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The present study aimed to improve reflective thinking skills of doctoral students from
different fields taking the Instructional Planning and Evaluation course (IPE) during
their studies in order to obtain findings that can contribute to enhance the quality of
teaching at a state university. A total of 80 doctoral students in the spring (n= 47) and
fall (n= 33) semesters of 2016 participated in the study which was conducted with the
Technical/Scientific/Cooperative action research design and implemented two actions.
Data were collected using the Reflective Thinking Scale and the Attitude Scale towards
IPE Course. The main activities of the program implemented in the first action included
small group work, teaching real students, writing reflective pieces and feedback. In
addition, participants were better encouraged to think reflectively, participated in
reflective discussions and took formative tests in the second action. Descriptive
statistics results of the study showed that both actions helped the participants to
reach the levels in the order of reflection, understanding, critical reflection and
habitual action. On the other hand, participants’ attitudes towards the IPE course were
found to be low. For future actions, it is recommended that participants gain
experience in their own fields in order to improve their reflective thinking levels
through theory-practice connection and conduct their reflection activities over these
experiences.
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Bu arastirmada, bir devlet Universitesindeki 6gretimin niteliginin yiikseltebilmesine
katki sunabilecek bulgulara ulasmak icin dgrenimleri sirasinda Ogretimde Planlama ve
Degerlendirme (OPD) dersini alan degisik alanlardaki doktora &grencilerinin yansitici
disinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesi amaglanmistir. Eylem arastirmasi tdrlerinden
Teknik/Bilimsel/isbirlikli desen kullanilarak yiriitiilen ve iki eylemin gerceklestirildigi
arastirmaya, 2016 Bahar (n= 47) ve Guz (n= 33) dénemlerinde toplam 80 doktora
dgrencisi katilmistir. Veriler, Yansitici Diisinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi ve OPD
Dersine Yonelik Tutum Olgegi ile toplanmistir. Birinci eylemde uygulanan programin
temel etkinlikleri kiigik grup calismasi, gercek 6grencilere 6gretim, yansitici yazilar
yazma ve geribildirimdir. Ek olarak, ikinci eylemde katiimcilar yansitici dislinmeye
daha ¢ok tesvik edilmis, yansitici tartismalara katilmis ve izleme testleri almistir.
Arastirmanin betimsel istatistik sonuglari her iki eylemin, katilimcilarin sirasiyla
yansitma, anlama, elestirel yansitma ve aliskanhk diizeylerine ulagmalarini sagladigini
gostermistir. Katimcilarin OPD dersine yénelik tutumlari ise disiik bulunmustur.
ilerideki eylemler icin; katiimcilarin kuram-uygulama baglantisi yoluyla yansitici
disinme dizeylerini gelistirmeleri amaciyla kendi alanlarinda 6gretim deneyimi
edinmeleri ve yansitma etkinliklerini bu deneyimleri tizerine yapmalari 6nerilmistir.
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Introduction

A great number of studies have indicated that university teachers receive very little education on
teaching skills (Erginer & Dursun, 2005; Roche & Marsh, 2000). Universities in Turkey are criticized for
failing to provide planned and official training for teachers concerning teaching competencies (Council
of Higher Education [YOK], 2000a). However, learning teaching competencies should not be seen as an
intrinsic process. Particularly novice university teachers need education to enhance teaching skills
(Erginer & Dursun, 2005; Hodkinson & Taylor, 2002). Such education must be provided in a programmed
way (Stokking, Leenders, De Jong, & Van Tartwijk, 2003) and regularly at certain periods starting as of
undergraduate studies (Erginer & Dursun, 2005). Until they participate in such educational activities,
university teachers may consider themselves as good teachers; however, once they start receiving this
type of education, their opinions might change, their definitions regarding teaching may be altered, they
may become aware of their teaching approaches, their teaching self-efficacy could be improved
(Postareff, Lindblom-Yldnne, & Nevgi, 2007), the academic circle where they can have educational
discussions may be enlarged (Van Waes, Van den Bossche, Moolenaar, Stes, & Van Petegem, 2015), and
their reflective thinking skills may be developed as well (Nevgi & Léfstrom, 2015; Stewart, 2014). Since
doctoral programs are generally chosen to become an academician in Turkey (YOK, 2000b) the present
study went through an action research process with the aim of improving doctoral students’ reflective
thinking skills through theory-practice connection so as to help them better prepare for teaching.

Educational Programs and Practices for Novice University Teachers

In many countries, novice university teachers’ education on teaching is held through part-time
classes during one year (Stewart, 2014). In addition, different professional development programs are
implemented as well (Dall’ Alba, 2005; Hodkinson & Taylor, 2002; Nevgi & Léfstrom, 2015). In Finland,
for instance, in the first stage of a training program for university teachers, participants complete five
courses that require part-time attendance and include 25 credits of European Credit Transfer and
Accumulation System (ECTS) in basic learning and teaching knowledge and skills in 1.5 years. In the
second stage, eight courses are included covering studies on subject field specific teaching strategies (35
ECTS in total) and 20 credits out of the total 60 ECTS of the program consist of teaching practices (Nevgi
& Lofstrom, 2015). Carroll (1977) further claims that preparation for teaching service should be a part of
the educational process throughout master’s and doctoral degree programs. On this basis, the present
study focused on the preparation for teaching service of students attending different doctoral programs.

In Turkey, studies concerning university teachers’ education on teaching have gained impetus upon
the YOK’s decision ‘University teachers attending graduate studies shall take two of the pedagogical
formation courses (Development and Learning [DL]; Instructional Planning and Evaluation [IPE])" in 1999.
These courses aim at providing basic teaching skills (Bimen, 2006; Kiriim, 2007). DL and IPE courses
were taught in 38 universities in the fall semester of the 2005-2006 academic year (Kiiriim, 2007). Yet, in
the spring semester of 2016-2017, these courses were offered in 11 universities. Thus, the number of
universities teaching these courses has fallen significantly.

Studies concerning DL and IPE courses have examined experiences in the process of running the
courses (Blimen, 2006; Kirim, 2007), students’ attitudes towards these courses, their gains (Bimen,
2006) and definitions of ‘effective teaching’ (Akpinar-Wilsing & Paykog, 2004; Unver, 2013). Kiirim
(2007) found that most participants’ perspectives of teaching changed after completing these courses.
According to Unver’s study (2013), the definition of teaching made by 35.50% of the doctoral students
taking these courses was transformed from being teacher-centered to student-centered. Consequently,
there is still a need for programs providing university teachers with a broader perspective on teaching
beyond solely transferring teaching techniques to them (Dall’ Alba, 2005; Postareff, Lindblom-Yldnne, &
Nevgi, 2008).

Changing perspectives on teaching can be supported by studies attaining theory-practice connection.
For example, in Ireland, similar to Turkey, university teachers carried out practices with real students
and consequently stated that their viewpoints on learning and teaching had changed in a program
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consisting of ‘Learning and Teaching in Higher Education’ and ‘Designing Curricula and Assessment
Strategies’ modules (Donnelly, 2008). Likewise, Unver (2013) stated that doctoral students taking DL and
IPE courses can build connections between learning and teaching theories and their own fields through
teaching experiences with real university students.

Reflective Thinking for Teaching Quality in Higher Education

Reflective thinking may contribute to broadening and changing university teachers’ perspectives on
teaching (Martin & Lueckenhause, 2005; Postareff et. al., 2008). According to Prosser, Martin, Trigwell,
Ramsden, and Middleton (2008), for instance, reflective thinking may help them to better understand
the subject matter they teach. Improving reflective thinking is also significant in terms of scrutinizing
teaching practices. Thus, university teachers can organize their instruction (Lindblom-Ylanne, Nevgi, &
Trigwell, 2011). However, in Turkey, only one study has been found concerning reflective thinking skills
of university teachers, which states that the university teachers at a state university have high reflective
thinking tendencies (Tlimkaya & Hurioglu, 2013). Hence, there is a need for further studies on reflective
thinking levels of university teachers in Turkey.

In addition to the classifications made considering the timing (Schén, 1983; Wilson, 2008) and phases
(e.g. Kember et. al., 2000; Larrivee, 2008; Lee, 2008; Shulman, 1987; Van Manen, 1977) of reflection;
there are eclectic (e.g. Griffiths & Tann, 1992; Valli, 1997) and cyclical classifications (Korthagen &
Vasalos, 2005) as well. Wilson (2008) proposed a classification in the form of reflections over ‘reflection-
on-action as past’, ‘reflection-in-action as present’ and ‘reflection-for-action as future’. This classification
addresses reflections made before, during and after teaching practices. Van Manen (1977) defined the
levels of ‘technical rationality’ focusing on measurable outcomes, ‘practical action’ explaining the
theoretical basis underlying these consequences and ‘critical reflection’ questioning educational, ethical
and cultural considerations. The eclectic typology of reflection suggested by Valli (1997) consists of
‘technical rationality’, ‘reflection-in and on-action’, ‘deliberative reflection’, ‘personalistic reflection’ and
‘critical reflection’. The cyclical model called ‘core reflection’ by Korthagen and Vasalos (2005) involves
the phases of specifying the problems concerning teaching, being aware of the ideal teaching and
learning situation and the factors inhibiting it, determining the core qualities required for reaching the
ideal, implementing core qualities and trying a new action. Korthagen and Vasalos (2005) state that, in
order to make reflective thinking continuous, it could be helpful to ask the questions ‘What is the ideal
situation, the situation the teacher wishes to attain?’ and ‘What are the factors that inhibit reaching this
ideal?’ (p. 54). In these classifications, reflection proceeds from explaining teaching in accordance with
research findings towards scrutinizing theoretical basis of these explanations. It is seen that as the
phases progress, reflection extends from the personal to the social and that the most extensive phase is
critical reflection. University teachers’ ability to reflect at the higher stages of these classifications and
use of the cyclical model in particular (Korthagen & Vasalos, 2005) could enable them to sustain their
professional development as well as contributing to the improvement of the quality of higher education.

As stated by Allen and Casbergue (1997), reflective thinking should not be considered to occur
intrinsically, but it must be developed through activities. For instance, micro-teaching with video
recordings may foster reflection-on-action and reflection-in-action. Guided discussions could extend
teacher’s field of reflection from the individual towards the social. Action research, on the other hand, is
considered compatible particularly with the cyclical classification of Korthagen and Vasalos (2005).

In order to foster reflective thinking, it should never be sufficient to achieve in monotonous tasks,
but one must go on with the question ‘Why?’ regarding teaching practices (Wakefield, 1996). Thus, it
may be possible to acquire skills to scrutinize theoretical bases of teaching practices. In addition, it could
improve the ability to notice problems concerning teaching and to reflect on their solutions.

Improving the level of reflection requires more reading, planning and thinking about teaching. These
actions can only be taken by individuals who hold positive attitudes towards the program they
participate in. University teachers’ voluntary and deliberative participation in the teaching process may
be beneficial, especially to initiate reflection. Novice university teachers’ attitudes towards the IPE
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course may be negative at the beginning (Akpinar-Wilsing & Paykog, 2004; Biimen, 2006) and it takes
time and effort to turn their attitudes into positive (Unver, 2013). Thus, the relation between attitudes
towards the IPE course and level of reflective thinking can be examined.

