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Abstract

Out-of-class learning environments are important learning environments because they improve students’ mental
and physical health as well as providing them with cognitive, affective, and psychomotor skills. However, it is
necessary to make a plan, implement and evaluate the teaching processes appropriately to efficient benefit from
out-of-class teaching environments. The present study aimed to determine preservice teachers’ views regarding
out-of-class teaching processes. The study utilized the case study design, a qualitative research approach, to
make an in-depth analysis of preservice teachers’ views. 58 preservice teachers from the educational faculty of a
state university in Turkey were the participants of the study. Data were collected using a semi-structured
interview form developed by the researcher of the present study. For the analysis of data obtained, content
analysis was carried out using NVivo9 software, and themes and codes were determined. Findings were
presented with frequencies, percentages, excerpts of preservice teachers’ views, and models that indicate the
relationship between themes and codes. Findings revealed six different themes for the preservice teachers’ views:
out-of-class learning places; advantages of out-of-class teaching; limitations of out-of-class teaching; planning of
out-of-class teaching; implementation of out-of-class teaching; and assessment of out-of-class teaching. The
study findings were discussed in line with the related literature and suggestions were made regarding the
findings.
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1. Introduction

Technological, economic, environmental, and political advancements in the 21st century have completely
affected educational systems and, therefore, educational methods and techniques. Almost half of the school-age
students could not access education and training activities during the COVID19 pandemic period (UNESCO,
2020), which leads to the problem of not reaching education, as a fundamental right (United Nation, 1948). In
addition to the limitations of access and challenges of distance education (Yilmaz, 2017; Yildizhan & Giiglii,
2019; Rannastu-Avalos & Siiman, 2020; Yildiz & Kilig, 2020) considering social, economic, and most
importantly, students’ longing for school (Quay et al., 2020), face-to-face is planned to be started by taking the
necessary measures in educational institutions. However, it is foreseen that face-to-face education processes will
not be the same as before for a long time because students cannot stay indoors for the whole day, in which fresh
airflow is limited and social distance rule will be difficult to comply with. Following a prolonged and inactive
period for students, it becomes necessary to carry out out-of-class learning activities that will improve their
mental health in natural environments (Elliot, 2015; White et al., 2019). Out-of-classroom education is used to
be an option before the COVID19 pandemic and teachers who want to carry out these activities did these
activities as a result of their efforts. However, it is foreseen that out-of-class activities will be a mandatory
educational activity after the COVID19 pandemic.

Out-of-class teaching is an important place in science education (Orion & Hofstein, 1994). Nevertheless, it is an
interdisciplinary structure due to the subjects and content it addresses. Bunting (2006) stated that out-of-class
learning needs to include practical activities, establish a connection with the natural environment, constantly
encourage reflection, generalization and practice, and build interdisciplinary relationships.

Also, the difference between out-of-class education and informal learning must be emphasized (Oner & Oxztiirk,
2019). Informal learning refers to obtaining information through random means without any planning.
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Out-of-class education, on the other hand, is a process that serves specific goals within the scope of educational
activities, and it is carried out under the supervision of a guide and requires detailed planning. In this respect, it
must be noted that it has the potential to obtain very beneficial results only with an effective planning process
(Atmaca, 2012a). Although the literature put forward different and even controversial concepts, the term
out-of-class will be used in the present study.

Out-of-class learning can be defined as an instruction method that can be used effectively for students to achieve
objectives of the curriculum by performing activities that are difficult or impossible to perform in a classroom
outside the classes (Rillo, 1980; Payne, 1985; Bunting, 2006). Out-of-class educational activities support
students’ attainment of cognitive, affective, and psychomotor objectives, and consider students’ interests and
expectations, within a certain plan (Binbasioglu, 2000; Giirsoy, 2018).

Bell, Lewenstein, Shouse, and Feder (2009) indicated that out-of-class learning activities will be beneficial to
students in.

Boosting their motivation: They learn nature and physical environments with exciting experiences, interest and
motivation,

Learning, using new knowledge, and recalling: They develop their skills of comprehension, recalling, using
concepts, scientific research techniques,

Scientific process skills: They test their knowledge of nature and physical environment, form hypotheses, ask
questions, and observe.

