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Bu calismada Anadolu Universitesi ingilizce Hazirlik Programinda baslatilan
mufredat yenileme projesinin etkilerinin degerlendirilmesi amaglanmistir. Bu nedenle,
Hazirlik Programinin eski ve yeni mufredati 0grencilerin algilamalarina dayanarak
karstlastiriimistir. Degerlendirme icin esas olarak kabul edilen 6lgit 6grencilerin
Anadolu Universitesinde bes bolumde 6gretim dili Ingilizce olan dersleri takip
edebilmek icin gerekli olarak algilanan dil ihtiyaclaridir. iki mufredati karsilastirmak
icin 6nce ogretim dili Ingilizce olan derslere devam eden 6grencilerin dil ihtiyaclari
belirlenmis, daha sonra iki mifredat arasinda 6grencilerin dil ihtiyaclarini karsilama
acisindan bir fark olup olmadigi belirlemek icin bir karsilastirma yapilmistir.

Calismaya 2004 yilinda 6gretim dili Ingilizce olan bes boliime devam eden 135
birinci sinif 6grencisi ve 2005 yilinda ayni bolimlere devam eden 129 birinci sinif
ogrencisi katiimistir.

Calismada veriler bir anket araciligiyla toplanmistir. Anket gelistirilmesinde
varolan alanyazindan, ogretim dili Ingilizce olan derslerde yapilan sinif ici
gozlemlerden ve hem 6gretim dili ingilizce olan dersleri yuriten 6gretim elemanlari
hem de bu derslere devam eden Ogrencilerle yapilan milakatlardan elde edilen
verilerden yararlaniimistir.

Veriler oOncelikle sikhk, ylzde ve ortalama degerler hesaplanarak analiz
edilmistir. Bu analizler, 6grencilerin Ggretim dili ingilizce olan boltimlerdeki dil
ihtiyaclarini ve Ogrencilerin algilamalarina gére bu ihtiyaclarin eski ve yenilenmis

mufredat tarafindan karsilanma derecesini belirlemek amaciyla yapilmistir.



iki miifredat arasinda 6grencilerin ihtiyaclarini karsilama derecesi agisindan fark
olup olmadigini ortaya koyabilmek icin iki grup veri karstlastiriimistir. 2004 yilindaki
birinci sinif ogrencilerinden toplanan birinci grup veri 6grencilerin eski mdufredat
hakkindaki algilamalarini yansitmaktadir. 2005 yilindaki birinci siniflardan toplanan
ikinci grup veri ise Ogrencilerin yenilenmis mufredat hakkindaki algilamalarini
yansitmaktadir. Hangi mufredatin dil ihtiyaglarini daha iyi karsiladigini belirlemek igin
veriler Bagimsiz Grup t-Testleri kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Sonuclar iki mufredat arasinda 6grencilerin ihtiyaglarini karsilama agisindan
birka¢ anlamli fark oldugunu ortaya cikartmistir. Ayrica, ¢alismanin sonuglarina

dayanarak miufredat yenileme sureciyle ilgili bazi dnerilerde bulunulmustur.



ABSTRACT

The present study was conducted to evaluate the effects of curriculum renewal
project started at Anadolu University, Intensive English Program in 2003. The old and
renewed curricula of Prep Program were compared based on the students’ perceptions.
The main criterion for the evaluation was the perceived language needs of the students
to follow English-medium content courses at five English-medium departments at
Anadolu University. In order to compare the two curricula, first, the language needs of
the students in English-medium content courses were determined. Then, the two
curricula were compared to determine whether there was a difference between the two
curricula in meeting students’ language needs.

The participants of the study were 135 first year students of five English-
medium departments in 2004, and 129 first year students of the same departments in
2005.

The data were collected by means of a questionnaire. The items in the
questionnaire were constructed based on related questionnaires in literature, class
observations of English-medium content courses and interviews with both English-
medium content teachers and first year students of those five departments.

The data were analyzed by calculating frequencies, percentages and mean values
to determine the language needs of the students in English-medium departments and
their perceptions on how much those needs were met by the two curricula.

To determine which curriculum met the students’ language needs better, two
groups of data were compared. First group of data, collected from the first year students
in May 2004, reflected the students’ perceptions of the old curriculum. The second
group of data, collected from the first year students in May 2005, reflected the students’
perceptions of the renewed curriculum. The two curricula were compared by using
Independent Sample t-Tests.

Results revealed that there were a few significant differences between the two
curricula in terms of meeting the students’ language needs. Based on the results,

suggestions are made for the curriculum renewal process.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Language teaching is an important part of education. However, literature on
effective language teaching mostly deals with teaching methods or design of teaching
materials. These issues are usually considered to be the main causes of student learning
or failure. Nevertheless, these two issues are, in fact, parts of a bigger picture,
“curriculum” (Richards, 1990:1). The term curriculum refers to the plan to guide the
teaching process (Saylor, Alexander and Lewis, 1981) and to plan an effective teaching
process “curriculum development” is needed. Curriculum development includes
“understanding the context of teaching, the needs of teachers and learners, the careful
planning of courses and materials, as well as the monitoring of teaching and learning”
(Richards, 2003: xi).

Like any other educational experiences, the quality of language teaching

depends upon the use of curriculum development process (Brown, 1995:19).

1.1. Curriculum Development Process

Numerous models for curriculum development have been proposed in the
language teaching literature (Perry, 1976; Strevens, 1977; Candlin, Kirkwood and
Moore, 1978 cited in Brown, 1989:234). Brown (1989:235) adapted a rather systematic
approach model developed by Dick and Carey (1985 cited in Brown, 1989:234). In
Figure 1.1, Brown’s model for the process of curriculum development is presented.

According to Brown (1995), the curriculum development process includes five
elements: Needs analysis, goals and objectives, testing, materials, and teaching. Also,
each element is evaluated to provide a continuing process of curriculum development.

Curriculum development in this model is viewed as a process which can change
and adapt to new conditions. These conditions might be new types of students, changes
in language theory or changes in needs. This process is known as ‘systematic
curriculum development’.

As it can be seen in Figure 1.1, this process starts with needs analysis as a
crucial step. Each of the other steps is organized according to the information obtained

by needs analysis. Thus, goals and objectives are defined according to the student



needs. Development of tests, considered as the third step, is based on goals and
objectives. Next, the information gained from needs analysis, goals and objectives and
testing are used in the design of materials and instruction.

In this model, all of the elements are interconnected with each other and an
ongoing process of evaluation connects all those elements. Furthermore, all of the

elements in the model form a cycle rather than a linear design (Brown, 1989:234).

A\ 4
NEEDS ANALYSIS > e
A
V
OBJECTIVES < > A
A
L
A 4
TESTING < » U
A
A
A\ 4
MATERIALS < Sl
A |
@)
TEACHING < >
A N

Figure 1.1. Language Curriculum Development

Brown, 1989:235 (Reproduced with the permission of James Dean Brown)

Because the focus of this study is on evaluation, this element of the cycle will be

examined and explained in detail.



1.2. Curriculum Development and Evaluation

Curriculum development is an ongoing process and this process needs to be
continually evaluated in order to determine whether the plans for the teaching process
are effective or not. According to Brown (1989:235) this continuous evaluation implies
that there should always be preparation for revision of all of the elements in the

curriculum plan. He points out the importance of evaluation and states that

...the ongoing program evaluation is the glue that connects and holds all of the elements
together. Without evaluation, there is no cohesion among the elements and if left in isolation,
any of them may become pointless. In short, the heart of the systematic approach to language
curriculum design is evaluation-the part of the model that includes, connects and gives meaning

to all of the other elements.

In other words, without the evaluation component of the curriculum
development process, the other elements in the process cannot have a smooth flow.
Nunan (1988:116) also states that “no curriculum model would be complete without an
evaluation component”.

Evaluation, which is *“the systematic collection of information to assist in
decision making” (Gredler, 1996:3), is important because it “makes possible the
assessment of the quality of a curriculum once it is put in place as well as the
maintenance of that curriculum on an ongoing basis” (Brown, 1995:24). Therefore, after
the implementation of the new curriculum, there are a number of important questions
that need to be answered as Richards (2003:286) states.

- Isthe curriculum achieving its goals?
- Are those affected by the curriculum (e.g. teachers, administrators, students, parents,
employers) satisfied with the curriculum?

- Does the curriculum compare favorably with others of its kind?

Curriculum evaluation deals with answering questions such as these. It focuses
on collecting information about a program in order to understand how the program
works and how successfully it works, enabling different kinds of decisions to be made
about the program, such as whether the program responds to learner needs, whether
further teacher training is required for teachers working in the program, or whether the
students are learning sufficiently from it (Richards, 2003:286).



Some departments may be developing a new direction for curricula;
nevertheless, without a good evaluation process, these departments may not be
successful in meeting the students’ needs (Chonko & Caballero, 1991 cited in Duke &
Reese, 1995).

Another important reason for evaluating a curriculum, as Rea-Dickins and
Germaine (2000:8) suggest, is to gain information about a planned change. They add
that “innovation and evaluation are accordingly closely related concepts. The process of
evaluation can usefully inform the nature and implementation of an innovation”. In
short, once the curriculum is in place, it is necessary to make decisions about whether
the new curriculum has been effective or not.

Keeping those in mind, as stated before, this study aims at evaluating the effects
of curriculum renewal studies implemented in 2003-2004 academic year at Anadolu
University.

In order to conduct a successful evaluation study, it is important to know what
evaluation is and what the purposes of it are. Brown (1995:24) defines evaluation as
“the ongoing process of information gathering, analysis, and synthesis, the entire
purpose of which is to constantly improve each element of a curriculum on the basis of
what is known about all of the other elements, separately as well as collectively”.
According to this definition, during the evaluation process, information is gathered and
analyzed systematically (Brown, 1989).

Although the main aim is to improve each element of a curriculum, there is no
one fixed set of purpose for evaluation. As Alderson (1992:275) suggests the purpose of

evaluation might be:

- to show whether a particular theory of language learning is correct,
- to identify the effects of a particular approach to second language education and to inform
decisions on its future nature, and so on,

- to establish whether the needs of a given set of students are met by a particular innovation.

Thus, whether the program responds to learner needs or not may be one of the
questions to be asked when conducting an evaluation (Richards, 2003:286). Brown

(1989:241) points out the importance of language learning needs of the students as,



...evaluation should be viewed as the drawing together of many sources of information to help
examine selected research questions from different points of view, with the goal of forming all of
this into a cogent and useful picture of how well the language learning needs of the students are
being met. One way to view program evaluation might be that it is a never ending needs analysis,
the goal of which is to constantly refine the ideas gathered in the initial needs analysis, such that

the program can do an even better job of meeting those needs.

Consequently, the students’ language needs is an important criteria in an
evaluation plan and therefore, in this study, the degree of meeting the students’
language needs needed to follow the English-medium content courses in their

departments is the main focus of the evaluation.

1.2.1. Approaches to Curriculum Evaluation

Over the years, a number of approaches for conducting program evaluation have
been proposed in the educational literature. These all can be placed into one of four
categories: Product-oriented approaches, static-characteristic approaches, process-
oriented approaches, decision-facilitation approaches (Brown, 1989:224).

The product-oriented approach was first proposed by Ralph Tyler. It was
designed to determine the extent to which the program goals have been achieved. Tyler
used differences between what is expected and what is observed to provide suggestions
for program deficiencies (Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen, 2004:85).

The approach that Hammond (1973, cited in Fitzpatrick et.al, 2004) and
Metfessel & Michael (1967, cited in Brown, 1995) advocated is also product-oriented.
In this approach, the product is a set of student behaviors that meet the goals and
objectives of the curriculum. Then, the success of a program could be measured in
terms of the degree to which those objectives are achieved (Brown, 1995:220-221). For
this purpose, experimental or quasi-experimental research methods are used (Figueira,
2003:4).

Evaluation in product-oriented approach is mostly summative. It usually relies
on testing, grading, classifying, marking, and measuring students’ achievements.
However, less attention is given to determining the effectiveness of a program or its
appropriateness in meeting the particular needs of the learners (Saylor, Alexander and
Lewis, 1981:320).



Since product- oriented approach lacks the standards to judge the importance of
observed differences between the objectives and performance levels, (Fitzpatrick,
Sanders and Worthen, 2004:82), static-characteristic approaches are considered as
alternative approaches. In static-characteristics approaches the evaluation is conducted
by outside experts. They analyze a program by examining various academic records,
and some static characteristics such as the number of library books, the number and
types of the degrees held by the faculty, and the number and seating capacity of
classrooms (Brown, 1995:225).

Accreditation is the most familiar process of this approach. The basic idea of
accreditation is to use professional experience and knowledge to evaluate educational
programs (Saylor, Alexander and Lewis, 1981:327).

The evaluators like Scriven (1972 cited in Gredler, 1996:53) developed process-
oriented approach because the evaluators realized that while meeting program goals
and objectives are important, it is not helpful in promoting curriculum revision, change
and improvement (Brown, 1995:222). Scriven (1972) argues that attention to the stated
goals of a program narrows the evaluation into a sort of tunnel vision (cited in Gredler,
1996:53). Thus, they improved product-oriented and static-characteristic approaches by
adding the aspect of process evaluation. In Scrivens’ goal-free evaluation, the evaluator
does not pay attention to the stated goals, but he/she examines what is actually
happening in classes. Scriven (1972) claims that if the goals are relevant, they will show
up in the classroom (cited in Beretta, 1992:17). Thus, he argues that in evaluation
studies process evaluation is important.

The three approaches mentioned above are argued to lack decision facilitation
dimension and that dimension added (Brown, 1995:224). Especially, Stufflebeam
(1972) stated that “goal free evaluation could be inefficient in prioritizing areas for
investigation. Costs in time and dollars would militate against it” (cited in Beretta,
1992:17). Therefore, decision-facilitation approaches are meant to serve decision
makers. Its rationale is that evaluation can be most effective by serving administrators,
managers, policy makers and practitioners. In other words, the decision maker is the
audience of the evaluation results and therefore, his concerns, needs and criteria for
effectiveness guide the direction of the evaluation study (Fitzpatrick, Sanders and
Worthen, 2004:88).



As it can be seen, the development of each approach was a reaction to the
shortcomings of previous approaches. Also, each approach was improved by including
the strengths of previous approaches (Brown, 1995:224).

The choice of which evaluation approach to use depends on each specific
situation. Some evaluators adopt or adapt those approaches in their designs, but many
evaluators conduct evaluations without strict loyalty to any specific model. According
to Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004:159) the alternative evaluation approaches
affect the practice of program evaluation. They claim that “the value of the alternative
approaches lies in their capacity to help us think, to present and provoke new ideas and
techniques, and to serve as mental checklists of things we ought to consider, remember,
or worry about. Their heuristic value is very high; their prescriptive value seems much
less”. Thus, evaluators do not restrict themselves to one specific approach because
“formulating single model fitting different evaluation contexts may not be feasible”
(Lynch, 1990:23). Instead they form a combination of several approaches which is
called eclectic approach to evaluation (Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen, 2004).

For the design of the present study, an eclectic approach was chosen to make the
evaluation fit into the context of the study. According to the aim of this study, it can be
said that this study has some product-oriented features, which were stated before, owing
to the fact that its focus is the graduates of Preparatory School (Prep School henceforth)
and whether or not their language needs are met with the Prep School curriculum.
However, the traditional product-oriented approaches consider goals as an evaluative
criterion (Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen, 2004). In this study, goals are not
considered as the main criteria because the predetermined goals might be inappropriate
or insufficient for the students (Scriven 1972 cited in Gredler, 1996:53) in addition to
the absence of explicitly written goals and objectives for 2002-2003 curriculum.

As cited before, in process-oriented approaches, Scriven (1972 cited in Gredler,
1996) considers the consumer (i.e., students) to be the primary audience for evaluation
results and stresses the importance of their needs. Similarly, consumer needs are
identified through the use of needs analysis in this evaluative study.

In decision-facilitation approaches, the Discrepancy Model and CIPP Approach
are quite similar. In both of these approaches, product evaluation focuses on

determining the extent to which identified needs were met. Therefore, the present study



shows an important similarity with both of these approaches because it also attempts to

evaluate the product in terms of meeting the student needs.

1.2.2. Dimensions of Curriculum Evaluation

Among the evaluation approaches discussed above, there are certain patterns
which can help in formulating an approach tailored to a particular program (Brown,
1989:229). These patterns are “formative versus summative”, “product versus process”
and “quantitative versus qualitative” In this part, first each of these dimensions will be
defined and their connection with the present study will be discussed.

First of all, formative and summative evaluation can be distinguished in terms of
the types of decisions they require (improvement vs. adoption) and the point at which
they typically take place (during a program vs. after the completion of the program)
(Bachman, 1989:245).

As Bachman (1989:244) suggests in some situations, the role of evaluation may
be identifying ways to improve an on-going program, and in situations such as these,
the evaluator will primarily be concerned with formative evaluation. In this type of
evaluation the primary purpose is to improve the instruction. Formative evaluation takes
place during the development of a program, and its major concern is to diagnose areas
of strength and weaknesses for improvement.

In other situations, the evaluator may need to find out if a new textbook, set of
materials or teaching method is better than what is currently being used, or he/she may
need to choose among two competing curricula. In contexts such as these, the evaluator
will be concerned with summative evaluation. It typically takes place after the program
is complete, and provides information that is relevant to deciding whether or not to
adopt a new program (Bachman 1989:244). This type of evaluation is often based on
tests of all sorts, student reaction to the instruction, teacher’s views concerning the
effectiveness of instruction, parent’s reactions, and ratings of graduates (Saylor,
Alexander and Lewis, 1981:319).

The present study has a summative nature as it takes place after each program is
completed, it compares two curricula and it is based on student perceptions about the
effectiveness of Preparatory Program (Prep Program henceforth) in meeting their

language needs.



Next, the distinction between product and process evaluation is based on the
differences in the kind of information retrieved. Product evaluation can be defined as
any evaluation which is focused on whether the goals (product) of the program were
achieved. However, process evaluation, focuses more on what is going on during the
implementation phase of a program (Brown, 1989:231).

In relation with the present study, it can be stated that the focus is mainly on
product evaluation due to the fact that the purpose of the study is to make a comparison
between two curricula considering the extent of meeting students’ language needs at the
end of each program without focusing on what is going on in a program process.

Finally, there are basically two types of data that an evaluation study can rely on.
Quantitative data are easily turned into numbers and statistics. Examples include test
scores, student rankings or simply the number of males and females in a program. In
contrast, qualitative data are generally observations and cannot be turned into numbers
and statistics. Examples include diary entries, records of staff meetings, classroom
observations (Brown, 1989:231). The present study includes both qualitative (class

observations, student and teacher interviews) and quantitative data (questionnaire).

1.2.3. Tools of Evaluation

For an effective evaluation, the evaluation procedures must be chosen carefully
according to the aim of the evaluation. Brown (1995) suggests tests, observations,
interviews, meetings and questionnaires can be used as instruments for evaluation. In
addition to the procedures mentioned above, needs analysis is also considered as a tool
for evaluation by Richards (2003:54). As this is the procedure used for evaluation in this

study, needs analysis will be explained in detail.

1.3. Needs Analysis
In the following sections the place of need analysis in evaluation and the

procedures used in conducting needs analysis will be discussed.
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1.3.1. Evaluation and Needs Analysis

Richards (2003:54) suggests that “to evaluate and revise a program, the
information collected in needs analysis can be used as a basis to obtain a more
comprehensive view of the learner’ needs”. In consequence, it can be said that the needs
analysis process may provide the basis for the evaluation of an existing curriculum or a
component of a curriculum.

The analysis of needs serves as a reality check on curriculum planning. Focusing
the curriculum through the needs analysis process means an analysis of the status of the
program. The real question is “Does this program meet our expressed needs?” If not, the
goals, the instructional design, needs or even student expectations may need to be
designed again (Wiles, 1999: 103).

According to Witkin and Altschuld (1995:65) “the main job of evaluators is to
help managers and staff to determine the merit and worth of particular programs and to

decide the extent to which a program has been successful in meeting its goals”.

1.3.2. Tools Used in Needs Analysis

Any needs analysis can be considered as a research process and requires
determination of tools considering the aim of the analysis.

A variety of tools can be used in conducting need analysis. A triangular
approach is suggested because only one source for data collection might be incomplete
(Richards, 2003:59). Questionnaires, self-ratings, interviews, meetings, observations
and task analysis are common procedures or tools used when conducting a needs
analysis.

Considering these explanations above, in the present study, needs analysis is
used as a tool in order to evaluate the two different curricula Also, with the purpose of
triangulation, class observations, student and teacher interviews and questionnaires are

chosen as procedures.
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1.4. Statement of the Problem

Knowing the necessity of curriculum development for effective teaching,
Anadolu University, School of Foreign Languages has started a curriculum renewal
project in July, 2003. This project includes all the components of a curriculum
development process which is shown in Figure 1.1.

Kopkalli Yavuz (2004) defines and explains each step of the renewal process
conducted at Prep School as the following:

The first step in the curriculum renewal process was needs analysis. The findings
of the needs analysis revealed some weaknesses of 2002-2003 curriculum. Some of
them can be stated as the following:

First of all, goals and objectives were not defined explicitly and the students
were not aware of them. Next, as an integrated course, Core Course was perceived as
ineffective. Similarly, teachers were not aware of the needs of the students.

After the needs analysis step, all of the Prep Program instructors discussed some
issues in order to overcome the weaknesses mentioned above with the leadership of an
expert on curriculum development.

The issues of “division of students by academic domain’, ‘number of levels’,
‘integrated or skill based teaching” and ‘number of hours of instruction’ were discussed
in July, 2003.

After discussing these issues, some decisions were made. The group decided to
divide the students by English proficiency and not by academic domain. The group also
decided to have skills based instruction and the courses would be divided as Writing,
Reading, Speaking & Listening and Grammar in Context meaning that Speaking and
Listening were integrated and Core Course was excluded from the curriculum. Also, the
hours of instruction for each level were increased as shown in Table 1.1.

The next step of the curriculum renewal process was writing the mission
statement. One group was responsible for writing the mission statement. They studied
on the draft version of the statement and the final version was formed with the help of
all groups. This step was followed by writing goals and objectives: Formulation of goals
and objectives was based on the results of needs analysis.

After that step, development of tests based on program’s goals and objectives

was discussed. Some suggestions for making the tests more reliable and valid were
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discussed and frequency of measuring students’ performance based on goals and
objectives was increased.

In the next step, appropriate material for each course in each level was selected.
Books were examined and compared to find out the ones that best match with the
objectives. Also, some supplementary materials were prepared to fill the gap between
the objectives and the chosen books.

Also, for delivering the instruction the teaching methods fitting our context were
discussed. Especially, it was considered that grammar should be taught in context.