Aim of the Present Study

The present study aimed at improving reflective thinking skills of individuals taking the IPE course as
part of their doctoral studies so as to contribute to the enhancement of the quality of instruction at a
state university. To this end, the research question was designed as ‘How reflective thinking skills of
doctoral students taking IPE courses could be improved?’

It is expected that the action process of the study will help increase reflective thinking levels of
doctoral students who are already employed as instructors or have a future possibility to work as an
instructor at a certain level and enable them to use their reflection skills after taking the IPE course.
Thus, they can display behaviors of continuous thinking and questioning for the quality of teaching
practices. This, in turn, may support the improvement of teaching practices at the university where the
study was conducted. In addition, other universities intending to offer education on reflective thinking
to their instructors could learn from the effective and ineffective activities of the two actions carried out
in the present study. The number of universities offering education in teaching to their instructors is
gradually decreasing. The present study may also be helpful for universities to increase studies
concerning the issue.

Method
Research Design

Since action research studies are conducted by researchers and participants working in cooperation
(Somekh, 2006) and the process of action research is similar to the reflective thinking cycle (Schon,
1983), the present study was conducted in action research design. The study employed
Technical/Scientific/Cooperative design among the types of action research. This design basically aims to
describe the action process (Yildinm & Simsek, 2016) and examines the effects of a given theoretical
structure with the cooperation of researchers and practitioners (Berg, 2001). As the present study
examined the effect of university teachers’ activities based on theory-practice connection on their
reflective thinking levels; and since the participants taking the IPE course were in cooperation with the
undergraduate students they implemented their educational practices with during the study process,
Technical/Scientific/Cooperative design was selected and the action process is described in detail.

Participants

The participants of this study consisted of individuals attending doctoral programs in different fields
and taking the IPE course in the spring and fall semesters of 2016 at a state university. In the spring
semester of 2016 when the first action of the study was conducted, 55 persons were taking the IPE
course. Data were collected from 50 of these students on voluntary basis and data from 47 individuals
who filled out the data collection instruments completely were included in the analysis. In the fall
semester when the second action was implemented, 58 students attended the IPE course, data were
collected from volunteering 40 students and data from 33 of them who responded completely were
included in the analysis. As seen in Table 1, fields of study of the students whose data were included in
the process of analysis are Natural and Applied Sciences (n= 38), Social Sciences (n= 29) and Health
Sciences (n= 13). Approximately half of the participants (n= 36) have no teaching experience while only
six of them hold experience of seven years and more.

Data Collection Tools

Reflective Thinking Scale: Data concerning the participants’ reflective thinking levels were collected
using the Reflective Thinking Scale developed by Kember et. al. (2000) and adapted into Turkish by Basol
and Evin-Gencel (2013).
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Table 1.
Teaching Fields and Experiences of Participants.
Teaching Fields Teaching Experience (Years)
Natural Health Social 3or 10 and
Sci. Sci. Sci. None less 4-6 7-9 more
n n n n n n n n
First Action 22 5 20 22 10 9 3 3
Second Action 16 8 9 14 9 10
Total 38 13 29 36 19 19 3 3

The adaptation study of the 5-point Likert scale consisting of 16 items was carried out with 1413 faculty
of education students. As a result of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA), factor loadings of the scale
ranged between .54 and .79.Comparative fit indices in the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (xz/df=
4.48, p= .00, CFl= .93, NNFI= .92, RMSEA= .07, GFl= .93, AGFI= .90) showed quite a good fit with the
measurement model as well. Cronbach’s Alpha internal consistency coefficient of the scale was found as
.77. The scale consists of the subscales of habitual action, understanding, reflection and critical
reflection from the lowest to the highest as defined by Mezirow (1991). The habitual action subscale
includes items concerning actions learned before and done automatically; understanding concerns items
about actions requiring thinking over and using knowledge; reflection subscale includes items about
problem solving and attributing meaning to phenomena and events; and critical reflection consists of
items related to the individual’s awareness of his/her perceptions, thoughts, emotions and actions (cited
in Kember et. al., 2000).

Attitude Scale towards IPE Course: In the initial development study of the 5-point Likert type scale,
Blmen (2006) applied the 54-item trial form on 67 doctoral students and included 26 items with high t
values calculated over total scores into the final form of the scale. In the present study, the trial session
was held with 207 doctoral students. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient was calculated as .96 and
Bartlett test was found significant (x2= 4188.80, df= 325, p<.01). EFA results showed that factor loadings
of all 25 items except for the forth item of the scale fell into the same factor and this factor explained
54.25% of the total variance. As a result of the EFA performed by excluding item four from the scale, the
variance explained by this factor increased to 56.10%. Factor loadings of the items ranged between .47
and .86. The results of the CFA showed x= 576.17; df= 267, xz/df= 2.16; p=.00; GFI= .81, NNFI= .98, IFl=
.98, CFl= .98, SRMR= .04 and RMSEA= .08. As these values meet the criteria suggested by Brown (2006)
and Cole (1987), it was concluded that the scale had high fit with the theoretical construct. Cronbach’s
Alpha reliability coefficient was found as .96.

Data Analysis

Techniques of descriptive statistics were employed on the data obtained from the Reflective
Thinking Scale. Accordingly, participants’ scores over the subscales and the whole of the scale were
determined. Means of total scale scores were also calculated for participants who do or do not have
teaching experience; and who work in the teaching field of natural, health and social sciences for both
actions. In order to determine the participants’ attitudes towards the IPE course, total scores they got
over the related scale were calculated.

The Role of the Researchers

Researchers who had been teaching the IPE course for 12-13 years undertook the role of the
practitioner as well. Hence, they had the opportunity to make observations and gain experience at each
step of the study. The fact that they are experienced may enable them to consider a number of
contextual variables. However, due to their role as the practitioner, they may have overlooked some
data concerning the action process.
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The Stages of the Action

The stages defined by Johnson (2012) were performed during the action process of this research
(Figure 1).

1.
Identifying
the problem
10. Offering 2. Preparation
suggestions for the before the
next action plan action
9. Discussion over .
the results of the e Plaqnlng
first and second the f'rSt
actions action
81£.Ot?ta|n|ng LIs 4. Implementing
indings of the - -
second action the first action
7. Implementing 5. Obtaining
the second the findings of
action the first action
6. Planning
the second
action

Figure 1. Stages of the action.

As seen in Figure 1, data revealing the need for the improvement of teaching services at the
university where the study was conducted influenced the Identifying the Problem stage (Blimen, 2006;
Unver, 2010, 2013). For example, Unver (2010) concluded that 64.90% of undergraduate students
evaluated their instructors as “competent” and “very competent”. Moreover, among the cases which
allow for conducting action research in education, O’Hanlon (2003) also includes the cooperation held
by creating unofficial groups by colleagues working at a given institution. Based on their experience and
observations, instructors who have been teaching the IPE course for 12-13 years have noticed that
restricting the objectives and processes of the course to basic teaching skills only would fail to be
sufficient for the participants in the long run, and considered that the program should be improved to
extend the effect of the course suggesting that practitioners and participants should work in
cooperation to this end.

In the Preparation for the Action Stage, two instructors teaching the IPE course held discussion
meetings on theories and approaches that could be used for the course to be effective in the long term.
Taking their own teaching experience into consideration, instructors discussed whether teaching
practices of the IPE course could be strengthened through with concepts like critical thinking, reflective
thinking, theory-practice connection and such approaches as project based learning, action research etc.
These discussion meetings were held in nearly one-hour sessions a day, once a week, during
approximately one month in the planning period for the spring semester of 2016. Finally, the instructors
came to the agreement that theory-practice connection and reflective thinking can be the key concepts.

Kirim (2007) states that the IPE course sometimes fails to meet the participants’ needs and suggest
conducting a needs analysis to solve the problem. Based on this suggestion, at the beginning of the 2016
spring semester, participants’ needs concerning the IPE course were determined with a questionnaire
consisting of four open-ended questions. The most frequently needed topics appeared to be teaching
skills, measurement and evaluation, active learning strategies, motivating university students, and
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communicating with them. Since the Technical/Scientific/Cooperative action research aims to test or
evaluate a practice within a predetermined theoretical framework (Berg, 2001), a curriculum was
developed for the IPE course by this study in order to meet the participants needs within the theoretical
framework of theory-practice connection and reflective thinking. The following activities were included
in the curriculum in the first action plan (Bruster & Peterson, 2013; Cruickshank, Bainer, & Metcalf,
1995; Spalding & Wilson, 2002; Yaffe, 2010):

e Working with small groups: Works of participants from similar doctoral fields of study in groups of 2-
5.

e Teaching real students: Participants’ designing, implementation and evaluation of a program by
specifying the needs of voluntary undergraduate students at the faculty of education.

o Reflective writings: Participants’ filling out the structured group evaluation form after the
implementation. Video-recording the implementations and handing these recordings to the
participants as soon as possible to help them with reflective writings.

e feedback: Giving feedback to the participants by undergraduate students, other doctoral students in
class, group peers and the university teachers of IPE about their program designs and
implementations. Participants’ filling out the Evaluation form for Group Activities and Self-evaluation
Form for Group Activities which were designed to make participants’ feedback systematic.

In the Implementation of the First Action, doctoral students from similar fields had small-scaled
program development experiences in groups. They worked with undergraduate students in this process.
During classes, such reflective questions were often asked: “What are the main problems in teaching of
your field?”, “Which program design approach(es) is the most appropriate for your field, why?” and
students were encouraged to ask similar questions as well. Discussions were held over current problems
in teaching. Participants doing their PhD in similar fields worked in groups of 2-5 and designed small
scale programs in their field considering the needs of undergraduate students. They applied these
programs in 60-90-minute sessions with the participation of undergraduate students. During group
activities, undergraduate students, other doctoral students outside the group and the course instructors
individually filled out the Evaluation Form for Group Activities which included 10 teacher qualities like
“Effective interaction with students” and “working in harmony as a group”, each of which being scored
over 10, as well as an explanations/comments section. Following the practice, the practitioner group
members evaluated themselves through verbal self-criticism and also received verbal feedback from the
undergraduate students, other doctoral students outside group and the course instructor. The practices
were video-recorded; each group was given their own video and asked to watch and discuss over it
outside the class as a group. Each member of the practitioner group filled out the Self-evaluation Form
for Group Activities. The form consisted of two sections in which each group member scored themselves
and the other group members over 100 points and responded to four open-ended questions like “What
are the possible reasons behind your positive and negative teaching behavior during your
presentation?” and “What would you change if you were to do the same activity again?”. At the end of
the first action, the Reflective Thinking Scale was applied as planned beforehand.

As seen in Table 2, participants stated that this action support them in obtaining the skills at the
reflection (X= 16.85), understanding (X= 15.87), critical reflection (X= 13.06) and habitual action (X=
11.06) subscales of the Reflective Thinking Scale. Mean of the participants’ total scale scores (X= 56.85)
revealed that their reflection skills improved quite well concerning the highest possible score (80) on the
scale. However, it was determined that certain skills still need improving particularly those in the critical
reflection subscale.

When the participants’ mean total scores on the Reflective Thinking Scale were compared according
to their teaching fields, it was found that mean total scores of the participants from health sciences (X=

47.80) were lower than the scores of those from natural (X= 57.86) and social (X= 58.00) sciences. While
mean total scores of the participants with no teaching experience was 57.59 in the Reflective Thinking
Scale, mean total scores for the participants with varying years of experience were detected as 56.20.
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Table 2.