Participating in learning processes: They include science in their learning process through learning and
recognizing a concept.

Developing social skills: They scientifically communicate with other individuals in scientific activities,
Creating a scientific identity: They self-evaluate in the domain of learning and create a scientific self-identity.

Out-of-class teaching can be effectively used in transferring high-level objectives in science education such as
analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.

The national scientific projects that particular focus on out-of-class training and learning in Turkey, like
TUBITAK 2237, TUBITAK 4004, Nature Education, and out-of-class applications supported by Science Schools
(Yokus, 2020), is increasingly widespread (Karadogan, 2016). Out-of-class teaching can be performed in many
places such as museums, science and art centers, planetariums, botanical parks, which, however, include only
one part of the out-of-class learning places (O’Mahony, 2010). Besides, school conference halls, school gardens,
and even school corridors can be used to perform out-of-class teaching. Atmaca (2012b) defined out-of-class
education considering all the aforementioned points: All of the educational activities planned with individuals of
all ages in processes such as 30 minutes, one hour, one day, or one week in places such as school garden, urban
parks, farms, forest, or national park, for purposes such as making discoveries for art, geography, history,
grammar, music, mathematics, science, or physical education, reaching the facts, socializing, and teaching
concepts.

Considering studies in the related literature, studies that examine the effects of out-of-class teaching activities on
cognitive objectives with experimental methods outnumbered (Sahin & Saglamer Yazgan, 2013; Bozdogan &
Kavel, 2016; Bodur & Yildirim, 2018; Borsos, Bori¢, & Patocskai, 2018; Durel, 2018; Sontay &
Karamustafaoglu, 2018; Avcr & Giimiig, 2020). However, some studies reported that out-of-class activities
positively affect objectives in the affective field, which is indeed difficult to observe (Dogan, Cigek, & Sarag,
2017; Yavuz Topaloglu & Balkan Kiyici, 2018; Yildirim, 2018). Out-of-class learning processes, which are an
important part of contemporary education, can include activities lasting from a few minutes to days (Donaldson
& Goering, 1970). Some experimental reported no change in attitudes were also reported, which might stem
from the fact that longer periods are needed to change attitudes (Giirsoy, 2018). All the aforementioned points
helped to conclude that out-of-class teaching includes cognitive, affective and psychomotor objectives and
positively affects these objectives.

Some studies, on the other hand, examined individuals’ opinions regarding out-of-class teaching. Bostan
Sarioglan and Kiigiikdzer (2017) in their study investigated preservice teachers’ out-of-class education and found
that their participants regard places such as home, circles of friends, private teaching institutions, and study
centers as an out-of-class learning place in their study. In their study, the preservice teachers highlighted the
contribution of out-of-class learning to permanent learning and also expressed their views regarding the
advantages and disadvantages of out-of-class learning. Kubat (2018) conducted a study to investigate preservice
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teachers’ opinions on out-of-class learning environments. It was found that the preservice teachers mostly
included science centers and science museums as out-of-class learning environments and they least mentioned
zoos and planetariums. These preservice teachers highlighted direct experiences by doing and first-hand as the
advantages of out-of-class learning and those legal procedures that take a considerable time as the disadvantages
of out-of-class learning. They also added that out-of-class learning environments contribute to the attainment of
the objectives of the curriculum and to the retention of their learning. Donel Akgiil and Arabaci (2020) in their
study stated that out-of-class learning activities require effective planning of teachers and should be
motivation-boosting trips and observations for students. They also stated that there is a need for suitable places
for out-of-class environments. They argued that out-of-class environments should be integrated into the new
educational process and emphasized that financial conditions should be improved and students’ participation
should be ensured with appropriate planning. Ocak and Korkmaz (2018) in their study found that science and
preschool teachers’ out-of-class learning environments provide students with learning by doing and permanent
learning, concretize abstract information, and contribute to students’ development. They also stated the potential
for dangerous situations and crowded classrooms as the disadvantages of out-of-class learning. Therefore, it was
important to ensure security, to take necessary permissions from administrators and parents, and to provide
student and parent participation, according to the preservice teachers. The teachers stated that they cannot find
sufficient places for out-of-class activities in the residential site; therefore, places of out-of-class places should be
increased. Considering all these points, it is convenient to assert that teachers are not able to adequately use these
areas. Tuuling, Oun, and Ugaste (2019) investigated the opinions of teachers regarding preschool teaching in the
preschool period and reported that teachers found out-of-class teaching activities useful but do not prefer them.
The researchers of the aforementioned study proposed integrating out-of-class learning into national educational
programs.

