching.
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Turkey also has experience with the establishment of relationships between universities
and partner schools (i.e., professional development schools). Turkey’s teacher training programs
have rapidly developed since the 1998-1999 academic year (Semerci & Taspinar, 2003), before
which a lack of planning and a lack of collaboration between the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE), the organization responsible for teacher induction, and the Higher Education Council
(HEC), the organization responsible for teacher training, stymied progress (Aydin & Baskan,
2005). Subsequently, a relationship between the MoNE and the HEC was established, resulting
in the restructuring of the teacher training programs offered by universities, and an increasing
concentration on practice rather than theory, so that student teachers could gain teaching
experience in a real classroom with real students (Semerci & Taspinar, 2003). In the restructured
program, student teachers are sent to partner or professional development schools for 14 weeks
to practice teaching. Four hours a week are devoted to the courses named as School Experience |
and School Experience Il, totaling 56 hours in one semester, while six hours a week are devoted
to practice teaching, totaling 84 hours in a semester. In total, student teachers are obliged to
complete 196 hours of school experience and practice teaching at partner schools (Deniz &
Sahin, 2006). All these can be regarded as the attempts to improve the quality of teacher training
(Sahin, 2007). However, the restructured teacher training programs in Turkey have been
criticized for their restrictive features. Although they are standardized, centralized and
implemented all across Turkey, critics claimed that they did not meet the needs of the whole
country (Aydin & Baskan, 2005). They also result in that teaching does not become a fully-
qualified profession (Sahin, 2010). Rather than a standardized, rigid national program, Aydin
and Baskan (2005) suggested that flexible and dynamic programs should be developed so that
training and recruitment of teachers is compatible with local, regional, national, and global
needs.

With this dichotomy in mind, this study aims to review Turkish studies on school
experience and practice teaching. The study’s goal is to improve knowledge about the
effectiveness of Turkish teacher training programs in a way useful to policy-makers and
educators, and to better understand teacher training in the context of the Turkish higher
education system.

2. METHOD

A comprehensive search was done to find studies conducted on school experience and
practice teaching. The following databases were used in this review: Academic Search
Complete, Education Research Complete, ERIC, Humanities International Complete, Middle
East Technical University’s Catalog, Professional Development Collection, Psychology and
Behavioral Sciences Collection, and ULAKBIM Turkish National Databases. “School
experience” and “practice teaching” were used as search terms with a Boolean term, “and.” The
review was limited to studies conducted since 2000. Among the databases searched, only three,
ULAKBIM Turkish National Databases, Education Research Complete, and Academic Search
Complete yielded studies, 28 in total, conducted between 2002 and 2009. Twenty-three belonged
to ULAKBIM Turkish National Databases; four were from Education Research Complete, while
only one belonged to Academic Search Complete.

Among these, only nineteen pertained to school experience and practice teaching. These
had been published in several academic journals, namely, one from the Gazi University Gazi
Faculty of Education Journal, one from the Journal of National Education, two from the Eurasian
Journal of Educational Research, one from the Journal of Educational Sciences and Practice, one
from the Anadolu University Graduate School of Social Sciences Journal, one from the Inonu
University Faculty of Education Journal, two from the Educational Administration: Theory and
Practice, one from the Mersin University Faculty of Education Journal, one from the Ondokuz
Mayis University Faculty of Education Journal, one from the Mehmet Akif Ersoy University
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Faculty of Education Journal, two from the Ataturk University Graduate School of Social
Sciences Journal, two from the Pamukkale University Faculty of Education Journal, one from
the Turkish Journal of Educational Sciences, one from the Hacettepe University Faculty of
Education Journal, and one from the Selguk University Graduate School of Social Sciences
Journal. In addition to these nineteen studies, a search was also done for theses and dissertations
on school experience and practice teaching. For this reason, the author reviewed theses and
dissertations provided by the National Theses Center of the HEC. For the phrase ‘“school
experience”, the search yielded seven studies, while ten studies found for “practice teaching”
were accessible online. Among the seven studies on school experience, six were master theses
conducted between 2006 and 2009, and the remaining one was a dissertation conducted in 2006.
Four were based on quantitative research, two of them were qualitative, and the remaining one
was a mixed-method study. Of the ten studies on teaching experience, eight were master theses
done between 1997 and 2010, while two were dissertations completed in 2007 and 2009,
respectively. The research articles, theses and dissertations were categorized according to their
method. As a result of content analysis (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002; Yildinm &
Simgek, 2008), themes were generated and presented in tables. In order to identify common
themes, great attention was initially paid to the abstracts of each study. Having looked at the
abstracts, the most attention was given to the findings of each study. The findings of each study
were conceptualized, listed and grouped by themes to draw a general picture of what current
research says about school experience and practice teaching in Turkey. The identified common
themes are presented and discussed individually below.