Before mentioning about the last step, evaluation, it is necessary to summarize
all the changes that are made after these steps. This summary will help clarify the
differences between the old and renewed curricula.

e The goals and objectives for each course were written. In the old curriculum
there were no explicitly stated goals and objectives.

e Core course, which was an integrated skills course, was excluded from the
curriculum.

e The way grammar was taught was changed. It was decided that grammar should
be taught in a more contextual way. Also, the number of quizzes for this course
was increased.

e Speaking and listening were integrated.

e New textbooks matching with the goals and objectives were chosen.

e The hours of instruction increased as shown in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1. Hours of Instruction

Levels Hours (hrs/week)

2002-2003 | 2003-2004
Curriculum | Curriculum

Beginner 28 30
Elementary 28 30
Lower intermediate 26 30
Intermediate 24 28
Upper intermediate 22 28

Advanced 20 26
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It was decided to conduct some evaluative research to start an ongoing
curriculum evaluation process. Although curriculum renewal is an ongoing process,
there is still a need to evaluate the effects of the changes made. As Brown (1995:24)
suggests “an ongoing process of evaluation makes possible the assessment of the quality
of a curriculum”.

With this purpose in mind, the present study is designed for the evaluation of the

curriculum renewal process.

1.5. Purpose of the Study

The present study is designed and conducted for evaluative purposes. The main
concern of the study is to evaluate the effects of curriculum renewal project started at
Anadolu University, School of Foreign Languages. The evaluation is accomplished by
comparing the two curricula (the old curriculum implemented through 2002-2003 year,
the renewed curriculum implemented through 2003-2004 year during the curriculum
renewal project) according to student perceptions. For the evaluation, the main criterion
is the perceived language needs of the students that are needed to follow the English-
medium content courses in their departments. In order to achieve this concern, first, the
language needs of the students attending English-medium content courses are
determined, and a comparison is made based on student perceptions to find out which
preparatory school curricula meets these students’ language needs better.

The study is conducted to seek answers to the following questions:

1. What were the language needs of the students in their English-medium
content courses in each year (2004 and 2005)?

2. According to the students, to what extent their language needs were met by
the two preparatory school curricula (the old curriculum and the renewed curriculum)?

3. Are there any differences between the old and renewed curriculum in meeting

the students’ language needs?

1.6. Scope of the Study
In order to make comparison possible, only first year students were chosen as
the participants of the study. The first year students in 2004 attended Prep Program

before the curriculum renewal project, but the first year students in 2005 attended the
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Prep Program after the renewal project. For this reason second, third and fourth year
students attending their faculties were excluded from the study.

The students from five departments were chosen as participants, because only in
those five departments all of the content courses were conducted in English. It was
considered that the students from those departments might be aware of their language
needs better than the others as they had already taken many English medium content
courses. As another reason, it was considered that if the renewed curriculum has met
those students’ needs well, it can be said that it has met the needs of the students from
other departments too since the students from other departments take either a few or no

English medium content courses during their studies at their departments.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In education evaluation is an important part of teaching and learning. In the
literature, there has been a great deal of evaluative studies with the aim of improving
quality in educational programs. However, the studies related to evaluation, varies
greatly in terms of their purposes, their methodologies and their emphasis.

In some studies related to evaluation, the focus is only on some of the
components of the curriculum rather than the curriculum as a whole. For instance,
Erdogan (1997) evaluated only the methodology courses of the English Language
Teaching curriculum at METU. She analyzed the extent to which the curriculum
prepared the students for the teaching profession. She gave questionnaires to the
graduates and senior students of the department and conducted interviews with the
instructors teaching methodology courses at the department and the employers of some
of the graduates of the department. The data showed that the senior students felt better
prepared to teach than those who had graduated.

In contrast with Erdogan’s (1997) study, Erdem (1999) conducted a study with a
broader perspective including all aspects of a curriculum. In her study, Erdem (1999)
adapted a curriculum evaluation model to explore the English language curriculum at
METU Foundation High School. The evaluation mainly focused on four areas: goals,
organizations, operations and outcomes. In this detailed study, the participants were
teachers, students and school principals. Data were collected through questionnaires,
interviews, observations and written curriculum documents. Data were analyzed in
terms of frequency and the degree of match/mismatch between the current and desired
status. Data revealed that the current teacher-centered set up of the curriculum needs to
be replaced with a student-centered one, in-service training should be improved and an
ongoing curriculum evaluation system needs to be set up. By adapting a detailed
evaluation model, Erdem (1999) not only evaluated the curriculum but also described
the curriculum.

Some of the evaluative studies are formative in nature since their primary
purpose is to judge the worth of a program while the program activities are forming or

happening. Finch (2001) conducted a formative evaluation as a part of program
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development. In the evaluation process a mix of quantitative and qualitative research
were used and the focus was affective aspects of language learning. Positive attitude
change in students and teachers was the criterion for program success in the evaluation.
Results indicated that language learning is positively affected by implementation of
task-based approach.

There are also a number of studies which focus on curriculum evaluation in
terms of student needs. However, each study differs from the others in some respects.
For example, some studies focus on student needs which depend on test scores as the
data source; and therefore, quantitative in nature. Munoz (2003), in such a study,
investigated the impact of an ESL program in the areas of reading and writing. The aim
of the evaluation was to assess yearly progress of the participating students to see the
program’s effectiveness in terms of student needs. The Language Assessment Scale
(LAS) was the battery of tests used to assess language proficiency in English. It was
concluded that the program was successfully meeting the needs of the students
considering the progress in English language proficiency in reading and writing scores.

Other studies with the similar aims have relied only on qualitative data in
determining whether the curriculum meets the student needs or not. In such a study,
Villani (1998) evaluated the mathematics and reading/language arts curriculum in a
private school for gifted students. Emphasis was both on determining whether the
current curriculum meets the needs of those students and whether students are
challenged to develop problem solving and critical thinking skills. The methodology of
the study was qualitative including interviews with teachers and students, class
observations. The study found that, overall, the mathematics and language arts curricula
are comprehensive, effective, challenging, creative, and meet the needs of students. The
curriculum focuses on the development of the thinking process, is integrative, and
allows for independent study and projects.

Some studies related to evaluation emphasize the needs analysis as a tool for
evaluation. In Espinola’s (1994) study, the focus was on the goals and objectives of the
program. Espinola adapted a needs analysis instrument to include seven school
components. Twelve school districts were selected to evaluate a statewide system
change related to special education for youth with disabilities. The purpose of the data

collection procedures was to compare the needs analysis results with the schools action
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plans to determine if the goals and objectives were related to the identified needs.
Results indicated that the districts were responsive to the needs that have been
identified.

‘Student perception’ is another aspect on which evaluation studies have focused.
Wood (2001) gives an important example for this kind of evaluation. She evaluated The
Diploma in Adult Education at the University of Prince Edward Island by collecting
data on past and present students' perceptions of how the diploma has met their needs as
adult educators. Multiple data collection procedures were used in this evaluation. These
methods included in-depth interviews, questionnaires, and document review. The
findings showed that about 70% of the participants had very similar needs such as the
need to be respected, gain knowledge, and upgrade their skills. Many of these needs
were met by the program.

Another evaluative study determining the students' perceptions on how much the
program has met their needs was conducted by Demirbulak (1992). She conducted a
study to identify the students’ perceptions of their ESP course given at Bilkent
University. The subjects of the study were in their first year of their major field. The
data was collected through a questionnaire and structured interviews. The results of the
research indicate that the students' needs are not fully met in the ESP course taken at the
School of English Language. This study has many common characteristics with the
present study. However, it has one basic difference. As stated before, in Demirbulak’s
study, determining whether the student needs have been met or not was the major
concern for the evaluation. The study was also based on student perceptions and
graduates of ESP course was chosen as participants as in the present study. However,
the difference lies on the aspect of comparison. She did not make any comparison which
is the main issue addressed in the present study.

Reeney and Dupuis (1983) are the ones who included the comparison aspect in
their evaluation. They evaluated a new secondary school teacher education program at
Pennsylvania State University. There were some changes in the program and the major
purpose of the study was to compare perceived needs and proficiencies of students in
the new program with those of students in the old program. Data were gathered via a
questionnaire and were analyzed by using t-tests and correlations. The findings

indicated significant correlations for both groups for perceived needs and proficiencies.



18

Although no significant differences were found between the two groups, university
supervisors judged the competencies of new program students to be better than were
those of students in the old program. This study seems to be related to the presently
proposed one as it investigates students perceived needs and compares two curricula.
Research has shown that, evaluation is an important part of curriculum
development and student perception is an important source for evaluation. Also, much
research has focused on student needs and determined the effectiveness or successes of
the program depending on how much those needs are met. With a similar aim, but
slightly different perspective, the present study investigates the effectiveness of the
renewed curriculum at Anadolu University, School of Foreign Languages by comparing

it with the old curriculum in terms of meeting needs based on student perceptions.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The aim of the present study was to determine whether there are differences
between the old and renewed curriculum in terms of meeting students’ language needs.
The instrument to collect the data was a questionnaire. As there were no existing
questionnaires, first a questionnaire was developed. Then the questionnaire was given to
the students to investigate to what extent the two different curricula meet students’
needs. Thus, the study was conducted in two phases. The design of the study is
described in Figure 3.1. As the designs of the two phases are different, each phase is

described separately.

3.1. PHASEI

The purpose of this phase was to develop a questionnaire which would be used
in the second phase of the study. To determine the items needed to be included in the
guestionnaire, relevant questionnaires were analyzed, interviews with students and
content teachers were conducted and content classes were observed. Each of these is

described below.

3.1.1. Related Questionnaires

To determine the items needed to be included in the questionnaire, related
questionnaires in student language needs literature were also used (Hancioglu, Kortan,
Siginan, Somuncuoglu and Tayang, 2003; Bacha, 2003 and Seferoglu, 2001). The

questionnaire items used in those studies were adapted for the aim of the present study.



the other is implemented through 2003-2004 years during the curriculum renewal project).

Purpose of the Study
The main concern of the study is to evaluate the effects of curriculum renewal studies implemented in 2003-2004 academic years by comparing the two programs (one is implemented through 2002-2003 years, and
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1. What are the language needs of the
students in their English-medium
content courses in two separate years
(2004 and 2005)?

2. According to the students, to what
extent their language needs were met
by the two Preparatory School
curricula (the old curriculum and the
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Student Interview Form
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Qualitative analysis of interview data

-Method:
Semi-structured interviews
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Searching the literature

-Method:
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-Method:
Searching all the related studies and
adding the necessary items related to
students’ language needs

The answer of the question of whether there are any
differences between the old and renewed curriculum

in meeting the students’ language needs?

Figure 3.1. Methodology of the Study
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3.1.2. Student Interviews

Subjects

2 first-year students who attended the Prep Program during 2002-2003 academic
year from 5 departments were interviewed to determine students’ language needs. The 5
departments — Economics, Business Administration, Electrics and Electronics
Engineering, Computer Engineering, Material Science and Engineering — were chosen
because the language used for instruction in these departments is English. Thus, a total

of 10 students were interviewed.

Procedure

The interviews were conducted using Student Interview Form (App. C1 and C2).
The form was prepared prior to the interviews to ensure that each subject is asked the
same questions. The interviews were conducted in Turkish to avoid language related
misunderstandings and anxiety. Interviews with each student lasted approximately 30

minutes. The subjects’ responses were written down during the interview.

Data Analysis

The qualitative data collected through student interviews were examined to
determine their language needs. The language activities required in content classes and
language needs of the students were listed and added to the questionnaire. For example,
the findings of the interview sessions showed that the students at some departments
have foreign teachers and they may need English to communicate with those teachers.
Thus, this item was added to the questionnaire. By this method, it was provided that all
the potential language needs of the students took place in the questionnaire as items.

3.1.3. Instructor Interviews
Subjects

Content teachers teaching in the 5 departments who conduct their classes in

English were asked to participate in the interview. However, due to the fact that only the
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first year students were the subjects of the study, only 9 content teachers, who were

teaching those first year students, participated in the study.

Procedure

Teacher Interview Form (App. B1 and B2) was used as data collection
instrument for the instructor interviews. The interviews were carried out in April 2003.
All of the interviews were based on the interview forms (see App. B2). They lasted
about thirty minutes each. The participants’ responses were noted down during the
interviews. The language used in the interviews was the native language of the

participants to avoid language related misunderstandings and anxiety.

Data Analysis

The qualitative data collected through instructor interviews were analyzed and
the language activities required in content classes and language needs of the students
were listed and added to the questionnaire. For example, the content teachers stated that
almost all of the textbooks were in English; therefore, the activity “to read texts such as
textbooks or course notes” was added to the questionnaire. By this method, it was
provided that all the potential language needs of the students took place in the

questionnaire as items.

3.1.4. Observations

Subjects
For observation of the English medium content classes, permission was
requested from instructors and 7 classes were observed (see Table 3.1). Classes were

observed in terms of students’ language needs.

Procedure

As a data collection tool for the class observations, an observation form was
developed. Before developing the form, a two-hour class was observed as pre-
observation. This pre-observation helped deciding the organization of the observation

form.
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The observation form included some information about the observation such as
observation number, date, time and type of instruction (see App. D). The third part of
the form was in a table form which allowed noting down the student and teacher
activities during the lesson to determine the students’ language needs. The last part
provided space to write down any difficulties experienced by the students throughout
the lesson.

Although the aim was to observe all the first-year English-medium content
classes this was not possible because some instructors did not give permission for their

classes to be observed. Table 3.1 shows the observation schedule.

Table 3.1. Observation Schedule

Departments Date Hour
Economics 14 Apr 2003 | 10.00-12.00
Economics 8 Apr 2003 | 9.00-11.00
Business Admn. 6 Apr 2003 | 8.00-10.00
Business Admn. 7 Apr 2003 | 11.00-13.00

Material Science &Eng. | 22 Apr 2003 | 9.00-11.00
Material Science &Eng. | 16 Apr 2003 | 9.00-11.00

Electrical & Electronics | 15 Apr 2003 | 14.00-16.00
Total 14 hours

As seen in Table 3.1, a total of seven different content classes were observed

during the Spring Term of 2003-2004 academic year.

Data Analysis

All the data collected from class observations were used as information on
students’ language needs. This information fed into the development of the
questionnaire. The qualitative data were analyzed and the language activities required in
content classes and language needs of the students were added to the questionnaire. For
example, the findings of the class observations showed that some instructors dictate
information which students are required to write. Thus, such an item was added to the

questionnaire.
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3.1.5. Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaire

Relevant questionnaires, the data obtained through interviews and observation
were analyzed and the questionnaire items were determined. Two experts working on
questionnaire design were asked to comment on the questionnaire, its design, the items
and the wording. The questionnaire was revised based on the experts’ suggestions.

The revised questionnaire was piloted with 30 voluntary 4™ year students from
Material Science and Engineering Department. After completing the questionnaire, the
students commented on the questionnaire design, content, wording, and the layout. The
questionnaire was re-revised based on students’ comments.

The reliability of the questionnaire was measured using Crombach-Alpha and

the total internal reliability coefficient was found as Alpha=.9543.

3.2. PHASE II
The purpose of this phase was to determine students’ English language needs
and to compare two Prep Program curricula in terms of meeting the students’ language

needs.

3.2.1. Subjects

Two different groups of first year students served as the subject of this study as
the purpose of the study was to compare two different curricula. One group consisted of
135 students who attended the Prep Program during the 2002-2003 academic year, and
were first-year students during the 2003-2004 academic year. The second group
consisted of 129 students who attended the Prep Program during the 2003-2004
academic year, and were first-year students during the 2004-2005 academic year. Both
groups were students of the same 5 departments mentioned in Phase I. These 5
departments — Economics, Business Administration, Electrics and Electronics
Engineering, Computer Engineering, Material Science and Engineering — were chosen
because the medium of instruction in these departments is English. Although the
medium of instruction at the English Language Teaching (ELT) Department is also
English, ELT students were not included because in the ELT Department, teaching

English is the primary goal, whereas in other departments, English is only a tool of
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instruction (Saglam, 2003:38). The number of subjects from each of the 5 departments

is shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2. Number of the Students Participated

STUDENTS
First Group Second Group
2003-2004 Ac. Year jJ| 2004-2005 Ac. Year

e e

2 48 % 48

»n n 3 N n 3

S 53 S 5 S

2 25 2 25

[a [a
Computer Eng 30 17 22 14
Material Science &Eng. 46 31 41 30
Economics 48 27 34 23
Electrical & Electronics Eng. 50 27 42 34
Business Administration 39 33 40 28
Total 213 135 179 129

Only the first year students were included in the study because the renewed
curriculum was implemented during the 2003-2004 academic year, and there were only
first-year students who were graduates of the renewed curriculum. First-year, rather
than Prep Program students were chosen as subjects because graduates of a program are
likely to be better judges of the long-term value of the education derived from a
curriculum. In addition, they tend to reflect the needs of content courses and can
provide insight into a program’s content (Schmidt, 1991 cited in Duke & Reese, 1995).

Students who failed and had to repeat the Prep Program in the 2003-2004
academic year were not included in the study because such students would have gone
through two different Prep Program curricula. Similarly, students repeating their first
years at their departments were also not included because the time they have spent in

the first year would be longer than that of others.

3.2.2. Instrument
The questionnaire described in Phase | was the main instrument of the study.

This questionnaire was designed to collect data on the language needs of the students in
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their English-medium content courses and to determine how much the preparatory
program meets those needs (see App.Al and A2).

The questionnaire consisted of three parts. Part A consisted of 6 questions asking
about background information such as students’ department of study, year(s) at Prep
School, proficiency level at Prep School, year(s) at the department and the number of
English medium content courses they took. These questions helped control the variables
that may affect the skills the students need in class. In the sixth question, the
participants were expected to order the four language skills in terms of importance in
the content courses.

Part B consisted of items related to the four language skills, Speaking (Part B1),
Reading (Part B2), Listening (Part B3) and Writing (Part B4). Table 3.3 shows a sample

of the questionnaire for one skill.

Table 3.3. The Sample of the Questionnaire

a) How often do you need

to perform the activities
. - b) How often do you use

related to speaking skills lish in th A h

in your classes? English in the activities c) To what extent are your
P.S. Please do hot take into related to speaking skillsj{needs concerning the
C(.m'sideration the lanauage listed on the left column?f|activities on the left
(Turkish or English) ogu uge (Please  consider yourf§j{column met at Prep
for these acti\?ities |):1 our classes  conducted infj|School?

Yourflengish.)

PART B1

classes conducted in
English.
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO g g =| 8 =
SPEAKING SKILLS el 2] 2ol El=s| 2] 2alS| = | = 2
SIs|e|S| SN2 |S|E=l2|E|35|2
z|18|183 3| <2|8|8|3|<|2|5|&|2|3
SEEVEEAESEEDE DIESEEONESERDE B ROERON SN N0

1-To ask question to the teacher

2-To answer teachers’ questions

3-To make a presentation

4-To participate in class discussions

5-To communicate with foreign
teachers

6-To conduct interviews for research
purposes

7-To talk on the phone
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As seen in Table 3.3, the questionnaire was designed as a 5-point Likert scale.
For each item, students were asked to rate how often they needed to perform the activity
(column a), regardless of language, in class, how often they needed to perform the
activity in English (column b), and to what extent their language needs are met by the
Prep School curriculum (column c). The reason students were asked to indicate how
often they needed to perform the activities related to the four language skills, regardless
of the language (English or Turkish) was to reveal the extent of English use in their
classes. Although the content classes are said to be conducted in English, during the
interview sessions students and instructors suggested that some of them are conducted
in Turkish. This issue was important because the ambiguity of the question might have
affected the participants’ responses, thus the results. For example, when the student
checked “Never” for the question “how often do you need to ask question to the teacher
in English in content classes™ it could have been interpreted in two ways. First, it may
have meant that the student never needs to ask questions in English, because he always
asks them in Turkish. Second, he never needs to ask questions in English, because he
never needs to perform this *“asking question” activity in class. Hence, to avoid this
ambiguity, column (a) was added to the questionnaire.

In column b, the participants were asked to indicate how often they needed to
perform some activities in English related to four language skills. This question aimed
at collecting data on the students’ English needs at their English medium content
courses.

In the third column, column c, the participants were asked to give their opinions
about how much their English language needs are met by the Prep School. This question
helped collecting data about the effectiveness of the two different curricula about
meeting the students’ language needs.

Part C, the last part of the questionnaire, students were asked to state the
negative and positive points of the Prep School and to offer suggestions for improving

the Prep Program.

3.2.3. Data Collection
The data were collected from two groups of students at two different times.

Table 3.4 presents when and from whom the data was collected.
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Table 3.4. Data Collection

Old Curriculum Renewed Curriculum
Academic 2003-2004 2004-2005
Year
Participants | 1% year students in May, 2004 1% year students in May, 2005
Economics Economics
Business Administration Business Administration
Departments | Electrical and Electronics Engineering | Electrical and Electronics Engineering
Computer Engineering Computer Engineering
Material Science and Engineering Material Science and Engineering
Instrument Questionnaire Questionnaire

Data were collected in two different academic year from two groups of students.
The first group of the data was collected in May 2004 in 2003-2004 academic year.
Whereas the second group of data was collected in May 2005 in 2004-2005 academic
year. The reason for choosing the same time period for both data collection was to make
the duration of the time the subjects spent at their departments as equal as possible as
the length of time they have spent at their departments may affect their perception of

their language needs.

3.2.4. Data Collection Procedure

Similar data collection procedures were employed in both years. The
questionnaires were completed by the students during class time with the permission of
the administrators and instructors except in one department. In the Department of
Material Science and Engineering, the head of the department took the responsibility of
distributing and collecting the questionnaire not to take teachers’ class time.

Students were informed about the aim of the study, and parts of the
questionnaire were explained. Any questions students had while filling in the
questionnaire were answered. The completion time of the questionnaire was

approximately 20 minutes.

3.2.5. Data Analysis
In this study, quantitative data were collected through the questionnaire. For the
analysis of the questionnaire items, the mean scores, frequencies and percentage were

calculated for the years 2004 and 2005 separately. A numerical value (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) was
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assigned to each choice on the Likert-scale (i.e, 1 “never” — 5 “always”) to calculate the
mean scores, frequencies and percentages.
For comparison of the old and renewed curriculum Independent Sample T-Tests

were done to determine if there were differences between the two curricula.



30

CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this chapter, the results are presented and discussed. In section 4.1, the
language needs of the students are presented and discussed separately for each skill and
the results for this section are summarized in section 4.2. In section 4.3, the extent to
which students’ needs are met by both the old curriculum and renewed curriculum is
presented and discussed. Section 4.4 summarizes the extent to which students’ needs are

met by both curricula.

4.1. Language Needs of the Students

Two groups of students who went through the Prep Program in two different
academic year (2003-2004 and 2004-2005) were asked to rate how frequently they
needed to perform the activities related to four language skills in English. The items are
rated using a five point Likert-Scale with the following values: Never (1), Seldom (2),
Sometimes (3), Usually (4) and Always (5).