Doctoral Students’ Reflective Thinking and Attitudes towards IPE Course Scores in the Firt Action .
Dimensions of Reflective Thinking  Teaching Fields n X SD
Habitual Action Natural Sci. 22 11.14 2.49

Health Sci. 5 9.60 241
Social Sci. 20 11.35 2.25
Total 47 11.06 2.39
Understanding Natural Sci. 22 16.14 2.14
Health Sci. 5 14.00 4.69
Social Sci. 20 16.05 1.88
Total 47 15.87 2.43
Reflection Natural Sci. 22 17.18 1.47
Health Sci. 5 14.20 4.76
Social Sci. 20 17.15 1.53
Total 47 16.85 2.19
Critical Reflection Natural Sci. 22 13.41 2.46
Health Sci. 5 10.00 3.08
Social Sci. 20 13.45 3.80
Total 47 13.06 3.27
Total Natural Sci. 22 57.86 5.09
Health Sci. 5 47.80 8.47
Social Sci. 20 58.00 4.70
Total 47 56.85 6.10

At the Planning the Second Action step, discussions were held over the results of the first action and
the main problems were listed as follows: 1) There was a two-week delay in the scheduled time. 2)
Some groups focused on teaching the subject matter rather than experiencing teaching and reflecting
on it. 3) The fact that some individuals were less willing in the class decreased group performance. 4)
Due to concurrent implementations, participants could not observe the performances of all groups. 5)
Only a small number of undergraduate students could participate in the implementations of some
groups. In this respect, in addition to the Reflective Thinking Scale, the Attitudes towards IPE Course
Scale was planned to be applied as well; and it was decided to maintain the studies included in the first
action plan and to enhance the program through the following activities:

e More motivation to think reflectively: Explaining more clearly that the main goal of the course is to
improve reflective thinking and how reflection is defined at the beginning of the semester.

e Reflective discussion: More frequent inclusion of questions and discussions that can stimulate
reflective thinking in the theoretical aspect of the course.

e Teaching real students: A more detailed explanation of the benefits of the study for undergraduate
students in order to increase their participation.

e Reflective writings: Encouraging the participants to fill in the Self-evaluation Form for Group
Activities in detail after the implementation.

e formative tests: Holding three quizzes in the first nine weeks of the semester in order to promote
participants’ readings on the course resources and allocate more time for practical studies.

e Feedback: Giving more detailed feedback based on theory concerning the program designs and
implementations prepared by small groups.

At the Implementation of the Second Action step, at the beginning of the semester, undergraduate
students were provided with a more detailed explanation about the advantages of the study; reflective
thinking was defined to the doctoral students and they were explained that the long-term goal of the
course was to help them improve in this respect. In the first eight weeks of the course, while
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pedagogical knowledge was taught, participants were asked questions concerning the practices in their
faculties and related discussions were held. The quizzes were held as planned. Small groups studied
each other’s program designs and gave verbal feedback to one another. Teachers provided detailed
verbal and/or written feedback on the program designs as well. Reference was made to the theoretical
background in feedbacks and the groups were asked to explain the reasons behind the choices of their
program designs. Activities in the first action were performed similarly during the second action too.
Before filling out the Self-evaluation Form for Group Activities, the participants were given additional
encouraging explanation to watch their video recordings outside the class, discuss over it face to face
with the group members and respond to the open-ended questions on the form in detail. Upon
completing the second action, the Reflective Thinking Scale and Attitude Scale towards IPE Course were
applied. In addition, evaluation meetings of 40-45 minutes were held in the last week of the semester
during which the participants assessed the IPE course in terms of improving their reflective thinking
skills.

According to Table 3, participants indicated that this action support them in obtaining the skills at
the reflection (X= 16.18), understanding (X= 14.73), critical reflection (X= 12.21) and habitual action (X=
11.85) subscales of the Reflective Thinking Scale. Means of the participants’ total scale scores (X= 54.97)
reveal that their reflection skills improved quite well concerning the highest possible score (80) on the
scale yet it shows that certain skills still need improving particularly those in the critical reflection
subscale.

Table 3.

Doctoral Students’ Reflective Thinking and Attitudes towards IPE Course Scores in Second Action.
Dimensionf of Reflective Thinking  Teaching Fields n X SD
Habitual Action Natural Sci. 16 12.19 2.04

Health Sci. 8 12.63 2.92
Social Sci. 9 10.56 2.74
Total 33 11.85 2.53
Understanding Natural Sci. 16 14.75 2.74
Health Sci. 8 15.63 .92
Social Sci. 9 13.89 2.52
Total 33 14.73 2.39
Reflection Natural Sci. 16 16.38 2.80
Health Sci. 8 15.75 2.66
Social Sci. 9 16.22 1.64
Total 33 16.18 2.44
Critical Reflection Natural Sci. 16 13.19 2.86
Health Sci. 8 10.13 2.42
Social Sci. 9 12.33 3.91
Total 33 12.21 3.24
Total Natural Sci. 16 56.50 6.84
Health Sci. 8 54.13 5.33
Social Sci. 9 53.00 5.10
Total 33 54.97 6.09
Attitudes towards IPE Course Natural Sci. 18 77.44 5.40
Health Sci. 8 77.38 3.62
Social Sci. 9 80.22 3.19
Total 35 78.14 461

When the participants’ mean total scores on the Reflective Thinking Scale were calculated according
to their teaching fields, it was found that mean total scale scores of the participants of three teaching

fields were found to be closer to each other (health, X= 54.13; natural, X= 56.50; social, X= 53.00). Mean
85



Giilsen UNVER, Biinyamin YURDAKUL — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 77-102

total scores of the participants with no teaching experience in the Reflective Thinking Scale was
calculated as 55.00. For the participants with varying years of experience, mean total score was 54.95.

Considering that it could be influential on the process of running the IPE courses and therefore
participants’ gaining reflective thinking skills, Attitude Scale towards IPE course was applied at the end

of the second action and the mean total scores were found to be similar in the three fields (health, X=
77.38; natural, X= 77.44; social, X= 80.22). Participants’ levels of attitude towards the course is seen to
be low (X=78.14) compared with the highest possible score on the attitude scale (125) (Table 2).

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications
Discussion Over the Results of the First and Second Actions

At the end of both actions, participants’ perceptions concerning their reflective thinking levels were
higher at the understanding and reflection subscales whereas they were found to be relatively lower at
the critical reflection and habitual action subscales. These findings show that participants’ reflective
thinking levels are centered on the second and third levels. It could be taken positively that the means at
the habitual action level are lower than those at understanding and reflection, which indicates that
participants contemplate their teaching and manage to solve problems (Kember et. al., 2000). Low
scores on the critical reflection, which is the highest level of reflection, may have resulted from the
limited action times.

Objectives, content and teaching activities of the IPE course program are elaborated on and
interpreted below since they are considered to be effective on improving participants’ reflective
thinking levels.

The IPE curriculum includes the following two objectives intended for improving reflective thinking:
1) Being able to decide on the appropriateness of the program design developed. 2) Willingness to
improve his/her own teaching processes. Education of university teachers is limited, also officially, to
learning and teaching theories only (YOK, 2007). As seen in the results of the needs analysis carried out
in the present study, novice university teachers’ expectation also improve their teaching skills (Erginer &
Dursun, 2005). In this regard, like stated in Unver’s study (2013), it becomes difficult to reach higher
goals other than the main teaching skills in this course. Therefore, there is a need for specifying the
objectives to broaden participants’ perspectives in the program.

The course content consisted of the strands proposed by the YOK. The intensity of this content has
been addressed as an important problem (Biimen, 2006; Kiiriim, 2007; Unver, 2013). Since reflective
thinking takes a long time to improve (Allen & Casbergue, 1997), the intensive course content may be a
critical obstacle for programs aiming at developing such skills. Although this problem was foreseen at
the beginning of the study, improvement of reflective thinking was seen worthy to be tried and put
effort on. Moreover, most of the information covered by the course content is needed to prepare and
practice a small scale program.

The first action included activities that required the participants to design a small-scale program,
teach with real students and write reflective pieces. Additionally, activities to encourage reflective
thinking, discussions and formative tests were implemented in the second action. The findings show
that these activities improved the participants’ reflective thinking levels at a certain degree. It is possible
to further comment on the positive and negative effects of the activities as follows.

In the first place, some participants were observed to feel responsible for and excited about teaching
undergraduate students in their own fields of study. These participants may have tended to think more
about their teaching. Some participants, on the other hand, made the impression that they did not see
the students of the faculty of education as “real students” considering their own fields. These
viewpoints may have caused them to perceive the practice of teaching these students as a temporary,
one-time-only occasion or to find it meaningless to think about.
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Second, participants’ teaching practices were performed in the last three-four weeks of the term
while reflective discussions were included throughout the term upon receiving theoretical knowledge. In
this regard, each group was given their own practice videos and was asked to watch them and fill out
the Self-evaluation Form for Group Activities outside the class. Discussions were not held over video
recordings in class. Quite a limited time could be allocated for face to face feedback and reflective
discussions. In short, the fast and intensive flow of the course could have inhibited the participants from
thinking, digesting the theory and analyzing the practices by connecting them to theory. Moreover, the
fact that reflective writings were intended for evaluation, as noted by Hobbs (2007), may have
interfered with the natural course of reflection.

Third, it was observed that some of the participants saw the small scale program preparation and
practice activity merely as an assignment to be done within the scope of the course. When the practice
was completed, they left the impression that they felt no need to reflect on the previous action with the
feeling of fulfilling the assignment. For instance, some were observed to respond to the open-ended
questions on the Self-evaluation Form for Group Activities without much elaboration.

Fourth, some groups or participants kept focusing on teaching the subject matter in the preparation
and practice processes. Thus, their reflections remained limited to how to teach the content and the
subject matters. Some groups were even observed to work with the opinion that “The more information
we teach, the better performance we show.” This perspective may have restricted their reflections to
the content only.

Fifth, it was noticed that some participants referred to the theory while giving feedback. Also,
feedback provided by undergraduate students was observed to include detailed and realistic reflections.
Participants, therefore, could have started to think from other aspects which they could not see
themselves. As a matter of fact, as pointed out by Roehrig, Bohn, Turner, and Pressley (2008),
explanatory feedback could stimulate reflective thinking.

Although the participants are from different teaching fields, they have similar perceptions of
reflective thinking levels. In the present study, the participants prepared and implemented a small scale
program for the same target population —undergraduate students of the faculty of education. Although
these programs covered the participants’ teaching fields, they may have failed to provide the
participants with an exact and natural experience of field teaching. Therefore, when teaching students
in their own fields in the future, the participants may possibly display higher level reflection behaviors
like noticing problems, solving them (Korthagen & Vasalos, 2005) and analyzing them with a broader
perspective (Stanley, 1998).

It was found that participants with no teaching experience had similar reflective thinking levels with
those who had varying years of experience. This finding is compatible with Kirim’s (2007) and
Lindblom-Ylanne et. al.’s (2011) findings but contradicts with Tiumkaya and Hurioglu (2013) who found
that reflective thinking levels increase in parallel with professional experience. In fact, teaching
experience may provide the teacher with the opportunity to contemplate problems more. Thus,
experienced teachers gain reflection experiences for different situations. Thus, as stated by Valli (1997)
and Van Manen (1977), past experiences are used for technical reflection. On the other hand, if teaching
is questioned based on theory, experience may contribute to reflection. In other words, teaching
experience alone may not be sufficient for reflective thinking.