3. FINDINGS

Looking at the research articles, thirteen used quantitative methods; five were qualitative,
while the remaining one was descriptive. Among all the theses and dissertations reviewed, ten
used guantitative methods; five were qualitative studies, while the remaining two were mixed-
method studies. Table 1 summarizes the methods used in research studies, theses, and
dissertations reviewed.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for the Studies Reviewed

Studies Reviewed Methods f %

Used
Biiyiikgoze-Kavas & Bugay (2009); Ceylan & Akkus (2007); Demircan
(2007); Dilmag & Dilmag (2008); Gomleksiz, Mercin, Bulut, & Atan
(2006); Hergiiner, Arslan, & Diindar (2002); Ozmen (2008); Sahin,
Erdogan, & Aktiirk (2007); Sarigoban (2008); Sasmaz-Oren, Seving, &
Research Erdogmus (2009); Temizkan (2008); Unliionen & Boylu (2007); Yesil
Avrticles & Caliskan (2006)

Quantitative 13 68.4

Bastiirk (2008); Becit, Kurt, & Kabake1 (2009); Eraslan (2008); Ozgiir, o
Bukova-Giizel, Kula, & Uurel (2009); Sag (2008); Qualitative 5 26.3

Sag (2007) Descriptive 1 5.3

Subtotal 19 100

Aytag (2010); Bagcioglu (1997); Davran (2006); Katranct (2008); Kilig

(2007); Kocatiirk (2006); Sall1 (2007); Unal (2008); Y1ldiz (2006); Quantitative 10 58.8
Theses and Yilmaz (2007) "
Dissertations  Caner (2009); Cmar (2010); Dog(z;r(l)(g%)O‘)); Kazan (2006); Unlii-Saratl Qualitative 5 294

Merg (2004); Oztuna-Kaplan (2006) Mixed 2 118

Subtotal 17 100

Total 36 100
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Five common themes were identified in the articles and theses reviewed: (1) Variables
related to school experience and practice teaching in Turkey, (2) positive views on school
experience and practice teaching in Turkey, (3) negative views on school experience and
practice teaching in Turkey; (4) roles and expectations related to school experience and practice
teaching in Turkey, and (5) implications for school experience and practice teaching in Turkey.

3.1. Variables Related to School Experience and Practice Teaching in Turkey

Many variables can influence school experience and practice teaching. Variables such as
age, gender, department of the pre-service teachers, type of instruction (morning or evening),
student teachers’ high school, and types of problems encountered at partner schools did not have
any effect on the attitudes of pre-service teachers toward school experience (Sasmaz-Oren,
Seving, & Erdogmus, 2009; Yildiz, 2006). Pre-service teachers’ attitudes toward school
experience were related to why they wanted to be a teacher and what they thought of their
professional growth (Sasmaz-Oren, Seving, & Erdogmus, 2009).

However, pre-service teachers’ success in acquiring teacher qualifications differed with
gender, department, and when the practice teaching occured (Davran, 2006): (1) Male pre-
service teachers were more successful in acquiring teacher qualifications than female pre-service
teachers. There were some problems related to gender: Male pre-service teachers received more
assistance from mentor teachers and instructors than female ones. (2) A significant difference
was found between pre-service teachers taught at the Department of Science Teaching and those
taught in other departments. Pre-service teachers at the Department of Science Teaching reported
different problems during practice teaching. (3) Their successful acquisition of teacher
qualifications differed depending on when the practice teaching occurred.

Pre-service teachers’ views on the amount of work done by partner school coordinators
and mentor teachers differed by gender, department, and mentor teachers’ gender (Katranci,
2008): Pre-service teachers viewed the amount of work done by partner school coordinators
higher than the amount of work done by mentor teachers. Views on the amount of work done
during practice teaching differed significantly among partner school coordinators, mentor
teachers, and pre-service teachers (Katranci, 2008). Aytag (2010) underlined that the amount of
work done by instructors differed significantly with gender and whether they taught pedagogy or
not: Male instructors were more likely to mentor pre-service teachers than female ones. Also,
instructors who taught pedagogy were more likely to mentor pre-service teachers than those who
did not teach pedagogy.

According to Kocatiirk (2006), Who assesses school experience was also a significant
factor: Assessment of school experience differed between mentor teachers and instructors, as
instructors assessed school experience less generously than mentor teachers. However,
assessment of practice teaching did not differ between mentor teachers and instructors.
Assessment itself differed by what was being assessed and when the practice teaching occurred
(Kocatiirk, 2006): Practice teaching was assessed more favorably than school experience and the
views and classroom management techniques / beliefs of mentor teachers and pre-service
teachers were found to be different before, during, and after practice teaching. For instance,
Yilmaz (2007) highlighted that the classroom management approaches of pre-service teachers
shifted from interventionist to interactionist.

Ceylan and Akkus (2007) also highlighted that pre-service teachers’ behavior changed
after school experience, as they improved giving directions and explanations, asking questions,
managing lessons and the classroom, assessing and recording, and planning lessons, planning
and organizing activities. The problems encountered by pre-service teachers decreased after
practice teaching (Merg, 2004). Dogan (2009) stated that the way pre-service teachers perceived
teaching, assessment, and classroom management was different after school experience. Pre-
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service teachers perceived teaching with a more student-centered perspective, assessment less
traditionally and classroom management more positively after school experience.