Studies in the related literature generally focused on the benefits or limitations of out-of-class learning and
attempted to determine the requirements of more effective out-of-class learning. However, there is a need for
more comprehensive studies addressing planning, implementation and assessment stages for preservice teachers
in their out-of-class teaching processes.

Planning, implementation, and assessment are essential components of being successful in the objectives
specified by a course. Therefore, it is also very important to address these elements together for a successful
out-of-classroom teaching activity. Pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy is expected to increase when they are given
the chance to practice adequately in out-of-class learning environments (Carrier, 2009); therefore, they will be
able to overcome the problems they will encounter in out-of-class teaching in their professional life. In this
regard, preservice teachers’ views regarding out-of-class learning on the subject are important. Therefore, the
present study investigated preservice teachers’ views regarding out-of-classroom learning.

2. Method

In this section of the study, the model of the study, participants, data collection tools, data analysis, and validity
and reliability studies were presented.

2.1 Model of the Study

The present study investigated the views of preservice biology teachers regarding out-of-class learning
processes. To make a systematic and in-depth analysis of preservice teachers’ views (Chmiliar, 2010; Merriam,
2013), the study utilized the case study design, a qualitative design.

The study sought an answer to its questions of how and why without interfering with out-of-class learning
situations, and without making any comparison, the categories of events and behaviors were attempted to be
defined (Hancock & Algozzine, 2006). Since the study focused on preservice teachers’ views regarding
out-of-class learning activities, a holistic single-case design was used, which was analyzed considering a single
unit of analysis (Yildirim & Simsek, 2013).

2.2 Participants

The participants of the study were selected using the convenience sampling technique. With this sampling
technique, studies can be conducted in a more practical way (Yildirim & Simsek, 2013). A total of 58 preservice
biology teachers from a public university in Turkey were the participants of the study. The preservice teachers
were informed about the study and participated in the study voluntarily. Information regarding the preservice
teachers was presented in Table 1.
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Table 1. Information regarding the participants

Grade Gender f %
Female 14 24.1

1™ grade
Male 5 8.6
" Female 10 17.2
2" grade
Male 4 6.9
d Female 14 24.1
3" grade
Male 1 1.7
" Female 10 17.2
4" grade
Male 0 0.0
Total 58 100

Table 1 included the information regarding the participants of the study. As seen in Table 1, the distribution of
the preservice teachers by grade level is: 19 in the first grade (32.7%), 14 in the second grade (25.8%), 15 in the
third grade (30.5%), and 10 in the fourth grade (17.2%). Of the participants, 48 were females (82.7%) and 10
were males (17.2%).

2.3 Data Collection Tools

A semi-structured interview form with eight open-ended questions was used to determine the preservice
teachers’ views on out-of-class learning. In the design of the form, the expert opinions were consulted and the
related literature was reviewed. Using the interview technique, it was aimed at the in-depth analysis of the
preservice teachers’ knowledge and experiences regarding out-of-class learning and addressing all aspects of the
subject (Best & Kahn, 2017; Merriam, 2013). Opinions of five field experts were consulted in the preparation of
the form. These field experts were determined considering these criteria: having expertise in qualitative research
techniques, coding, and out-of-class learning. Exemplary questions of the interview form were:

* Do you think to apply out-of-class learning activities in your professional life? What kind of activities do you
plan in which places with your students?

*  Which factors boost your motivation in performing out-of-class learning activities?

*  What do you pay attention to while performing out-of-class teaching activities? In what ways do you think
these activities differ from other educational activities?