4.1.1. Speaking Needs of the Students in English

Table 4.1 presents how often students need to perform the given speaking
activities for 2004 and 2005. The results for 2004 show that students generally did not
need to use English for most of the speaking activities. While 58.5% of the students
stated that they never/seldom used English to ask question to the teacher, only 14.8%
stated that they usually/always used English to perform this activity. 26.7% of the
students, on the other hand, reported that they sometimes needed to use English to ask
question to the teacher.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to answer teachers’
questions show that 45.9% of the students never/seldom needed to use English, 20.0%
of the students usually/always needed to use English, and 34.1% sometimes needed to
use English in 2004.
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Table 4.1. Speaking Needs of the Students in English

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
SPEAKING 3 f
: 5l 2 12 495 5| 2 |2 ¢
Items % % % % % %
1-To ask question to the teacher 58.5 26.7 14.8 69.0 194 11.6
2-To answer teachers’ questions 45.9 341 20.0 58.9 25.6 155
3-To make a presentation 83.0 8.1 8.9 75.2 7.8 17.0

4-To participate in class discussions 68.8 20.7 10.3 69.7 21.7 8.5

5-To communicate with foreign 65.2 141 20.7 79.9 116 85
teachers
6-To conduct interviews for research 829 126 59 78.3 14.0 77
purposes

7-To talk on the phone 88.1 8.9 3.0 88.4 5.4 6.2

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; %=percent of subjects

Making a presentation was also never/seldom needed to be performed in English
by the majority of the students (83.0%) in 2004. Only 8.9% of them stated that they
usually/always needed to perform this activity in English. Similarly, only 8.1% of them
stated that they sometimes needed to make a presentation in English.

For item 4, in 2004, 68.8% of the students stated that they never/seldom needed
to use English to participate in class discussions. Only 10.3% of them stated that they
usually/always needed to perform this activity in English. 20.7% of them, on the other
hand, reported that they sometimes needed to use English to participate in class
discussions.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to communicate
with foreign teachers show that 65.2% of them never/seldom needed to communicate
with foreign teachers in English. 20.7% of the students usually/always needed to
perform this activity in English, and 14.1% of them sometimes needed to perform this
activity in English in 2004.

For the next item, “to conduct interviews for research purposes” (ltem 6);

majority of the participants (82.2%) chose never/seldom options in 2004. Only 5.2% of
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them chose usually/always and 12.6% of them chose sometimes concerning this
activity.

For the last item, in 2004, most of them (88.1%) stated that they never or seldom
needed English to talk on the phone. Only 3.0% of the students stated that they
usually/always needed English to perform this activity. 8.9% of them, on the other hand,
stated that they sometimes needed English to talk on the phone.

The results for 2005 show that while 69.0% of the students stated that they
never/seldom needed English to ask questions to the teacher, only 11.6% stated that
they usually/always needed English to perform this activity. On the other hand, 19.4%
of them stated that they sometimes needed English to ask question to the teacher.

Similarly, in 2005, the second item “to answer teachers’ questions” was
never/seldom needed to be performed in English by more than half of the students
(58.9%). 15.5% of them stated they usually/always needed to perform this activity in
English and 25.6% stated they sometimes needed to perform this activity in English.

“To make a presentation” was the activity that was never/seldom needed to be
performed in English by almost three quarters of the students (75.2%) in 2005. Only
17.0% of them chose usually/always and 7.8% of them chose sometimes concerning
this activity.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to participate in
class discussions show that 69.7% of the students never/seldom needed to use English,
only 8.5% of the students usually/sometimes needed to use English, and 21.7%
sometimes needed to use English in 2005.

For item 5, in 2005, majority of the students (79.9%) stated that they
never/seldom needed English to communicate with foreign teachers and minority of the
students (8.5%) stated that they usually/always needed to perform this activity. In
addition, 11.6% of them stated that they sometimes needed English to communicate
with foreign teachers.

For the next item, while 78.3% of the students stated that they never/seldom
needed English to conduct interviews for research purposes in 2005, only 7.7% stated
that they usually/always needed English to perform this activity. On the other hand,
14.0% of them stated that they sometimes needed English to conduct interviews for

research purposes.
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For the last item (Item 7) again majority of the students (88.4%) stated that they
never/seldom needed English to talk on the phone. Only 6.2% of them stated they
usually/always needed English to perform this activity and 5.4% of them stated they
sometimes needed to use English to talk on the phone in 2005.

When the language needs of the students in 2005 are compared to those of 2004,
there seems to be a decrease in the need of using English in 4 of the 7 speaking
activities as seen in Table 4.2. These are, to ask question to the teacher (Item 1), to
answer teachers’ questions (Item 2), to participate in class discussions (Item 4), and to
communicate with foreign teachers (Iltem 5). The need to use English to make a
presentation in 2005 has increased compared to the need in 2004. The need to talk on

the phone, on the other hand, is the same in both years.

Table 4.2. Comparison of Students’ Speaking Needs in English

Speaking Years n M SD Mean t p

ltems (b) Diff.
2004 (135 | 2.42 |1.026

1-To ask question to the

0.25 | 1.980 | 0.049*

teacher 2005 |[129 2.17 [1.039
2-To answer teachers’ 2004 | 135 2.68 |0.936 0.28 2295 | 0.023*
questions 2005 |129 2.40 |1.035

2004 | 135 1.58 | 1.040
3-To make a presentation -0.38 | 2.615 | 0.009*

2005 | 129 1.96 | 1.319

R ini i 2004 |135 2.19 |10.974
4-To participate in class 018 1430 | 0154

discussions 2005 |129 2.02 |1.038
5-To communicate with 2004 | 135 222 |1.359 050 | 3.341 | 0.001*
foreign teachers 2005 |129 | 1.72 |1.068

6-To conduct interviews for 2004 | 135 1.64 10.942

-0.07 | 0.561 | 0.575
research purposes

2005 |129 1.71 | 1.047

2004 |135 1.39 |0.829
7-To talk on the phone -0.06 | 0.525 | 0.600

2005 |129 1.45 | 0.935

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p<.05
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To determine whether there were significant differences in the language needs
between two groups, 2004 and 2005, the mean values for each item were compared
using two-tailed t-tests.

As seen in Table 4.2, there were significant differences in 4 of the 7 items. The
means for the three items, “to ask question to the teacher” (Item 1), “to answer teachers’
questions” (item 2) and “to communicate with foreign teachers” (ltem 5) decreased
significantly in 2005 when compared to those of 2004. This may be due to the
differences in the courses the students had taken and the teachers conducting these
courses. In 2005, some of the teachers and courses were changed in 4 departments
(Economics, Business Administration, Computer Engineering and Electrical and
Electronics Engineering). The content teachers in 2005 may have preferred more
teacher-centered approach in their courses with less student-teacher interaction. Thus,
students may have needed to ask and answer questions less than they did in 2004. In
addition, the decrease for the need to use English “to communicate with foreign
teachers” may have been due to changes in teachers. The students attending department
of Economics in 2004 had two foreign teachers in both academic terms whereas the
students in 2005 had no foreign teacher. Thus, students in 2005 did not need to use
English to communicate with foreign teachers.

The speaking need to use English “to make a presentation” (Item 3) increased
significantly in 2005. This may be due to changes in teachers’ requirements in 2005.
The students’ needs related to the other three items (Items 4, 6 and 7) remained the
same in both years.

In Table 4.3 the speaking activities are ordered according to the mean values
from the most frequently performed to the least frequently performed activities in

English for the two years separately.
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Table 4.3. Speaking Needs of the Students in English Ranked by Means

SPEAKING (b)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp |'em Items M | SD
No No
5 To answer teachers 268 | 0936 | 2 To answer teachers 240 | 1.035
questions questions
1 To ask question to the 204 | 1026 | 1 To ask question to the 217 | 1.039
teacher teacher
5 To communicate with 599 | 1359 | 2 T_o participate in class 202 | 1038
foreign teachers discussions
4 | Topatticipateinclass | 519\ 974 | 3 |Tomakeapresentation | 1.96 | 1.319
discussions
6 To conduct interviews 164 | 0942 | 5 To cpmmumcate with 172 | 1.068
for research purposes foreign teachers
3 | To make a presentation | 1.58 | 1.040 | 6 | T©conductinterviewsfor |, 2 |4 547
research purposes
7 | To talk on the phone 1.39 | 0.829 | 7 |To talk on the phone 1.45 | 0.935

Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

According to the rank order for 2004, “to answer teachers’ questions” (Item 2:
M=2.68) and “to ask question to the teacher” (Item 1: M=2.24) in English were the most
frequently performed speaking activities by the students in content classes. “To
communicate with foreign teachers” (Iltem 5: M=2.22) and “to participate in class
discussions” (Item 4: M=2.19) and to conduct interviews for research purposes” (Item
6: M=1.64) followed these activities. The least needed two activities were “to make a
presentation” (Item 3: M=1.58) and “to talk on the phone” (Item 7: M=1.39) according
to the students in 2004.

The rank order for 2005 show that again “to answer teachers’ questions™ (Iltem 2:
M=2.40) and “to ask questions to the teacher” (Item 1: M=2.17) in English were the
most frequently needed activities. The third activity was “to participate in class
discussions” (Item 4: M=2.02) and the fourth activity was “to make a presentation”
(Item 3: M=1.96) according to the students. “To communicate with foreign teachers”

(Item 5: M=1.72) followed these activities. Finally, the students needed to use English
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“to conduct interviews” (Item 6: M=1.71) and “to talk on the phone” (Item 7: M=1.45)
the least frequently.

As seen in Table 4.3, the mean scores for the students’ speaking needs in
English were not very high (between 1.39 and 2.68). There may be two reasons for this
result. First, during the observation sessions it was observed that most of the students
tended to use Turkish when speaking in classes even when the courses were conducted
in English. Students may not need to perform these activities not only in English, but
also in Turkish. For example, if the courses are conducted in a lecture style rather than
being interactive, then students would not need to speak in class. To determine whether
students performed speaking activities in the class regardless of language, they were
asked to rate the frequency of performing the speaking activities either in Turkish or

English. The results are shown in Table 4.4.

Table 4.4. Speaking Needs of the Students in English or Turkish Ranked by Means

SPEAKING (a)

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp |'em Items M | SD
No No
2 To answer teachers 314 | 0955 | 2 To answer teachers 289 | 0978
questions questions
1 To ask question to the 287 | 0950 | 1 To ask question to the 279 | 1116
teacher teacher
4 T_o participate in class 261 | 1.050 | 4 T_o participate in class 255 | 1152
discussions discussions
5 | Tocommunicate with |, 50 | 4545 | 3 | To make a presentation 1.95 | 1.224
foreign teachers
6 To conduct interviews 103 | 1083 | 6 To conduct interviews for 192 | 1072
for research purposes research purposes
7 | To talk on the phone 168 | 1163 | 5 | [0 communicate with 179 | 1.116
foreign teachers
3 | To make a presentation | 1.62 | 1.014 | 7 | To talk on the phone 158 | 1.036

Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

As seen in Table 4.4, the results reveal that only the activity described in item 2
in 2004 was performed more frequently (3.14). The other items were not performed
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very frequently either in English or Turkish. This may suggest that there is limited

interaction between the teacher and students in content courses.
4.1.2. Reading Needs of the Students in English
Table 4.5 presents how often the students needed to perform the given reading

activities for 2004 and 2005.

Table 4.5. Reading Needs of the Students in English

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
[72] [72]
READING | £ | £ s
5 S| © |3 5 S| T |3 @
>+ =2 = S+ Mz + =2 = 3+ =2
z2 3| 8 |3 Fz 3| 8 |5 =
Items % % % % % %
1-To read a text quickly to understand the

o 16.3 28.1 55.5 22.5 27.9 49.6
main idea

2-To scan a text to find out the information
you are searching

3-To answer comprehension questions
related to a text

4-To summarize a text 34.8 34.1 31.1 41.9 32.6 25.6

15.5 289 55.5 17.8 31.8 50.4

23.7 37.0 39.2 36.5 34.1 29.5

5-To read different texts to shape your own
opinions about a subject

6-To read a text with a critical eye 58.5 23.7 17.7 62.0 20.2 17.8

46.7 34.1 19.2 411 34.1 24.8

7-To express the ideas in a text in your own
words

8-To guess the meanings of unknown words
without using a dictionary

9-To understand the questions in the exams 7.4 19.3 73.3 11.6 26.4 62.1

30.3 29.6 40.0 34.1 34.9 31.1

17.0 32.6 50.4 26.4 24.0 49.7

10-To understand the instructions in the
exams or assignments

11-To read the texts such as textbooks or
course notes

12-To read journals on your subject area 38.5 36.3 25.2 46.6 28.7 24.8

5.9 25.9 68.1 12.5 30.2 57.4

11.8 20.0 68.1 16.3 27.1 56.6

13-To read articles on your subject area 49.7 24.4 25.9 55.9 25.6 18.7

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; %=percent of subjects

The results for 2004 show that students generally needed to use English quite

frequently for most of the reading activities. For the first item, while only 16.3% of the
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students stated that they never/seldom needed English to read a text quickly to
understand the main idea, 55.5% of them stated that they usually/always used English to
perform this activity. On the other hand, 28.1% of the students reported that they
sometimes needed to use English to read a text quickly to understand the main idea.

Similarly, 15.5% of the students stated that they never/seldom needed to use
English to scan a text to find out the information they were searching. 55.5% of them
stated that they usually/always needed English to perform this activity and 28.9% of
them stated that they sometimes needed English to scan a text in 2004.

For the next item (Item 3), “to answer comprehension questions related to a
text”, in 2004, 23.7% of the students preferred never/seldom options to state the
frequency of performing this activity in English, and 39.2% of the students preferred
usually/always options and 37.0% of them preferred sometimes option.

The reading skill “to summarize a text” was never/seldom needed to be
performed in English in 2004 by 34.8% of the students. 31.1% of the students stated
that they usually/always needed to use English to summarize a text and 34.1% of them
stated they sometimes needed to use English to perform this activity.

46.7% of the students never/seldom and less than a quarter of the students
(19.2%) usually/always needed English to shape their own opinions about a subject.
34.1% of them sometimes needed English to perform this activity in 2004.

In 2004, students’ response to how often they needed to use English to read a
text with critical eye show that 58.5% of the students never/seldom needed to use
English, 17.7% of the students usually/always needed to use English, and 23.7%
sometimes needed to use English.

For the activity “to express the ideas in a text in your own words” 30.3% of the
students chose never/seldom, 40.0% of the students chose usually/always, and 29.6% of
them chose sometimes in 2004.

For item 8, in 2004, while only 17.0% of the students stated that they never/
seldom used English to guess the meanings of unknown words without using a
dictionary, 50.4% of them stated that they usually/always needed English to perform
this activity. On the other hand, 32.6% of them stated that they sometimes needed to

perform this activity in English.
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Only 7.4% of the students stated that they never/seldom needed English to
understand the questions in the exams and English was usually/always needed by the
majority of the students (73.3%) to perform this activity. 19.3% of them chose
sometimes for the same activity in 2004.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to understand the
instructions in the exams or assignments show that only 5.9% of the students
never/seldom needed to use English, 68.1% of the students usually/always needed to
use English, and 25.9% sometimes needed to use English in 2004.

For the following item (Item 11), in 2004, while only 11.8% of them stated that
they never/seldom needed English to read the texts such as textbooks or course notes,
68.1% of the students stated that they usually/always used English to perform this
activity. On the other hand, 20.0% of the students reported that they sometimes needed
to use English to read texts such as textbooks or course notes.

38.5% of the students stated that they never/seldom needed English to read
journals on their subject area, almost a quarter of them (25.2%) stated that they
usually/sometimes needed English to perform this activity, and 36.3% of them stated
that they sometimes needed English to read journals on their subject area in 2004.

For the last item, in 2004, almost half of the students (49.7%) stated that they
never/seldom needed to read articles in English on their subject area. 25.9% stated that
they usually/always needed to read articles in English and 24.4% of them stated that
they sometimes needed to perform this activity in English.

The results for 2005 show that English was quite frequently needed to perform
most of the reading activities. 22.5% of the students stated that they never/seldom
needed English to read a text quickly to understand the main idea, almost half of the
students (49.6%) agreed that they usually/always needed English to perform this
activity. On the other hand, 27.9% of them stated they sometimes needed English to
perform this activity.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to scan a text show
that only 17.8% of the students never/seldom needed to use English, 50.4% of the
students usually/always needed to use English, and 31.8% sometimes needed to use
English in 2005.
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The third activity, “to answer comprehension questions related to a text”, was
never/seldom needed to be performed in English by 36.5% of the students, it was
usually/always needed to be performed in English by 29.5% of the students, and
sometimes needed to be performed in English by 34.1% of the students in 2005.

For the next item (Item 4), in 2005, 41.9% of the students stated that they
never/seldom needed English to summarize a text, 25.6% of them stated that they
usually/always needed English to perform this activity, and 32.6% of them stated that
they sometimes needed English to perform this activity.

For item 5, “to read different text to shape your own opinion” 41.1% of the
students chose never/seldom, 24.8% of them chose usually/always, and 34.1% of them
chose sometimes in 2005.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to read a text with
critical eye show that 62.0% of the students never/seldom needed to use English, 17.8%
of the students usually/always needed to use English, and 20.2% sometimes needed to
use English in 2005.

For item 7, in 2005, 34.1% of the students stated they never/seldom needed
English to express the ideas in a text in their own words, 31.1% of them stated that they
usually/always needed English for this activity, and 34.9% of them stated that they
sometimes needed English to perform this activity.

Next, almost a quarter of the students (26.4%) stated that they never/seldom
needed to guess the meanings of unknown words in English in 2005, almost half of the
students (49.7%) stated that they usually/always needed English to guess the meanings
of unknown words. 24.0% of them stated that they sometimes needed to perform this
activity in English.

While 11.6% of the students stated that they never/seldom needed English to
understand the questions in the exams, 62.1% of them stated that they usually/always
needed English to perform this activity. 26.4% of the students, on the other hand, stated
that they sometimes needed English to perform this activity.

For item 10, while only 12.5% of them stated that they never/seldom needed
English to understand the instructions in the exams or assignments, 57.4% of the

students stated that they usually/always used English to perform this activity. 30.2% of
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the students, on the other hand, reported that they sometimes needed to use English to
understand the instructions in the exams or assignments in 2005.

For item 11, in 2005, “to read texts such as textbooks or course notes” 16.3% of
the students chose never/seldom, more than half of them (56.6%) chose usually/always,
and 27.1% of them chose sometimes.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to read journals on
their subject area show that 46.6% of the students never/seldom needed to use English,
24.8% of the students usually/always needed to use English, and 28.7% sometimes
needed to use English in 2005.

For the last item, “to read articles on your subject area”, 55.9% of the students
preferred never/seldom, 18.7% of them preferred usually/always, and 25.6% of them
preferred sometimes option in 2005.

When the means for the reading needs of the students in 2004 and 2005 are
compared, there is a decrease in the need of using English in 11 of the 13 reading
activities as seen in Table 4.6. These are, to read a text quickly to understand the main
idea (Item 1), to scan a text to find out the information you are searching (Item 2), to
answer comprehension questions related to a text (Item 3), to summarize a text (Iltem 4),
to read a text with critical eye (Item 6), to express the ideas in a text in your own words
(Item 7), to guess the meanings of unknown words without using a dictionary (Item 8),
to understand the questions in the exams (Item 9), to understand the instructions in the
exams or assignments (Item 10), to read the texts such as textbooks or course notes
(Item 11), and to read articles on your subject area (Item 13). On the other hand, there
seems to be an increase in 2 of the 13 items. These are, to read different texts to shape
their own opinions about a subject (Item 5) and to read journals on their subject area
(Item 12).

To determine whether there were significant differences in the reading needs
between the two groups, 2004 and 2005, the mean values for each item were compared

using two-tailed t-tests. The results are shown in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6. Comparison of Students’ Reading Needs in English

Reading Mean

ltems (b) Years n M SD Diff. t p
1-To read a text quickly to 2004 135 | 3.49 10.999 0.15 1213 0226
understand the main idea 2005 129 3.34 |10.980 ) ' '
2-To scan a text to find out the 2004 | 135 | 3.54 10.944 012 | 102 | 0308
information you are searching 2005 129 | 3.42 |0.990 ' ' '
3-To answer comprehension 2004 | 135 | 3.21 |1.039 028 | 2247 | 0,025
questions related to a text 2005 129 2.94 |0.958 ) ' '

2004 135 | 2.98 | 1.054
4-To summarize a text 0.19 1.429 0.154
2005 129 | 2.79 | 1.073

5-To read different texts to shape 2004 | 135 | 2.61 |1.058

L ! -0.12 | 0.913 0.362
your own opinions about a subject 2005 129 | 2.74 |1.108

. . 2004 135 | 2.42 |1.103
6-To read a text with a critical eye 0.06 0.430 0.667

2005 129 | 2.36 |1.082

7-To express the ideas in a text in 2004 | 135 |3.05 |1.174

017 | 1.165 | 0.245
your own words 2005 | 129 | 2.88 |1.170

8-To guess the meanings of unknown | 2004 | 135 | 3.41 10.980

. . D 0.13 1.049 0.295
words without using a dictionary 2005 129 | 3.28 |1.008

9-To understand the questions in the 2004 135 | 3.93 1089
exams 2005 129 | 3.68 |0.976

0.24 2.117 0.035*

10-To understand the instructions in | 2004 135 | 3.81 |0.839

0.16 1.452 0.149

the exams or assignments 2005 129 | 3.65 | 0.989
11-To read the texts such as 2004 135 | 381 |0971 024 | 1937 | 0054
textbooks or course notes 2005 129 | 357 |1.052 ) ) ’

12-To read journals on your subject | 2004 135 | 285 1.116
area 2005 129 | 2.71 |1.207

0.14 0.970 0.334

13-To read articles on your subject 2004 135 | 2.61 |1.234
area 2005 129 | 2.47 |1.186

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05

0.13 0.902 0.367

As seen in Table 4.6, there were significant differences in 2 of the 13 items. The
need “to answer comprehension questions related to a text” (Item 3) and “to understand
the exam questions” (Item 9) decreased significantly in 2005 when compared to those of
2004.
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However, these changes did not change the rank order of frequency in two years.

As seen in the Table 4.7, the rank order for almost all of the items is the same in two

years except for two items. The order of Items 12 and 5 became 5 and 12 in 2005.