The reviewed correlational studies on school experience and practice teaching indicated
that there were statistically significant relationships between the partner school environment, the
partner school administrators, mentor teachers, instructors, pre-service teachers, pre-service
teacher satisfaction and the use of technology. Pre-service teachers’ satisfaction with school
experience was significantly predicted by mentor teacher, instructor, partner school
administrator, and the use of technology (Sahin, Erdogan, & Aktiirk, 2007). Yesil and Caliskan
(2006) found a significant relationship between the expectations for the people responsible for
school experience and practice teaching and what expectations were met. Oztuna-Kaplan (2006)
also found a significant relationship between pre-service teachers’ practice teaching and their
epistemological beliefs — they practiced teaching in accordance with their epistemological
beliefs. Another significant relationship was found among the views of instructors and pre-
service teachers at the Faculty of Education, the Faculty of Vocational Education, and the
Faculty of Technical Education on practice teaching. Bagcioglu (1997) also detected strong
relationships among the steps of practice teaching (i.e., learning special methods of teaching,
placing pre-service teachers at partner schools, observing, planning lessons and preparing
materials, teaching for a limited time, assessing, and giving seminars). Caner (2009) conducted a
qualitative study on a blended learning model for practice teaching in a pre-service English
Language Teaching training program and concluded that there was no significant relationship
between pre-service teachers’ involvement in online discussions and their satisfaction with
practice teaching.

3.2. Positive Views on School Experience and Practice Teaching in Turkey

The studies reviewed reported that pre-service teachers’ views on school experience and
practice teaching were usually positive and that pre-service teachers were satisfied with how
school experience and practice teaching courses were taught (Becit, Kurt, & Kabakg1, 2009).
Pre-service teachers were reported to view sharing experiences in class positively, allowing them
to be aware of different teaching experiences (Ozgiir, Bukova-Giizel, Kula, & Ugurel, 2009).
Pre-service teachers also said that school experience contributed to their professional growth
(Ozmen, 2008). Demircan (2007) found that pre-service teachers viewed school experience as a
reference point in teacher training programs. School experience was highlighted as having an
influence on pre-service teachers’ professional attitudes and behaviors (Ceylan & Akkus, 2007).
Sasmaz-Oren, Seving, and Erdogmus (2009) concluded that pre-service teachers had positive
attitudes toward school experience. Pre-service teachers also reported liking teaching as a
profession (Temizkan, 2008). As a result of her study on designing e-portfolios for educational
purposes, and its implementation in a practice teaching class, Kazan (2006) concluded that the
use of e-portfolios was viewed as positive. Caner (2009) also underlined that pre-service
teachers were positive about computer-assisted instruction and satisfied with the model of
blended learning used in practice teaching.

Other studies put emphasis on the advantages of school experience and practice teaching.
For instance, school experience helped pre-service teachers shape their further experiences of
teaching and better understand teaching as a profession (Hergiiner, Arslan, & Diindar, 2002),
gain professional knowledge and skills (Caner, 2009; Dilmag¢ & Dilmag, 2008), get ready for
teaching as a profession, prepare lesson plans (Caner, 2009) and materials, use their subject
knowledge while teaching, learn about the rights and responsibilities of teaching as a profession,
and view teaching positively (Becit, Kurt, & Kabakg1, 2009). It also helped them by providing a
real-life experience of an actual school environment while limiting interactions to on-task,
motivated, and experienced mentor teachers and instructors (Eraslan, 2008). This experience
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gave pre-service teachers a professional standpoint from which they could fully understand the
education system (Sarigoban, 2008) and put theory into practice (Unal, 2008).

3.3. Negative Views on School Experience and Practice Teaching in Turkey

The studies on school experience and practice teaching found that pre-service teachers
who worked with off-task, unmotivated and uninterested mentor teachers (Unliionen & Boylu,
2007) and instructors felt alienated from teaching as a profession (Eraslan, 2008; Gomleksiz,
Mercin, Bulut, & Atan, 2006). School experience with off-task, unmotivated, and uninterested
mentor teachers and instructors was reported to be ineffective, making the integration of
knowledge and skills with practice challenging for pre-service teachers (Ozgiir, Bukova-Giizel,
Kula ve Ugurel, 2009). Yesil and Caligkan (2006) stated that the people responsible for school
experience and practice teaching were not aware of their rights and responsibilities, and were not
accountable for their actions.

Pre-service teachers stressed that they were not mentored enough by mentor teachers and
instructors (Kocatiirk, 2006; Unlii-Saratli, 2007). Pre-service teachers were also not given
feedback at a satisfactory level. Some reasons for lack of mentoring were (Unlii-Saratli, 2007):
(1) no collaboration between mentor teachers and pre-service teachers, (2) mentor teachers’ lack
of experience with the courses named as School Experience I-11 and their lack of knowledge of
the purpose of school experience, (3) lack of interaction between mentor teachers and pre-
service teachers, resulting in an unawareness of their reciprocal expectations, (4) limited time
due to a great number of pre-service teachers and excessive class hours, (5) unserious behaviors
of pre-service teachers due to mentor teachers’ uninterest. According to Kocatiirk (2006), pre-
service teachers were not mentored by instructors or mentor teachers, and strongly disagreed
with mentor teachers who claimed that they did mentoring. They also mentioned problems due
to different types of implementation by different instructors and unclear expectations for school
experience and practice teaching (Ozmen, 2008).

Pre-service teachers also stated that instructors were not good at implementing and
evaluating practice teaching and had negative views about the implementation and evaluation of
practice teaching (GOmleksiz, Mercin, Bulut, & Atan, 2006). Pre-service teachers had also
negative views on partner schools, mentor teachers, and instructors in terms of the
implementation of practice teaching (Demircan, 2007). Salli (2007) mentioned that school
experience was often not implemented. Sag (2007) underlined that Turkish faculties of education
were not effective in terms of practice teaching and did not focus on the process in the expected
way.