2.4 Data Collection

The participants were informed about the interview form, the process of the study in general, and intend
addressed in the study. The participants were reminded that they can quit the interview at any time. The
preservice teachers’ interviews were recorded using a tape recorder upon their permission. All the preservice
teachers allowed the use of a tape recorder. Each interview lasted between 6—17 minutes.

2.5 Data Analysis

A coding like P1, P2, P3... was assigned to each participant and audio recordings of each participant were
labeled. Then, these audio recordings were transcribed, and themes and categories were created. Appropriately
assigning each code determined in the transcriptions, it was enabled to check each coding; therefore, the expert
opinions were consulted effectively.

Content analysis was used to analyze the data. To secure the reliability of the coding process, three different
experts, of whom one was the researcher of the present study, coded the data separately. The consistency of the
coding was examined using the formula “Agreement/(Agreement + Disagreement) * 100 ” suggested by Miles
and Huberman (1994). The inter-coder reliability for the present study was found to be .87. Miles and Huberman
(1994) argued that the inter-coder reliability coefficient should be at least .80, which, therefore, indicates that the
coding process of the present study is reliable.

The preservice teachers’ answers were analyzed using NVivo9 software, and themes and sub-themes were
formed. To report the findings clearly, the data were digitized, and the findings were presented in tables
including descriptive statistics. To point the relationship between the preservice teachers’ views and the themes
created, excerpts of the preservice teachers’ views were also provided for each theme. The model of the thematic
coding regarding the preservice teachers’ views about out-of-class learning processes was presented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Themes distribution of the preservice teachers’ views regarding out-of-class learning processes

The preservice teachers’ views regarding out-of-class learning processes were collected under six main themes.
Codes and excerpts of each theme were provided in the findings section.

2.6 Validity and Reliability Studies

The criteria in qualitative studies will eliminate subjectivity and, therefore, directly affect the processes and results
of these studies (Whittemore, Chase & Mandle, 2001). For this reason, validity and reliability studies were also
made for this study (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2013).

The opinions of the experts were consulted in the process of developing the interview form, the data collection tool
of the present study, and with these opinions, the face validity of the study was ensured.

The external validity of the study; that is, the data obtained from reflecting the relevant situation correctly, were
discussed according to the research problems. The audio recordings were listened to and confirmed with the
external experts, and a potential bias was tried to be prevented. For internal validity, which is expressed as the
dimension of defining data, in-depth information was obtained through the interviews and participant
confirmations were applied. In addition, excerpts of each theme were also included.

To ensure the external reliability of the study, the role of the researcher in the present research process was first
explained, the processes through which the study was completed, how the data were collected, and the data
analysis processes were presented in detail. Regarding internal reliability, the opinions of the independent experts
were consulted in the analysis of the data of the research, and the inter-coder reliability calculations were
appropriately performed.

3. Findings

In this section of the study, the themes obtained as a result of the content analysis, the codes of these themes, and
the excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements were presented.

The preservice teachers’ views regarding the places of out-of-class learning activities were given in Table 2.
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Table 2. Preservice teachers’ views regarding the places of out-of-class learning

Codes f %

Science centers 23 39.6
Museums 21 36.2
Botanical parks 17 293
Zoos 13 224
National Parks 11 189
University campuses 9 155
School gardens 8§ 137
Parks-recreation areas 6 10.3
School corridors 3 5.1

As seen in Table 2, the preservice teachers mostly stated science centers (=23, 39.6%), museums (f=21, 36.2%),
and botanical parks (=17, 29.3%) as the places of out-of-class learning activities.

Some excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements regarding this theme were:

P28: I would like to take my students to museums. Since the museums are organized, I think we can easily find
what we look for.

P41: 1 think science centers are very important in out-of-class learning. Teachers of science centers can explain
concepts more efficiently.

P44: T would use the school garden most. It is both close and less dangerous. Good activities can be performed in
school gardens.

