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ABSTRACT This research aims to analyze the studies on out-of-school learning activities in Turkey between 2000 and
2020. For this purpose, 303 studies wete selected, of which 211 articles, 73 mastet's thesis, and 19 doctoral dissertations,
with the phrase "out-of-school learning" in the title and keywords. A systematic literature review was conducted in the
research. The data were entered into the Content Analysis Monitoring Form, and the analyses were made on the
Microsoft Excel program. In line with the findings obtained, it was determined that most of the studies on out-of-school
learning activities were catried out in 2020. In these studies, it was seen that it was mainly aimed to determine the opinions
of teachers or students about out-of-school learning activities, the sample was selected in the range of 21-40 people, and
the most selected sample group was secondary school students. It was also determined that the studies were mostly done
in the science discipline and that the case study from qualitative and experimental research design from quantitative
methods was used. When all the findings were evaluated, since there are not many studies on the effect of out-of-school
learning activities on anxiety, motivation, and interest, it is recommended to carry out studies in this area and to increase

the studies to be done towards high school, preschool, primary school students.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The age we live in has been defined as the age in which
information is rapidly renewed and produced” and one of
the characteristics that individuals should have been
expressed as accessing information, using, and producing
information (Ministry of National Education [MoNE],
2005). In this context, individuals are expected to realize
the change, produce information by interpreting rather
than accepting it as it is and prepare themselves for
innovations and development. Therefore, the education
given to the students plays a vital role in achieving the
typical characteristics of individuals.

Education continues throughout the individual's life
and includes formal, non-formal, and informal learning
activities (Lockhart, 2016; UNESCO, UNDP, UNFPA,
UNHCR, UNICEF, UN WOMEN, ..., ILO, 2015).
Formal learning takes place with the effort of acquiring the
pre-determined knowledge and skills of the individual
under the umbrella of an educational institution within a
certain period and plan (Giiven, 2010). However, learning
may not take place only in educational institutions.
Learning environments outside educational institutions are
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informal and non-formal (Eshach, 2007). Informal learning
is lifelong learning that takes place randomly in daily life
without being tied to a specific program and authority
(Cross, 2007; Metin & Ozcan, 2015; Oner & Oxztiirk, 2019).
Informal environments are the areas that do not have
institutional features and that we can visit at any time (Tal
& Morag, 2009). These learning environments are
unplanned and haphazard. Here, the individual unwittingly
acquires new information due to the situation s/he
encounters and the interaction with the members of the
group that s/he is part of (Fidan, 2012). Informal learning
can occur when an individual discovers new things in the
park, on the street, in the cinema hall, while watching TV,
or chatting with friends (Bozdogan, 2007; Metin & Ozcan,
2015). In addition, mobile devices, home envitonments, e-
learning, and web 2.0 applications are examples of informal
learning environments (Bell, Lewenstein, Shouse, & Feder,
2009; Eshach, 2007). Non-formal learning is used by
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different names such as out-of-doors learning, free-choice
learning, out-of-school learning, out-of-class experiences,
outdoor learning, and out-of-school experiences in the
literature (Ayotte-Beaudet, Potvin, Lapierre, & Glackin,
2017; Strauss & Terenzini, 2007; Simsek & Kaymaket,
2015). The most widely used definition is out-of-school
learning (Bozdogan, 2007).

Out-of-school learning is systematic, planned, and
structured learning activities outside formal learning
environments (Bilir, 2007). One of the most critical
differences between out-of-school and informal learning is
that informal learning is unplanned, while non-formal
learning is carried out within a specific plan (Bozdogan,
2007; Eshach, 2007; Sen, 2019). Therefore, out-of-school
learning is located at the intersection of formal and
informal learning and acts as a bridge between them.
Furthermore, it was stated that out-of-school learning
consists of environmental education, outdoor activities,
and personal and social development (Higgins, Loynes, &
Crowther, 1997). Therefore, it can be said that out-of-
school learning is related to many disciplines (Erten &
Tasci, 2010).