Table 4.7. Reading Needs of the Students in English Ranked by Means

READING (b)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp | 'tem Items M | sD
No No
g | Tounderstand the 393 |0895| o |Tounderstand the 3.68 | 0.976
guestions in the exams guestions in the exams
To understand the To understand the
10 instructions in the exams | 3.81 | 0.839 10 |instructions in the exams | 3.65 | 0.989
or assignments or assignments
To read the texts such as To read the texts such as
1 textbooks or course notes 3.81| 0971 11 textbooks or course notes 3.57 | 1.052
To scan a text to find out To scan a text to find out
2 the information you are 3.54 | 0.944 2 the information you are 3.42 1 0.990
searching searching
To read a text quickly to To read a text quickly to
1 understand the main idea 34910999 1 understand the main idea 3.3410.980
To guess the meanings of To guess the meanings of
8 unknown words without | 3.41 | 0.980 8 unknown words without 3.28 | 1.008
using a dictionary using a dictionary
To answer To answer comprehension
3 comprehension questions | 3.21 | 1.039 3 questions related to a text 2.94 | 0.958
related to a text
To express the ideas in a To express the ideas in a
! text in your own words 305\ 1174 ! text in your own words 2.88 | 1.170
4 To summarize a text 2.98 | 1.054 4 To summarize a text 2.79 | 1.073
To read iournals on vour To read different texts to
12 read y 2.85|1.116 5 | shape your own opinions | 2.74 | 1.108
subject area .
about a subject
To read different texts to To read iournals on vour
5 shape your own opinions | 2.61 | 1.058 | 12 read) y 2.71 | 1.207
. subject area
about a subject
13 To (ead articles on your 261123l 13 To (ead articles on your 247 | 1.186
subject area subject area
6 Tq _read a text with a 242 1103 6 Tc_) _read a text with a 236 | 1.082
critical eye critical eye
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;

n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items
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The most frequently needed activities in both years were “to understand
questions in the exams” (Item 9: M=3.93 for 2004 and M=3.68 for 2005), “to
understand the instructions in the exams or assignments” (Item 10: M=3.81 for 2004
and M=3.65 for 2005), and “to read texts such as textbooks or course notes” (Item 11:
M=3.81 for 2004 and M=3.57 for 2005). In contrast, the least frequently needed ones
were “to read a text with a critical eye” (Item 6: M=2.42 for 2004 and M=2.36 for
2005), and “to read articles on your subject area” (Item 13: M=2.61 for 2004 and
M=2.47 for 2005). In the survey conducted by Sahbaz (2005) reading articles was also
less frequently required by the content teachers who participated in her study conducted
at Anadolu University. “To read different texts to shape your own opinions about a
subject” (Item 5: M=2.61 for 2004 and M=2.74 for 2005) and “to read journals on your
subject area” (Item 12: M=2.85 for 2004 and M=2.71 for 2005) were also two activities
less needed to be performed in English among the other ones, but their rank order
changed in two years.

As mentioned before, the need “to answer comprehension questions related to a
text” (Item 3) and “to understand the exam questions” (Item 9) decreased significantly
in 2005 when compared to those of 2004. To explain this change, first the question of
whether first year students in 2005 needed to perform this activity in English and
Turkish should be clarified. To determine whether students performed reading activities
in the class regardless of language, they were asked to rate the frequency of performing
the reading activities either in Turkish or English. The results are shown in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8. Reading Needs of the Students in English or Turkish Ranked by Means

READING (a)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp | 'tm Items M | sD
No No
To understand the
. : . To understand the
10 mstru_ctlons in the exams | 4.07 | 0.788 9 questions in the exams 4.01 | 0.852
or assignments
9 To un_dersyand the 207 los2| 11 To read the texts such as 394 | 0.925
questions in the exams textbooks or course notes
To understand the
1 | Toreadthetextssuchas | oo oo 10 | instructions in the exams | 3.92 | 0.880
textbooks or course notes .
or assignments
To scan a text to find out To scan a text to find out
2 the information you are 3.99 | 0.691 2 the information you are 3.88 | 0.810
searching searching
To read a text quickly to To read a text quickly to
1 understand the main idea 39110824 1 understand the main idea 3.78 | 0.866
To guess the meanings of To guess the meanings of
8 unknown words without 3.68 | 0.997 8 unknown words without 3.43 | 1.007
using a dictionary using a dictionary
3 To answer comprehension 356 | 0886 | 7 To express the ideas in a 335 | 1.073
questions related to a text text in your own words
7 To express the ideas in a 341 10391 3 To answer comprehension 334 | 1.050
text in your own words questions related to a text
4 To summarize a text 3.20 | 1.006) 4 To summarize a text 3.15 | 1.016
To read iournals on vour To read different texts to
12 read) y 3.01(1123] 5 shape your own opinions | 3.13 | 1.071
subject area .
about a subject
To read different texts to To read iournals on vour
5 shape your own opinions | 2.90 | 1.007 | 12 read ] y 2.93 | 1.160
. subject area
about a subject
To read a text with a To read a text with a
6 critical eye 287110401 6 critical eye 2.89 | 1.113
To read articles on your To read articles on your
13 subject area 272111821 13 subject area 2.58 | 1.197
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;

n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

Table 4.8 shows that “understanding the questions in the exams” (Item 9) is the

most frequently performed reading skill both in English and Turkish. Therefore, it can

be stated that the students definitely needed to perform this activity in their content

courses, but the need for performing it in English decreased in 2005. This decrease in
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the need “to understand the exam questions” (Item 9) in English might be because of the
difference in the teachers.

When the teachers in 2004 and 2005 were compared, it was observed that while
some teachers remained the same, others were different. Considering this, it may be
inferred that the teachers in 2005 may either write the questions in Turkish or translate

them during the exam when the students have any difficulties.

4.1.3. Listening Needs of the Students in English
Table 4.9 presents the listening needs of the students for 2004 and 2005.

Table 4.9. Listening Needs of the Students in English

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
LISTENING 3 @
= > = >

o 1S ] — U>" o 1S =) = §
re5) o (] © [} (3] o 2 5] )
>+t = g a2+t 2l += g a3t =2
2 [%5) N o << 2 n N -] <

Items % % % % % %

1-To understand the lecture 11.1 23 65.9 19.4 29.5 51.2

2-To take notes while listening to the

19.2 30.4 50.4 29.5 22.5 48.0
lecture

3-To understand the instructions

given by the teacher 16.3 28.9 54.8 19.4 36.4 44.2

4-To communicate with your 60.0 8.1 319 || 590 | 155 | 256
classmates
5-To understand class discussions 28.9 28.9 42.3 35.7 31.0 334

6-To understand class presentations 23.8 28.9 47.4 27.1 38.8 34.1

7-To understand a cassette on a

o . 49.6 26.7 23.7 51.9 26.4 21.7
specific topic

8-To understand the audio-visual

media such as TV or video about the 43.7 25.9 30.4 50.4 22.5 27.1

lesson

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; Y%=percent of subjects

The results for 2004 show that the students generally needed to use English for
most of the listening activities. Students’ response to how often they needed to use
English to understand the lecture show that 11.1% of the students never/seldom needed
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to use English, majority of the students (65.9%) usually/always needed to use English,
and 23.0% sometimes needed to use English.

Taking notes while listening to the lecture was never/seldom needed to be
performed in English by 19.2% of the students in 2004. Almost half of them (50.4%)
stated that they usually/always needed to perform this activity in English. On the other
hand, 30.4% of them stated that they sometimes needed to take notes while listening to
the lecture in English.

For item 3, in 2004, only 16.3% of the students stated that they never/seldom
needed to use English to understand the instructions given by the teacher. Almost half
of them (54.8%) stated that they usually/always needed to perform this activity in
English. 28.9% of them, on the other hand, reported that they sometimes needed to use
English to understand the instructions given by the teacher.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to communicate
with their classmates show that 60.0% of them never/seldom needed to communicate
with their classmates. 31.9% of the students usually/always needed to perform this
activity in English and only 8.1% of them sometimes needed to perform this activity in
English in 2004.

For the next item (Item 5), in 2004, 28.9% of the student stated that they
never/seldom needed English to understand class discussions, 42.3% of them stated that
they usually/always needed English to perform this activity, and 28.9% of them stated
that they sometimes needed English to perform this activity.

For the next item, “to understand class presentations”, 23.8% of the participants
chose never/seldom options. 47.4% of them chose usually/always and 28.9% of them
chose sometimes concerning this activity in 2004.

Almost half of them (49.6%) stated that they never/seldom needed English to
understand a cassette on a specific topic. 23.7% of the students stated that they
usually/always needed English to perform this activity. 26.7% of them, on the other
hand, stated that they sometimes needed English to understand a cassette on a specific
topic in 2004.

For the last item, in 2004, 43.7% of the students stated they never/seldom

needed English to express the ideas in a text in their own words, 30.4% of them stated
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that they usually/always needed English for this activity, and 25.9% of them stated that
they sometimes needed English to perform this activity.

Results for 2005 concerning the listening activities show that 19.4% of the
students stated that they never/seldom needed English to understand the lecture; almost
half of the students (51.2%) agreed that they usually/always needed English to perform
this activity. On the other hand, 29.5% of them stated they sometimes needed English to
perform this activity.

For item 2, in 2005, while 29.5% of them stated that they never/seldom needed
English to take notes while listening to the lecture understand, 48.0% of the students
stated that they usually/always needed to use English to perform this activity. 22.5% of
the students, on the other hand, reported that they sometimes needed to use English to
take notes.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to understand the
instructions given by the teacher show that only 19.4% of the students never/seldom
needed to use English, 44.2% of the students usually/always needed to use English, and
36.4% sometimes needed to use English in 2005.

For the next item (Item 4), more than half of the students (59.0%) stated that
they never/seldom needed to use English to communicate with their classmates in 2005,
25.6% of them stated that they usually/always needed English to perform this activity,
and 15.5% of them stated that they sometimes needed to use English to perform this
activity.

For item 5, in 2005, 35.7% of the students stated they never/seldom needed to
use English to understand class discussions, 33.4% of them stated that they
usually/always needed English for this activity, and 31.0% of them stated that they
sometimes needed to use English to perform this activity.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to understand class
presentations show that 27.1% of the students never/seldom needed to use English,
34.1% of the students usually/always needed to use English, and 38.8% sometimes
needed to use English in 2005.

For item 7, in 2005, “to understand a cassette on a specific topic” almost half of
the students (51.9%) chose never/seldom, 21.7% of them chose usually/always, and

26.4% of them chose sometimes.
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For the last activity, in 2005, almost half of the students (50.4%) stated that they
never/seldom needed English to understand the audio-visual media, 27.1% of the
students stated that they usually/always needed English to perform this activity, and
22.5% of them stated that they sometimes needed to understand the audio-visual media.

Although the distribution of the responses was similar in two groups, there were
slight mean differences in the need to use English for listening activities as seen in
Table 4.10. The need to use English to perform listening activities has decreased in all

of the items in 2005 compared to those in 2004.

Table 4.10. Comparison of Students’ Listening Needs in English

Listening Mean

Years n M SD : t p
Items (b) Diff.

2004 135 | 3.68 |0.944
1-To understand the lecture 0.28 2.277 0.024*
2005 129 | 3.40 |1.042

2-To take notes while listening to the | 2004 | 135 | 3.45 |1.131

I 0.25 1.701 0.090
ecture 2005 129 | 3.20 |1.259

3-To understand the instructions given |2004 | 135 | 3.54 10.991

0.22 1.735 0.084
by the teacher mates 2005 129 3.33 | 1.024

) ) 2004 135 | 2.44 |1.412
4-To communicate with your class 0.09 0.519 0.604
2005 129 | 2.35 |1.344

2004 135 | 3.10 |1.105
5-To understand class discussions 0.15 1.099 0.273

2005 129 | 2.95 |1.120

. 2004 135 | 3.21 |1.149
6-To understand class presentations 0.11 0.845 0.399
2005 129 | 3.10 |1.037

- 2004 135 | 2.53 |1.151
7 To_fgnc:ergtand a cassette on a 0.08 0571 0.568
Specitic topic 2005 129 | 2.45 |1.231
8-To understand the audio-visual 2004 135 | 2.66 | 1.253
media such as TV or video about the 0.09 0.605 0.546
lesson 2005 129 2.57 | 1.255

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05

To find out whether there were significant differences in the listening needs in
2004 and 2005 the mean values for each listening item compared using two-tailed t-tests
(Table 4.10). According to these data, only 1 of the 8 items was significantly different
in two years. The listening need “to understand the lecture” (Iltem 1) decreased
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significantly in 2005. Like the decrease observed in the needs of performing speaking
and reading activities, this difference may have stemmed from the teachers
requirements in 2005. In 2005, the teachers might have been using more visual clues to
make the subject matter more clear. Also, they might have been lecturing in Turkish
more when the students did not understand or asked for clarification.

The responses for the question “how often do you use English in the activities
related to listening?” revealed that among the 8 activities related to listening, “to
understand the lecture” (Item 1: M=3.68 for 2004 and M=3.40 for 2005) had the highest
and “to communicate with classmates” (Item 4: M=2.44 for 2004 and M=2.35 for 2005)
had the lowest mean frequencies in two groups as seen in Table 4.11. Moreover, the
rank order of the listening activities was almost the same in both years in spite of one

significant difference in the t test results.

Table 4.11. Listening Needs of the Students in English Ranked by Means

LISTENING (b)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item ltems M | sp |'em ltems M | sD
No No
1 | To understand the 368 | 0944 | 1 |Tounderstand the lecture | 3.40 | 1.042
lecture
To understand the To understand the
3 |instructions given by the | 3.54 | 0.991 | 3 |instructions given by the 3.33 | 1.024
teacher teacher
To take notes while To take notes while
2 listening to the lecture 345| 11311 2 listening to the lecture 3.20 | 1.259
6 To under_stand class 391 | 1.149 6 To under_stand class 310 | 1.037
presentations presentations
5 T_o undgrstand class 310 | 1.105 5 T_o undgrstand class 295 | 1.120
discussions discussions
To understand the audio- To understand the audio-
8 |visual mediasuchas TV | 2.66 | 1.253 | 8 |visual mediasuchas TV or | 2.57 | 1.255
or video about the lesson video about the lesson
To understand a cassette To understand a cassette
! on a specific topic 253 | 11511 7 on a specific topic 2.53 | 1.231
4 To communicate with oaa | 1412 | 24 To communicate with your 535 | 1344
your classmates classmates

Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items
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Listening is assumed to be an important skill in content courses. When the

results in Table 4.11 are examined, the mean values are between 2.35 and 3.40 which

mean that they are somewhere between “seldom” and “usually”. However, when the

means of listening needs of the students regardless of the language (in Turkish or

English) are examined (Table 4.12), it is seen that all of the items have higher or

relatively higher mean scores. This may suggest that Turkish played an important role

in presenting the subject matters in content courses.

Table 4.12. Listening Needs of the Students in English or Turkish Ranked by

Means
LISTENING (a)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp [|'tm Items M | sD
No No
1 | To understand the lecture | 4.15 | 0.758 1 | To understand the lecture 3.87 | 0.913
To understand the To understand the
3 | instructions given by the 4.06 | 0.887 | 3 |instructions given by the 3.81 | 0.942
teacher teacher
2 'I"o tal.<e notes while 392 | 1.023 2 'I_'o tal'<e notes while 366 | 1.135
listening to the lecture listening to the lecture
5 T_o undgrstand class 387 | 0960 | 6 To under_stand class 364 | 1.052
discussions presentations
6 To under;tand class 375 | 1104 | 5 Tp und(_arstand class 359 | 1.035
presentations discussions
To communicate with your To communicate with your
4 classmates 367 (12211 4 classmates 3.58 | 1.229
To understand the audio- To understand the audio-
8 | visual media such as TV 3.23 | 1344 8 |visual mediasuchas TV or| 3.31 | 1.333
or video about the lesson video about the lesson
7 To undergtgnd a _cassette 308 | 1388 | 7 To unders_tz_;md a _cassette 315 | 1281
on a specific topic on a specific topic
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items
4.1.4. Writing Needs of the Students in English
Table 4.13 presents the distribution of students’ responses for their need to

perform the given writing activities in English for 2004 and 2005.
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Table 4.13. Writing Needs of the Students in English

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
(7] (%]

WRITING el E = sl E | o
5 S| © |3 5 S| & |3 @&
>+ 3 (S S+ Mz + 3 S S+ =
zZ & 3 3 iz & & |3 <

ltems % % % % % %

1-To answer the open-ended questions
during the exams

2-To write essays 46.7 27.4 26.0 53.5 27.1 19.4

8.1 28.9 63.0 26.3 24.8 48.8

3-To write reports of the data collected for

. 43.0 26.7 30.4 47.3 22.5 30.3
an assignment

4-To write research papers 61.5 20.0 18.5 58.1 22.5 19.4
5-To write critical evaluation of a text 73.0 14.1 12.6 65.9 194 14.8
§-To write the subject the teacher dictates 20.0 333 166 256 30.2 442
in a lesson

7-To write the report of an experiment 53.3 20.0 26.6 54.3 10.1 35.7

8-To write letters (formal, business, etc.) 74.1 14.8 11.1 72.1 20.9 7.0

9-To write CV 71.1 15.6 13.3 65.9 194 14.7

10-To write e-mail 45.1 26.7 28.1 511 29.5 19.4

11-To fill in forms (application, 548 | 244 | 208 Il 507 | 271 | 132
questionnaire, etc.)

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; %=percent of subjects

When two years are examined separately, in 2004, only 8.1% of the students
stated that they never/seldom needed to use English to answer open-ended exam
questions whereas 63.0% of the students reported that they usually/always needed to use
English to answer the open-ended exam questions. 28.9% of them, on the other hand,
stated that they sometimes needed to use English to perform this activity.

Writing essays in English was never/seldom needed to be performed by almost
half of the students (46.7%) in 2004. On the other hand, 26.0% stated they
usually/always needed to perform this activity in English, and 27.4% of them stated
they sometimes needed to use English to write essays.

Concerning the third item, “to write reports of the data collected for an
assignment”, 43.0% of the students chose never/seldom options. 30.4% of them chose

usually/always and 26.7% of them chose sometimes in 2004.
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Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to write research
papers show that 61.5% of the students never/seldom needed to use English, 18.5% of
the students usually/always needed to use English, and 20.0% sometimes needed to use
English in 2004.

Writing critical evaluation of a text was never/seldom needed to be performed in
English by the majority of the students (73.0%). Only 12.6% of them stated that they
usually/always needed to perform this activity in English. Similarly, only 14.1% of
them stated that they sometimes needed to write critical evaluation of a text in English.

For item 6, in 2004, 20.0% of the students stated that they never/seldom needed
to use English to write the subject the teacher dictates. Almost half of them (46.6%)
stated that they usually/always needed to perform this activity in English. 33.3% of
them, on the other hand, reported that they sometimes needed to use English to write
dictations.

For the next item, while 53.3% of the students stated that they never/seldom
needed English to write an experiment report, 26.6% stated that they usually/always
needed English to perform this activity. On the other hand, 20.0% of them stated that
they sometimes needed English to write an experiment report in 2004.

For item 8, in 2004, majority of the students (74.1%) stated that they
never/seldom needed English to write letters and minority of the students (11.1%) stated
that they usually/always needed to use English perform this activity. In addition, 14.8%
of them stated that they sometimes needed English to write letters.

Similarly, most of them (71.1%) stated that they never/seldom needed English to
write CV. Only 13.3% of the students stated that they usually/always needed English to
perform this activity. 15.6% of them, on the other hand, stated that they sometimes
needed English to write CV in 2004.

“To write e-mail” was the activity that was never/seldom needed to be
performed in English by 45.1% of the students in 2004. 28.1% of them chose
usually/always and 26.7% of them chose sometimes concerning this activity.

For the last item (Item 11) almost half of the students (54.8%) stated that they
never/seldom needed to use English to fill in forms in 2004. 20.8% of them stated they
usually/always needed to use English to perform this activity and 24.4% of them stated

they sometimes needed to use English to fill in forms.
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The results for 2005 show that while 26.3% of the students stated that they
never/seldom needed English to answer the open-ended exam questions, 48.8% stated
that they usually/always needed to use English to perform this activity. On the other
hand, 24.8% of them stated that they sometimes needed to use English to answer the
open-ended exam questions.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to write essays show
that 53.5% of the students never/seldom needed to use English, 19.4% of the students
usually/sometimes needed to use English, and 27.1% sometimes needed to use English
in 2005.

The writing skill “to write reports of data collected for an assignment” was
never/seldom needed to be performed in English by almost half of the students (47.3%)
in 2005. 30.3% of the students stated that they usually/always needed to use English to
write reports of data collected for an assignment and 22.5% of them stated they
sometimes needed to use English to perform this activity.

For the next item (Item 4), “to write research papers”, 58.1% of the students
preferred never/seldom options to state the frequency of performing this activity in
English, and 19.4% of the students preferred usually/always options and 22.5% of them
preferred sometimes option in 2005.

For the activity “to write critical evaluation of a text” 65.9% of the students
chose never/seldom, only 14.8% of the students chose usually/always, and 19.4% of
them chose sometimes in 2005.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to write the subject
the teacher dictates show that 25.6% of the students never/seldom needed to use
English, 44.2% of the students usually/always needed to use English, and 30.2%
sometimes needed to use English in 2005.

Almost half of the students (54.3%) of the students never/seldom needed to use
English to write an experiment report in 2005 and 35.7% of them, on the other hand,
usually/always needed to use English to perform this activity. Only 10.1% of them
sometimes needed English to perform this activity.

Majority of the students (72.1%) stated that they never/ seldom used English to
write letters in 2005, only 7.0% of them stated that they usually/always needed English



55

to perform this activity. On the other hand, 20.9% of them stated that they sometimes
needed to perform this activity in English.

For item 9, while 65.9% of the students stated that they never/seldom used
English to write CV, only 14.7% of them stated that they usually/always needed English
to perform this activity. On the other hand, 19.4% of them stated that they sometimes
needed to perform this activity in English in 2005.

Students’ response to how often they needed to use English to write e-mail show
that 51.1% of the students never/seldom needed to use English, 19.4% of the students
usually/always needed to use English, and 29.5% sometimes needed to use English in
2005.

For the last item (Item 11), in 2005, while 59.7% of them stated that they
never/seldom needed to use English to fill in forms, only 13.2% of the students stated
that they usually/always needed to use English to perform this activity. On the other
hand, 27.1% of the students reported that they sometimes needed to use English to fill in
forms.

Although the writing needs of the students in two years were quite similar, the
means of the two groups showed that the need to use English to perform 5 writing
activities has increased in 2005. These are, to write research papers (Item 4), to write
critical evaluation of a text (Item 5), to write the report of an experiment (Item 7), to
write letters (Item 8) and to write CV (Item 9). On the other hand, there seems to be a
decrease in the need of using English in 6 of the 11 writing activities. These are, to
answer the open-ended questions during the exams (Item 1), to write essays (Item 2), to
write reports of the data collected for an assignment (Item 3), to write the subject the
teacher dictates in a lesson (Item 6), to write e-mail (Item 10) and to fill in forms (Item
11).