Attitude scores of the participants towards the IPE course are low, which is similar to Bimen’s (2006)
finding. In fact, preparing and implementing a small scale program within the scope of the IPE course is a
rather unfamiliar and complex task for participants from other fields. Therefore, it took some
participants until the middle of the semester, even until the end for some others to understand this
task. This could have generated negative effects on the scores of attitude towards the course.
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As a consequence, actions in the present study improved the participants’ reflective thinking levels
to some extent, but they still need improving in this respect. This conclusion contradicts with the
findings of Stewart (2014) and, Nevgi and Lo6fstrom (2015). For instance, Nevgi and Lofstrom (2015)
found that a program consisting of 13 courses and 60 ECTS credits increased the participants’ reflective
thinking levels.

Suggestions for the Next Action Plan

A third action plan was designed in line with the results of the two actions implemented in the
present study which included the following main activities:

e Explaining the theory concerning reflective thinking and motivating for reflection: Inclusion of
objectives directly related with reflective thinking in the IPE course program. Reducing the course
content and teaching theoretical information concerning reflective thinking in more detail to
participants during the semester; motivating participants to think reflectively through reflection
activities and verbal persuasion.

e Implementing reflective thinking activities: Allowing for more questions and discussions that could
stimulate reflective thinking at the theoretical and practical aspects of the course. Including such
activities as keeping reflective diaries and holding discussions over video recordings in small or large
groups into the program.

e Working with real students: Participants’ gaining teaching experiences with students from their own
fields and doing their reflection activities with these real students in order to increase both theory-
practice connection and reflective thinking. Participants’ carrying out action research on instruction
in their own fields under the guidance of IPE course instructors.

e Formative Assessment and Feedback: Using process evaluation techniques like performance
assessment, authentic evaluation etc. instead of paper-and-pencil tests and communicating the
results to participants in order to reduce their assessment anxiety. Giving the theory based detailed
feedback on small groups’ curriculum designs and practices especially in writing.

The third action plan is considered to be beneficial to universities wishing to develop reflective
thinking through theory-practice connection by producing contextual solutions. In order for such action
plans to be implemented, IPE should not be limited to a single semester; it could be extended over two
semesters, for instance. Thus, time allowed for reflective thinking activities can increase and participants
can think in more detail on their curriculum designs and practices.
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Turkish Version

Girig

Bircok arastirma, 6gretim elemanlarinin, 6gretim becerileri konusunda ¢ok az egitim aldiklarini
gostermektedir (Erginer & Dursun, 2005; Roche & Marsh, 2000). Tirkiye’deki Gniversiteler, 6gretim
elemanlarina ogretim vyeterliklerine iliskin planli ve resmi egitim verememekle elestirilmektedir
(Yiksekdgretim Kurulu [YOK], 2000a). Oysa &gretim yeterliklerinin dgrenilmesi dogal bir siire¢ olarak
gorilmemelidir. Ozellikle, deneyimsiz 6gretim elemanlari, bu konuda egitime gereksinim duymaktadir
(Erginer & Dursun, 2005; Hodkinson & Taylor, 2002). Bu egitimler, programh bir bicimde (Stokking,
Leenders, De Jong, & Van Tartwijk, 2003) ve lisansustiinden baslayarak belirli araliklarla dizenli olarak
(Erginer & Dursun, 2005) gergeklestiriimelidir. Ogretim elemanlari bu tiir egitimlere katilmadiklarinda iyi
ogreticiler olduklarini dislnebilirler; ancak egitim almaya basladiklarinda disinceleri degisebilir,
o6gretim kavramina iliskin tanimlari farkhlasabilir, uyguladiklari 6gretim yaklasimlarinin farkina varabilir,
ogretim 0z yeterlik algilari yikselebilir (Postareff, Lindblom-Ylanne, & Nevgi, 2007), 6gretim lzerinde
tartisabilecekleri akademik gevreleri genisleyebilir (Van Waes, Van den Bossche, Moolenaar, Stes, & Van
Petegem, 2015) ve yansitici diisinme becerileri gelisebilir (Nevgi & Lofstrom, 2015; Stewart, 2014).
Tiirkiye’de doktora programlari genellikle 6gretim elemani olmak icin tercih edildiginden (YOK, 2000b)
bu arastirmada, doktora 6grencilerinin 6gretim hizmetine daha iyi hazirlanmalari igin yansitici diisinme
becerilerini kuram-uygulama baglantisi yoluyla gelistirilmesi amaciyla bir eylem arastirmasi sireci
deneyimlenmistir.

Deneyimsiz Ogretim Elemanlari igin Egitim Programlari ve Uygulamalar

Bircok tilkede, goreve yeni baslayan 6gretim elemanlarinin, 6gretim hizmetine iliskin egitimleri bir yil
boyunca kismi zamanh derslerle gergeklestiriimektedir (Stewart, 2014). Bunun yaninda, farkli mesleki
gelisim programlari da uygulanmaktadir (Dall’ Alba, 2005; Hodkinson & Taylor, 2002; Nevgi & Lofstrom,
2015). Ornegin; Finlandiya’da 6gretim elemanlar icin diizenlenen bir egitim programinin birinci
asamasinda, 25 Avrupa Kredi Transfer Sistemi (AKTS) temel 6grenme-6gretme bilgi ve becerilerinin yer
aldigi, kismi zamanli olarak devam edilen bes ders, yaklasik 1,5 yil icinde tamamlanmaktadir. ikinci
asamada konu alanina 6zgl 6gretim stratejilerine iliskin calismalari iceren sekiz ders (toplam 35 AKTS)
yer almaktadir. Toplam 60 AKTS olan bu programin 20 AKTS'si 6gretim uygulamalarindan olusmaktadir
(Nevgi & Lofstrom, 2015). Hatta Carroll’a (1977) gore 68retme gorevine hazirlik, yuksek lisans ve doktora
programlari boyunca 6gretim sirecinin bir pargasi olmalidir. Buna dayanarak bu arastirma, degisik
doktora programlarina devam eden 6grencilerin 6gretim hizmetine hazirlanmalarina odaklanmistir.

Turkiye'de, 6gretim elemanlarinin, 6gretim hizmetine yonelik egitim almalarina iliskin ¢alismalar
YOK'iin 1999 yilindaki “Lisansistii 6grenim goren arastirma gérevlilerinin pedagojik formasyon
derslerinden ikisini (Gelisim ve Ogrenme [GO]; Ogretimde Planlama ve Degerlendirme [OPD]) almalari”
karariyla hizlanmistir. Bu derslerde temel 6gretim becerilerinin edinilmesi amaglanmaktadir (Biimen,
2006; Kiiriim, 2007). GO ve OPD dersleri 2005-2006 giiz déneminde 38 {niversitede okutulmustur
(Ktrtim, 2007). 2016-2017 bahar déneminde ise bu dersler 11 liniversitenin lglinde biitlin enstitiilerde,
sekizinde bazi enstitlilerde; 10’'unda zorunlu, birinde se¢meli olarak yiritilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, bu
dersleri veren Universitelerin sayisinda belirgin bir azalma olmustur.

GO ve OPD derslerine iliskin calismalarda; derslerin yiriitiilmesi siirecinde yasananlar (Biimen, 2006;
Karim, 2007), 6grencilerin bu derslere yonelik tutumlari, erisileri (Bimen, 2006) ve ‘etkili 6gretim’
tanimlari (Akpinar-Wilsing & Paykog, 2004; Unver, 2013) incelenmistir. Kiriim (2007), bu dersler
sayesinde katihmcilarin gogunun 6greticilige bakis acilarinin degistigini bulmustur. Unver’in (2013)
calismasinda ise, bu dersleri alanlarin %35.50’inin 6gretim tanimlari, 6gretmen-merkezliden 6grenci-
merkezliye donlismustir. Dolayisiyla, bu derslerde, 6gretim elemanlarina 06gretim tekniklerinin
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aktarilmasinin 6tesinde, daha genis bir bakis agisi kazandirabilecek programlara gereksinim siirmektedir
(Dall’ Alba, 2005; Postareff, Lindblom-Yldnne, & Nevgi, 2008).

Ogretime bakis agisinin degismesini kuram-uygulama baglantisini saglayan calismalar destekleyebilir.
Ornegin irlanda’da Tirkiye’dekine benzer sekilde “Yiiksekdgretimde Ogrenme ve Ogretim (Learning and
Teaching in Higher Education)” ve “Egitim Programlarini Tasarlama ve Degerlendirme (Designing
Curricula and Assessment Strategies)” modillerinden olusan bir programda, 6gretim elemanlari gergek
ogrencilerle uygulamali galismalar yapmislar ve sonucgta 6grenme-6gretmeye iliskin bakis agilarinin
degistigini belirtmislerdir (Donnelly, 2008). Unver (2013) de, GO ve OPD derslerini alan doktora
Ogrencilerinin, gergcek (Universite 6grencileriyle Ogretim uygulamalari yaparak, 6grenme-6gretme
kuramlari ile kendi alanlari arasinda baglanti kurabileceklerini belirtmistir.

Nitelikli Yiiksekdgretim igin Yansitici Diisiinme

Ogretim elemanlarinin 6gretime bakis acilarinin genislemesi ve farklilasmasinda yansitici diisiinmenin
katkisi olabilir (Martin & Lueckenhause, 2005; Postareff et. al., 2008). Ornegin, Prosser, Martin, Trigwell,
Ramsden ve Middleton’a (2008) gore, yansitici disinme, Ogretim elemanlarinin 6grettikleri konu
alaninin kavramsal yapisini daha iyi anlamalarini saglayabilir. Yansitici distinmeyi gelistirmek, 6gretim
uygulamalarini sirekli irdeleme agisindan da 6nemlidir. Boylece, 6gretim elemanlari 6gretimlerini
dizenleyebilirler (Lindblom-Ylanne, Nevgi, & Trigwell, 2011). Ancak Turkiye’de 6gretim elemanlarinin
yansitici disiinme becerileriyle ilgili yalnizca Tiimkaya ve Hurioglu’nun (2013) bir devlet liniversitesindeki
O0gretim elemanlarinin yansitici disinme egilimlerinin yiksek oldugunu ortaya koyan galismasina
rastlanmistir. Dolayisiyla, Tirkiye’de 0Ogretim elemanlarinin yansitict didstinme dizeylerine iliskin
arastirmalara gereksinim vardir.