Out-of-school learning, which is related to many
disciplines, includes learning activities by visiting places
such as a zoo, botanical garden, museum, science centet,
national park, planetarium, excursions and nature activities,
interactive exhibitions, aquarium, and industrial enterprise
within the framework of a specific plan (Eshach, 2007,
Bostan Sarioglan & Kigikozer, 2017; Bozdogan, 2007;
Lagin Simgek, 2011). Similatly, according to Binbagioglu
(2000), all out-of-school learning activities, especially
school trips, can be examples of out-of-school learning
because they are planned and controlled by the teacher.
The common point in the statements of many researchers
is the emphasis that out-of-school learning is not just a trip
but that these trips are carried out within a specific plan.

In the literature, it was stated that out-of-school
learning activities carried out within a specific plan increase
the students' academic achievement, motivation, and
attitudes towards the lessons, enable students to learn by
having fun, develop their sense of responsibility and
curiosity, and positively affect their communication with
their friends and provide solutions to the daily life
problems (Bozdogan, 2008; Braund & Reiss, 2006; Dori &
Tal, 2000; Eshach, 2007; Higgins et al., 1997; Melber &
Abraham, 1999; Ramey-Gassert, 1997; Strauss &
Terenzini, 2007). Moreover, it was stated that out-of-
school learning develops students' interpersonal, social,
and leadership skills, provides students with individual and
team learning skills, contributes to the self, social and moral
development of the students, and allows them to make
efficient use of their spare time and gain a democratic
attitude (Eshach, 2007; Higgins et al., 1997; Karademir,
2013).
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There are also some limitations of out-of-school
learning. Some limitations were revealed in the literature,
such as the inability to achieve productive results with out-
of-school learning in cases where the student's prior
knowledge and necessary readiness are not available, the
limited participation of students with low socioeconomic
status in such activities, and the teachers' unwillingness to
organize out-of-school activities without financial support
(Ay, Anagiin, & Demir, 2015; Bozdogan 2007; Karademir
2013; Karamustafaoglu, Ayvali, & Ocak 2018; Tirkmen,
2018). In addition, there are disadvantages such as; out-of-
school learning activities cost would be high if not carried
out within a specific plan framework, it would take more
time, and it would be challenging to ensure the students'
safety. Problems would also arise in concentrating the
students' attention on the activities and in classtoom
control, making the desired learning quality unachieved (Ay
et al, 2015; Bostan Sarioglan & Kictkézer, 2017;
Karamustataoglu et al., 2018; Kubat, 2018; Ttrkmen, 2015;
2018).

The countries considering that the benefits of the out-
of-school learning environment are more than its
limitations are trying to increase and diversify the number
of applications in this field daily. In recent years, the
number of environments such as museums, planetariums,
z00s, botanical gardens, science centers, and aquariums has
increased rapidly in our country, and it has come to the fore
to use these environments for educational purposes,
considering that these environments will create rich
opportunities for students (Lacin Simsek, 2011). In the
Out-of-School Learning Environments Guide published
by the Ministry of National Education in 2019, out-of-
school learning was defined, and detailed information was
given on how to evaluate out-of-school learning
environments. Following the Ministry of National
Education's guide, Provincial Directorates of National
Education also published guides introducing out-of-school
learning environments in their provinces and organized in-
service training for teachers. Moreover, targets for out-of-
school learning environments were determined in the 2023
Education Vision of the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE, 2018a). The 2023 Educational Vision emphasizes
that the cooperation between schools, science centers,
museums, art centers, technology centers, and universities
will be increased. The "Out-of-school learning
environments" professional knowledge elective course was
added to the program of education faculties in 2018 by the
Council of Higher Education. In addition, out-of-school
learning environments course was added as compulsory to
some departments, such as science and primary school
mathematics teaching (Council of Higher Education
[CoHE], 2018).

The number of out-of-school learning environments in
our country is increasing rapidly, and the studies of the
Ministry of National Education on out-of-school learning
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have begun to pay off. More and more students have
started to visit out-of-school learning environments, and a
significant increase has been observed in school trips to
these environments. Accordingly, there has been an
increase in studies on out-of-school learning.