The preservice teachers’ views regarding the advantages of out-of-class learning were presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Preservice teachers’ views regarding the advantages of out-of-class learning

Codes f %

Arousing curiosity 28 483
Creating an entertaining learning environment 24 414
Providing permanent learning 18 31.0
Relating to daily life 18 31.0
Serving to visual senses 14 241
Providing the opportunity to practice 12 20.7
To be remarkable 11 19.0
Providing the opportunity to socialize 9 155
Providing an effective learning environment 8§ 138
Providing the opportunity to benefit from experts 8§ 138
Embodying knowledge 7 12.1
Developing scientific process skills 6 103
Improving organizational and collaboration skills of students 5 8.6
Including environmental protection activities 4 6.9
Making interdisciplinary associations 3 5.1

Ensuring respect for differences 3 5.1

Creating the opportunity to learn about new cultures 2 34
Including disadvantaged groups 2 34

As seen in Table 3, the preservice teachers mainly highlighted arousing curiosity (f=28; 48.3%), creating an
entertaining learning environment (f=24; 41.4%), and providing permanent learning (f=18; 31.0%) as the
advantages of out-of-class learning.

Some excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements regarding this theme were:

P5: Out-of-class learning will increase students’ curiosity and make them eager to learn since they will be in an
environment different from the one they are used to.

P13: In a science center or a laboratory, students will have the chance to use and practice the devices and
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instruments there.
P32: Students will not forget what they learned.

The preservice teachers’ views regarding the disadvantages of out-of-class learning were presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Preservice teachers’ views regarding the disadvantages of out-of-class learning

Codes f %

Failure to provide classroom management 24 414
Possible security problems 20 345
Time taking 18 310
Inability to apply in crowded classes 16 276
Increased responsibility towards students 15 259
High cost 14 241
Problematic weather conditions 14 241
Difficult time management 12 207
Challenging bureaucratic process 12 20.7
Being difficult for assessment 11 189
Difficult transportation 9 155

Missing the educational point due to many stimuli 4 6.9

As seen in Table 4, the preservice teachers mainly highlighted failure to provide classroom management (f=24;
41.4%), possible security problems (f=20; 34.5%), time taking (f=18; 31.0%), and inability to apply in crowded
classes (f=16; 27.6%) as the advantages of out-of-class learning.

Some excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements regarding this theme were:

P17: It will be difficult to control the students during the activities, nobody can hear anyone because there will
be too much noise.

P18: Accidents may occur at the destination, students may get injured or disappear.

P29: We can teach the same content with simpler activities. Getting permits and setting up buses is both
troublesome and challenging.

The preservice teachers’ views regarding the planning of out-of-class learning processes were presented in Table
5.

Table 5. Preservice teachers’ views regarding the planning of out-of-class learning processes

Codes f %
Time management 19 328
. o Preparation for transportation 15 259
Preparation for the organization (f=52; 89.6%) -
Preparation for cost 13 224
Preparation for undesired situations 5 8.6
. . o Getting information 18 31.0
Preparation regarding destination (f=29; 50%) .
Communication 11 19.0
Identifying the topic of the lesson and the related objectives 23 397
Informing students in advance 19 328
Analysis of student needs 16 27.6

As seen in Table 5, the preservice teachers mostly highlighted preparation for organization (f=52; 89.6%),
preparation regarding destination (f=29; 50%) and identifying the topic of the lesson and the related objectives
(f=23; 39.7%) regarding the planning of out-of-class learning processes.

Some excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements regarding this theme were:

P6: Before deciding about the destination, we need to determine for what purpose we will do this activity. The
activities, trips, or observations should be related to the objectives.

P46: When will we go? How will you go? Is there an entrance fee? Good planning needs to be made to answer

80



ies.ccsenet.org International Education Studies Vol. 14, No. 5; 2021

all these questions.

P55: We need to inform the administration of the destination in advance of our departure time regarding how
many people we will visit. If the destination is an exhibition and more than one school will visit at a time,
students can return without experiencing anything.

The preservice teachers’ views regarding the implementation of out-of-class teaching were presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Preservice teachers’ views regarding the implementation of out-of-class teaching

Codes f %

Observations and experiments should be done 21 362
Entertaining activities should be designed 17 293
Associations should be made with daily life 15 259
Thought-provoking questions should be posed 14 241
Attention-grabbing exercises should be done 12 206
Hands-on active teaching should be performed 12 206
Importance should be attached to individual learning 8  13.7
Instructive activities should be carried out 7 120
Expert-guide assistance should be obtained 5 8.6

As seen in Table 6, the preservice teachers mostly highlighted these points regarding the implementation of
out-of-class teaching: Observations and experiments should be done (f=21; 36.2%); entertaining activities should
be designed (f=17; 29.3%); and associations should be made with daily life (f=15; 25.9%).