Biiyiikgoze-Kavas and Bugay (2009) found that pre-service teachers viewed the provided
materials as inadequate, school experience and practice teaching hours as limited, and the
amount of practice teaching as unsatisfactory.

Bastiirk (2008) highlighted that mentor teachers perceived practice teaching traditionally,
as pre-service teachers only observed and conducted a lesson for a few hours, and viewed the
attendance of pre-service teachers as the most important criterion in assessment. The level of
interaction between mentor teachers and pre-service teachers was found to be low and limited,
operating at a surface level (Bastiirk, 2008).

Unal (2008) highlighted that school experience was hindered by troubles, resulting from
the partner schools and the education system. A great number of pre-service teachers and limited
physical space in schools prevented mentor teachers from helping pre-service teachers adapt to
schools, providing opportunities for practice, and viewing them as colleagues. Instructors also
neglected to fulfill their responsibilities in the university-partner school collaboration, assuming
that mentor teachers were responsible for the entirety of the collaboration (Unal, 2008). Due to
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crowded and unusual classrooms, many mentor teachers were not able to assess practice
teaching in a valid and reliable fashion (Dilmag¢ & Dilmag, 2008).

Unliiénen and Boylu (2007) concluded that school experience was criticized and viewed
as negative by instructors in terms of its contribution to learning teaching as a profession: To
mentor teachers and instructors, school experience was not implemented in accordance with the
goals set by the universities and partner schools, and the problems were due to the fact that pre-
service teachers, especially freshmen ones, started to gain school experience earlier. They thus
were unwilling to implement school experience and practice teaching. In addition, mentor
teachers mentioned that some of the instructors teaching school experience and practice teaching
seldom or never went to partner schools and that pre-service teachers sent to partner schools
varied in number. The mentor teachers claimed to suffer from the hours devoted to school
experience and practice teaching, which were compulsory, while instructors complained about
remuneration for school experience and practice teaching courses (Unliiénen & Boylu, 2007).

Pre-service teachers felt inadequately prepared in terms of general culture, content-area
knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, teaching methods and techniques, and the preparation of
instructional materials (Temizkan, 2008). Kili¢ (2007) concluded that pre-service teachers were
not competent enough to do practice teaching or plan a lesson, although they perceived
themselves competent enough to teach. Instructors and pre-service teachers had difficulty
placing pre-service teachers at partner schools, getting prepared for practice, and doing practice
during a limited amount of time (Bagcioglu, 1997). Aytac (2010) highlighted that there was no
system for selecting and placing faculty coordinators and instructors. Pre-service teachers also
encountered problems during practice teaching, although they had a lot of theoretical knowledge
(Cinar, 2010). They were not ready to teach a class, and lacked knowledge on how to construct
an interactive classroom environment, resulting in traditional methods of teaching. They also
complained about the limited opportunities to practice provided in Turkish public schools, and
practice teaching that was not taken seriously (Cinar, 2010).

Yildiz (2006) found no collaboration between universities and partner schools, as mentor
teachers were not aware of the purpose of school experience, as they were not informed by
instructors and partner school administrators. Pre-service teachers did not have time to do
groupwork, term plan, or simulate teaching, and the activities they conducted were not chosen
according to predetermined criteria, and thus did not serve their purposes (Salli, 2007).

The sources of pre-service teachers’ problems could be grouped into five categories:
Problems with pre-service teachers, problems with students, problems with mentor teachers,
problems with the educational environment or system, and problems with instructors. Their good
experiences of teaching could be sorted into three categories, namely, good experiences with
pre-service teachers, good experiences with students, and good experiences with mentor teachers
(Merg, 2004).

3.4. Roles and Expectations Related to School Experience and Practice Teaching in Turkey

Mentor teachers and pre-service teachers had very different perspectives on the role of
mentor teachers — on whether mentor teachers ought to be guides, models or leaders, whether
mentoring required additional skills than professional experience, and whether mentor teachers
had the background knowledge to observe pre-service teachers systematically (Sarigoban, 2008).
Despite this, Katranci1 (2008) found that mentor teachers viewed themselves undertaking their
roles. On the other hand, Aytac (2010) rejected this claim and concluded that mentoring was not
sufficient enough at partner schools.

Pre-service teachers asked for help most from instructors, whereas they had lowest
expectations for students at partner schools, while other pre-service teachers mostly met their
expectations, but mentor teachers did not meet their expectations (Yesil & Caligkan, 2006).
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Although pre-service teachers had high expectations for instructors, mentor teachers, partner
school administrators, and other pre-service teachers, these expectations were not met (Yesil &
Caliskan, 2006). Pre-service teachers’ expectations for mentor teachers, instructors, and partner
schools could be categorized under two themes (Sag, 2008): (1) Being viewed as a colleague,
and (2) support for the learn-to-teach process. Pre-service teachers expected mentor teachers,
instructors, and partner schools to view them as colleagues and to behave in an equitable
manner, and also asked mentor teachers, instructors, and partner schools to be aware of their lack
of experience to provide necessary knowledge, and to observe and assess their teaching in a
polite, supportive and encouraging manner (Sag, 2008).

3.5. Implications for School Experience and Practice Teaching in Turkey

These studies on school experience and practice teaching provided recommendations for
practice and further research. Becit, Kurt, and Kabake¢1 (2009) suggested that time devoted to
practice teaching should be increased and that microteaching technigques should be used during
practice teaching.