When the literature is examined, it is seen that there are
studies that investigate the opinions of students, pre-
service teachers and teachers about out-of-school learning
(Akman, Ozen Altinkaynak, Ertiirk Kara, & Can Giil, 2015;
Avel & Giumis, 2019; Ay et al., 2015; Aydemir & Toker
Gokge, 2016; Bakioglu & Karamustafaoglu, 2020; Batman,
2020; Bozdogan, 2017; Buytkkaynak, Ok, & Aslan, 2016;
Gingdér & Gologlu Demir, 2022; Uludag, 2021), and
investigate the effects of out-of-school learning on
students' academic achievement (Akea, Balkan Kiyici, &
Yildiz, 2017; Bolat, Karamustafaoglu, & Karamustafaoglu,
2020; Bozdogan & Kavcy, 2016; Bilbul, 2018; Karakas
Oziir & Sahin, 2017; Kiigiik & Yildirim, 2021) and attitude
(Caner, 2019; Kiigiik, 2021; Ozay Kése & Giil, 2019;
Seyhan & Simsek, 2017; Soysal, 2019), and their
experiences with these environments (Can, 2019; Caliskan
& Cerkez, 2012; Cicek & Sarag, 2017; Cil & Yanmaz,
2016; Demir & Oner Armagan, 2018).

When the research are examined, it is seen that the
subject atea, aims, method, data collection tools, and study
groups of the studies are different from each other, and
each of them should be analyzed separately. Furthermore,
these studies' simultaneous access, reading, interpretation,
and analysis difficulties reveal the need for research based
on holistic analysis in this field. Although there are review
studies on out-of-school learning for this need, it is seen
that their number is quite limited.

When the literature was examined, a meta-analysis
(Mutlu & Celik, 2019) and two content analysis studies
(Demircioglu & Aslan, 2018; Sarac, 2017) were found.
Mutlu and Celik (2019) conducted a meta-analysis study on
research conducted on out-of-school learning in science
education in Turkey between 2006 and 2019. In their
research, two themes were focused on: perceptions of out-
of-school learning environments and the effect of out-of-
school learning environments on student outcomes. In
their research, Demircioglu and Aslan (2018) investigated
postgraduate  studies on  out-of-school learning
environments in Turkey within the framework of the
subject area, method, sampling, data collection tools, and
data analysis methods using content analysis. In Sarac's
(2017) research, the national studies on out-of-school
learning environments between 2007 and 2016 were
subjected to content analysis.

In recent years, the number and variety of out-of-school
learning activities have increased; accordingly, studies on
out-of-school learning have also increased. However, no
comprehensive systematic review study has been carried
out recently. The research results, which include holistic
analyses of out-of-school learning activities, will contribute
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to summarizing current studies in the relevant field and
facilitate access of researchers, teachers, and other
stakeholders to research data related to the subject area. In
addition, the holistic data presented on the content of the
studies carried out on this subject will allow researchers to
see new and different studies holistically and contribute to
developing different perspectives.

From this point of view, this research aims to make a
systematic review of the research on "out-of-school
learning activities" in Tutkey between 2000-2020.
Therefore, all articles, mastet's theses, and doctoral
dissertations, which have the concept of out-of-school
learning in the title and keywords, and published within the
specified period, were examined according to different
variables. Therefore, this systematic review seeks answers
to the following questions:

How is the distribution of studies conducted on out-of-
school learning between 2000 and 2020 by:

1. publication types?

. years?

. subject areas?

. educational stages of the samples?

. sample sizes?

. their aims?

. out-of-school learning environments?
. research approaches?

. research methods?

10. data collection tools?

11. data analysis methods?

O 00 1O\ Ul AN

2. METHOD
2.1 Research Design

This research was carried out to determine the general
trends of the studies on "out-of-school learning activities"
in Turkey between 2000-2020. For this purpose, a
systematic review was applied to the theses and articles
published in this field within 20 years. This systematic
review was conducted following Preferred Reporting Items
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)
principles (Liberati et al., 2009). The PRISMA principles
with the checklist consisting of 27 items and a four-step
flow chart ensure that the literature review studies are
conducted transparently (Liberati et al., 2009).