Some excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements regarding this theme were:

P7: Experiments should be included in out-of-class teaching. Without an experiment, students’ knowledge will
not be permanent.

P15: Activities to be carried out should be associated with daily life.
P26: Questions that improve students’ thinking skills should be posed.

The preservice teachers’ views regarding the assessment of out-of-class teaching were presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Preservice teachers’ views regarding the assessment of out-of-class teaching

Codes f %
Using question-and-answer method 22 37.9

Traditional assessment methods Making oral exams 13 224

(f=45, %717.5) Making written exams 6 103
Posing multiple-choice questions 4 6.9
Observing 13 224

) Keeping a diary 7 121
Alternative assessment methods B B
Creating a portfolio 6 103
(f=41, %70.6) ; .
Making a process evaluation 5 8.6
Conducting a survey 5 8.6
There is no need for assessment (f=5, 8.6%) 5 8.6

As seen in Table 7, the preservice teachers mostly stated the traditional assessment methods (f=45; 77.6%) such
as the question-and-answer method or written exams. They also highlighted alternative assessment methods
(f=41; 70.6%) such as keeping a diary. On the other hand, some preservice teachers believed that there is no need
for assessment in the out-of-class learning teaching processes (f=5; 8.6%).

Some excerpts of the preservice teachers’ statements regarding this theme were:

P19: I would pose some questions after the out-of-class teaching. I would answer students’ questions and discuss
their responses.

P31: 1 would ask them to keep a portfolio about the activities made in the destination. .... Portfolio. What they saw,
what they experienced, what they learned, I would collect all these in a file and then examine these files.
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P53: I would not make any assessment.
4. Discussion and Conclusion

This study investigated the preservice teachers’ views regarding out-of-class teaching processes. Out-of-class
education is a very suitable teaching method for 21st century skills considering its effect on the acquisition of
high-level skills, and the fact that education also keeps pace with out-of-class teaching (Harun & Salamuddin,
2013).

The preservice teachers primarily stated museums, science centers, and botanical parks as the places of
out-of-class activities. Giirsoy (2018) reported that preservice teachers consider this a problem when they do not
know the addresses of places where out-of-class teaching activities will be carried out. Similar problems are
encountered in different parts of the world. To avoid this situation, Borsos, Bori¢ and Patocskai (2018) stated a
list of accessible out-of-class learning places to guide teachers. In the present study, the preservice teachers
stated the science centers with the highest frequency among the places where out-of-class learning activities
could be carried out, which might be related to the preservice teachers have the chance to visit science centers
more easily and to they have already experienced this. According to a study by Kubat (2018), preservice teachers
mostly stated science centers and museums for out-of-class learning environments. Similarly, Anagiin, Ay, and
Demir (2015) in their study reported that preservice teachers defined science centers as out-of-class learning
environments. They also stated places such as zoos, natural life parks, and museums as the places that can be
used for out-of-class learning activities in science education. In the present study, the preservice teachers also
listed university campuses, school gardens, and corridors, even with smaller frequencies, as the places of
out-of-class learning processes. This is an important finding of the present study, which is not encountered in the
current literature.

Considering the preservice teachers’ views about the advantages of out-of-class teaching, it was determined that
they primarily emphasized the views of arousing curiosity, creating an entertaining learning environment, and
providing permanent learning. Out-of-class learning environments increase students’ interest and motivation by
taking them out of their usual routines (Eshach, 2007). Similarly, studies indicate that out-of-class teaching
increases the permanence of knowledge (Balkan Kiyic1 & Atabek Yigit, 2010; Bostan Sarioglan & Kiigiikozer,
2017; Dogan, Cicek, & Sarag, 2018; Mertoglu, 2019) as students learn by doing and experiencing in the
destinations they visit (Martin, 2004; Bozdogan, Okur, & Kasap, 2015).