To determine whether there were significant differences in the writing needs
between the two groups, 2004 and 2005, the mean values for each item were compared

using two-tailed t-tests. The results are shown in Table 4.14.
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Table 4.14. Comparison of Students” Writing Needs in English

Writing Years n M SD Me_zan t p
Items (b) Diff.
1-To answer the open-ended 2004 135 | 3.69 |0.942

0.40 3.198 | 0.002*

questions during the exams 2005 129 | 3.29 |1.091

. 2004 135 | 2.70 | 1.147
2-To write essays 0.14 1.016 0.310
2005 129 | 2.57 | 1.052

3-To write reports of the data 2004 | 135 | 2.77 |1.203
collected for an assignment 2005 129 | 2.75 |1.193

0.02 0.125 0.901

) 2004 135 | 2.27 |1.204
4-To write research papers -0.10 0.658 0.511
2005 129 | 2.36 | 1.205

5-To write critical evaluation ofa | 2004 135 | 1.98 | 1.075

-0.19 1.410 0.160
text 2005 129 | 2.17 | 1.146

. i i 2004 135 | 3.37 |1.118
6-To write the subject the teacher 011 0.807 0.420

dictates in a lesson 2005 129 | 3.26 |1.188

R i 2004 135 2.35 [1.379
7-To \_/vrltetthe report of an -0.23 181 0.202
experimen 2005 129 | 2.58 |1.570

8-To write letters (formal, business, 2004 135 | 1.87 |1.105
etc.) 2005 | 129 | 1.92 [1.028

-0.06 0.424 0.672

) 2004 135 | 1.96 |1.196
9-To write CV -0.16 1.083 0.280

2005 129 | 2.12 |1.216

) ) 2004 135 | 2.68 |1.291
10-To write e-mail 0.25 1.604 0.110

2005 129 | 243 |1.211

11-To fill in forms (application, 2004 | 135 | 241 |1217
questionnaire, etC) 2005 129 2.30 | 1.065

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05

0.11 0.747 0.457

As seen in Table 4.14, the mean for only one item, “to answer open-ended exam
questions” (Item 1), decreased significantly in 2005 when compared to those of 2004.

In Table 4.15, the writing activities are ordered according to the mean values
from the most frequently performed to the least frequently performed activities in

English for the two years separately.
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WRITING (b)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item ltems M | sp | 'em Items M | sD
No No
To answer the open-ended To answer the open-ended
1 | questions during the 3.69 | 0.942 1 | questions during the 3.29 | 1.091
exams exams
To write the subject the To write the subject the
6 teacher dictates in a lesson 33711118 6 teacher dictates in a lesson 3.26 | 1.188
To write reports of the To write reports of the
3 data collected for an 2.77 | 1.203 3 | data collected for an 2.75 | 1.193
assignment assignment
2 | To write essays 270 | 1247| 7 |Towritethereportofan |, og | 4 57
experiment
10 | To write e-mail 26812911 2 To write essays 2.57 | 1.052
7 |Towrtethereportofan |, 3514 379| 10 |To write e-mail 2.43 | 1.570
experiment
To fill in forms
11 | (application, 241 | 1.217) 4 To write research papers | 2.36 | 1.205
questionnaire, etc.)
To fill in forms
4 To write research papers | 2.27 | 1.204 | 11 | (application, 2.30 | 1.065
questionnaire, etc.)
5 | Towritecritical 198 | 1075| 5 | Owritecritical 2.17 | 1.146
evaluation of a text evaluation of a text
9 To write CV 196 |1.19%] 9 To write CV 2.12 | 1.216
8 To write letters (formal, 187 11051 8 To write letters (formal, 192 | 1.028
business, etc.) business, etc.)
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;

n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

According to the rank order for 2004, “to answer open-ended exam questions”

(Item 1. M=3.69) and “to write the subject the teacher dictates” (Item 6: M=3.37) in
English were the most frequently performed writing activities in content classes. “To

write reports of the data collected for an assignment” (Item 3: M=2.77) followed these

two activities in the rank order. “To write essays” (ltem 2. M=2.70) was the fourth

activity. “To write e-mail” (Item 10: M=2.68) and “to write experiment report” (Iltem 7:
M=2.35) followed this activity. “To fill in forms” (Item 11: M=2.41), “to write research
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papers” (Item 4: M=2.27) and “to write critical evaluation of a text” (Item 5: M=1.98)
were the seventh, eighth and ninth activities in the rank order. The least needed two
activities were “to write CV” (Item 9: M=1.96) and “to write letters” (Item 8: M=1.87)
according to the students in 2004.

The rank order for 2005 show that again “to answer open-ended exam
questions” (Item 1: M=3.29) and “to write the subject the teacher dictates” (Item 6:
M=3.26) in English were the most frequently performed writing activities in content
classes. Similarly, “to write reports of the data collected for an assignment” (Item 3:
M=2.75) followed these two activities in the rank order. The fourth activity was “to
write an experiment report” (Item 7: M=2.58) and the fifth activity was “to write
essays” (Item 2: M=2.57) according to the students. “To write e-mail” (Item 10:
M=2.43) and “to write research papers” (Item 4: M=2.36) followed these activities. “To
fill in forms” (Item 11: M=2.30) and “to write critical evaluation of a text” (Item 5:
M=2.17) were the eighth and ninth activities in the rank order. Finally, the students
needed to use English “to write CV” (Item 9: M=2.12) and “to write letters” (Item 8:
M=1.92) the least frequently.

When the mean values are analyzed, it is observed that the frequency of
performing writing activities were not too high in English. However, the means of some
items may have been higher if this study had been conducted with fourth year students,
because the writing needs to write “letters”, “e-mail”, “CV” and “to fill in forms” may
have increased as they would have started to perform these activities in English to find a
job.

Moreover, when the rank order of performing writing activities in two languages
is examined, the mean values of the activities increased as seen in Table 4.16. This may
suggest that using Turkish in writing activities was possibly an important part of the

content courses.
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Table 4.16. Writing Needs of the Students in English or Turkish Ranked by Means

WRITING (a)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item ltems M | sp | 'em Items M | sD
No No
To answer the open-ended . .
. : To write the subject the
1 | questions during the 3.95 | 0.900 6 teacher dictates in a lesson 3.64 | 1.044
exams
. . To answer the open-ended
g | owritethesubjectthe |50, 199370 1| questions during the 3.60 | 1.034
teacher dictates in a lesson
exams
10 | To write e-mail 3.28 11297 10 |To write e-mail 3.22 | 1.270
To write reports of the
2 To write essays 3.06|1.138] 3 data collected for an 3.19 | 1.029
assignment
To fill in forms
11 | (application, 3.03|1184) 2 To write essays 291 | 1.061
questionnaire, etc.)
To write reports of the .
3 | data collected for an 301 | 1126 | 7 |Towritethereportofan |, 444 59
. experiment
assignment
. To fill in forms
7 | Towritethereportofan |, 5| g so0| 11 | (application, 289 | 1.187
experiment . .
guestionnaire, etc.)
4 To write research papers | 2.61 | 1.264] 4 To write research papers | 2.53 | 1.146
To write letters (formal, To write critical
8 business, etc.) 2.30 | 12341 5 evaluation of a text 245 | 1.104
5 To wrltg critical 218 111121 8 To yvrlte letters (formal, 293 | 1.149
evaluation of a text business, etc.)
9 To write CV 216 (12941 9 To write CV 2.21|1.184
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;

n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

As mentioned before, the need to use English to answer open-ended exam

questions (Item 1), decreased significantly in 2005 when compared to those of 2004.

This may be due to the same reason explained for the decrease in the reading activity of

“understanding exam questions” before. To explain this change it is important to find

out if the first year students in 2005 needed “to answer open-ended exam questions”

either in Turkish or English. Table 4.16 shows that this was the most frequently

performed activity in English or Turkish in two years. Thus, this change again might be
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because of the difference in the teachers. Since some of the teachers were different in
2005, they might have allowed the students to write their answers in Turkish, or might

not have conducted their exams in English.

4.2. Summary of the Results for the Language Needs of the Students in
English
As mentioned before, the students were asked to rate the frequency of
performing the activities related to the four skills in English on a five-point Likert scale.
On that scale, the mean value of “3”, which is in the mid point, represents “sometimes”.
Thus, “3” can be considered as a cut point to suggest that the mean value of 3 and above
(i.e. “sometimes”, “usually” and “always”) should be taken as the needs of the students.
Thus, the activities which are reported to be needed “sometimes” and more frequently
should be classified as a need. The activities which have the mean value of “3” and

above for each skill are presented in Table 4.17.



Table 4.17. Needs: Language Activities with Mean Value of 3 and above

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Item
No Items M No Items M
9 To understand the questions 393 9 To understand the questions in 368
in the exams the exams
To understand the . .
. o To understand the instructions
10 ms'gructlons in the exams or | 3.81 10 in the exams or assignments 3.65
assignments
To read the texts such as To read the texts such as
1 textbooks or course notes 3.81 11 textbooks or course notes 3.57
O] O]
Z To scan a text to find out the z .
Q| 2 |information you are 354 || 2 TO scan a text to find out the 3.42
< . < information you are searching
H:J searching H:J
1 To read a text quickly to 3.49 1 To read a text quickly to 334
understand the main idea ' understand the main idea '
To guess the meanings of To guess the meanings of
8 | unknown words without 341 8 | unknown words without using | 3.28
using a dictionary a dictionary
3 To answer comprehension 391
questions related to a text '
7 To express the ideas in a 3.05
text in your own words
1 | Tounderstand the lecture 3.68 1 | To understand the lecture 3.40
To understand the . .
. X . To understand the instructions
® 3 |instructions given by the 3.54 O 3 given by the teacher 3.33
> teacher z
5 2 To take notes while 3.45 E 2 To take notes while listening 3.0
= listening to the lecture ' 5 to the lecture '
= J
- 6 To understand class 391 6 To understand class 310
presentations ' presentations '
5 Tp undgrstand class 310
discussions
% 1 To answer the_ open-ended 369 % 1 To answer the_ open-ended 3.99
= questions during the exams = questions during the exams
x To write the subject the x To write the subject the
=| 6 teacher dictates in a lesson 337 |=| 6 teacher dictates in a lesson 3.26
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;

n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; No=Number of the items
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The mean values of all the activities related to speaking in both 2004 and 2005

were below the mean value of “3”, suggesting that there was no need to perform these

activities in English. Thus, speaking activities are not presented in the above table.
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The results concerning reading needs show that first year students needed
reading skills more often than those of speaking skills. The mean scores for 8 items (out
of 13) were above “3” suggesting that those activities were at least sometimes needed to
be performed in English. In 2005, only 6 items were above “3”.

Listening is an important skill in content courses conducted in English. When
the results in Table 4.17 are examined, 5 activities in 2004 and 4 activities in 2005 have
a mean value of 3 and above out of 8 listening items.

For writing, only 2 writing activities in each group have a mean value of over
“3”.

Thus, among the 39 activities, 15 of them in 2004 and 12 of them in 2005 have a
mean value over “3”. If the mean value of “3” is taken as the reference point in
determining the needs of the students, then those activities which have a mean value of
“3” and above should be objectives within the curriculum.

As stated before, Turkish was also an important part of the content courses even
though they were stated to be conducted in 100% English officially. This might be a
reason for the relatively low need of the other language activities in English. During the
observation sessions, it was observed that most of the students use Turkish to ask
questions. The content course teachers may let students use Turkish to reduce their
anxiety. In Saglam’s (2003:89) study, some of the content teachers stated that “the
students know that they can ask for Turkish explanation if they fail to understand” and
Saglam states that the students participated in his study did not have many difficulties
in performing academic aural skills because the participant teachers allowed students to
use Turkish. In addition, during the interviews with the content teachers, some stated
that they wanted to conduct their courses fully in English; however, because of the
students’ low proficiency level, they could not achieve that and had to shift to Turkish
sometimes. The usage of Turkish in 100% English content courses should be

investigated further.
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4.3. The Extent to Which the Students’ Language Needs Are Met

In this part, the results of the extent to which students’ needs were met by the old
and renewed curriculum are presented. The items were again rated using a five point
Likert-Scale with the following values: Not at all (1), Very little (2), Partly (3), Well (4)
and Very well (5).

4.3.1. The Extent to Which the Students’ Speaking Needs Are Met
Table 4.18 presents the extent to which the students’ speaking needs are met.
The results for 2004 reflects the students’ perceptions on the old curriculum and the

results for 2005 reflects the students’ perceptions on the renewed curriculum.

Table 4.18. The Extent to Which the Students’ Speaking Needs are Met

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
SPEAKING = Sl E =
® + E‘ % = § ® + E‘ % = §
= o 3] > = — [ P
2 2 g = 502 2 g ='5
g g
ltems % % % % % %
1-To ask question to the 38.6 37.8 23.7 34.1 39.5 26.4
teacher
2-To answer teachers 245 37.8 377 248 38.8 36.4
queStlonS
3-To make a presentation 68.1 185 13.3 48.8 31.0 20.2
4-To participate in class 37.7 385 23.7 33.3 34.1 326
discussions
5-To communicate with 474 29.6 23.0 52.0 26.4 21.7
foreign teachers
6-To conduct interviews 755 19.3 51 66.7 20.9 12,5
for research purposes
7-To talk on the phone 74.1 17.8 8.1 76.7 155 7.8

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; Y%=percent of subjects

The results for 2004 show that 38.6% of the students perceived that their
speaking needs to ask question to the teacher were not met at all or met very little by the
old curriculum and 37.8% of them stated that their needs for the same activity were
partly met. On the other hand, almost a quarter of them (23.7%) perceived that their

speaking needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by the old curriculum.
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Students’ response to how much their needs to answer teachers’ questions were
met by the old curriculum show that for 24.5% of the students this need was not met at
all or very little met, for 37.8% this need was partly met, and for 37.7% of the students
this need was met well or very well.

For item 3, majority of the students (68.1%) stated that their needs to make a
presentation were not met at all or met very little by the old curriculum. 18.5% of them,
on the other hand, reported that their needs to make a presentation were partly met.
Only 13.3% of them stated that their needs concerning this activity were met well/very
well.

The students speaking needs to participate in the class discussions were not met
or met very little by the old curriculum according to 37.7% of the students. 38.5% of
them stated that their needs to participate in class discussions were partly met. Almost a
quarter of them (23.7%), on the other hand, stated that their needs concerning the same
activity were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

For the next item, “to communicate with foreign teachers”, almost half of the
students (47.4%) stated that this need was not met at all or met very little. 29.6% of
them stated that this need was met partly, and 23.0% of them stated that this need was
met well/very well and by the old curriculum.

Students’ response to how much their needs to conduct interviews for research
purposes were met by the old curriculum show that almost for three quarters of the
students (75.5%) this need was not met at all or met very little, for 19.3% this need was
met partly, and for only 5.1% of the students this need was met well/very well.

Similarly, most of them (74.1%) stated that their needs to talk on the phone in
English were not met at all or met very little by the old curriculum. 17.8% of them, on
the other hand, stated that their needs to talk on the phone were partly met, and only
8.1% of them stated that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by
the old curriculum.

The results for 2005 reflecting the students’ perceptions on the renewed
curriculum show that while 34.1% of the students stated that their needs to ask question
to the teacher were not met at all or met very little, 39.5% of them stated that their needs

to ask question to the teacher were partly met by the renewed curriculum. On the other
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hand, 26.4% of them stated that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very
well.

The students’ needs concerning the second item, “to answer teachers’
guestions”, were not met or met very little according to 24.8% of the students. 38.8%
stated their needs to answer teachers’ questions were partly met, and 36.4% of them
stated their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by the renewed
curriculum.

For item 3, almost half of the students (48.8%) perceived that their needs to
make a presentation were not met at all or met very little, and 31.0% of them perceived
that their needs for this activity were partly met. 20.2% of them perceived that their
needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

Students’ response to how much their needs to participate in class discussions
were met by the renewed curriculum show that 33.3% of the students chose not at
all/very little, 34.1% chose partly, and 32.6% of the students chose well/very well
options to express their perceptions.

For the next item, while almost half of the students (52.0%) perceived that the
need to communicate with foreign teachers were not met at all or met very little by the
renewed curriculum, 26.4% of them stated that their need to communicate with foreign
teachers was partly met. On the other hand, 21.7% stated that their need to perform this
activity were met well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

For item 6, majority of the students (66.7%) chose not at all/very little, 20.9% of
them chose partly, and only 12.5% of them chose well/very well to express the extent to
which their needs to conduct interviews for research purposes were met by the renewed
curriculum.

For the last item (Item 7), again majority of the students (76.7%) stated that the
need to talk on the phone were not met at all or met very little. 15.5% of them stated the
need to talk on the phone was partly met, and only 7.8% of them stated their need to
perform this activity was met well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

When the extent to which the students’ speaking needs were met by the old and
renewed curriculum are compared, there seems to be an increase in the extent of
meeting the students’ needs in 4 of the 7 speaking activities in 2005 when compared to

that of 2004. These are, to ask question to the teacher (Item 1), to make a presentation
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(Item 3), to participate in class discussions (Item 4), and to conduct interviews for
research purposes (Item 6). On the other hand, the renewed curriculum was not as good
as the old curriculum in meeting the needs concerning 3 of the 7 activities. These are, to
answer the teachers’ questions (Item 2), to communicate with foreign teachers (Item 5)
and to talk on the phone (Item 7).

To determine whether there were significant differences in the extent of meeting
the students’ needs to use English between the old and renewed curriculum, the mean
values for each item were compared using one-tailed t-tests. The results are presented in
Table 4.19.

Table 4.19. Comparison of the Two Groups in Terms of the Extent to Which the
Students’ Speaking Needs are Met

Items (c) Years n M SD hlg?;n t p
1-To ask question to the A | 1S | 268 | U8 -0.05 0.471 0.319
teacher 2005 | 129 | 2.88 | 0.898
2-To answer teachers’ 2004 185 || SUL | B 0.02 0.154 0.439
questions 2005 | 129 | 3.09 | 0.931

2004 | 135 | 2.12 | 1.127
3-To make a presentation -0.49 3.660 0.000*

2005 | 129 | 2.61 | 1.063

4-To participate in class 2004 | 135 | 2.80 | 0.991

kil 019 | 1554 0.061
2005 | 129 | 2.99 | 1.019

5-To communicate with 2004 135 | 261 | 1.147 0.14 0.950 0471

foreign teachers 2005 | 129 | 2.47 | 1.153

6-To conduct interviews for 2004 135 | 1.90 | 0.916

-0.22 1.801 0.036*
research purposes

2005 129 | 2.12 | 1.065

2004 | 135 | 1.85 | 1.055
7-To talk on the phone 0.04 0.358 0.360

2005 129 | 1.81 | 1.016

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value*p <.05

As can be seen in Table 4.19, there were significant differences in 2 of the 7
items. The renewed curriculum was better in meeting the students’ speaking needs “to

make a presentation” (Item 3) and “to conduct interviews for research purposes” (Iltem
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6). The difference in these two items may be due to the fact that in the renewed
curriculum, students were asked to do a project which required them to make a
presentation about their departments. In the presentations, students were required to
give detailed information about the department including its aim, assessment system,
courses, facilities and so on. To perform this project successfully, students were
informed about the process of presentation. They learned, for instance, how to open and
close a presentation. This task also included interviewing faculty members to collect
information if they would like. As a result, the process of this project included both
making presentations and conducting interviews. Thus, implementation of this project
in the renewed curriculum may be the reason for the positive change in the students’
perceptions on the degree of meeting their needs related to “making presentations” and
“conducting interviews”.

The speaking activities are ordered based on the mean values of how much
students’ needs are met by each curriculum and presented in Table 4.20.
Table 4.20. The Extent to Which the Students’ Speaking Needs are Met Ranked by

Means

SPEAKING (c)

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M SD Item Items M SD
No No
To answer teachers’ To answer teachers’
2 questions 31109751 2 questions 3.09 | 0.931

To ask question to the To participate in class

1 2.83 | 0966 | 4 . . 2.99 | 1.019
teacher discussions
To participate in class To ask question to the
4 discussions 2.80 | 0991 | 1 teacher 2.88 | 0.898
5 | Jocommunicatewith |, 1 |4 147 | 3 |Tomakeapresentation | 2.61 | 1.063

foreign teachers

. To communicate  with
3 | To make a presentation | 2.12 | 1.127 | 5 foreign teachers 2.47 | 1.153

To conduct interviews To conduct interviews for

190 | 0916] 6 2.12 | 1.065
for research purposes research purposes

7 | To talk on the phone 1.85 | 1.055 | 7 |To talk on the phone 1.81 | 1.016

Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items
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As seen in Table 4.20, for the old curriculum, the order of how much students’
needs are met is as follows: the students need to answer the teachers’ questions (Item 2:
M=3.11) and to ask question to the teacher (Item 1: M=2.83), to participate in class
discussions (Item 4: M=2.80), to communicate with foreign teachers (Iltem 5: M=2.61),
to make presentations (Item 3: M=2.12), to conduct interviews for research purposes
(Item 6: M=1.90) and to talk on the phone (Item 7: M=1.85).

The order of how much students’ needs are met by the renewed curriculum is as
follows: to answer the teachers’ questions (Item 2: M=3.09) to participate in class
discussions (Item 4: M=2.99) To ask questions to the teacher (Item 1: M=2.88), to make
a presentation (Iltem 3: M=2.61) and to communicate with foreign teachers (Item 5:
M=2.47) to conduct interviews for research purposes (Item 6: M=2.12) and to talk on
the phone (Item 7: M=1.81).
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4.3.2. The Extent to Which the Students’ Reading Needs Are Met
The students’ responses to the question “to what extent did the Prep Program

meet your reading needs?” are presented in Table 4.21.

Table 4.21. The Extent to Which the Students’ Reading Needs are Met

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
— < - D
READING < B =ls £ =
8 + E‘ *_?" = °§ 8 + E‘ % =] g
) | [<5) - — (5] o)
2 2 & 2782 2| £ |26
> >
Items % % % % % %

1-To read a text quickly to understand the

. 16.3 31.1 52.6 14.8 29.5 55.8
main idea

2-To scan a text to find out the

: . . 12.6 30.4 57.0 13.9 34.9 51.1
information you are searching

3-To answer comprehension questions

related to a text 23.7 31.1 45.2 23.3 38.0 38.7

4-To summarize a text 39.3 34.8 25.9 29.5 37.2 33.4

5-To read different texts to shape your

o ) 56.3 28.9 14.9 45.8 29.5 24.9
own opinions about a subject

6-To read a text with a critical eye 61.5 27.4 111 46.6 32.6 20.9

7-To express the ideas in a text in your

32.6 31.1 36.2 28.7 34.1 37.2
own words

8-To guess the meanings of unknown

. ; e 22.9 28.9 48.2 17.0 32.6 50.4
words without using a dictionary

9-To understand the questions in the
exams

20.0 24.4 55.6 21.7 25.6 52.7

10-To understand the instructions in the

. 19.2 29.6 51.1 20.9 20.2 58.9
exams or assignments

11-To read the texts such as textbooks or

25.2 24.4 50.4 23.2 37.2 395
course notes

12-To read journals on your subject area 66.7 20.7 12.6 60.5 24.0 155

13-To read articles on your subject area 76.3 14.8 8.8 71.3 15.5 13.2

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; %=percent of subjects

When the distribution of the responses for each item are examined, for the first
item, 16.3% of the first year students in 2004 perceived that the old curriculum did not

meet or met very little their needs to read a text quickly to understand the main idea.