Search strategy and criteria for inclusion and

exclusion of studies in the systematic review
The inclusion criteria for the study-selection phase of

the systematic review are:

® The studies should be published between January 1,
2000, and December 31, 2020, and their full texts can
be accessed,

® The articles should be included in Google Scholar
and/or TR Index databases, and their full texts should
be available,

® Mastet's theses and doctoral dissertations should be
included in the Council of Higher Education National
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Figure 1 The process of reaching the studies

Thesis Center database, and their full texts should be
available,

® The studies should have been conducted in the field
of education,

® The studies should include the keywords “out-of-
school learning”, “out-of-course learning”, “out-of-
class learning”, “free-choice learning”, “learning
outside” or “outdoor education”.

When searching in Turkish by limiting the years as
2000-2020, 1140 when "out-of-school learning" is written
as a keyword in the Google Scholar database, 390 when
"out-of-class learning" is written, 259 when "outdoor
education" is written, 101 when "out-of-course learning" is
written, 14 when "learning outside" is written, and 12
articles were found when "free-choice learning” is written.
In addition, when these concepts were written and
searched in the CoHE National Thesis Center database, 92
theses were reached. As a result of the examination of the
reached studies following the research purpose, it was
decided to include 303 studies.

Totally 1465 studies related to out-of-school learning
were found in databases. Among these studies, 45 were
excluded since their full texts are unavailable. Then, 105
remaining studies were excluded since they did not focus
on education. The remaining 303 studies are involved in
this research. The PRISMA process is represented in
Figure 1.

2.2 Data Collection Tool

A research classification form was developed to
evaluate the studies about out-of-school learning. The form
was used as a data collection tool in the research context.
While developing the form, the related literature was
investigated (Ciltas, Gtler, & Sozbilir, 2012; Selcuk,
Palanci, Kandemir, & Dundar, 2014; Sozbilir, Kutu, &
Yasar, 2012), and the features that should be found in
scientific research were examined (Biyukoztirk, Akgiin,
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Google Scholar (n =1140)
Tr Index (n =233)
National Thesis Center (n=92)

Records Excluded
(n =676)

Excluded from review Studies;
Non-Educational (n=105)
Full text 1s not available (n=45)
Give theoretical information
(n=45)

Not fit the purpose of the study
(n=120)

Repeated (n=171)

Karadeniz, Demirel, & Kili¢, 2016; Cepni, 2014; Metin,
2014). In the research classification form, there are nine
sections: The publication type, year, purpose, subject area,
out-of-school environment, research approach and
method, sample group, sample size, and data collection
tool. The categories in this classification form and the
options given under these categories were presented in the
opinion of two experts working in content analysis. The
form was finalized in line with expert opinions.
2.3 Data Analysis

211 articles and 92 theses examined within the scope of
the research were analyzed according to the research
classification form developed by the researchers. In the
research, researcher triangulation was done to ensure the
validity of the data. In this framework, two researchers took
part in all data collection, analysis, and interpretation
processes (Merriam, 2009). During the analysis of the
studies, the researchers evaluated the determined studies
separately, taking into account the categories determined in
the form. The findings obtained from the studies were
recorded in a Microsoft Excel file and categorized. After
the analysis of the studies was completed, the coding
reliability was checked to ensure the reliability of the
research (Miles & Huberman, 2015). The analyses made by
the two researchers were compared, and the analysis data
were arranged in line with the common opinion. The
results obtained are expressed in graphs and presented in
the findings section.

3. FINDINGS

Within the scope of the research, a total of 303 studies
were found. The findings obtained from the content
analysis are presented under five headings: Distribution of
the studies according to 1) publication types, years, and
subject ateas, 2) educational stages and sample sizes, 3)
aims and out-of-school learning environments, 4) research
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approach and methods, 5) data collection tools and analysis
methods.
3.1 Distribution of the studies according to publication
types, years, and subject areas

Of the 303 studies examined, 211 (69.6%) were articles,
73 (24.1%) were mastet's theses, and 19 (6.3%) were
doctoral dissertations (Figure 2).