The preservice teachers also highlighted, even with lower frequencies, the social domains such as respect for
differences, learning about new cultures, and including disadvantaged groups. Guardino, Hall, Largo-Wight, and
Hubbuch (2019) concluded that students with special needs perform their tasks less anxiously and taking more
responsibilities in out-of-class learning environments.

Considering the preservice teachers’ views regarding the disadvantages of out-of-class activities, they mostly
underlined the failure to provide classroom management, possible security problems, and being time-taking.
Thomas (2010) stated that teachers have difficulty in controlling students in out-of-class learning environments.

The related literature reported that teachers are aware of the advantages of out-of-class teaching and that
out-of-class teaching provides many opportunities; nevertheless, they avoid out-of-class learning activities due to
its potential problems (Karadogan, 2016; Tuuling, Oun, & Ugaste, 2019). The disadvantages listed by the present
study, such as the failure to provide classroom management, potential security problems, time taking, and high
cost, are similar to those reported by the related literature (Kubat, 2018; Ocak & Korkmaz, 2018; Donel Akgiil &
Arabaci, 2020). These disadvantages can only be eliminated by informing preservice teachers regarding
out-of-class education and providing them with opportunities to experience it. It is therefore of critical
importance to include related courses in teacher education programs and to focus on related competence skills.

The preservice teachers mostly highlighted identifying objectives, preparation for organizations, and
preparations for the destination in their views regarding the planning of out-of-class teaching processes.

Ocak and Korkmaz (2018) revealed that preservice teachers expressed these opinions regarding the planning of
out-of-class activities: obtaining parental permission, determining the needs of students, considering their
interests and requests, and obtaining necessary administrative permissions. Planning is the first and most
important step of out-of-class teaching. With a well-planned out-of-class education, objectives can effectively be
achieved.

When the preservice teachers’ views regarding the implementation of out-of-class teaching, it was determined
that they mostly emphasized making observations and experiments, designing entertaining activities, and
associating with daily life. One of the most important characteristics that distinguish out-of-class teaching from
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other teaching techniques is the direct participation of the learner without exception and the use of many sensory
organs. Studies reported that the more sensory organs participate in the learning process, the more effective
learning will take place (Yalin, 1999). The effective attainment of objects depends on hands-on educational
activities and the concretization of these activities (Bozdogan, Okur, & Kasap, 2015).

When the preservice teachers’ views regarding the assessment of out-of-class teaching activities, it was seen that
they mostly emphasized the traditional assessment techniques. However, some preservice teachers stated that
they will alternative assessment techniques.

The assessment process has many purposes serve many purposes such as making decisions about the success of
students at the end of their learning process, providing feedback regarding students’ development, determining
students’ strengths and weaknesses, and deciding about the effectiveness and efficiency of the teaching
performed (National Council on Measurement in Education, 1990). Assessment is one of the neglected
dimensions of out-of-class teaching processes (James & Williams, 2017). Ocak and Korkmaz (2018) stated that
teachers mostly use the question-and-answer method when evaluating their outside teaching activities. They also
stated that some teachers did not make any assessment.

The history of out-of-class learning dates back thousands of years. Nonetheless, it has started to become a
method that should be used more than before in the changing and developing world. In the present study that is
made to reveal the preservice teachers’ views regarding out-of-class learning processes the learning processes of
teacher candidates out of the classroom, it is primarily recommended to conduct further studies that will shed
light on the concept confusion. In these studies, it should be emphasized that out-of-class learning is
well-planned activities that are associated with the curriculum, and is a concept beyond traveling and
entertainment.

Another point is the integration of out-of-class learning into the curriculum. There are common elective courses
on out-of-class at the educational faculties of universities in Turkey. However, considering the ECTS load and
theoretical structure of this course, it is necessary to revise the content of the course in a way that provides more
inclusive and to provide more inclusive and applied content.

Out-of-class learning has cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and social benefits. However, the limitations prevent
the application of this teaching method. It is recommended to offer holistic solutions to overcome these
limitations, to provide the necessary support, to prepare a guide, and most importantly to improve the
competencies of educators regarding out-of-class education.
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