Yansitmanin zamanlamasini (Schon, 1983; Wilson, 2008) ve asamalarini (6r. Kember et. al., 2000;
Larrivee, 2008; Lee, 2008; Shulman, 1987; Van Manen, 1977) dikkate alarak yapilan siniflamalarin
yaninda, dermeci (eklektik) (6r. Griffiths & Tann, 1992; Valli, 1997) ve donglsel (Korthagen & Vasalos,
2005) siniflamalar da vardir. Wilson (2008) “gecmisteki eylem Uzerinde”, “su anki eyleme iliskin” ve
“gelecekteki eylem icin” yansitma bigiminde bir siniflama yapmistir. Bu siniflama 6gretim uygulamalari
oncesinde, sirasinda ve sonrasinda yapilan yansitmalara isaret etmektedir. Van Manen (1977) 6lgllebilir
sonugclara agirhk verilen “teknik akilcilik”, bu sonuglarin altinda yatan kuramsal temellerin aciklandigi
“uygulamay! yansitma” ve egitim, etik ve kiltirel degerlerin sorgulandigi “elestirel yansitma”
asamalarini tanimlamistir. Valli’'nin (1997) dermeci siniflamasi teknik akilcilik, eylem sirasinda ve
sonrasinda yansitma, bilingli yansitma, kisisel yansitma ve elestirel yansitma boyutlarindan olusmaktadir.
Korthagen ve Vasalos’un (2005) “temel yansitma” adini verdikleri dongisel model ise, 6gretim
problem(ler)ini belirleme; ideal 6gretme-6grenme durumunu ve bunu sinirlandiran etmenlerin farkina
varma; ideale ulasmak icin gerekli temel nitelikleri saptama; temel nitelikleri uygulama ve yeni
davranislari deneme adimlarini icermektedir. Korthagen ve Vasalos (2005), yansitici dislinmenin
siirekliligini saglamak icin “ideal durum, &gretmenin gergeklestirmek istedigi durum nedir?” ve “Bu
ideale ulasmayi engelleyen etmenler nelerdir?” (s. 54) sorularinin yardimci olabilecegini belirtmektedir.
Bu siniflamalarda yansitma; 6gretimi, arastirma bulgularn dogrultusunda agiklamadan, bu agiklamalarin
kuramsal temellerini irdelemeye dogru ilerlemektedir. Yansitmanin, asamalari ilerledik¢e kisiselden
toplumsala dogru genisledigi ve en kapsamli asamanin elestirel yansitma oldugu gériilmektedir. Ogretim
elemanlarinin bu siniflamalarin Gst basamaklarinda yansitma yapabilmeleri ve 6zellikle déngisel modeli
(Korthagen & Vasalos, 2005) kullanmalari, hem mesleki gelisimlerini sUrdirmelerini hem de
ylksekogretimin niteliginin ylikselmesini saglayabilir.

Allen ve Casbergue’nun (1997) belirttikleri gibi, yansitici disinmenin 6gretim deneyimiyle dogal
olarak olusabilecegine giivenmemek; gelistirilmesi icin etkinlikler yapmak gerekmektedir. Ornegin, video
kayitli mikro-6gretim, eylem Uzerinde ve eylem icin yansitmay! destekleyebilir. Gidimli tartismalar,
Ogreticinin yansitma alanini kisiselden toplumsala dogru genisletebilir. Eylem arastirmalari ise, 6zellikle
Korthagen ve Vasalos’un (2005) dongisel siniflamasina uygun gérinmektedir.
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Yansitici disinmenin ilerlemesi icin tekdiize islemlerde basarili olmakla yetinilmemeli, 6gretim
uygulamalarina iliskin “Neden?” sorusunu sormaya devam edilmelidir (Wakefield, 1996). Boylece
O0gretim uygulamalarinin kuramsal dayanaklarini irdeleme becerisi edinilebilir. Ayrica, 6gretimle ilgili
sorunlari gérme ve bu sorunlarin ¢6ziimu izerinde diglinme davraniglari gelistirilebilir.

Yansitma dizeyinin yilkselmesi, 6gretime iliskin daha fazla okumayi, planlamayl ve dusinmeyi
gerektirmektedir. Bu tlUr eylemleri ise, ancak aldig egitime yonelik tutumu olumlu olan bireyler
gerceklestirebilir. Ozellikle, yansitmanin baslamasi icin, 6gretim elemanlarinin egitim siirecine génilli ve
bilingli olarak katilmalari yararli olabilir. Ogretim elemanlarinin OPD dersine yénelik tutumlari
baslangicta olumsuz olabilmekte (Akpinar-Wilsing & Paykog, 2004; Biimen, 2006) ve tutumlarin olumlu
duruma getirilmesi icin caba ve zaman harcanmaktadir (Unver, 2013). Bu nedenle, OPD dersine ydnelik
tutum ile yansitici diisinme duzeyinin iliskisi incelenebilir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirmada bir devlet Universitesindeki 6gretimin niteliginin ylkseltebilmesine katki sunabilmek
icin doktora &grenimleri sirasinda OPD dersini alan bireylerin yansitici disiinme becerilerinin
gelistiriimesi amaclanmistir. Buna goére arastirmanin temel sorusu “Farkli alanlardaki doktora
dgrencilerinin yansitici diisiinme becerileri OPD dersi kapsaminda nasil gelistirilebilir?” seklinde
olusturulmusgtur.

Arastirmanin eylem sirecinde yapilan ¢alismalar sayesinde halihazirda 6gretim elemani olarak
calisan ya da ileride galisma olasiligl olan doktora 6grencilerinin yansitici disinme dizeylerinin belirli
oranda yiikselebilecegi ve OPD dersinden sonra da yansitma becerilerini kullanabilecekleri
beklenmektedir. Boylece 6gretim uygulamalarinin niteligi icin slrekli olarak distinme ve sorgulama
davraniglari gosterebilirler. Dolayisiyla arastirmanin yapildigi Gniversitenin 6gretim uygulamalarinin
gelisimine destek saglanabilir. Yani sira, 6gretim elemanlarina yansitici diisinme konusunda egitim
vermeyi amaglayan Universiteler bu arastirmada gergeklestirilen iki eylemin etkili olan ve olmayan
etkinliklerinden dersler cikarabilirler. Tirkiye’de ogretim elemanlarina 6greticilik boyutunda egitim
veren Universitelerin sayisi giderek azalmaktadir. Bu arastirma, Uiniversitelerin bu konudaki ¢alismalarini
arttirmalarina da katki sunabilir.

Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Eylem arastirmalarinin katiimcilar ile arastirmacilarin isbirligi icinde calisilarak yiritilmesi (Somekh,
2006) ve eylem arastirma sirecinin yansitici diistinme dongusu ile benzerlik géstermesi (Schon, 1983) bu
arastirmanin eylem arastirmasi deseniyle yiritilmesinde etkili olmustur. Arastirmada, eylem
arastirmasi tiirlerinden Teknik/Bilimsel/isbirlikli desen uygulanmistir. Bu desende temel olarak eylem
siirecinin betimlenmesi amacglanmakta (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2016) ve belirli bir kuramsal yapinin etkileri,
arastirmaci ve uygulayicilarin isbirligiyle incelenmektedir (Berg, 2001). Bu arastirmada da 6gretim
elemanlarinin  egitiminde kuram-uygulama baglantisina dayali etkinliklerin, yansitict distiinme
diizeylerine etkisi incelendiginden; arastirma siiresince arastirmacilar, OPD dersini alan katilimcilar ve
katimcilarin ~ 6gretim  uygulamalarini  gergeklestirdikleri lisans  ©6grencileri arasinda isbirligi
kuruldugundan Teknik/Bilimsel/isbirlikli desen tercih edilmis ve eylem siireci ayrintili betimlenmeye
cahisilmistir.

Katilimcilar

Arastirmaya bir devlet Universitesinde 2016 Bahar ve Giiz dénemlerinde OPD dersini alan degisik
alanlarda doktora o6grenimi gérmekte olan bireyler katilmislardir. Arastirmanin birinci eyleminin
gerceklestirildigi 2016 Bahar déneminde, OPD dersini 55 kisi almistir; gondllilik esasiyla bunlarin
50’sinden veri toplanmistir; veri toplama araglari eksiksiz doldurulan 47 kisinin verileri analize dahil
edilmistir. ikinci eylemin uygulandigi 2016 Giiz déneminde ise, OPD dersine 58 kisi devam etmis; géniillii
olan 40 kisiden veri toplanmis ve bunlardan veri toplama araglari eksiksiz doldurulan 33’Gn{n verileri

91



Giilsen UNVER, Biinyamin YURDAKUL — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 77-102

analiz edilmistir. Tablo 1’de goriildiGgi gibi, verileri analiz siirecine alinan katilimcilarin 6gretim alanlari
Fen Bilimleri (n= 38), Sosyal Bilimler (n=29) ve Saghk Bilimleri (n= 13) olarak siralanmistir. Katihmcilarin
yaklasik yarisinin (n= 36) 6gretim deneyimi bulunmamaktadir; yedi yil ve lizerinde deneyimi olan yalnizca
alti kisidir.

Tablo 1.
Katilimcilarin Ogretim Alanlari ve Deneyimleri.
Ogretim Alani Ogretim Deneyimi (Yil)
3ve 10 ve
Fen B. SaghkB. Sosyal B. Yok daha az 4-6 7-9 lizeri
n n n n n n n n
Birinci eylem 22 5 20 22 10 9 3 3
ikinci eylem 16 8 9 14 9 10
Toplam 38 13 29 36 19 19 3 3

Veri Toplama Araglari

Yansitici Diisiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi: Katiimcilarin yansitici diisiinme diizeylerine iliskin
veriler Kember ve arkadaslarinin (2000) gelistirdigi; Basol ve Evin-Gencel’in (2013) Tirkceye uyarladiklari
Yansitici Diislinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi ile toplanmistir. Besli Likert tipinde, toplam 16 maddeden
olusan bu 6lgegin uyarlama galismasi 1413 egitim fakiltesi 6grencisiyle gergeklestirilmistir. Agimlayici
faktor analizi sonucunda 6lgegin maddelerinin faktor yikleri .54-.79 arasinda yer almistir. Dogrulayici
faktor analizi sonucuna gore karsilastirmali uyum indeksleri de (xz/sd= 4.48, p= .00, CFl= .93, NNFI= .92,
RMSEA= .07, GFI= .93, AGFI= .90) 8lcme modeli ile oldukga iyi uyum gdstermistir. Olgegin Cronbach
Alpha i¢ tutarliik katsayisi .77 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olcek, Mezirow’un (1991) yansitici diisiinme
dizeylerini en dusikten en yiiksege dogru tanimladigi aliskanlik, anlama, yansitma ve elestirel yansitma
boyutlarindan olusmaktadir. Aliskanlik boyutu 6nceden 6grenilmis ve otomatik olarak yapilan eylemlere;
anlama lzerinde distinerek ve bilgiyi kullanmayi gerektiren eylemlere; yansitma problem ¢ézme ve olgu
ve olaylara bireysel anlam yiklemeye; elestirel yansitma ise, bireyin algilarinin, dusuncelerinin,
duygularinin ve eylemlerinin farkinda olmasina iliskin maddeleri icermektedir (as cited in Kember et. al.,
2000).