6%

24%

70%

articles
master's theses
doctoral dissertations

Figure 2 Distribution of the studies according to the
publication types

It was determined that outdoor learning studies
conducted in line with the 303 studies analyzed have
increased over the years (see Figure 3). The number of
studies, which was one in 2002, increased to 20 in 2016 and
reached the maximum number in 2020. The number of
studies published in 2020 is currently 52.

According to the results, 131 studies (43.2%) were
carried out in science, 53 studies (17.5%) were in social
studies, and 31 (10.2%) were in other subject areas-- four
geography, four physical education, four physics, four
special education, three biology, three life science, three

Turkish, two chemistry, one information technologies, one
English, one religious culture and moral knowledge, and
one technology and design. Moreover, 12 studies (4.0%)
were conducted in preschool education, 12 studies (4.0%)
were in visual arts, six studies (2.0%) were in mathematics,
and five studies (1.6%) were in history subject area. No
subject area was specified in 53 studies (17.5%) (see Figure
4).

[ Science
H Social studies

\ H Not applicable/specified

\ | Other subject areas

4 /
y y

Figure 4 Distribution of the studies according to the
subject areas

Pre-school education
W Visual arts
Il Mathematics

I History

3.2 Distribution of the studies according to educational
stages and sample sizes

Of the 303 studies analyzed, middle school students
were included in 121 studies, teachers were in 068,
preservice teachers were in 43, primary school students
were in 14, high school students were in 13, and preschool
students were included in nine studies. In addition, parents
wetre included in five, museum educators were in two, and
academicians were included in one research (see Figure 5).
In 31 studies, no educational stage was specified as they are
grounded theory, meta-synthesis, and document analysis
studies.

20

Number of the studies
—
(e}

Figure 3 Number of articles published by years
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Figure 6 Distribution of the studies according to the sample sizes

The distribution of examined studies according to the
sample sizes is presented in Figure 6. Accordingly, 59
studies have 1-20 participants, 73 studies have 21-40
participants, 36 studies have 41-60 participants, 28 studies
have 61-80 participants, 35 studies have 81-160
participants, and 37 studies have 161 and more participants.
In 35 studies, sample sizes were not specified. According
to the results, most studies have 21-40 participants.

3.3 Distribution of the studies according to the aims

The distribution of examined studies according to their
aims is presented in Figure 7. Accordingly, 123 studies
aimed to investigate participants' views regarding out-of-
school learning environments, and 46 studies aimed to
investigate the effects of out-of-school learning
environments on the participants' academic achievement.
Morteovet, out-of-school learning environments' effects on
the participants’ attitudes and skills (ctitical thinking skills,
scientific process skills, decision-making skills, etc.) were
investigated in 38 and 19 studies, respectively. In addition,
participants' self-efficacy petceptions and perceptions
regarding out-of-school learning environments were
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investigated in 17 studies. Lastly, the effect of out-of-
school leatning activities on middle school students'
interest in science, motivation, and anxiety was examined
in seven, six, and three studies, respectively.

anxiety I 3
motivation 6
interest 7
perception 17
skills 19
attitude 38
achievement 46

aim of the study

view 123

0 50 100 15(C

Number of the studies

Figure 7 Distribution of the studies according to the
aims
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3.4 Distribution of the studies according to the out-of-
school learning environments

The distribution of examined studies according to the
out-of-school learning environments is presented in Figure
8. When Figure 8 is examined, it is seen that the studies on
out-of-school learning have been carried out in various
environments. Accordingly, it is observed that the majority
of the studies have been conducted in museums and
science centers. Moreover, 16 studies were conducted in
the planetarium, and 16 were carried out in different places
such as canyon, conservatory, sports hall, and earthquake
monitoring center.
3.5 Distribution of the studies according to research
approach and methods

The distribution of the examined studies according to
the research approach and method is given in Figure 9.
Accordingly, six studies (one master's thesis and five
articles) are scale development studies. The quantitative
research method has been used in 93 studies, the qualitative

research method in 141 studies, and the mixed research
method in 45 studies. Moreover, in the 18 studies, no
research approach was specified.