70

31.1% of them stated that their needs concerning this activity were partly met. Almost
half of them (52.6%), on the other hand, stated that their needs concerning this item
were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

For item 2, only 12.6% of the students chose not at all/very little, 30.4% of them
chose partly, and more than half of the students (57.0%) chose the options of well/very
well to express their perceptions on the extent to which their needs to scan a text were
met by the old curriculum.

Next, “to answer comprehension questions related to a text”, 23.7% of the
students stated that the old curriculum did not meet their needs for this activity at all or
met very little. On the other hand, 31.1% of them chose partly and 45.2% of them chose
well/very well options concerning the same activity.

For item 4, 39.3% stated that their reading needs to summarize a text were not
met at all or met very little by the old curriculum. 34.8% of them stated that their needs
to perform the same activity were partly met. Almost a quarter of them (25.9%) stated
that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

The students’ needs to read different texts to shape their own opinions were not
met at all or met very little according to 56.3% of the students. 28.9% of them chose
partly, and only 14.9% of them chose well/very well options concerning the same
activity.

For the next item (Item 6) more students preferred negative options than positive
ones. 11.1% of them preferred well/very well, 27.4% of them preferred partly option,
and 61.5% of them, on the other hand, chose not at all/very little concerning the activity
to read a text with a critical eye.

For item 7, “to express the ideas in a text with your own words”, the percentage
of positive and negative responses was close. That is, 32.6% of the students said not at
all/very little, 31.1% of them said partly, and similarly 36.2% of them said well/very
well.

For the following item (Item 8) 22.9% of the students perceived that the old
curriculum did not meet their needs to guess the meanings of unknown words at all or
met very little. 28.9% of them stated that their needs to guess the meanings of unknown
words were partly met. Almost half of the students (48.2%) stated that the old

curriculum met their needs to perform the same activity well/very well.
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Students’ response to what extent their needs to understand the questions in the
exams were met by the old curriculum show that 20.0% of the students chose not at
all/very little, 24.4% chose partly, and 55.6% of the students chose well/very well
options to express their perceptions.

For item 10, 19.2% of the students stated that their needs to understand the
instructions in the exams or assignments were not met at all or met very little. 29.6% of
them reported that their needs to understand the instructions in the exams or
assignments were partly met. Almost half of them (51.1%), on the other hand, stated
that their needs concerning this activity were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

The students reading needs to read texts such as textbooks or course notes were
not met or met very little by the old curriculum according to 25.2% of the students.
24.4% of them stated that their needs to read texts such as textbooks or course notes
were partly met. Half of the students (50.4%), on the other hand, stated that their needs
concerning the same activity were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

For the next item, “to read journals on your subject area”, more than half of the
students (66.7%) chose not at all/very little options. 20.7% of them chose partly, and
only 12.6% of them chose well/very well options concerning this activity.

For the last item, students’ response to what extent their needs to read articles on
their subject area were met by the old curriculum show that the majority of the students
(76.3%) chose not at all/very little, 14.8% chose partly, and only 8.8% of the students
chose well/very well options to express their perceptions on this item.

The same table (Table 4.21) presents the perceptions of the first year students in
2005. These students expressed their perceptions on the renewed curriculum. According
to the data, only 14.8% of the students stated that their needs to read a text quickly to
understand the main idea were not met at all or met very little by the renewed
curriculum. 29.5% of them perceived that they were partly prepared to perform this
activity. 55.8% of the students, on the other hand, stated that they were prepared
well/very well at Prep School to perform this activity in English

Students’ response to what extent their needs to scan a text were met by the
renewed curriculum show that 13.9% of the students chose not at all/very little, 34.9%
chose partly, and 51.1% of the students chose well/very well options to express their

perceptions.
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For the next item (Item 3), 23.3% of them perceived that their needs to answer
comprehension questions related to a text were not met at all or met very little and
38.0% of them stated that their needs to perform the same activity were partly met.
38.7% of them perceived that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very
well by the renewed curriculum.

Next, more than a quarter of the students (29.5%) agreed that their needs to
summarize a text were not met or met very little by the renewed curriculum, 37.2% of
them chose partly option for the same activity, and 33.4% of them disagreed with these
groups and stated that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well.

For item 5, 45.8% of the students stated that their reading needs to read different
texts to shape their own opinions were not met or met very little by the renewed
curriculum. On the other hand, 29.5% of them stated that their needs for this activity
were partly met, and 24.9% of them stated that their needs for the same activity were
met well/very well.

According to 46.6% of the students, their needs to read a text with a critical eye
were not met at all or met very little by the renewed curriculum. 32.6% of them
perceived that their needs for this item were partly met, and 20.9% of them perceived
that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by the renewed
curriculum.

For item 7, 28.7% of them perceived that their needs to express the ideas in a
text in their own words were not met at all or met very little. On the other hand, 34.1%
of them perceived that their needs concerning this activity were partly met, and 37.2%
of them perceived that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by
the renewed curriculum.

Students’ response to what extent their needs to guess the meanings of unknown
words were met by the renewed curriculum show that 17.0% of the students chose not
at all/very little, 32.6% of them chose partly, and 50.4% of them chose well/very well
options to express their perceptions.

For item 9, while 21.7% of the students stated that their needs to understand the
questions in the exams were not met at all or met very little by the renewed curriculum.

Almost a quarter of them (25.6%) perceived that they were partly prepared to perform
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this activity. Almost half of these students (52.7%), on the other hand, stated that they
were prepared well/very well at Prep School to perform this activity in English.

For the next item, which is “to understand the instructions in the exams or
assignments”, 20.9% of the students chose not at all/very little, 20.2% of them chose
partly, and more than half of the students (58.9%) chose well/very well.

Students’ response to what extent their needs to read texts such as textbooks or
course notes were met by the renewed curriculum show that 23.2% of the students
chose not at all/very little, 37.2% chose partly, and 39.5% of them chose well/very well
options to express their perceptions.

For the next item (Item 12) more students preferred negative options than
positive ones. 60.5% of them chose not at all/very little, 24.0% of them preferred partly
option, and only 15.5% of them chose well/very well options concerning the activity to
read journals on their subject area.

For the last activity (Item 13), majority of the students (71.3%) stated that their
needs to read articles on their subject area were not met at all or met very little by the
renewed curriculum, and 15.5% of them stated that their needs for this activity were
partly met. Only 13.2% of them, on the other hand, perceived that their needs
concerning this activity were met well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

When the means of each item of the two curricula are compared, the reading
needs for 9 out of 13 activities were met slightly better by the renewed curriculum. The
students perceived that their needs to read a text quickly to understand the main idea
(Item 1), to summarize a text (Item 4), to read different texts to shape their own
opinions about a subject (Item 5), to read a text with a critical eye (Iltem 6), to express
the ideas in a text in their own words (Item 7), to guess the meanings of unknown words
(Item 8), to understand the instructions in the exams or assignments (Item 10), to read
journals on their subject area (Item 12) and to read articles on their subject area (Item
13) were met better by the renewed curriculum.

On the other hand, the renewed curriculum was not as good as meeting the
students’ reading needs in 4 of the 13 activities. These are, to scan a text quickly to
understand the main idea (Item 2), to answer comprehension questions related to a text
(Item 3), to understand the questions in the exams (Item 9) and to read the texts such as

textbooks or course notes (Item 11).
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To determine whether there were significant differences in the extent to which

the students’ reading needs are met by the old and renewed curriculum, the mean values

for each item were compared using one-tailed t-tests. The results are presented in Table

4.22.

Table 4.22. Comparison of the Two Groups in Terms of the Extent to Which the

Students’ Reading Needs are Met

Reading

Mean

ltems (0) Years n M SD Diff. t p
1-To read a text quickly to 2004 135 | 343 10919 -0.07 0.668 0.952
understand the main idea 2005 129 | 350 | 0.885 ' ' '
2-To scan a text to find out the 2004 | 135 | 3.51 |0.880 0.03 0706 | 0.240
information you are searching 2005 129 | 3.43 |0.891 ' ' '
3-To answer comprehension 2004 | 135 | 3.25 |0.960 0.07 0634 | 0263
questions related to a text 2005 129 3.18 |0.922 ' ' '
. 2004 135 | 2.84 |0.971
4-To summarize a text -0.18 1.495 0.068
2005 129 | 3.02 |0.968
5-To read different texts to shape 2004 | 135 | 241 |1.039 030 | 2287 | 0011*
your own opinions about a subject 2005 129 | 2.71 |1.078 ' ' '
_ - 2004 | 135 |2.20 |1.035
6-To read a text with a critical eye -0.43 3.249 | 0.000*
2005 129 | 2.63 |1.104
7-To express the ideas in a text in 2004 | 135 | 3.05 |1.067 006 | 043t | 0333
your own words 2005 | 129 |3.11 |1.070
8-To guess the meanings of unknown | 2004 | 135 | 3.33 |1.050 010 | 0833 | 0202
words without using a dictionary 2005 129 | 3.43 | 1.060 ' ' '
9-To understand the questions in the |2004 | 135 | 3.47 |1.028 011 | o863 | 0194
exams 2005 | 129 | 3.36 |1.044
10-To understand the instructions in | 2004 | 135 | 3.40 | 0.964 002 | 0151 | 0440
the exams or assignments 2005 129 | 3.42 |1.036 ' ' '
11-To read the texts such as 2004 | 135 |3.31 |1.075 011 0849 | 0.198
textbooks or course notes 2005 129 | 320 |1.018 ' ' '
12-To read journals on your subject |2004 | 135 | 2.13 |1.078 014 | 1o4s | o147
area 2005 | 129 | 2.27 |1.059
13-To read articles on your subject | 2004 | 135 | 1.89 |0.990 019 | 1530 | 0063
area 2005 | 129 | 2.08 |1.013

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;

MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05
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As seen in Table 4.22, one-tailed t-tests revealed that only two of the differences
mentioned above were significant. The students perceived that their needs “to read
different texts to shape their own opinions” (Item 5) and “to read a text with critical
eye” (Item 6) were met better by the renewed curriculum. Actually this was an expected
result for the activity of critical reading, because the goal “to help learners to develop as
critical readers” was explicitly stated for reading course in the renewed curriculum (in
2003-2004 academic year) with its objectives to achieve this goal. Therefore, the
students’ increased positive reactions to the activity may refer that the program was
successful in putting this goal into practice.

The reason as to why there was a significant increase in reading different texts to
shape their own opinions (Item 5), were discussed with the reading coordinators at Prep
Program. They stated that although they did not have any activities to develop this skill
specifically, the textbook they use, the Active series, offers at least two different texts
with different points of views for a given topic. For instance, for the topic of chocolate,
there were two different texts; one about the history of chocolate, and one about the
kinds of chocolate. Different texts on a topic might have helped students perform the
activity of reading different texts to shape their own opinions better.

Table 4.23 presents the rank order of the mean values for the extent to which

students’ reading needs were met for the two years.
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Table 4.23. The Extent to Which the Students’ Reading Needs are Met Ranked by

Means
READING (c)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp | 'tem Items M | sD
No No
To scan a text to find out To read a text quickly to
2 | the information you are 3510880 1 guickly 3.50 | 0.885
: understand the main idea
searching
To scan a text to find out
g | Tounderstand the 347|1.028| 2 |theinformationyouare |3.43 | 0.891
questions in the exams .
searching
. To guess the meanings of
y | Toreadatextquicklyto 4 4169191 g | ynknown words without | 3.43 | 1.060
understand the main idea . e
using a dictionary
To understand the To understand the
10 instructions in the exams | 3.40 | 0.964 10 |instructions in the exams | 3.42 | 1.036
or assignments or assignments
To guess the meanings of
8 unknown words without 3.33 | 1.050 9 To ur!dersgand the 3.36 | 1.044
. L questions in the exams
using a dictionary
11 To read the texts such as 331 10751 11 To read the texts such as 320 | 1.018
textbooks or course notes textbooks or course notes
3 To answer comprehension 395 | 0.950 3 To answer comprehension 318 | 0.922
questions related to a text questions related to a text
To express the ideas in a To express the ideas in a
! text in your own words 3.05 | 1.067 ! text in your own words 3.11)1.070
4 To summarize a text 2.8410.971 4 To summarize a text 3.02 | 0.968
To read different texts to To read different texts to
5 shape your own opinions | 2.41 | 1.039 5 | shape your own opinions | 2.71 | 1.078
about a subject about a subject
6 Tc_) _read a text with a 2920 | 1.035 6 Tq _read a text with a 263 | 1.104
critical eye critical eye
To read journals on your To read journals on your
12 subject area 213 1.0781 12 subject area 2.27 | 1.059
13 To read articles on your 1890990l 13 To read articles on your 208 | 1.013
subject area subject area
Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;

n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

As seen in Table 4.23, in 2004 “scanning a text” (Item 2: M=3.51) was the first

activity that was taught best by the old curriculum and it was followed by the activities

“to understand the questions in the exams” (Item 9: M=3.47), “to read a text quickly to
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understand the main idea” (Item 1. M=3.43), “to understand the instructions in the
exams or assignments” (Item 10: M=3.40) and “to guess the meanings of unknown
words without using a dictionary” (Item 8: M=3.33).

On the other hand, in 2005 “to read a text quickly to understand the main idea”
(Iltem 1: M=3.50) was the first activity in which the renewed curriculum was most
helpful, and this activity is followed by “to scan a text” (Item 2: M=3.43), “to guess the
meanings of unknown words without using a dictionary” (Item 8: M=3.43), “to
understand the instructions in the exams or assignments” (Item 10: M=3.42) and “to
understand the questions in the exams” (Item 9: M=).

The other activities were ranked in the same order by the students in both years
in terms of the degree of meeting their needs related to those activities. The two
activities that the two curricula were least helpful to perform in content courses were
reading “journals” and “articles” in their subject area. This result was also supported in
the open-ended part of the questionnaire. Most of the students who answered this part
stated that the Prep Program was quite successful in teaching general English. However,
they added that they learned nothing related to the English that they would need in their
departments; and therefore, according to those students, the program did not meet their

needs in terms of technical English.

4.3.3. The Extent to Which the Students’ Listening Needs Are Met

Table 4.24 presents the extent to which the students’ listening needs are met
depending on the students’ perceptions. The results for 2004 reflects the students’
perceptions on the old curriculum and the results for 2005 reflects the students’

perceptions on the renewed curriculum.
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Table 4.24. The Extent to Which the Students’ Listening Needs are Met

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
— [<5)
LISTENING = = == =
— = > - = > <]
£+3 5 2-9573 5 -3
z 3 & [=2 > I g
Items % % % % % %
1-To understand the lecture 22.2 28.1 49.6 20.9 35.7 43.5

2-To take notes while listening to the lecture 38.6 25.9 35.5 40.3 31.8 27.9

3-To understand the instructions given by the 29 9 230 548 20.2 372 126

teacher

4-To communicate with your classmates 29.6 29.6 40.8 31.0 31.0 38.0
5-To understand class discussions 20.0 31.9 48.1 23.3 37.2 39.5
6-To understand class presentations 26.7 33.3 40.0 22.5 35.7 41.8

7-To understand a cassette on a specific topic | 49.7 215 28.8 50.4 26.4 23.3

8-To under_stand the audio-visual media such 526 215 259 481 295 295
as TV or video about the lesson
Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; %=percent of subjects

The results for 2004 show that while 22.2% of the students stated that that their
needs to understand the lecture were not met at all or met very little, 28.1% of them
stated that their needs to perform this activity in English were partly met. On the other
hand, almost half of the students (49.6%) perceived that their needs to understand the
lecture were well/very well met by the old curriculum.

For the second item, 38.6% of the students stated that their needs to take notes
were not met at all or met very little, 25.9% of them stated their needs concerning the
same activity were partly met. On the other hand, 35.5% of them stated that their needs
to perform the same activity in English were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

Next, 22.2% of them chose not at all/very well options to state their perceptions
on the old curriculum for the need *“to understand the instructions given by the teacher”,
23.0% of them chose partly option for this activity, and more than half of them (54.8%)
chose well/very well options to state their perceptions on the same activity.

The students’ needs concerning the fourth item, “to communicate with your
classmates”, were not met or met very little by the old curriculum according to 29.6% of
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the students. 29.6% stated their needs to communicate with their classmates were partly
met, and 40.8% of them stated their needs to perform this activity were met well/very
well by the old curriculum.

Students’ response to what extent their needs to understand class discussions
were met by the old curriculum show that 20.0% of the students chose not at all/very
little, 31.9% chose partly, and 48.1% of the students chose well/very well options to
express their perceptions.

For the next item (Item 6), while 26.7% of the students perceived that their
needs to understand class presentations were not met at all or met very little by the old
curriculum, 33.3% of them stated that their needs to understand class presentations were
partly met. On the other hand, 40.0% stated that their needs to perform this activity
were met well/very well by the old curriculum.

For item 7, almost half of the students (49.7%) chose not at all/very little, 21.5%
of them chose partly, and 28.8% of them chose well/very well to express the extent to
which their needs to understand a cassette on a specific topic were met by the old
curriculum.

Lastly, almost half of the students (52.6%) stated that their needs to understand
audio-visual media were not met at all or met very little by the old curriculum, 21.5% of
them stated that their needs for the same activity were partly met, and almost a quarter
of them (25.9%) stated their needs to perform the same activity were met well/very well
by the old curriculum.

The same table (Table 4.24) presents the first year students’ perceptions on the
renewed curriculum as well. As seen in table, while 20.9% of the students perceived
that their listening needs to understand the lecture were not met at all or met very little
by the renewed curriculum, 35.7% of them stated that their needs for the same activity
were partly met. On the other hand, 43.5% of them perceived that their listening needs
to perform this activity were met well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

When the distribution of percentages for the need to take notes is examined, the
students’ perceptions were more negative. While 40.3% of the students chose the
options of not at all/very little, 31.8% of them chose partly, and 27.9% of them chose

well/very well.
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For the next activity, “to understand the instructions given by the teacher” (Item
3), 20.2% of the students chose not at all/very little options. 37.2% of them chose partly
and 42.6% of them chose well/very well concerning this activity.

For item 4, a similar distribution of responses is observed. 31.0% of the students
marked not at all/very little, 31.0% of them marked partly, and 38.0% of them marked
more positive options of well/very well.

Students’ response to what extent their needs to understand class discussions
were met by the renewed curriculum show that almost a quarter of the students (23.3%)
chose not at all/very little, 37.2% chose partly, and 39.5% of the students chose
well/very well options to express their perceptions.

The students’ listening needs to understand class presentations were not met or
met very little by the old curriculum according to 22.5% of the students. 35.7% of them
stated that their needs to understand class presentations were partly met, and 41.8% of
them, on the other hand, stated that their needs concerning the same activity were met
well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

The results for item 7 show that while almost half of the students (50.4%)
perceived that their listening needs to understand a cassette on a specific topic were not
met at all or met very little by the renewed curriculum. 26.4% of them stated that their
needs for the same activity were partly met. On the other hand, almost a quarter of them
(23.3%) perceived that their listening needs to perform this activity were met well/very
well by the renewed curriculum.

Finally, for the last activity (Item 8), almost half of them (48.1%) stated that
their needs to understand the audio-visual media were not met at all or met very little by
the renewed curriculum. 29.5% of them stated that their needs to understand the audio-
visual media were partly met. 22.5% of them, on the other hand, stated that their needs
to perform this activity were met well/very well by the renewed curriculum.

When the means for the extent to which the students listening needs were met by
the old and renewed curriculum are compared, there seems to be a decrease in the extent
of meeting the students’ listening needs in 6 of the 8 listening activities in 2005 when
compared to 2004 as shown in Table 4.25. These are, to understand the lecture (Item 1),
to take notes (Item 2), to understand the instructions given by the teacher (Item 3), to

communicate with your classmates (Item 4), to understand class discussions (ltem 5)
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and to understand a cassette on a specific topic (Item 7). On the other hand, the renewed
curriculum was better in meeting the needs concerning 2 of the 8 activities. These are,
to understand class presentations (Item 6) and to understand the audio-visual media
(Item 8).

To determine whether there were significant differences in the extent of meeting
the students’ needs between the old and renewed curriculum, the mean values for each

item were compared using one-tailed t-tests. The results are shown in Table 4.25.

Table 4.25. Comparison of the Two Groups in Terms of the Extent to Which the
Students’ Listening Needs are Met

Listening Mean
ltems (c) Years n M SD Diff. t p
2004 135 | 3.29 |1.021
1-To understand the lecture 0.02 0.145 0.442

2005 129 | 3.27 |0.950

2-To take notes while listening to the ~ [2004 | 135 | 2.90 | 1.205

0.10 0.688 0.245

lecture 2005 129 | 2.80 |1.100
- i i i 2004 135 | 3.35 |0.972
g Tt(r)1 u?derﬁtand the instructions given 0.09 0.792 0.214
y the teacher 2005 129 | 3.26 |0.921
) ) 2004 135 | 3.15 |1.136
4-To communicate with your classmates 0.15 1.025 0.153

2005 129 | 3.00 |1.212

2004 135 | 3.33 |1.044
5-To understand class discussions 0.15 1.146 0.126
2005 129 | 3.19 | 1.044

. 2004 135 | 3.13 | 1.091
6-To understand class presentations -0.09 0.670 0.251

2005 129 | 3.22 |0.927

7-To understand a cassette on a specific [2004 | 135 | 2.70 | 1.122

. 0.12 0.858 0.195
topic 2005 129 | 2.58 |1.051

8-To understand the audio-visual media | 2004 135 | 2.56 | 1.213

. -0.01 0.020 0.492
such as TV or video about the lesson 2005 129 257 [1.138

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05
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As seen in Table 4.25 there were no significant differences between the old and
renewed curriculum in terms of the extent to which the students’ listening needs are met
according to the students perceptions.

Although there were no significant differences between the two curricula in
terms of meeting students’ needs, there were some differences in the rank order of the

extent to which the students’ listening needs were met as seen in Table 4.26.