Gomleksiz, Mercin, Bulut and Atan (2006) recommended that instructors visited partner
schools, participated in and monitored practice teaching, shared their ideas with mentor teachers,
informed them of the necessary steps, and taught pre-service teachers how to prepare daily,
yearly and unit plans, how to utilize course books, how to prepare and use worksheets, and how
and when microteaching should be practiced.

Ceylan and Akkus (2007) implied that (1) collaboration between universities and partner
schools, and among pre-service teachers, should be improved, (2) contact with partner schools
should be established in order to send groups of pre-service teachers to those schools instead of
considering a list of partner schools prepared by the Directorate of National Education, (3) the
number of pre-service teachers sent to partner schools should be decreased to two or three, (4)
effective seminars should be offered by universities and partner schools to inform pre-service
teachers about their future activities and to enable mentor teachers to improve their mentoring
skills (Unlii-Saratli, 2007), (5) partner school administrators and mentor teachers should be
informed of the significance of their activities and their role in preparing pre-service teachers for
teaching, (6) regular meetings should be arranged for universities and partner schools to assess
their partnership, (7) partner schools should be carefully selected and groups of pre-service
teachers should not be sent to inappropriate partner schools and finally (8) courses taught at
universities should be translated into practice.

Sag (2007) also suggested that a division of studies on practice teaching should be
established at universities in order to influence policy-making on practice teaching, determine
partner schools that match universities well, help mentor teachers, who are highly-qualified in
terms of teaching, attend in-service training seminars, design, implement and develop in-service
training programs for partner school administrators and mentor teachers and collaborate with the
Directorate of National Education and partner schools, determine the qualifications of instructors
and organize activities to develop their mentoring skills, inform people responsible for school
experience, report and publish studies on practice teaching at the end of each semester, develop
projects and do research on practice teaching, organize national and international meetings,
seminars, and symposia, and publish research.

Biiylikgoze-Kavas and Bugay (2009) highlighted that pre-service teachers suggested that
the time devoted to practice teaching should be increased, that the courses taught in pre-service
education should be reorganized for life after graduation, and that the number of electives should
be increased. However, Unliidnen and Boylu (2007) stated that both instructors and mentor
teachers did not find it necessary to increase the time devoted to school experience and practice
teaching, as the time devoted was stated to be enough. Unlii-Saratli (2007) argued that the time
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devoted to practice teaching should be increased, to enable pre-service teachers to learn from
different types of teachers and students, and to do activities in different schools.

Unliidnen and Boylu (2007) underlined that both instructors and mentor teachers
recommended that school experience should be gained in the second semester of the third year
rather than in the first year, although some instructors even thought to exclude school experience
from teacher training programs. However, Unlii-Saratl (2007) claimed that school experience
should be gained in the first year. Both instructors and mentor teachers stressed that the number
of pre-service teachers per instructor or mentor teacher in school experience and practice
teaching should be decreased and underlined that school experience should be a prerequisite to
practice teaching, and that the partner schools to which pre-service teachers are sent should be
determined by the proximity of partner schools to universities (Unlii-Saratli, 2007). They also
stressed that solutions should be provided to issues in the partnership between universities and
partner schools, and that school experience and practice teaching done in the same partner school
contributed to pre-service teachers’ adaptation to the school environment (Unlii-Saratli, 2007).

Unlii-Sarathi (2007) also made several suggestions for effective mentoring. First, pre-
service teachers gaining school experience prior to others should collaborate with other teachers
who have not done it yet. Second, pre-service teachers should be given the chance to select their
mentor teachers, to establish a mentor-mentee relationship. Third, school experience should be
considered as twofold — part theory, part practice. Observation techniques, theories of school
environment, professional knowledge and practical knowledge should be taught prior to school
experience. Fourth, pre-service teachers’ perceptions and expectations of school experience
should be determined, and activities should be designed based on those expectations. For solving
collaboration and communication problems, mentoring hours should be arranged for certain days
of the week, and meetings should be organized by instructors, mentor teachers, and pre-service
teachers to assess the students’ teaching weekly.

Bagcioglu (1997) stated that if the people responsible for practice teaching — instructors,
mentor teachers, and pre-service teachers — understood and fulfilled their responsibilities, most
of the problems would disappear. Kazan (2006) implied that further research should be done on
e-portfolios, whose use was viewed as positive during practice teaching. As pre-service teachers
receiving foreign language education were observed to be unready for the class and to lack
knowledge about constructing an interactive classroom environment, resulting in traditional
methods of teaching, they should be supported by additional language courses or education for
one semester during their undergraduate education (Cinar, 2010). The themes generated from the
findings of all the studies reviewed are presented in Table 2 below.
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Table 2: Common Themes Generated From the Studies Reviewed

Themes Studies f %

(Sasmaz-Oren, Seving, & Erdogmus, 2009); (Y1ldiz, 2006); (Davran, 2006);
(Katranci, 2008); (Aytag, 2010); (Kocatiirk, 2006); (Y1lmaz, 2007); (Ceylan &
Akkus, 2007); (Merg, 2004); (Dogan; 2009); (Sahin, Erdogan, & Aktiirk, 15 417
2007); (Yesil & Caliskan, 2006); (Oztuna-Kaplan, 2006); (Bagcioglu, 1997);
Caner (2009)