The results determined that the most preferred research
methods in qualitative and quantitative studies are case
studies and experimental research. However, it is seen that
mixed-methods designs were generally not specified in the
studies, and they are expressed only as "mixed method was
used".

3.6 Distribution of the studies according to data
collection tools and analysis methods

The distribution of the data collection tools used in
examined studies is given in Figure 10. Accordingly, a total
of 68 scales, 59 questionnaires, 151 forms, 51 tests, and 38
other data collection tools were included in the studies. It
is seen that primarily attitude scales (38) were used in
studies where the scales were used, and mainly interview
forms (122) were used in studies where forms were used.
Also, mostly achievement tests (43) were preferred in the
studies where the tests wete used.

.70
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Figure 9 Distribution of the studies according to research approach and methods
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The distribution of the analysis methods of the
examined studies is given in Figure 11. Accordingly,
content analysis was conducted in 106 studies, and
descriptive analysis was conducted in 71. Moreover, t-tests
were used in 68 studies, descriptive statistics were used in
67 studies, nonparametric tests were used in 38 studies, and
ANOVA was used in 34 studies.

4. DISCUSSION

In the light of the findings obtained from the research,
it is seen that the articles published on out-of-school
learning environments outnumbered doctoral dissertations
and master's theses. This finding parallels the findings
obtained in Sara¢'s (2017) study. In his research, Sarac
(2017) examined 133 studies conducted in the national field
and published between 2007 and 2016 on out-of-school
learning environments and concluded that 76 of them were
articles. In addition, Sara¢ (2017) and Demircioglu and
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Aslan (2018) concluded that the number of mastet's theses
published on out-of-school learning in Turkey is much
more than the doctoral dissertations. The findings of the
present research are also in this direction. Of the 303
studies examined, 211 were articles, 73 wete mastet's
theses, and only 19 were doctoral dissertations.

According to the findings, the highest number of
publications between 2000 and 2020 on out-of-school
learning were made in 2020, and the studies have increased
over the years. Moreover, substantial increases in 2012,
2017, and 2019 were detected. The leap in 2012 was also
detected in Sara¢'s (2017) studies and Demircioglu and
Aslan's (2018) studies. In the increase in the number of
studies in 2019, it is thought that the addition of the
professional knowledge elective course called "out-of-
school learning environments" to the education faculties in
2018 by the Council of Higher Education also played a role.
In addition to this course, the out-of-school learning
environments course was added as a compulsory course in
some departments such as science teaching and primary
school mathematics teaching in 2018 (Council of Higher
Education [CoHE], 2018a, 2018b). This situation may have
increased the interest and focus of researchers and
educators on out-of-school learning after 2018.

The results revealed that most of the reviewed studies
were conducted in the science subject area. Social studies
course comes after science. On the other hand, the less
common subject areas are found arts,
mathematics, and history. In these cutricula, out-of-school
learning is not emphasized. Similar to the present research
results, according to Sara¢’s (2017) and Demircioglu and
Aslan's (2018) studies, the two most common subject areas
are science education and social studies, respectively. The
research of Ertugrul and Karamustafaoglu (2020) also
supports these results.

in visual
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Furthermore, the researchers investigated the views of
classroom  teachers towards out-of-school learning
environments. Their findings revealed that classroom
teachers thought out-of-school learning environments
should be visited within science and social studies lessons.
It is thought that the Ministry of National Education stated
in the 2013 and 2018 science curriculums that out-of-
school learning environments can also be used for students
to learn knowledge meaningfully and permanently is
thought to be effective in obtaining these findings (MoNE,
2013, 2018b).

The results obtained from the analysis indicated that
middle school students and teachers were included in most
of the studies. On the other hand, preschool students,
parents, museum educators, and academicians were
included in only a few studies. Parallel to this finding,
Demircioglu and Aslan (2018) also found that the studies
are mostly carried out with middle school students and
teachers. It is thought that the recent changes in both the
science curriculum (Ministry of National Education
[MoNE], 2013, 2018b) and teacher education program
(CoHE, 2018a, 2018b), whereby out-of-school learning
environments have been included in teaching plans have
brought along the need to work more frequently with that
sample group.