Table 4.26. The Extent to Which the Students’ Listening Needs are Met Ranked by

Means
LISTENING (c)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp |'tem Items M | sD
No No
To understand the
3 | instructions given by the | 3.35 | 0.972 | 1 |To understand the lecture | 3.27 | 0.950
teacher
To understand class To understand the
5 di : 3.33 | 1.044 ] 3 [instructions given by the 3.26 | 0.921
iscussions
teacher
1 To understand the 399 | 1.021 6 To under_stand class 399 | 0.927
lecture presentations
4 To communicate with 315 | 1136 | 5 T_o und(_erstand class 319 | 1.044
your classmates discussions
To understand class To communicate with your
6 presentations 313110911 4 classmates 300 | 1212
2 'I_'o tal_<e notes while 290 | 1.205 2 'I_'o tal_<e notes while 280 | 1.100
listening to the lecture listening to the lecture
7 To unders_tz_md a_cassette 270 | 1122 | 7 To uanrstam_j a cassette on 258 | 1.051
on a specific topic a specific topic
To understand the audio- To understand the audio-
8 |visual mediasuchas TV | 256 | 1.213 | 8 |visual mediasuchas TV or | 2.57 | 1.138
or video about the lesson video about the lesson

Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

In 2004, the students perceived that their needs to understand the instructions
given by the teacher (Item 3: M=3.35) were met best by the old curriculum; and the
activities to understand class discussions (Item 5: M=3.33), to understand the lecture

(Item 1: M=3.29) and to communicate with your classmates (Iltem 4. M=3.15) followed
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this activity. To understand class presentations (Iltem 6: M=3.13) was the fifth activity in
the rank order.

The renewed curriculum met the needs “to understand the lecture” (Item 1:
M=3.27) best. “To understand the instructions given by the teacher” (Item 3: M=3.26)
and “to understand class presentations” (Item 6: M=3.22) followed this activity as being
in the second and third order. The needs to understand class discussions (Item 5:
M=3.19) and to communicate with your classmates (Item 4: M=3.00) followed these
activities.

To take notes while listening to the lecture (Item 2: M=2.90 for 2004 and
M=2.80 for 2005) to understand a cassette on a specific topic (Item 7: M=2.70 for 2004
and M=2.58 for 2005) and to understand the audio-visual media (Item 8: M=2.56 for
2004 and M=2.57 for 2005) were the needs that were met the least by the two curricula.
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The students’ responses “to what extent did the Prep Program meet your writing

needs?” are shown in Table 4.27.

Table 4.27. The Extent to Which the Students’ Writing Needs are Met

2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
— @ — D
WRITING < E =lc = =
5.5 2 |2 E=.3 &2 |= E
= o — ren - o — ren >
S 32 & |2§)2 3| £ |75
> >
Items % % % % % %
3-T_o answer the open-ended questions 293 356 423 295 341 365
uring the exams
2-To write essays 32.6 35.6 31.8 36.4 30.2 33.3
3-To ertg reports of the data collected 526 o4 4 229 419 357 225
for an assignment
4-To write research papers 71.1 17.0 11.8 67.4 20.9 11.6
5-To write critical evaluation of a text 64.4 22.2 13.3 53.5 33.3 13.2
6?T0 Wr[te the subject the teacher 378 3.7 385 36.4 310 206
dictates in a lesson
7-To write the report of an experiment 71.8 15.6 12.6 74.4 155 10.1
8-To write letters (formal, business, etc.) | 19.3 29.6 51.2 30.2 41.9 27.9
9-To write CV 20.0 31.1 48.9 56.6 23.3 20.1
10-To write e-mail 18.5 32.6 48.9 53.5 26.4 20.2
11—Tq fill in forms (application, 304 363 333 527 279 19.4
guestionnaire, etc.)

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; %=percent of subjects

When the distribution of the responses in 2004 for each item are examined, for

the first item 22.3% of the students perceived that the old curriculum did not meet their

writing needs to answer the open-ended exam questions at all or met very little. 35.6%

of them stated that their writing needs to answer the open-ended exam questions were

partly met. On the other hand, 42.3% of them stated that their needs concerning this

activity were met well/very well by the old curriculum.
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For item 2, “to write essays” the percentage of positive and negative responses
were close, that is 32.6% of the students chose not at all/very little, 35.6% of them
chose partly, and 31.8% of them chose well/very well options related to this activity.

Next, for the writing need to write reports of the data collected for an assignment
(Item 3) almost half of them (52.6%) chose not at all or very little. 24.4% of them stated
that the old curriculum partly met their needs concerning the same item. On the other
hand, 22.9% of the students stated that the old curriculum met their needs to perform
this activity well/very well.

For item 4, the majority of the students (71.1%) stated that their writing needs to
write research papers were not met at all or met very little by the old curriculum. 17.0%
of them, on the other hand, stated that their needs concerning the same activity were
partly met. Only 11.8% of them stated that their needs to perform this activity were met
well/very well by the old curriculum.

The students’ needs to write critical evaluation of a text were not met at all or
met very little according to 64.4% of the students. 22.2% of them chose partly and only
13.3% of them chose well/very well options concerning the same activity.

For the next item (Item 6) percentages of two negative (not at all/very little) and
positive options (well/very well) were quite close. That is, 37.8% of the participants
chose not at all/very little, 23.7% of them chose partly, and 38.5% of them chose
well/very well options for this activity.

For the following item (Item 7) more students preferred negative options than
positive ones. Majority of the subjects (71.8%) preferred not at all/very little, 15.6% of
them, on the other hand, chose partly, and 12.6% of them chose well/very well
concerning the same activity.

For item 8, 19.3% of the students perceived that the old curriculum did not meet
their needs to write letters at all or met very little. 29.6% of them perceived that their
needs to write letters were partly met by the old curriculum. Almost half of the students
(51.2%) stated that the old curriculum met their needs to perform the same activity well
or very well.

Students’ response to what extent their needs to write CV were met by the old

curriculum show that 20.0% of the students chose not at all/very little, 31.1% chose
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partly, and 48.9% of the students chose well/very well options to express their
perceptions.

For item 10, 18.5% of the students stated that their needs to write e-mail were
not met at all or met very little by the old curriculum. 32.6% of them reported that their
needs to write e-mail were partly met. Almost half of them (48.9%), on the other hand,
stated that their needs concerning this activity were met well/very well by the old
curriculum.

Finally, for the last item in the list, again the percentage of positive and negative
responses were close, that is 33.3% of the students chose well/very well, 36.3% of them
chose partly, and 30.4% of them chose not at all/very little options for the need to fill in
forms.

The students’ perceptions on the renewed curriculum are also presented in Table
4.27. As seen in this table, 29.5% of them perceived that their needs to answer the open-
ended exam questions were not met at all or met very little. 34.1% of them perceived
that their needs to perform the same activity were partly met, and 36.5% perceived that
their needs to perform this activity were well/very well met by the renewed curriculum.

Next, 36.4% of the students agreed that their needs to write essays were not met
or met very little by the renewed curriculum. 30.2% of them, on the other hand, stated
that their needs to write essays were partly met by the renewed curriculum, and close
number of students (33.3%) disagreed with this group and chose well/very well options.

For the next item (Item 3), 41.9% of them perceived that their needs to write
reports of the data collected for an assignment were not met at all or met very little.
35.7% of them stated that their needs to perform the same activity were partly met, and
22.5% of them perceived that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very
well by the renewed curriculum

For the next item (Item 4), majority of the subjects (67.4%) perceived that their
needs to write research papers were not met at all or met very little. 20.9% of them
stated that their needs concerning the same activity were partly met, and only 11.6% of
them perceived that their needs to perform this activity were met well/very well by the
renewed curriculum.

For the following activity (Item 5) almost half of the students (53.5%) chose not
at all/very little to state their perceptions. On the other hand, 33.3% of them chose partly
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option concerning activity 5. The percentages of the students who preferred well/very
well were quite low (13.2%).

The students’ needs to write a subject that the teacher dictates were not met at all
or met very little according to 36.4% of the students. 31.0% of them chose partly, and
32.6% of them chose well/very well options concerning the same activity.

For the next item, which is “to write an experiment report”, majority of the
students (74.4%) chose not at all/very little. Only 15.5% of them chose partly and
10.1% of them chose well/very well for the same activity.

For item 8, 30.2% of the students marked not at all/very little, 41.9% of the
marked partly, and 27.9% of them marked positive options of well/very well.

Students’ response to what extent their needs to write CV were met by the
renewed curriculum show that 56.6% of the students chose not at all/very little, 23.3%
chose partly, and 20.1% of the students chose well/very well options to express their
perceptions.

For item 10, while 53.5% of the students stated that their needs to write e-mail
were not met at all or met very little by the renewed curriculum, almost a quarter of
them (26.4%) perceived that they were partly prepared to perform this activity. 20.2%
of them, on the other hand, stated that they were prepared well/very well at Prep School
to perform this activity in English

For the last activity (Item 11), almost half of the students (52.7%) stated that
their needs to fill in forms were not met at all or met very little by the renewed
curriculum, 27.9% of the stated their needs to perform this activity were partly met, and
19.4% of them stated their needs were met well/very well concerning this activity.

When the answers of the two groups were compared, the writing needs for 4 of
the 11 activities were met slightly better by the renewed curriculum as shown in Table
4.28. The students perceived that their needs to write reports of the data collected for an
assignment (Item 3), to write research papers (Iltem 4), to write critical evaluation of a
text (Item 5) and to write the report of an experiment (Item 7) were met better by the
renewed curriculum.

On the other hand, the renewed curriculum was not as good as meeting the
students” writing needs in 7 of the 11 activities. These are, to answer the open-ended

questions during the exams (Item 1), to write essays (Item 2), to write the subject the
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teacher dictates in a lesson (Item 6), to write letters (Item 8), to write CV (Item 9), to
write e-mail (Item 10) and to fill in forms (Item 11).

To determine whether there were significant differences in the extent to which
the students’ writing needs are met by the old and renewed curriculum, the mean values
for each item were compared using one-tailed t-tests. The results are presented in Table
4.28.

Table 4.28. Comparison of the Two Groups in Terms of the Extent to Which the
Students’ Writing Needs are Met

Writing Mean

Year n M SD : t
Items (c) > Diff. P
- - 2004 135 | 3.20 |1.006
1-To answer t_he open-ended 0.12 0.968 0.167
questions during the exams 2005 129 | 3.08 | 1.050

. 2004 135 | 2.97 | 1.099
2-To write essays 0.06 0.409 0.341
2005 129 | 291 |1111

3-To write reports of the data 2004 | 135 | 2.56 | 1.163

. -0.14 | 1.005 0.158
collected for an assignment 2005 129 | 2.70 |1.012

. 2004 135 | 2.04 |1.116
4-To write research papers -0.10 | 0.791 0.214
2005 129 | 2.14 | 0.982

5-To write critical evaluation of a | 2004 135 | 2.16 | 1.139

-0.26 | 1.948 0.026*
text 2005 129 | 2.42 |1.051

6-To write the subject the teacher ~ [2004 | 135 | 2.92 |1.216

0.01 | 0.026 0.486

dictates in a lesson 2005 129 | 2.91 [1.139

_ i 2004 135 1.84 [1.119
7-To \_ertetthe report of an 003 | 0173 0.431
EXperimen 2005 129 | 1.87 |1.107

8-To write letters (formal, business, |2004 | 135 |3.39 |1.037

. 0.45 | 3.397 | 0.000*
etc.) 2005 129 | 2.94 |1.102

. 2004 135 | 3.40 |1.128
9-To write CV 1.07 7.527 0.000*

2005 129 | 2.33 |1.175

) ) 2004 135 | 3.40 | 1.080
10-To write e-mail 1.06 7.404 0.000*

2005 129 | 2.34 |1.234

11-To fill in forms (application, 2004 | 135 | 3.03 |1.184
questionnaire, etC) 2005 129 2.49 |1.173

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05

0.54 3.729 0.000*
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As seen in Table 4.28, one-tailed t-tests revealed that there were significant
differences in meeting the students’ needs in 5 of the 11 writing activities in the two
curricula. The students perceived that the renewed curriculum was significantly better in
meeting the students’ writing needs “to write critical evaluation of a text” (Item 5).
Actually this was an expected result for this activity, because, as in the reading course,
the goal “to help learners to demonstrate critical thinking skills” was explicitly stated
for writing course in the renewed curriculum with its objectives to achieve this goal.
Therefore, the students’ increased positive reactions to this activity may refer that the
program was successful in putting this goal into practice.

However, for the last four items, namely for the activities to write “letters” (Item
8), “CV” (Item 9), “e-mail” (Item 10) and “to fill in forms” (Item 11) the students
perceived that the old curriculum was significantly better in meeting those needs. The
discussions with the coordinator of writing course at Prep Program revealed that these
non-academic skills did not take part in the writing syllabi. Furthermore, the results of
the students’ needs show that they do not need these skills (see Table 4.14). This might
be the reason for these significant differences.

Table 4.29 shows rank order of the mean values for the activities related to

writing skills.
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Table 4.29. The Extent to Which the Students’ Writing Needs are Met Ranked by

Means
WRITING (c)
2004 (n=135) 2005 (n=129)
Item Items M | sp | 'tem Items M | sD
No No
To answer the open-ended
9 To write CV 340 1.128 1 | questions during the 3.08 | 1.050
exams
10 | To write e-mail 340 1.080| 8 go write letters (formal, | 5 g | 4 109
usiness, etc.)
g | Towriteletters (formal, | 44919 037] 2 | Towrite essays 201 | 1.111
business, etc.)
To answer the open-ended . .
. : To write the subject the
1 questions during the 3.20 | 1.006 6 teacher dictates in a lesson 291 | 1.139
exams
To fill in forms To write reports of the
11 | (application, 3.03 | 1.184 3 | data collected for an 2.70 | 1.012
questionnaire, etc.) assignment

To fill in forms
2 To write essays 297 [ 1.099] 11 | (application, 2.49 | 1.173
questionnaire, etc.)

To write the subject the To write critical

6 teacher dictates in a lesson 292 1.216 S evaluation of a text 2.42 1 1.051
To write reports of the

3 data collected for an 256 [ 1.163| 10 | To write e-mail 2.34 | 1.234
assignment

5 | Towrite critical 216 (1139 9 |Towritecv 233 |1.175

evaluation of a text

4 To write research papers | 2.04 | 1.116 ] 4 To write research papers | 2.14 | 0.982

To write the report of an To write the report of an
experiment experiment

Note: 2004= First Year Students in 2004; 2005=First Year Students in 2005;
n=Number of Participant Groups; M=Mean; SD=Standard Deviation;
No=Number of the items

184 | 1119} 7 1.87 | 1.107

As seen in Table 4.29, students perceived that “to write CV” (Item 9: M=3.40)
was the activity that was taught best by the old curriculum. Next, their needs to write
“e-mail” (Item 10: M=3.40) and “letters” (Item 8: M=3.39) were met in the second and
third rank order respectively by the old curriculum. “To answer open-ended exam
questions” (Item 1: M=3.20) were in the fourth order among the writing activities. To
fill in forms (Item 11: M=3.03) and to write essays (Iltem 2: M=2.97) followed these
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activities. The seventh activity was to write the subject that the teacher dictates (Item 6:
M=2.92) and the eighth activity was to write reports of the data collected for an
assignment (Item 3: M=2.56). To write critical evaluation of a text (Item 5. M=2.16)
was the ninth activity in the rank order.

The renewed curriculum met the need “to answer open-ended exam questions”
(Item 1: M=3.08) in the first order and to write “letters” (Item 8: M=2.94) and “essays”
(Item 2: M=2.91) followed this activity. To write the subject that the teacher dictates
(Item 6: M=2.91), to write reports of the data collected for an assignment (Item 3:
M=2.70) and to fill in forms (Item 11: M=2.49) were in the fourth, fifth and sixth
activities in the rank order. The seventh activity was to write critical evaluation of a text
(Item 5: M=2.42) and the eighth activity was to write e-mail (Item 10: M=2.34). To
write CV (Item 9: M=2.33) was the ninth activity in Table 4.29.

Both groups agreed that the writing needs “to write research papers” (Iltem 4:
M=2.04 for 2004 and M=2.14 for 2005), and “to write the report of an experiment”
(Item 7: M=1.84 for 2004 and M=1.87 for 2005) were met the least by the old and

renewed curriculum.
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4.4. Summary of the Results for the Extent to Which the Students’

Language Needs Are Met

When the extent to which students’ language needs are met by both the old and

renewed curriculum are compared, renewed curriculum seems to meet students’ needs

better as the means of the renewed curriculum tend to be higher. Significant differences

between the two curricula also suggest that renewed curriculum meets students’ needs

better in some activities in some skills. The significant differences between the two

curricula are presented in Table 4.30.

Table 4.30. Comparison of the Two Groups in Terms of the Extent to Which the

Students’ Language Needs are Met

Mean
Items Years n M SD Diff. t p
. 2004 135 | 2.12 | 1.127
o | 3-To make a presentation -0.49 | 3.660 | 0.000*
Z 2005 129 | 2.61 |1.063
%
< ; ; 2004 135 | 1.90 | 0.916
w 6-To conduct interviews for 2022 | 1801 | 0.036%
| research purposes 2005 | 129 | 2.12 |1.065
5-To read different texts to 2004 | 135 | 2.41 |1.039
¢ | shape your own opinions about -0.30 | 2.287 | 0.011*
Z| a Subject 2005 129 2.71 11.078
[a)
<| @ i iti 2004 135 | 2.20 | 1.035
i 6-To read a text with a critical 043 | 3249 | 0.000%
eye 2005 | 129 | 2.63 |1.104
5-To write critical evaluation of | 2004 | 135 | 2.16 | 1.139 026 | 1948 | 0.026*
atext 2005 | 129 | 2.42 |1.051
8-To write letters (formal, 2004 | 135 | 3.39 |1.037 045 | 3397 | 0.000%
business, etc.) 2005 | 129 |2.94 [1.102
S _ 2004 | 135 | 3.40 |1.128
=1| 9-To write CV 1.07 7.527 | 0.000*
o 2005 129 | 2.33 |1.175
=
) ) 2004 | 135 | 3.40 |1.080
10-To write e-mail 1.06 7.404 | 0.000*
2005 | 129 | 2.34 |1.234
11-To fill in forms (application, | 2004 | 135 | 3.03 | 1.184 0.54 3729 | 0.000*
questionnaire, etc.) 2005 | 129 | 249 [1173 | ' '

Note: 2004= first year students in 2004; 2005=first year students in 2005;
n=number of participant groups; M=mean; SD=Standard Deviation;

MD=Mean Difference; t=t-test value *p <.05

As seen in Table 4.30, the renewed curriculum met the students’ language needs

in 2 of the 7 speaking activities (Item 3 and 6), in 2 of the 13 reading activities (Iltem 5
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and 6), and in 1 of the 11 writing activities (Iltem 5) better. Although the renewed
curriculum does not seem to meet the students writing needs to perform 4 of the 13
activities (Item 8, 9, 10, and 11), this was an expected result as these activities were not
included in the objectives of the renewed curriculum. As seen in the table, there were no
significant differences between the two curricula in terms of meeting any of the
listening needs. This may be because in the renewed curriculum the listening course
was integrated with the speaking course. Thus, the students may not have perceived the
listening activities as separate activities and this may have affected the results.

When all of the items are examined, besides the significant differences, the
renewed curriculum tended to meet the students’ language needs slightly better. This
may suggest that although it was the first year of the renewal process, there seems to be
a development.

In summary, there seems to be increase in meeting students’ language needs

although their need to use English seems to have decreased.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

5.1. Summary of the Study

The present study was conducted at five English-medium departments at
Anadolu University to investigate the effects of curriculum renewal project, by
comparing the two curricula (one implemented through 2002-2003 year: the old
curriculum, and the other implemented through 2003-2004 year during the curriculum
renewal project: the renewed curriculum) based on the students’ perceptions. For the
evaluation, the main criterion was the perceived language needs of the students to
follow the English-medium content courses in their departments. Thus, first, the
language needs of the students attending English-medium content courses were
determined, then the two curricula were compared to determine which curricula met
these students’ language needs better.

The study is conducted to seek answers to the following questions:

1. What were the language needs of the students in their English-medium
content courses in each year (2004 and 2005)?

2. According to the students, to what extent their language needs were met by
the two preparatory school curricula (the old curriculum and the renewed curriculum)?

3. Are there any differences between the old and renewed curriculum in meeting
the students’ language needs?

The participants of the study were 135 first year students at five English-medium
departments in 2004, and 129 first year students at the same departments in 2005.

Although the main aim was to investigate if there were any differences between
the old and renewed curriculum in terms of the degree of meeting the students’
language needs, to answer this question a needs analysis was conducted with the
participation of first year students in 2004 and 2005. There are some important findings
related to the language activities assigned priorities by the students to survive in
English-medium content courses. The results show that the language needs of the
students in the two groups are different. Priority in language needs is determined as

follows.
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On a five point scale, the mean value of “3” representing “sometimes” is at the
mid point. Thus, if the mean value “3” is considered as a cut point and if the activities
reported to be needed sometimes, usually or always, then those activities are considered
to be assigned priority by the students, and these needs should be included in the Prep
Program Curriculum.

When the mean value of “3” is taken as a cut point, in both years, the students
assigned priority to none of the speaking needs. In terms of reading skills, there were 8
out of 13 reading activities assigned priority by the first year students in 2004. These

activities were:

e To understand the questions in the exams

e To understand the instructions in the exams or assignments

e To read the texts such as textbooks or course notes

e To scan a text to find out the information you are searching

e Toread a text quickly to understand the main idea

e To guess the meanings of unknown words without using a dictionary
e To answer comprehension questions related to a text

e To express the ideas in a text in your own words.

In 2005, 6 out of 13 reading activities were assigned priority by the first year

students. These activities were as follows:

e To understand the questions in the exams

e To understand the instructions in the exams or assignments
e To read the texts such as textbooks or course notes

e To scan a text to find out the information you are searching
e To read a text quickly to understand the main idea

e To guess the meanings of unknown words without using a dictionary.

In 2004, concerning the listening needs of the students in English-medium

content courses, the students assigned priority to the following activities:
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e To understand the lecture

e To understand the instruction given by the teacher
e To take notes while listening to the lecture

e To understand class presentations

e To understand class discussions.

In 2005, concerning listening activities, the students assigned priority to fewer
activities. There were 4 activities considered as relatively important. These activities

were:

e To understand the lecture
e To understand the instructions given by the teacher
e To take notes while listening to the lecture

e To understand class presentations.

In 2004 and 2005, the students stated how often they performed writing
activities in English in content courses. There were only two writing activities that were
relatively important to perform in English according to the first year students and both

groups agreed on these activities. These activities were:

e To answer the open-ended questions during the exams

e To write the subject the teacher dictates in a lesson.

Results of this evaluation study comparing the old and renewed curriculum
indicate a few significant findings. Concerning speaking activities, the renewed
curriculum was better in meeting the students’ speaking needs “to make a presentation”
and “to conduct interviews for research purposes”. Second, when the needs related to
reading activities were compared, the students perceived that their needs “to read
different texts to shape their own opinions” and “to read a text with critical eye” were
met better by the renewed curriculum. Next, comparing the results related to listening
needs show that there were no significant differences between the old and renewed

curriculum in terms of the degree of meeting the students’ listening needs according to



97

the students perceptions. As mentioned before, this may be because in the renewed
curriculum the listening course was integrated with the speaking course. Thus, the
students may not have perceived the listening activities as separate activities and this
may have affected the results.