Variables related to
school experience
and practice
teaching

(Becit, Kurt, & Kabakg1, 2009); (Ozgiir, Bukova-Giizel, Kula, & Ugurel, 2009);
(Ozmen, 2008); (Demircan, 2007); (Ceylan & Akkus, 2007); (Sasmaz-Oren,
Seving, & Erdogmus, 2009); (Temizkan, 2008); (Kazan, 2006); (Caner, 2009); 14 38.9
(Hergiiner, Arslan, & Diindar, 2002); (Dilmag¢ & Dilmag, 2008); (Eraslan,
2008); (Sarigoban, 2008); (Unal, 2008)

Positive views on
school experience
and practice
teaching

(Unliiénen & Boylu, 2007); (Eraslan, 2008); (Gomleksiz, Mercin, Bulut, &
Atan, 2006); (Ozgiir, Bukova-Giizel, Kula, & Ugurel, 2009); (Yesil & Caliskan,
2006); (Kocatiirk, 2006); (Unlii-Saratli, 2007); (Ozmen, 2008); (Demircan,
2007); (Sall1, 2007); (Sag, 2007); (Biiyiikgoze-Kavas & Bugay, 2009); 22 611
(Bastiirk, 2008); (Unal, 2008); (Dilmag & Dilmag, 2008); (Temizkan, 2008);
(Kilig, 2007); (Bagcioglu, 1997); (Aytag, 2010); (Cinar, 2010); (Y1ildiz, 2006);
(Merg, 2004)

Negative views on
school experience
and practice
teaching

Roles and

expectations related o ¢ Caligkan, 2006): (Sag, 2008); (Saricoban, 2008); (Katranct, 2008);

to school experience 5 139
and practice (Aytag, 2010)

teaching

Implications for (Becit, Kurt, & Kabakgi, 2009); (Gomleksiz, Mercin, Bulut, & Atan, 2006);

school experience (Ceylan & Akkus, 2007); (Unlii-Saratl, 2007); (Sag, 2007); (Biiyiikgoze-Kavas 10 278
and practice & Bugay, 2009); (Unliiénen & Boylu, 2007); (Bagcioglu, 1997); (Kazan, 2006); '
teaching (Cinar, 2010)

4. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

The findings of this review can be clustered into five common themes, such as variables
affecting school experience and practice teaching, positive views on school experience and
practice teaching, negative views on school experience and practice teaching, roles and
expectations related to school experience and practice teaching, and lastly implications for
school experience and practice teaching.

The most striking finding of this review is that about 60% (22 out of 36) of the studies
reviewed present negative views of the people responsible for school experience and practice
teaching (instructors, mentor teachers, partner school administrators, pre-service teachers) on
both.

Despite positive views on the advantages of school experience and practice teaching, the
stated problems encountered are mostly due to the people responsible for school experience and
practice teaching. The stated drawbacks are as follows: lack of effective mentoring, lack of
implementation of school experience and practice teaching, limited or no interaction between
mentor teachers and pre-service teachers, limited or no collaboration between universities and
partner schools, perceived incompetency of pre-service teachers doing practice teaching, the
difficulty of placing pre-service teachers at partner schools, the limited time for preparing and
practicing, limited or no systems built for the selection and placement of faculty coordinators
and instructors, limited or no opportunities provided in public schools, practice teaching which is
not seriously taken by the people responsible for school experience and practice teaching, and
the unawareness of mentor teachers of the purpose of school experience. These problems seem
to be consequences of off-task, unmotivated and uninterested mentor teachers and instructors,
who can thereby be regarded as another major concern. Mentor teachers and instructors should
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be intrinsically motivated to help pre-service teachers gain experience and practice teaching. Pre-
service teachers, in turn, should be cognitively ready for school experience and practice
teaching. If the people responsible for practice teaching — instructors, mentor teachers, and pre-
service teachers —understood and fulfilled their responsibilities, most of the problems would
disappear (Bagcioglu, 1997). The aforementioned drawbacks support the claim that teacher
training in Turkey has serious problems (Aydin & Baskan, 2005) which can be resolved by on-
task, intrinsically motivated and interested mentor teachers and instructors. These teachers owe a
responsibility to student teachers and their future students. The mentoring of pre-service teachers
thus warrants great attention. As mentoring has become popular around the world, identifying
and preparing good mentors has become more demanding (Rowley, 1999). Rowley (1999)
identifies the qualifications of a good mentor. First, a good mentor is dedicated to the role of
mentoring. Second, a good mentor is accepting of the novice teacher. Third, a good mentor is
good at providing instructional support. Fourth, a good mentor is effective in different
interpersonal contexts. Fifth, a good mentor models continuous learning, while, sixth,
communicating hope and optimism. This review on school experience and practice teaching
indicates that mentor teachers and instructors have not been fully dedicated to their role, and that
there are no predetermined criteria for selecting mentor teachers and instructors (Aytag, 2010).
Correspondingly, it is recommended that there should be predetermined criteria for selecting
mentor teachers and instructors, and that mentor teachers and instructors should be dedicated to
their roles. However, possessing mentoring skills alone will not provide appropriate support for
pre-service teachers, that is, pre-service teachers should also learn to manage their mentor
teachers, being aware of their feelings of vulnerability, as they may feel judged by the pre-
service teachers (Maynard, 2000).