The results revealed that the number of sample groups
studied is not much high. Accordingly, most studies have
1-20 and 21-40 participants. Similarly, in the study of
Demircioglu and Aslan (2018), most of the theses have 10-
50 participants. This preference is assumed to be linked to
the recommendation that studies should be conducted with
a smaller number of sample groups in order to make trips
to out-of-school learning contexts more effective.
However, this situation might also be due to the shortage
of time and official procedures.

Furthermore, it is known that working with large
sample groups in out-of-school learning environments can
cause various problems such as a decrease in efficiency,
ensuring safety, and ethical problems (Karbeyaz & Kurt,
2020; Ocak & Korkmaz, 2018). Therefore, according to the
findings obtained in the present research, the most
frequently used data collection tool is the interview form.
Additionally, the findings regarding the distribution of the
studies according to the aims indicated that of the 303
studies, 123 studies aimed to investigate participants’ views
regarding out-of-school learning environments. Therefore,
it can be said that the most commonly used sample size
matches the most frequently preferred data collection tools
and aims of the studies.

It was revealed that most studies were conducted in
museums and science centers. This finding parallels the
other studies (Demircioglu & Aslan, 2018; Sarac, 2017).
Since the studies are mainly conducted in science and social
studies subject areas, selecting these environments makes
sense. However, when the studies were examined in more
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detail, it was seen that the studies on science education were
mostly carried out in science centers, and the studies on
social studies were mainly carried out in museums.

Interview forms, questionnaires, and achievement tests
are the most used data collection tools in the studies. In
parallel with these findings, Sara¢’s (2017) research found
that questionnaires and interview forms are the most used
data collection tools in the investigated studies. In the
research of Demircioglu and Aslan (2018), two of the most
commonly preferred data collection tools were interviews
and achievement tests. Concordant with these results, in
the present research, most of the studies aimed to
investigate participants' views regarding out-of-school
learning environments and to investigate the effects of out-
of-school learning environments on the patticipants'
academic achievement. On the other hand, the effect of
out-of-school learning activities on students' interest in
science, motivation, and anxiety was examined in only a
few studies. As a result, the most commonly used data
collection tools match the aims of the studies.

The results indicated that the qualitative research
method was used in most reviewed studies while the mixed
method is relatively less preferred. This result is parallel
with the literature (Sarag, 2017). Ciltas et al. (2012) also
stated that mixed studies are scatce in our country's field of
education. The detailed analyses determined that the most
preferred research methods in qualitative and quantitative
studies are case studies and experimental research.
Concordantly, Demircioglu and Aslan (2018) had precisely
the same results in their research. In parallel with these
findings, Sara¢ (2017) also found that the reviewed
qualitative studies were mostly carried out with case
studies. Consistent with the most used research methods;
content analysis, descriptive analysis, t-tests, and
descriptive statistics ate the studies' most used fout analysis
methods.

RECOMMENDATION
In the light of the findings, some suggestions ate

provided for researchers who may perform studies on

similar subjects in the future:

® Remarkably, there are very few doctoral dissertations
conducted in out-of-school learning environments.
Therefore, the number of doctoral dissertations
should be increased.

® The results indicated a high number of studies
performed on science and social studies education.
Therefore, it is anticipated that new studies on out-of-
school learning environments in other branches such
as history, mathematics, and preschool education will
contribute to the literature.

® According to the results, middle school students and
teachers were included in most studies; however,
preschool students and parents were included in only
a few studies. Since people of all ages visit out-of-

J.Sci.Learn.2022.5(3).509-519



Journal of Science Learning

Article

school learning environments, choosing diverse
sample groups for the studies would benefit the
researchers.

® The number of samples in the studies may be
increased to reach more data and more accurate
results.

®  Out-of-school learning environments should not be
limited to science centers and museums. Visiting
different learning environments would increase
students’ motivation and interest.

® Jtis considered that using the mixed method and the
qualitative and quantitative methods will be effective
in the studies carried out.

® Lastly, it is suggested to conduct studies that compare
out-of-school learning in Turkey and other countries.
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