OPD Dersine Yénelik Tutum Olgedi: Besli Likert tipindeki 6lcegin ilk gelistirme calismasinda Biimen
(2006), 54 maddelik deneme formunu 67 doktora 6grencisi Gzerinde uygulamis ve toplam puanlar
izerinde hesapladig t degerleri ylksek olan 26 maddeyi dlgegin son haline almistir. Bu arastirmada ise,
Olcegin deneme uygulamasi 207 doktora 6grencisiyle yapilmistir. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) katsayisi .96
olarak hesaplanmis ve Bartlett testi anlamli (x’= 4188.80, sd= 325, p<.01) bulunmustur. Dolayisiyla
verilerin agimlayici faktor analizi (AFA) yapmak icin uygun oldugu anlasiimistir. AFA sonucunda 6lgegin
dordiincii maddesi haricindeki 25 maddenin faktor yik degerlerinin ayni faktér icinde yer aldigi ve bu
faktoriin toplam varyansin %54.25’ini agikladigl bulunmustur. Dordiincii madde ¢ikarilarak hesaplanan
AFA sonucunda bu faktériin agikladigr varyans %56.10’a yikselmistir. Maddelerin faktor yik degerleri
.47 ile .86 arasinda yer almistir. Dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda y?= 576.17; sd= 267; Xz/sd= 2.16; p=
.00; GFI= .81, NNFI= .98, IFI= .98, CFl= .98, SRMR= .04 ve RMSEA= .08 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu degerler
Brown (2006) ve Cole’lin (1987) onerdikleri olgitleri karsiladigindan, 6lgegin kuramsal yapi ile yiksek
uyum gosterdigi yargisina ulasilmistir. Olgegin Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik katsayisi ise .96 olarak
hesaplanmistir.

Veri Analizi

Yansitict Diisinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olceginden elde edilen veriler lizerinde betimsel istatistik
teknikleri kullanilmistir. Buna gore, katiimcilarin, 6lgegin alt boyutlari ve timinden aldiklari toplam
puanlar belirlenmistir. Her iki eylem icin ayrica, 6gretim deneyimi olan ve olmayan; 6gretim alani fen,
saglk ve sosyal bilimler olan katilimcilarin 6lgek toplam puanlarinin ortalamasi hesaplanmistir.
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Katilimcilarin OPD dersine yonelik tutumlarinin belirlenmesi icin ilgili 6lcekten aldiklar toplam puanlar
hesaplanmistir.
Arastirmaci Rolii

OPD dersini 12-13 yildir veren arastirmacilar, iki eylem siirecinde de uygulayici roliini
Ustlenmislerdir. Dolayisiyla arastirmanin her asamasina iliskin gézlem ve yasanti edinme olanaklari
bulunmaktadir. Deneyimli olmalari, kurumsal bircok degiskeni butincil olarak distinmelerini
saglayabilir. Ancak uygulayici rolleri nedeniyle, eylem sirecine iliskin bazi verileri gézden kagirmis
olabilirler.

Eylem Siirecinin Agamalari

Bu arastirmanin eylem siirecinde, Johnson’in (2012) tanimladigi agsamalar uygulanmistir (Sekil 1).

1. Problemi
belirleme
10. ileriki 2. Eylem
eylem plani igin oncesi
Oneriler sunma hazirlik
9. Birinci ve ikinci 3. Birinci
eylemin sonuglari eylemi
lizerine tartisma planlama
8. ikinci eylemin 4. Birinci
bulgularina eylemi
ulasma uygulama
7. ikinci 5. Birinci eylemin
eylemi bulgularina
lama ) ulasma
T 6. ikinci
eylemi
planlama

Sekil 1. Eylem siirecinin agsamalari.

Sekil 1'de gorildugi gibi Problemi Belirleme asamasinda, arastirmanin yapildigi Gniversitede 6gretim
hizmetlerinin gelistirilmesine ydnelik ihtiyaci ortaya koyan bulgular etkili olmustur (Biimen, 2006; Unver,
2010, 2013). Ornegin, Unver (2010), lisans dgrencilerinin %64.90'unun 6gretim elemanlarini “yeterli” ve
“cok yeterli” olarak degerlendirdiklerini belirlemistir. Ayrica, O’Hanlon (2003) egitim alaninda eylem
arastirmasi yapilabilecek durumlar arasina, bir kurumda gbérev yapan meslektaslarin resmi olmayan
gruplar olusturarak gerceklestirdigi isbirliklerini de almistir. OPD dersini 12-13 yildir veren &gretim
Uyeleri, deneyimlerine ve gozlemlerine dayali olarak dersin hedeflerini ve isleyisini temel 6gretim
becerileriyle sinirlandirmanin katilimcilara uzun vadede yetmeyecegini fark etmisler; dersin etkisinin
genisletilmesi icin programin iyilestirilmesini ve bu konuda uygulayicilarin ve katilimcilarin isbirligi igcinde
cahismalarinin gerekli oldugunu disinmdslerdir.

Eylem Oncesi Hazirlik asamasinda, OPD dersini veren iki dgretim Uyesi dersin uzun vadede etkili
olabilmesi icin yararlanilabilecek kuramlar ve yaklasimlar lizerinde tartisma toplantilari yapmislardir. Bu
toplantilarda dgretim (yeleri, kendi 6gretim deneyimlerini de dikkate alarak OPD dersinin &gretim
uygulamalarinin elestirel disiinme, yansitici diisinme, kuram-uygulama baglantisi vb. kavramlar ile
projeye dayali 6grenme, eylem arastirmasi vb. yaklasimlarla gliclendirilip glglendirilemeyecegini
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tartismislardir. Bu tartisma toplantilari, 2016 bahar donemi planlama siirecinde; yaklasik bir ay, haftada
bir glin, glinde yaklasik birer saat sure ile gerceklestirilmistir. Sonugta kuram-uygulama baglantisi ve
yansitici diginmenin anahtar kavramlar olabilecegi konusunda goris birligine variimistir.

Kirim (2007) OPD dersinin katilimcilarin gereksinimlerini karsilamada bazen yetersiz kaldigini
belirtmekte ve sorunun ¢6zUmu igin ihtiya¢ analizi yapilmasini 6nermektedir. Buna dayanarak, bu
arastirmada 2016 Bahar déneminin basinda dort acik uglu sorudan olusan bir anketle katilimcilarin OPD
dersiyle baglantili ihtiyaglari belirlenmistir. En ¢ok ihtiya¢ duyulan basliklar 6gretim becerileri, 6lgme ve
degerlendirme, Ogrenciyi glidileme, etkin 6grenme ve iletisim olarak siralanmistir.
Teknik/Bilimsel/isbirlikli eylem arastirmasi deseninde dnceden belirlenmis kuramsal bir cerceve icinde
bir uygulamayi test etmek ya da degerlendirmek (Berg, 2001) amaclandigindan, bu arastirmada OPD
dersi icin kuram uygulama baglantisi ve yansitici diisinme kuramsal ¢ergevesi dahilinde katihmcilarin
belirlenen ihtiyaglarini karsilayabilecek bir 6gretim programi hazirlanmistir. Birinci eylem planinda,
o6gretim programinda asagidaki temel etkinliklere yer verilmistir (Bruster & Peterson, 2013; Cruickshank,
Bainer, & Metcalf, 1995; Spalding & Wilson, 2002; Yaffe, 2010):

e Kiiciik grupla ¢alisma: Benzer alanlarda doktora 6grenimi goéren katiimcilarin 2-5 kisilik gruplar
halinde calismalari.

e Gercek égrencilere 6gretim yapma: Katilimcilarin, egitim fakiltesi lisans 6grencilerinden gonillu
olanlarin ihtiyaglarini belirleyerek bir program tasarlamalari, uygulamalari ve degerlendirmeleri.

e Yansitici yazilar yazma: Uygulama sonrasinda katilimcilarin yapilandiriimis grup degerlendirme
formunu doldurmalari. Yansitici yazilarda yardimci olmasi icin uygulamalarin video kaydinin yapiimasi
ve bu kayitlarin katilimcilara en kisa siirede iletilmesi.

e Geribildirim: Katilimcilara, hazirladiklari program tasarilarina ve uygulamalarina iliskin lisans
dgrencisi, siniftaki diger doktora ogrencileri, grup arkadaslari ve OPD dersinin 6gretim Uyeleri
tarafindan geribildirim verilmesi. Katihmcilarin geribildirimlerini sistematik hale getirebilmek igin
hazirlanan Grup Calismalarini Degerlendirme Formu ve Grup Calismalari icin Kendini degerlendirme
Formunu doldurmalari.

Birinci Eylemi Gergeklestirme asamasinda, benzer alanlardaki doktora 6grencileri gruplar halinde,
kiguk olgekli program gelistirme deneyimi edinmislerdir. Bu siregte lisans 6grencileriyle ¢alismislardir.
Ders icinde “Alaninizin 6gretiminde yasanan temel sorunlar nelerdir?”, “Alaniniz icin hangi program
tasarim yaklasim(lar)i en uygundur, neden?”, vb. yansitici sorular sormaya O6zen gosterilmis,
katiimcilarin da bu tarz sorular sormalari tesvik edilmistir. Ogretimle ilgili giincel sorunlar {izerinde
tartisilmistir. Benzer alanlarda doktora 6grenimi géren katilimcilarin olusturduklar 2-5 kisilik gruplar,
lisans o©grencilerinin ihtiyacglari dogrultusunda kendi alanlariyla iliskili kigiuk olgekli bir program
hazirlamislardir. Hazirladiklari programlari, lisans 6grencilerinin katilimiyla 60-90 dakikalik stirelerde
uygulamislardir. Grup uygulamalari sirasinda lisans 6grencileri, grup disindaki diger doktora 6grencileri
ve dersin 6gretim (iyeleri, her biri 10 iizerinden puanlanan “Ogrencilerle etkili iletisim kurma”, “grup
olarak uyumlu calisma” gibi toplam 10 Ogretici 6zelligini iceren ve agiklama/yorum kisminin da
bulundugu Grup Calismalarini Degerlendirme Formunu bireysel olarak doldurmuslardir. Uygulama
sonrasinda, uygulamay gerceklestiren grup lyeleri sézli olarak 6z elestiri yapmislar; lisans 6grencileri,
grup disindaki diger doktora 6grencileri ve dersin 6gretim liyesi de gruba sozli geribildirim vermislerdir.
Uygulamalar video ile kaydedilmis; her gruba kendi video kaydi iletilmis ve ders disinda izleyip grupca
Uzerinde tartismalari istenmistir. Uygulamayi yapan grubun her {yesi, Grup Calismalari icin Kendini
Degerlendirme Formu’nu doldurmustur. Formda her bir grup Ulyesinin “Sunumunuzdaki olumlu ve
olumsuz 6gretici davranislarinizin nedenleri neler olabilir?”, “Ayni ¢calismayi tekrar yapsaniz, neleri
degistirirsiniz?” vb. dort acik uclu soru ile kendisinin ve grubun diger lyelerinin performansini 100
izerinden puanlandirdigi iki bolim yer almistir. Birinci eylemin sonunda, planlandigi gibi, Yansitic
Diisiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi uygulanmustir.
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Tablo 2.