Although some studies argued that school experience should be gained in the first year
(Unlii-Saratl1, 2007), others recommended that school experience should be gained in the second
semester of the third year (Unliisnen & Boylu, 2007). Although teacher training programs were
restructured in 2006 and it was decided that school experience should be gained in the second
semester of the third year, no one has explicitly studied whether that decision was correct. The
possible consequences of scheduling school experience gained in the second semester of the
third year have not been investigated and might be further studied. Finally, this review is limited
to 36 studies consisting of research articles, theses, and dissertations about school experience
and practice teaching. The number of studies on school experience and practice teaching should
be increased to arrive at more satisfactory generalizations.
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Genisletilmis Ozet

Kuram ve uygulama arasindaki bagi giliclendirmek ve Ogretmen adaylarina mesleki
gelisimleri i¢in destek saglamak amaciyla Ggretmen egitiminde, iliniversiteler ve uygulama
okullarimin birlikte ¢aligmas1 gerektiginin alt1 ¢izilmektedir. Tiirkiye de 1998-1999 egitim-
Ogretim yilindan itibaren iiniversiteler ve uygulama okullar1 arasindaki, 6gretmen yetistirmede
planlama ve Yiiksekogretim Kurulu (YOK) ile Milli Egitim Bakanhigi (MEB) arasindaki
esgiidiim eksikliginin neden oldugu zayif iliskiyi dikkate alarak, 6gretmen yetistirme agisindan
hizl1 bir gelisim siireci icerisine girmistir. MEB ve YOK arasinda isbirligi kurulmaya ¢aligilmis
ve bu, iliniversitelerce saglanan 6gretmen yetistirme programlarinin yeniden yapilandirilmasi ve
Ogretmen adaylarinin gercek sinif ortaminda, gergek 6grencilerle deneyim kazanmalar1 amactyla
kuramdan ¢ok uygulamaya odaklanilmasi ile sonuglanmistir. Ne var ki, Tiirkiye’de yeniden
yapilandirilan bu 6gretmen yetistirme programlari, kisitlayic1 ve kuralcr 6zellikleri nedeniyle
elestirilmektedir. Standart, merkezi ve Tiirkiye’nin her yerinde uygulaniyor olmalarina ragmen,
bu programlarin {ilkenin tamaminin ihtiyacini kargilayamadiklar1 iddia edilmektedir. Kuralct ve
duragan programlar yerine, yerel, bolgesel, ulusal ve kiiresel ihtiyaglara cevap veren esnek ve
dinamik Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinin gelistirilmesi Onerilmistir. Bu ikilemden yola
cikilarak, bu caligmada Tiirkiye’deki Ogretmen yetistirme programlarmin etkililigi ile ilgili
egitim politikacilari, program gelistirme uzmanlar1 ve Ogretmen yetistirenlerin bilgi sahibi
olmalar1 i¢in okul deneyimi ve &gretmenlik uygulamasi iizerine bir inceleme yapilmistir. Okul
deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasi, 6gretmen yetistirmenin kimi ve nasilinin gii¢lii bir kaniti
varsayildigindan bu inceleme, Tiirk yiiksekogretiminde Ogretmen yetistirmenin su anki
durumunu daha iyi anlamak i¢in okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasi ile sinirhidir.

Okul deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik uygulamasi lizerine yiiriitillen ¢aligmalara ulagmak igin
kapsaml1 bir arastirma yapilmistir. Bu incelemede su veri tabanlar1 kullanilmistir: Academic
Search Complete, Education Research Complete, ERIC, Humanities International Complete,
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Katalogu, Professional Development Collection, Psychology and
Behavioral Sciences Collection ve ULAKBIM Tiirk Ulusal Veri Tabanlari. Anahtar sozciik ya
da terimler olarak “okul deneyimi”, “ve”, “6gretmenlik uygulamasi” kullanilmistir. Inceleme,
2000 yilindan giiniimiize yiriitiilen ¢alismalar1 kapsamaktadir. S6z konusu veri tabanlarindan
{icii, ULAKBIM Tiirk Ulusal Veri Tabanlar1, Education Research Complete ve Academic Search
Complete, 2002-2009 yillar1 arasinda yapilan toplam 28 c¢alisma ortaya koymustur. Bunlarin
23’ti ULAKBIM Tiirk Ulusal Veri Tabanlarina, dérdii Education Research Complete veri
tabanina, geriye kalan biri ise Academic Search Complete veri tabanina aittir. Bu ¢alismalardan
sadece 19’u, fakiilte dergilerinde yayimlanan makaleler olup okul deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik
uygulamasi ile iligkilidir. Bu 19 caligmaya ek olarak, okul deneyimi ve dgretmenlik uygulamasi
iizerine yapilan ve Yiiksekogretim Kurulu Ulusal Tez Merkezinde kayith yiiksek lisans ve
doktora tezleri de taranmistir. “Okul deneyimi” igin izinli yedi, “6gretmenlik uygulamasi” i¢in
ise 10 caligmaya cevrimigi ulasilabilinmistir. Okul deneyimi iizerine yapilan yedi ¢aligmadan
altis1 2006-2009 yillar1 arasinda yiiriitiilen yiliksek lisans tezi iken sadece biri 2006 yilinda
tamamlanan bir doktora tezidir. Bu tezlerden dordii nicel arastirma, ikisi nitel arastirma desenine
sahip olup geriye kalan biri ise karma ydntemle galisilmistir. Ogretmenlik uygulamasi iizerine
yapilan 10 ¢aligmanin sekizi 1997-2010 yillar arasinda yiirtitiilen yiiksek lisans tezi iken ikisi
sirasiyla 2007 ve 2009 yillarinda tamamlanan doktora tezleridir. Makale ve tezlerden elde edilen
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veriler, kullanilan yontem(ler)e goére analiz edilmis ve olusturulan temalar tablolar ile
gorsellestirilmistir.

Kullanilan yontemlere gore taranan makalelere iliskin sonuglar, bu ¢alismalarin 13’{iniin
nicel, besinin nitel ve geriye kalan birinin betimleyici calismalar oldugunu goéstermistir. Ayrica,
taranan yiiksek lisans ve doktora tezlerinin 10°u nicel, besi nitel ve geriye kalan ikisi ise karma
yonteme sahip tezlerdir. Okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasi {izerine yapilan ¢aligmalarin
incelendigi bu arasgtirmanin sonucunda olusan bes ortak tema soyledir: (1) Okul deneyimi ve
ogretmenlik uygulamasini etkileyen ve yordayan degiskenler; (2) Okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik
uygulamasina iligkin olumlu goriisler; (3) Okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasina iliskin
olumsuz goriisler; (4) Okul deneyimi ve dgretmenlik uygulamasina iligkin roller ve beklentiler;
(5) Okul deneyimi ve d6gretmenlik uygulamasina iligkin 6neriler.

Bu c¢aligmanin en carpict sonucu sudur: Taranan caligsmalarin yaklagik %60’inda (36
calismanin 22’sinde), okul deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik uygulamasi ile ilgili kisiler, uygulama
Ogretim elemanlari, uygulama 6gretmenleri, uygulama okulu yoneticileri, 6gretmen adaylari, vs.
okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasina iliskin olumsuz goriis bildirmislerdir.

Okul deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik uygulamasina iliskin olumlu goriisler ve avantajlara
ragmen, belirtilen sorunlar, ¢cogunlukla okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamasinin kimi ve
nasilindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Cogunlukla belirtilen sorunlar soyledir: Etkili rehberlik
saglamada ve okul deneyimi ve Ogretmenlik uygulamasinda goriillen eksiklikler, uygulama
Ogretmenleri ve 6gretmen adaylar1 arasindaki etkilesim sinirlilig1 ya da yoklugu, {iniversiteler ve
uygulama okullar1 arasindaki isbirligi siirliigi ya da yoklugu, Ogretmen adaylariin
ogretmenlik uygulamasi ile algiladiklart yetersizlikleri, 6gretmen adaylarinin uygulama
okullarina yerlestirilmesinde kargilagilan sorunlar, uygulamaya hazirlik ve sinirli siirede
uygulamanin getirdigi giicliikler, fakiilte koordinatorleri ve uygulama 6gretim elemanlarinin
se¢imi ve yerlestirilmesi i¢in olusturulan bir sistemin eksikligi ya da yoklugu, devlet okullarinda
sunulan olanaklarin sinirliligi ya da yoklugu, okul deneyimi ve 6gretmenlik uygulamas ile ilgili
kisilerin &gretmenlik uygulamasini ciddiye almamalar1 ve uygulama ogretmenlerinin, okul
deneyiminin edinimi i¢in yapilan etkinliklerin amaglarinin ve igeriklerinin farkinda
olmamalardir.

Ne var ki, bu sorunlarin, odaklanilmasi gereken baska bir sorun olan, ilgisiz,
giidiilenmemis, gorevden uzak uygulama Ogretmenlerinden ve O&gretim elemanlarindan
kaynaklandigi gorilmektedir. Bu yiizden uygulama &gretmenleri ve Ogretim elemanlart,
O0gretmen adaylarmin okul deneyimi edinmeleri ve Ogretmenligi etkili bir sekilde pratik
edebilmeleri icin icten giidiillenmis olmalidirlar. Ayrica, okul deneyimi ve &gretmenlik
uygulamasi icin biligsel olarak da hazir olmalidirlar. S6z konusu sorunlarin, Tiirkiye’de
Ogretmen yetistirmenin ciddi bir sorun oldugu iddiasini gii¢lendirdigi ve gorev odakli, igten
giidiilenmis, ilgili uygulama Ogretim elemanlart ve &gretmenleri gerektirdigi sOylenebilir.
Karsilagilan sorunlar, uygulama 6gretim elemanlar1 ve Ogretmenlerine, 6gretmen adaylar1 ve
gelecekteki Ogrencileri i¢in sorumluluklar yiiklemektedir. Dolayisiyla, etkili rehberlige 6nem
verilmesi, uygulama 6gretmeni ve 6gretim elemanlarinin sec¢imi igin dlgiitlerin olugturulmasi ve
kendilerini rollerine adamalarinin saglanmasi dnerilebilir.

Bu inceleme, okul deneyimi ve &gretmenlik uygulamasina iligkin makaleleri, yiiksek
lisans ve doktora tezlerini i¢eren toplam 36 calisma ile simirlidir. Bu sayi, okul deneyimi ve
ogretmenlik uygulamasi ile ilgili daha saglikli genellemelere ulasilabilinmesi i¢in artirilabilir.
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