Doktora Odrencilerinin Birinci Eylemdeki Yansitici Diisiinme ve OPD Dersine Yénelik Tutum Puanlari.
Yansitici Diisiinme Boyutlari Ogretim Alani n X SS
Aliskanlik Fen B. 22 11.14 2.49

Saghk B. 5 9.60 241
Sosyal B. 20 11.35 2.25
Toplam 47 11.06 2.39
Anlama Fen B. 22 16.14 2.14
Saglk B. 5 14.00 4.69
Sosyal B. 20 16.05 1.88
Toplam 47 15.87 2.43
Yansitma Fen B. 22 17.18 1.47
Saglik B. 5 14.20 4.76
Sosyal B. 20 17.15 1.53
Toplam 47 16.85 2.19
Elestirel yansitma Fen B. 22 13.41 2.46
Saghk B. 5 10.00 3.08
Sosyal B. 20 13.45 3.80
Toplam 47 13.06 3.27
Toplam Fen B. 22 57.86 5.09
Saglik B. 5 47.80 8.47
Sosyal B. 20 58.00 4.70
Toplam 47 56.85 6.10

Tablo 2’de gériildiigi gibi, katilimcilar bu eylemde Yansitici Diisiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgeginin
sirastyla yansitma (X= 16.85), anlama (X= 15.87), elestirel yansitma (X= 13.06) ve aliskanlik (X= 11.06)
boyutlarindaki becerileri edinmelerini destekledigini belirtmislerdir. Katilimcilarin 6lcek toplam puan
ortalamasi (X= 56.85), yansitma becerilerinin, lcekten alinabilecek en yiiksek puana (80) gore oldukca
gelistigini gostermistir. Ancak ozellikle elestirel yansitma boyutundaki beceriler olmak (zere halen
gelistiriimesi gereken beceriler oldugu distinilmastar.

Katilimcilarin, Yansitici Diisinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olcegi toplam puan ortalamalari, &gretim
alanlarina gore karsilastirildiginda 6gretim alani saghk olan katilimcilarin 6lgek toplam puan ortalamalari
(X= 47.80), fen (X= 57.86) ve sosyal (X= 58.00) alanlarindakilerden daha disiik bulunmustur. Ogretim
deneyimi olmayan katiimcilarin Yansitici Diisiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi toplam puan ortalamasi
57.59 iken farkh sirelerde olmakla birlikte 6gretim deneyimi olan katihmcilarin Olgek toplam puan
ortalamasi ise 56.20 oldugu tespit edilmistir.

ikinci Eylem Planini Olusturma asamasinda, birinci eylemin sonuclari tartisiimis ve temel sorunlar
soyle siralanmistir: 1) Tasarlanan zamana gore iki haftalik gecikme olmustur. 2) Bazi gruplar 6gretimi
deneyimlemek ve Uzerinde distinmekten ¢ok konu 6gretimine odaklanmistir. 3) Bazi bireylerin derse
isteklilik duzeyinin distk olmasi gruplarin performansini distirmistir. 4) Es zamanh uygulamalar
nedeniyle katilimcilar, batin gruplarin performansini gézlemleme sansi bulamamistir. 5) Bazi gruplarin
uygulamasina az sayida lisans oOgrencisi katilabilmistir. Buna goére ikinci eylemin sonunda Yansitici
Disiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegine ek olarak OPD Dersine Yénelik Tutum Olgeginin de uygulanmasi
planlanmis; birinci eylem planindaki ¢alismalarin stirdirilmesi ve asagidaki etkinliklerle gliclendirilmesi
kararlastiriimistir:

e Yansitici diisiinmeye daha ¢ok glidiileme: Donemin basinda katilimcilara, dersin temel amacinin
yansitici disinmeyi gelistirmek oldugunun ve yansitici diisinmenin nasil tanimlandiginin daha net bir
bicimde agiklanmasi.
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e Yansitici tartisma: Dersin kuramsal boyutunda yansitict dislinmeyi uyarabilecek sorular ve
tartismalara daha ¢ok yer verilmesi.

e Gergek édgrencilere 6gretim: Lisans 6grencilerinin katilimini arttirmak igin ¢alismanin onlar agisindan
yararlarinin daha ayrintili agiklanmasi.

e Yansitici yazilar yazma: Katilimcilarin uygulama sonrasinda, Grup Calismalari igin Kendini
Degerlendirme ayrintili olarak doldurmalari igin tesvik edilmesi.

e izleme testleri: Dersin kuramsal temellerini kisa siirede 6gretebilmek, katiimcilarin dersin
kaynaklarini okumalarini arttirmak ve uygulama galismalarina daha fazla siire ayirabilmek icin donem
sonu sinavi yerine dénemin ilk dokuz haftasinda g kiiglk sinav yapilmasi.

e Geribildirim: Kiguk gruplarin hazirladiklari program tasarilarina ve uygulamalarina iliskin kurami
temel alan daha ayrintili geribildirim verilmesi.

ikinci Eylemi Gergeklestirme asamasinda, dénemin basinda, lisans 6grencilerine ¢alismanin yararlari
daha ayrintih agiklanmig; OPD dersini alan doktora égrencilerine yansitici diisiinme tanimlanmis ve
dersin uzun vadedeki amacinin, bu yonde gelismelerini saglamak oldugu belirtilmistir. Dersin ilk sekiz
haftasinda kuramsal bilgiler islenirken kendi kurumlarindaki uygulamalara iliskin sorular sorulmus ve
tartisma etkinlikleri yapilmistir. Planlanan kiiglik sinavlar gergeklestirilmistir. Kiiglik gruplar birbirlerinin
program tasarilarini incelemisler ve birbirlerine sézlii geribildirim vermislerdir. Ogretim Uyeleri de
program tasarilarina iliskin ayrintili yazili ya da so6zli geribildirim vermistir. Geribildirim verilirken
kuramsal temele gondermeler yapilmis ve gruplarin program tasarilarindaki tercihlerinin gerekgelerini
aciklamalari istenmistir. Birinci eylemdeki uygulamalar ikinci eylem sirasinda da benzer sekilde
gerceklestirilmistir. Ek olarak katiimcilara, Grup Calismalari icin Kendini Degerlendirme Formunu
doldurmadan 6nce 6gretim uygulamalarinin video kaydini ders disinda izlemeleri, grup olarak bir araya
gelip lizerinde yiz yize tartismalari ve formdaki agik uglu sorulari ayrintili yanitlamalari igin tesvik edici
aciklamalar daha fazla yapilmistir. ikinci eylemin sonunda, Yansitici Diisiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi
ve OPD Dersine Yénelik Tutum Olgegi uygulanmustir. Ayrica dénemin son haftasinda katilimcilardan OPD
dersinin yansitici distinme becerilerini gelistirme agisindan isleyisine iliskin 40-45 dakika siren
degerlendirme toplantilari yapiimistir.

Tablo 3’e gore, katihmcilar bu eylemin, Yansitici Disiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgeginin sirasiyla
yansitma (X= 16.18), anlama (X= 14.73), elestirel yansitma (X= 12.21) ve aliskanlik (X= 11.85)
boyutlarindaki becerileri edinmelerini destekledigini ifade etmislerdir. Katihmcilarin 6lcek toplam puan
ortalamasi (X= 54.97), yansitma becerilerinin, dlcekten alinabilecek en yiiksek puana (80) gére oldukca
gelistigini ancak ozellikle elestirel yansitma boyutundaki beceriler olmak Uzere halen gelistirilmesi
gereken beceriler oldugunu géstermektedir.

Katilimcilarin, Yansitici Diisinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olcegi toplam puan ortalamalari, 6gretim
alanlari temel alinarak hesaplandiginda, g alandaki katilimcilarin 6lgek toplam puan ortalamalari birinci
eyleme gore birbirine daha yakin bulunmustur (saglik, X= 54.13; fen, X= 56.50; sosyal, X= 53.00).
Ogretim deneyimi olmayan katilimcilarin Yansitici Diisiinme Diizeyini Belirleme Olgegi toplam puan
ortalamalar ikinci eylemde 55.00 olarak hesaplanmistir. Farkh silrelerde olmakla birlikte 6gretim
deneyimi olan katilimcilarin 6lgek toplam puan ortalamasi ise 54.95 degerindedir.

OPD dersinin isleyisini ve dolayisiyla katilimcilarin yansitici diisiinme becerilerini edinmelerini
etkileyebilecegi disiincesiyle, ikinci eylemin sonunda hesaplanan OPD dersine ydnelik tutum toplam

puan ortalamalar Gg¢ alanda benzerlik gostermistir (saghk, X= 77.38; fen, X= 77.44; sosyal, X= 80.22).
Tutum oOlgeginden alinabilecek en yiksek puanla (125) karsilastirildiginda, katihmcilarin derse yonelik

tutum duiizeylerinin (X=78.14) disiik oldugu gorilmektedir (Tablo 3).

96



Glilsen UNVER, Biinyamin YURDAKUL — Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi, 10(1), 2020, 77-102

Tablo 3.

Doktora Odrencilerinin ikinci Eylemdeki Yansitici Diisiinme ve OPD Dersine Yénelik Tutum Puanlari.
Yansitici Diisiinme Boyutlar Ogretim Alani n X SS
Aliskanlik Fen B. 16 12.19 2.04

Saghk B. 8 12.63 2.92
Sosyal B. 9 10.56 2.74
Toplam 33 11.85 2.53
Anlama Fen B. 16 14.75 2.74
Saglk B. 8 15.63 .92
Sosyal B. 9 13.89 2.52
Toplam 33 14.73 2.39
Yansitma Fen B. 16 16.38 2.80
Saglik B. 8 15.75 2.66
Sosyal B. 9 16.22 1.64
Toplam 33 16.18 2.44
Elestirel yansitma Fen B. 16 13.19 2.86
Saghk B. 8 10.13 2.42
Sosyal B. 9 12.33 3.91
Toplam 33 12.21 3.24
Toplam Fen B. 16 56.50 6.84
Saglk B. 8 54.13 5.33
Sosyal B. 9 53.00 5.10
Toplam 33 54.97 6.09
OPD dersine yénelik tutum Fen B. 18 77.44 5.40
Saglk B. 8 77.38 3.62
Sosyal B. 9 80.22 3.19
Toplam 35 78.14 4.61

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler
Birinci ve ikinci Eylemin Sonuglari Uzerine Tartisma

Her iki eylemin sonucunda da, katilimcilarin yansitici diisinme diizeylerine iliskin algilari, anlama ve
yansitma boyutlarinda daha yiiksekken; elestirel yansitma ve aliskanlik boyutlarinda gérece daha disik
¢ikmistir. Bu bulgular, katiimcilarin yansitici distinme dizeylerinin ikinci ve Uglincli diizeyde
yogunlastigini gostermektedir. Aliskanlik diizeyindeki ortalamalarin anlama ve yansitmadan daha disiik
olmasi olumlu karsilanabilir. Clinkd bu bulgu, katiimcilarin 6gretimleri lzerinde distndikleri ve
problemleri ¢ozmeye basladiklari anlamina gelmektedir (Kember et. al., 2000). Yansitmanin en st
diizeyi olan elestirel yansitma puanlarinin diisiik olmasinin nedeni ise eylem sirelerinin sinirlihgi olabilir.

Katilimcilarin yansitici disiinme diizeylerinde ilerlemelerini etkileyebilecegi dusiincesiyle, OPD
dersinin programinin hedefleri, icerigi ve 6gretim etkinlikleri asagida irdelenmis ve yorumlanmistir.

OPD dersinin programinda yansitici diisiinmeyi gelistirmeye yénelik iki hedef vardir: 1) Hazirladig
program tasarisinin uygunluguna karar verebilme. 2) Kendi 6gretim sireclerini gelistirmeye isteklilik.
Resmi olarak da, 6gretim elemanlarinin egitimleri; 6gretim kuramlari, yontem ve tekniklerini
dgrenmeleriyle (YOK, 2007) sinirh tutulmaktadir. Bu arastirmanin ihtiyag analizi sonuglarinda gorildigi
lzere, 6gretim elemanlarinin beklentileri de, 6gretim becerilerini gelistirmektir (Erginer & Dursun, 2005).
Bu durumda, Unver’in (2013) calismasinda oldugu gibi, bu derste temel 6gretim becerilerinin disinda ve
daha Ust dizeyde amaglara ulasilmasi gigclesmektedir. Dolayisiyla, programda katilimcilarin bakis
acilarini genisletmelerine yonelik hedeflerin belirlenmesine ihtiyag vardir.
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Dersin icerigi YOK’iin &nerdigi konu basliklarindan olusmustur. Bu igerigin yogun olmasi dnemli bir
sorun olarak nitelendirilmistir (Blimen, 2006; Kiiriim, 2007; Unver, 2013). Yansitic diisiinme uzun siirede
gelisebileceginden (Allen & Casbergue, 1997), yogun igerik, bu tir becerileri gelistirmeyi amaglayan
programlar igin ciddi bir engel olabilir. Bu sorun arastirmanin basinda 6ngoérilmesine ragmen; yansitici
disinmenin gelistiriimesi, denemeye ve ¢aba harcamaya deger gorilmustir. Ayrica, kiguk o6lgekli
program hazirlama ve uygulama ¢alismasi i¢in dersin igerigindeki cogu bilgiye ihtiyag vardir.

Birinci eylem kapsaminda kiiglik dlgekli bir program tasarlama, gergek 6grencilere 6gretim yapma ve
yansiticl yazilar yazma etkinlikleri gercgeklestirilmistir. Ek olarak, ikinci eylemde, yansitici diisinmeye
guduleyici etkinlikler, yansitici tartismalar ve izleme testleri uygulanmistir. Bulgular, bu etkinliklerin,
katiimcilarin yansitici dislinme duzeylerini belirli 6lglide gelistirdigini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte,
etkinliklerin olumlu ve olumsuz etkilerine iliskin asagidaki yorumlar yapilabilir.

Birincisi, katihmcilarin bazilarinin lisans 6grencilerine, kendi alanlarina iliskin 6gretim yapmaktan
sorumluluk ve heyecan duyduklari goézlemlenmistir. Bu katilimcilar 6gretimlerine iliskin daha fazla
diisinmeye yonelmis olabilirler. Bazi katilimcilardan ise, egitim fakiltesi 6grencilerini kendi alanlari
acisindan “gercek 6grenci” olarak nitelendirmedikleri izlenimi edinilmistir. Bu bakis acilari, bu
Ogrencilere 6gretim uygulamasini gegici, bir kereligine yapilmis bir etkinlik olarak algilamalarina ya da
izerinde dislinmeyi anlamli bulmamalarina neden olmus olabilir.

ikincisi, katiimcilarin égretim uygulamalari dénemin son {ic-dért haftasinda gergeklestirilmis,
yansitici tartismalara ise donem boyunca kuramsal bilgiler 6grenildikge yer verilmistir. Bu durumda her
gruba kendi uygulama videosu verilmis ve ders disinda izleyip Grup Calismalari igin Kendini
Degerlendirme Formunu doldurmalar istenmistir. Video kayitlari Gzerinde sinifta tartisilamamistir.
Siniftaki ylz ylze geribildirim verme ve yansitici tartismalara da oldukga sinirli zaman ayrilabilmistir.
Ozetle, dersin hizli ve yogun etkinliklerle siirmesi katilimcilarin durup diisiinmelerini, kurami
0zimsemelerini ve uygulamalarini kuramla iliskilendirerek analiz etmelerini engellemis olabilir. Ayrica,
yansitici yazilarin degerlendirme amagh olmasi (Hobbs, 2007) da, yansitma slrecinin dogalligini
engellemis olabilir.

Ucgiinciisii, bazi katilimcilarin kiigiik 6lgekli program hazirlama ve uygulama calismasini, yalnizca ders
kapsaminda yapilmasi gereken bir 6dev olarak algiladiklari gézlemlenmistir. Uygulama bitince, ddevin de
bittigi duygusuyla gecmisteki eylem (izerinde yansitmaya girmedikleri izlenimi edinilmistir. Ornegin,
bazilarinin Grup Calismalari icin Kendini Degerlendirme Formundaki acik uglu sorulara yanitlarini fazla
derinlemesine disinmeksizin yazdiklari gorilmistir.

Dordiincusl, bazi gruplar ya da katiimcilar program hazirlama ve uygulama silrecinde konu
ogretimine odaklanmaktan vazgecememislerdir. Bu durumda yansitmalari icerik ve konunun nasil
ogretilecegi boyutlariyla sinirl kalabilmistir. Hatta bazi gruplarin “Ne kadar ¢ok bilgi 6gretirsek, o kadar
iyi performans gostermis oluruz” dislincesiyle g¢alistiklarina tanik olunmustur. Bu bakis agilari, onlarin
yansitmalarini icerikle sinirlandirmis olabilir.

Besincisi, bazi katilimcilarin, grup uygulamalarina iliskin geribildirim verirken kurama atif yaptiklarina
tanik olunmustur. Ayni zamanda, lisans 6grencilerinin geribildirimlerinin ayrintili ve gergekgi yansitmalar
icerdigi gozlemlenmistir. Katilimcilar, bu sayede, kendilerinin géremedikleri agilardan da diisiinmeye
baslamis olabilirler. Nitekim Roehrig, Bohn, Turner ve Pressley’in (2008) belirttikleri gibi, geribildirimin
aciklayici olmasi yansitici diislinmeyi uyarabilir.

Katilimcilarin 6gretim alanlarinin farkl olmasina karsin yansitici disiinme dizeylerine iliskin algilari
benzerlik gostermektedir. Bu arastirmada katilimcilar ayni hedef kitle -egitim fakiltesi lisans 6grencileri-
icin kilglk Olcekli bir program hazirlamis ve uygulamislardir. Bu programlar katilimcilarin 6gretim
alanlarini kapsamasina ragmen, onlara tam ve dogal bir alan 6gretimi deneyimi yasatamamis olabilir.
Dolayisiyla, katilimcilar ileride kendi alanlarindaki 6grencilere 6gretim yaparken problemleri fark etme,
¢6zme (Korthagen & Vasalos, 2005) ve daha genis bir bakis agisiyla analiz etme (Stanley, 1998) gibi Ust
diizey yansitma davranislari gosterebilirler.
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Arastirmada 6gretim deneyimi olmayan ve farkh slrelerde deneyimi olan katilimcilarin yansitici
dusiinme diizeylerinin de benzer oldugu bulunmustur. Bu bulgu, Kiriim (2007) ile Lindblom-Yldnne ve
arkadaslarinin (2011) bulgularini desteklemektedir; ancak Timkaya ve Hurioglu'nun (2013) mesleki
deneyim arttikga yansitici disinme dizeyinin yukseldigi bulgusuyla gelismektedir. Aslinda, 6gretim
deneyimi 6greticiye daha fazla problem Uzerinde dislinme sansi verebilir. Boylece, deneyimli 6greticiler
farkh durumlar igin yansitma yasantisi edinebilirler. Nitekim Valli (1997) ve Van Manen’in (1977)
belirttikleri gibi, teknik yansitma icin gecmisteki deneyimlerden yararlanilmaktadir. Ote yandan,
deneyim, 6gretim lzerinde kurami temel alarak sorgulama yapilirsa yansitmaya katki getirebilir. Baska
bir deyisle, 6gretim deneyimi yansitici dusiinme igin tek basina yeterli gériilmeyebilir.

Katiimcilarin OPD dersine yonelik tutum puanlari, Biimen’in (2006) bulgusuna benzer bicimde diisiik
diizeydedir. Esasen OPD dersi kapsaminda kiigiik bir program hazirlama ve uygulama calismasi, farkli
alanlardaki katilimcilar icin oldukca yabanci ve karmasik bir calismadir. Dolayisiyla, bu galismanin
anlasilmasi dénemin yarisina kadar, hatta bazi katilimcilar igcin dénemin sonuna kadar sirmustir. Bu
durum, derse yonelik tutum puanlari Gzerinde olumsuz etkiler yaratmis olabilir.

Sonug olarak, bu arastirmadaki eylemler, katilimcilarin yansitici distinme dizeylerini bir miktar
gelistirmistir, fakat bu agidan halen gelismeye ihtiyaglari vardir. Bu sonug, Nevgi ve Lofstrom’in (2015) ve
Stewart’in (2014) bulgulariyla gelismektedir. Ornegin Nevgi ve Léfstrém (2015), 13 ders ve toplam 60
AKTS igeren bir programin, katilimcilarin yansitici dislinme duizeylerini yikselttigini belirlemislerdir.

ileriki Eylem Plani igin Oneriler

Bu arastirmada uygulanan iki eylemin sonuglar dogrultusunda hazirlanan tglinci eylem planinda
asagidaki temel etkinliklere yer verilmistir:

e Yansitici diisinmeye iliskin kurami aciklama ve giidiileme: OPD dersinin programina yansitici
disinme ile dogrudan ilgili hedefler eklenmesi. Dersin icerigini azaltarak dénem boyunca,
katimcilara yansitici diisinmeye iliskin kuramsal bilgilerin daha ayrintili 6gretilmesi; katilimcilarin
yansitma etkinlikleri ve s6zel ikna kullanilarak yansitici digsinmeye gidilenmeleri.

e Yansitici diisiinme etkinliklerini uygulama: Dersin kuramsal ve uygulama boyutunda yansitici
disiinmeyi uyarabilecek sorular ve tartismalara daha ¢ok yer verilmesi. Programa yansitici glinlikler
yazma ve video kayitlar lzerinde kiglik ya da bilylk grup tartismalari yapma gibi etkinlikler
eklenmesi.

e Gergek égrencilerle calisma: Hem kuram-uygulama baglantisini hem de yansitici diisiinmeyi arttirmak
icin katilimcilarin  kendi alanlarindaki 6grencilerle 6gretim deneyimi edinmeleri ve yansitma
etkinliklerini bunlar tizerinde yapmalari. OPD dersinin dgretim (iyelerinin rehberliginde katilimcilarin
kendi alanlarinin 6gretimine iliskin eylem arastirmalari yapmalari.

e Siire¢c dederlendirme ve Geribildirim: Katihmcilarin degerlendirme kaygisini azaltmak icin kagit-kalem
testleri yerine performans degerlendirme, 6zgiin degerlendirme vb. siire¢ degerlendirmeye yonelik
tekniklerin kullanilmasi ve sonuglarin katihmcilara iletilmesi. Kiigiik gruplarin hazirladiklari program
tasarilarina ve uygulamalarina iliskin kurami temel alan daha ayrintili geribildirimlerin 6zellikle yazil
olarak verilmesi.

Ugiincii eylem planinin, baglam merkezli ¢dziimler ireterek kuram—uygulama baglantisi yoluyla
yansiticl diisiinmeyi gelistirmek isteyen Universitelere katki sunabilecegi diisiinlilmektedir. Bu ya da
benzeri eylem planlarinin uygulanabilmesi icin OPD dersinin bir dénemle sinirli tutulmamasi, érnegin iki
déneme yayilmasi yararl olabilir. Boylelikle yansitici dislinme etkinliklerine ayrilan sire artabilir ve
katilimcilar program tasarilari ile uygulamalari Gzerinde daha ayrintili distnebilirler.
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