Concerning writing needs, there were significant differences between two
curricula in terms of meeting the students’ needs. T-values revealed that the renewed
curriculum was significantly better in meeting the students’ writing need “to write
critical evaluation of a text”. However, for four items, “to write “letters”, “CV”, “e-
mail” and “to fill in forms”, the students perceived that the old curriculum was
significantly better in meeting those needs. This result was not surprising, because none

of these activities took place in the renewed curriculum.

5.2. Conclusion

The students’ responses in both years for all of the activities were placed
somewhere between “sometimes” and “usually” while expressing the frequency of
performing these activities in English in content courses. In other words, none of those
activities were placed between “usually” and *“always”, which indicates the highest
frequency level. This finding may suggest two possibilities. One possibility might be
that the teachers really did not require the students to perform these activities in content
courses, or as a second possibility, even though these courses were supposed to be
conducted fully in English, they were not conducted fully in English. The second
possibility is supported by some of the qualitative and quantitative data. During the
class observations, it was observed that most of the students tented to speak Turkish in
classes. Also, during the interview sessions, some of the students and teachers stated
that some of the teachers preferred Turkish in conducting their courses. Also, in the
studies conducted at Anadolu University by Saglam (2003) and Sahbaz (2005) some of
the content teachers participated in these studies mentioned about the use of Turkish.
With reference to speaking and listening skills, some of the content teachers participated
in the study stated that the students were sometimes allowed to use Turkish (Saglam,
2003). Also, when these teachers were asked the technigues they use when the students
have problems related to academic reading, they stated that they basically refer to

Turkish reference books that are parallel to the main textbook, or they clarify or
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summarize the important and/or unclear points in Turkish (Sahbaz, 2005). In this study,
the students were also asked to indicate how often they needed to perform these
language activities without considering the language. The reason was to determine if
these activities were performed at all regardless the language. The results showed higher
frequency levels in most of the items suggesting that the students performed these
activities either in Turkish or English. The lower frequency of performing these
activities also suggests that the activities are performed more frequently in Turkish.
However, this issue needs further investigation to determine the level of using native
language in English-medium content courses.

It is important to note here that these were activities assigned priority by only the
first year students. Including the second, third and fourth year students at these five
departments might change the results of the needs analysis as the needs to perform these
activities in English may increase in the later years.

In the study, the students were also asked to rate the extent of which language
needs was met by their respective Prep Program curriculum. The results showed that
there are some significant differences between the old and renewed curriculum. The
renewed curriculum was significantly better in meeting 5 of the 39 language needs. The
results then suggest that in meeting students’ needs, there were a few differences
between the old and renewed curriculum. Then the question of why renewing the
curriculum is necessary arises. The concept of “process” in curriculum development is
important. Since renewal is an ongoing process (Brown, 1995; Richards, 2003), it may
take time to observe the effects of a process. As Markee (2002) suggests “however well-
designed a program of change may appear on paper, implementing change will always
take longer than anticipated because change agents do not control how potential
adopters react to innovations”. When this study was initiated, renewed curriculum had
been implemented for one academic year. Furthermore, renewal should be gradual so
that teachers do not resist the chances. These may be reasons for not observing many
significant differences in each skill. Moreover, this study focused on the product of the
program, rather than on the process of the curriculum renewal. If the study had
investigated how the changes in the program were practiced, there might have been the
possible explanations for finding few significant differences. For example, investigating

the teachers and classroom procedures to see how those changes were reflected in the
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classrooms as Markee (2002) suggests might provide useful insights. As the
implementers of an innovation, the teachers are important factors in a renewal process.
For example, as one of the changes in the renewed curriculum, grammar courses started
to be taught in context. It is essential to find out the details about how this change had
been put into practice. In other words, the teachers were supposed to teach grammar in a
contextual way; however, it should be investigated whether the teachers really changed
grammar courses in this way or not.

Another reason for not observing many significant differences between the two
curricula might be related to the students’ academic needs. Majority of the students
reported in both open-ended part and interviews that the Prep Program was good
enough in meeting their needs for General English; however, they added that the
program was not helpful at all in meeting their needs for English for Academic
Purposes (EAP). They emphasized the importance of EAP and suggested integrating it
to the curriculum as an urgent need to survive in content courses. Since the renewed
curriculum did not provide any changes in terms of EAP, the students might have
perceived the renewed curriculum as the same as the old curriculum in terms of meeting
their needs since it focused only on developing students’ General English.

As mentioned by Johnson (1989:21) product approaches in evaluation can offer
an initial insight about the program in general; however, its results do not offer any
basis for solving the problems. Similarly, in this study, the finding that there are only a
few significant differences between the two curricula, does not offer the reasons and the
solutions to the problems. Nonetheless, it can provide the basis for further research

investigating the possible reasons of these few differences between the two curricula.

5.3. Implications of the Study

This study represents an initial evaluation study to compare the old and renewed
curriculum of the Anadolu University Prep Program in terms of meeting the students’
language needs.

Considering the literature and the results of this study on the comparison of the
old and renewed curriculum in terms of meeting language needs of the students, it is

reasonable to suggest that the curriculum planners in Prep Program helping students to
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survive at the English-medium content courses should consider/reconsider the planning,
implementation and evaluation stages of the curriculum renewal process.

Based on the results of this evaluation study, several suggestions may be
proposed in terms of the planning stage of the renewal process. Since curriculum
development is an ongoing process (Brown, 1995; Richards, 2003), in the process of
planning a better curriculum that responses the students’ needs, the needs reported by
the first year students in two years must not be ignored and must be kept in mind in the
renewal process. Goals and objectives must be revised according to the needs stated by
the students. Also, the other elements of the cycle, namely, testing, material
development and teaching should be revised by including the data obtained in this study
(Brown, 1995).

It should be noted that although there was no speaking needs assigned priority
by the first year students in 2004 and 2005, this issue needs further investigation. As
mentioned before, there may be several possibilities for this issue. First, the reason for
this could be, as observed by the researcher, because the students were allowed to speak
Turkish in classes. This may be because they were not proficient enough to speak in
English, or they might have felt more comfortable when speaking in Turkish, and/or the
teachers might have been allowing this to encourage their students to ask questions
without taking the language into account. In addition, in the open-ended part of the
questionnaire, many students complained that they could not develop their speaking
skills in the Prep Program and suggested emphasizing the speaking skills more in the
curriculum of the Prep Program. Second, considering the issue from the content
teachers’ point of view, some of the teachers have stated during the interview sessions
that they wanted to conduct their courses fully in English, but had some difficulties in
achieving this because of the proficiency levels of the students. Considering these
issues, it can be concluded that the low frequency levels in performing speaking
activities in English in content courses probably do not mean that these skills should
not be dealt within the curriculum. Instead, first the reasons of this low frequency level
should be determined, and if this is because of the students’ low proficiency levels as
some of the teachers suggested in the interviews, the necessary improvements should be

planned in the curriculum renewal process.
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On the other hand, at this point it is important to note one more time that the
main aim of this study was to compare the old and renewed curriculum. For this reason,
only first year students attending content courses were included in the study because
there were only first year students who were graduates of the Prep Program with the
renewed curriculum. Therefore, inclusion of second, third and fourth year students
might have changed the frequency and the order of frequency in performing the
language activities as their needs may have changed in the following years. Still, the
necessary skills to perform the language activities having priority in English should be
included in the curriculum renewal process.

Moreover, in planning stage, the participation of the content teachers and the
graduates of Prep Program may be helpful. Cooperation with these stakeholders might
provide useful insights on what to teach based on the requirements in the content
courses. For example, as mentioned before, both the content teachers and the students
suggested in interviews and in open-ended part that English for academic purposes was
needed to be successful at English-medium departments of Anadolu University. Most of
the first year students emphasized that the skills they had learned at Prep Program and
the skills required in content courses did not match at all. Therefore, they suggested
integration of EAP in the Prep Program curriculum. Although the feasibility of this
integration as well as the purpose of the Prep Program is arguable, curriculum planners
must take this need into account in the planning stage.

Second implication is related to the implementation stage of the curriculum
renewal process. Implementation is an important stage in innovations, and as the
implementers of the changes in curriculum the teachers are important factors. As
Pennington (1989) argues “the heart of every educational enterprise, the force driving
the whole enterprise towards its educational aims, is the teaching faculty”. A change in
the curriculum may cause the teacher to feel anxiety, or it may be controversial with
his/her beliefs (Karavas-Doukas, 1989) or he/she may feel pressured to apply the
change. As suggested in the literature, in this renewal project, the emphasis on teacher
development, teachers’ perceptions of the renewal project, their awareness on the needs
of the students and attitude clarification are all the issues determining the success of an

innovation.
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Another important critical area is managing good communication and regular
feedback during the process of implementation. This is a facilitating factor in
innovations. Teachers have their most specific and pressing problems and concerns at
the initial stages of implementation. Teachers must be given opportunities in different
settings to discuss the issues (Markee, 2002:174). Also, communication networks
between users and managers of the innovation are essential for teachers to solve their
problems (Karavas-Doukas, 1989).

In addition, the students’ perceptions, attitudes and motivation levels are the
issues that need to be dealt within the implementation stage. As one of the stakeholders,
all these issues related to the students are important in the success of putting the
innovation into practice. If they have negative attitudes toward the program, or if they
are not motivated enough, they might effect the success of the program.

Another implication is related to the evaluation of the renewal process. Like
curriculum renewal, the evaluation is also an ongoing process. In fact, it is not seen as a
stage, but as a necessary and integral part of each element and all stages (Johnson,
1989). It is crucial to evaluate each of the elements in a curriculum development
process. Further studies focusing on the evaluation of needs analysis, goals and
objectives, testing, materials and teaching would be helpful in identifying the strong and
weak points of these elements (Brown, 1989). Thus, necessary adjustments can be
planned to have a better curriculum.

The last implication is related to the English courses conducted at the
departments. Most of the students participated in the interview sessions and who
answered the open-ended part of the questionnaire stated that their language needs
related to their subject area did not meet at the Prep Program at all. Currently, Prep
Program provides students basic language skills with the courses designed to help
students develop general purpose language skills. It would not be a realistic goal for
Prep Program to develop the students language needs related to each subject area
because there are students from 49 different departments attending Prep Program.
Therefore, the needs of the students related to their subject areas should be supported at
the departments with Freshman English courses designed to help students develop

academic skills based on their subject areas.
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5.4. Suggestions for Further Studies

This study evaluated the curriculum depending on students’ perceptions focusing
on their needs. It was summative in nature and it was conducted with the participation
of the graduates of the program. Therefore, the focus of the evaluation was basically on
the product, and not on the process. Considering this, evaluation studies focusing more
on the process of the curriculum evaluation should be conducted in order to see the
weak and strong points of the implementation process. The focus for process evaluation
can be on any components of the curriculum. For example, materials, testing system, or
teaching process including the teachers, methods and students may be evaluated.

In addition, further research may need to investigate similar issues based on the
content teachers’ perceptions. The results might be compared with the present study;
and thus, a more complete picture may be obtained.

Further research might also evaluate the renewed curriculum with the
participation of current students of the Prep Program with a more formative purpose.

In addition, further research could evaluate the renewed curriculum with the
participation of current Prep School teachers and/or administrators because the teachers
are important factors as the implementers of the innovation. Also, a comparison can be
made to determine the differences and/or similarities between the perceptions of the
teachers and administrators on the curriculum renewal project.

Also, since the main aim of the present study was to compare the old curriculum
and renewed curriculum rather than conducting a detailed needs analysis, second, third
and fourth year students in content courses did not included in the study. Thus, further
studies may conduct a detailed needs analysis by including second, third and fourth
year students.

Finally, as it was mentioned before curriculum renewal is an ongoing process
and when this study was conducted it was the first year of the renewal process. Thus,
further studies are needed to evaluate this process and to help the curriculum planners

learn about the progress of the renewal project.
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APPENDICES
Appendix Al (Turkish Version of the Questionnaire)
ANKET FORMU
Degerli Ogrenci,
Bu anket formu Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiist, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi
Ana Bilim Dalinda ydrutalen bir tez calismasi icin veri toplama amaciyla

duzenlenmistir.

Bu galismanin amaci, hazirhk okulu programinin gelistirilmesine katki saglamaktir. Bu
kapsamda oncelikle, bolimlerinde ogretim dili Ingilizce olan 06grencilerin dil
ihtiyaclarinin neler oldugu ve bu ihtiyacglarin ne dlglide karsilandigi belirlenecektir. Bu

anket formu, soz konusu ihtiyaglarin belirlenmesinde kullanilan araglardan birisidir.

Formun ilk boltimi genel sorulara ayrilmistir. ikinci bolimdeki sorular ise Ingilizce

yurdtilen bolim derslerinizle ilgilidir.

Cevaplariniz sadece bu c¢alisma icin degerlendirilecek ve kesinlikle gizli kalacaktir.
Ayrica elde edilen veriler kisisel bazda degil, toplu olarak degerlendirilecektir. Bu

nedenle formalara isim yazmayiniz.

Sizden istenen anketi dikkatli bir bicimde okuyarak doldurmanizdir. Bu arastirmanin

amacina ulasmasi sizin vereceginiz yanitlarin dogru ve icten olmasina baghdir.

Anketi yanitlayip geri vererek arastirmaya saglayacaginiz ¢ok degerli katkilar igin
simdiden tesekkur ederim.
19.05.04
Derya GEREDE
Anadolu Universitesi
Yabanci Diller Yiksekokulu
Yunus Emre Kampusu
Eskisehir
Tel:0 222 335 05 80-20 38
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e-posta:dgerede@anadolu.edu.tr

BOLUM A: Lutfen asagidaki sorulari uygun secenegi isaretleyerek

cevaplayiniz.

1.

Hangi bolumdesiniz?

[ ] Bilgisayar Muihendisligi [] Elektrik Elektronik Muhendisligi
[ ]Malzeme Bilimi ve Miihendisligi [ 1ingilizce isletme

[ ]Ingilizce iktisat

Hazirlhik okuluna kag yil devam ettiniz?

[]Biryil []iki yil [ ]Hic
[ ] Devamsizliktan kaldim ve muafiyet sinavinda basarili olarak bélimime
gectim

Hazirhik sinifindaki dil seviyeniz asagidakilerden hangisiydi? (Eger hazirhk
okulunda iki yil okuduysaniz, lutfen sadece son yilinizi dikkate aliniz)

1. dénem:

[_]Beginner (Baslangic) [ ]Int.(Orta Dlzey)

[ ] Elementary (Az Bilenler) [ ]Up-Int. (Orta Diizey Ustii)
[ ] Low-Int. (Orta Duizey Altr)

2. donem:

[ ] Beginner (Baslangic) [ ]Int.(Orta Dlzey)

[ ] Elementary (Az Bilenler) [ ]Up-Int. (Orta Diizey Ustii)
[ ] Low-Int. (Orta Diizey Altr) [ ] Advanced (Ust Diizey)

Fakultenizde kaginci yiliniz?

1. [2 []3. []4.

Boliimiiniizde su ana kadar kag adet ingilizce olarak yiiriitiilen ders aldiniz?
(Derslerde ingilizce’nin kullanim oranini dikkate almayiniz)

[ ] Hic almadim

[ ] Sadece bir ders aldim

[ ]1ki farkli ders aldim

[ ]Uc farkh ders aldim

[ ] Dort farkli ders aldim

[ ] Bes farkli ders aldim

[ ] Besten fazla ders aldim

Liitfen asagidaki dort dil becerisini ingilizce yiiriitilen bolim derslerinizdeki
basariniza katkisi agisindan en 6nemliden en 6nemsize dogru siralayiniz.

1 rakami en 6nemliyi, 4 rakami ise en 6nemsizi temsil edecek sekilde segenekleri

siralayiniz.
Konusma
Okuma
Dinleme
Yazma

oo



BOLUM B
COK ONEMLI NOT! Litfen bundan sonraki sorulari cevaplarken % 100 Tiirkgce olarak yiriitiilen derslerinizi (Tiirk Dili, inkilap Tarihi, vb.)dikkate

almayiniz. Az ya da ¢ok Ingilizce yiiriitiilen derslerinizi diistiniiniiz.
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BOLUM B1

a) Derslerinizde soldaki sttunda
siralanmis olan konusma

becerileriyle ilgili etkinlikleri

gerceklestirmeye ne siklkta

ihtiyac duyuyorsunuz?
Not: Lutfen bu stitunda asagidaki
durumlar igin Ingilizce yurittlen
derslerde hangi dili kullandiginizi
(ingilizce ya da Tirkce) dikkate

b) Soldaki sutunda siralanmig

olan konusma becerileriyle ilgili
etkinliklerde Ingilizce’yi ne
siklikla kullaniyorsunuz?
(Lutfen Ingilizce yiritilen

derslerinizi diisiniintz.)

¢) Soldaki stunda siralanmis
etkinliklerle ilgili olan Ingilizce
ihtiyaclariniz Hazirlik
Programinda ne élglde
kargilandi1?

almayiniz.
< = < =
. . e c E S c E S -
KONUSMA BECERILERIYLE ILGILI 2L c S ,‘\,“‘ e c = ﬁ o © 2>
ETKINLIKLER o 2 N 20 s o k! N 20 S o S £ =) <
I P m O I I 2 m O I I O O o= O
SNV EONESEERON [EON BN EON BN BN IR IO RO BN B0

1-Ogretim elemanina soru sormak

2-Ogretim elemaninin sordugu soruyu yanitlamak

3-Alanmizla ile ilgili sunu yapmak

4-Ders sirasinda yapilan tartismalara katilmak

5-Yabanci 6gretim elemanlari ile iletisim kurmak

6-Arastirma amacli gérismeler (milakatlar) yapmak

7-Telefon gorusmesi yapmak

Hazirhk Programindaki konusma becerilerine iliskin egitimle ilgili énerileriniz/elestirileriniz varsa litfen belirtiniz:................ooi i,
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BOLUM B2

a) Derslerinizde soldaki sttunda

siralanmis olan okuma

becerileriyle ilgili etkinlikleri
gerceklestirmeye ne siklikta

ihtiya¢ duyuyorsunuz?
Not: Litfen bu sutunda asagidaki

b) Soldaki sttunda siralanmis olan
okuma becerileriyle ilgili
etkinliklerde Ingilizce’yi ne
siklikla kullaniyorsunuz? (Lutfen
Ingilizce yurutilen derslerinizi

c) Soldaki sttunda siralanmis

olan etkinliklerle ilgili Ingilizce

ihtiyaglariniz Hazirlik

Programinda ne 6l¢tide

durumlar icin ingilizce yiiriitilen karsilandi?
derslerde hangi dili kullandiginizi dislintiniz.) ? '
(Ingilizce ya da Turkgce) dikkate
almayiniz.
< c < c
c E £ c 3 = -
OKUMA BECERILERIYLE iLGILi 2 < S | N 2 c S | N A =
ETKINLIKLER o ) N 20 5 o | B N 20 5 o | 3 £ - X
T pa o &3 T T z i) o T T o | O | 2| O
SEEONEONESEEON BN BN EONESHEON RV EORESEEG

1-Bir metne hizlica gtz atarak ana fikrini anlamak

2-Bir metni hizlica okuyup aradiginiz belirli bir
bilgiye ulasmak

3-Bir metni anlayip anlamadiginizi ortaya ¢ikartacak
sorulari yanitlamak

4-Bir metni 0zetlemek

5-Kendi fikrinizi olusturmak icin bir konu hakkinda
farkli metinler okumak

6-Bir metni elestirel bir bakis agisi ile okumak

7-Bir metindeki bilgileri kendi cimlelerinizle ifade
etmek




BOLUM B2

a) Derslerinizde soldaki sttunda

siralanmis olan okuma
becerileriyle ilgili etkinlikleri

gerceklestirmeye ne siklikta

ihtiyac duyuyorsunuz?
Not: Lutfen bu siitunda asagidaki
durumlar icin ingilizce yriittlen
derslerde hangi dili kullandiginizi
(ingilizce ya da Turkee) dikkate

b) Soldaki siitunda siralanmig olan
okuma becerileriyle ilgili
etkinliklerde ingilizce’yi ne
sikhkla kullaniyorsunuz? (Ltfen
Ingilizce yiritilen derslerinizi
dislndinuz.)

¢) Soldaki sltunda siralanmis olan

etkinliklerle ilgili ingilizce
ihtiyaclariniz Hazirlik
Programinda ne élclde
kargilandi1?
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almayiniz.
< c < c
o . 3 | & . S | & -
OKUMA BECERILERIYLE ILGILI g = s N g S S N o © >
ETKINLIKLER o | 8 N 50 s Ilo| B N W s o | ¥ e | - | ¥
T pd m O T T pd m O I T O @) - O
SN DN BN EON DN BN BN RO BN R EOR N BN )

8-Bilmediginiz sozcliklerin anlamlarini s6zluk
kullanmadan tahmin etmek

9-Sinavlarda okudugunuz sorulari anlamak

10-Sinavlarda ya da 6devlerde okudugunuz
yonergeleri anlamak

11-Ders kitabi ya da ders notu gibi metinleri okumak

12-Alaninizla ilgili dergileri okumak

13-Alaninizla ilgili bilimsel makaleler okumak

Hazirhk Programindaki okuma becerilerine iliskin egitimle ilgili 6nerileriniz/elestirileriniz varsa litfen belirtiniz:............coo
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BOLUM B3

a) Derslerinizde soldaki siitunda

siralanmis olan dinleme

becerileriyle ilgili etkinlikleri
gerceklestirmeye ne siklikta

ihtiya¢ duyuyorsunuz?
Not: Lutfen bu siitunda asagidaki

b) Soldaki stitunda siralanmis olan

dinleme becerileriyle ilgili

etkinliklerde Ingilizce’yi ne siklikla
kullaniyorsunuz? (Lutfen ingilizce

¢) Soldaki sttunda siralanmis olan
etkinliklerle ilgili ingilizce
ihtiyaclariniz Hazirhik
Programinda ne él¢lde

ggrr:Ir:rI(i; Ihge:r?glingillliIZI(%el Igtj][;:tgl::ﬁ; yurdtulen derslerinizi distintiniz.) karsilandi?
(ingilizce ya da Turkge) dikkate
almayiniz.
< c Ko =
. L = =N < ERN- -
DINLEME BECERILERiYLE iLGiLi 2 < S | N 2 < S N & >
ETKINLIKLER o S N 80 s o S N 50 s o x g _ x
T pd o0 o T T pd e (&2 T T O O = O
S|l g |lg|lg ||l @ |leg |l e |8 |23

1-Anlatilan dersi anlamak

3-Ders dinlerken not tutmak

4-Ogretim elemani tarafindan verilen sézli
yonergeleri anlamak

5-Sinif arkadaslarinizla iletisim kurmak

6-Sinif ici tartismalari anlamak

7-Derste yapilan sunulari anlamak

8-Bir konu ile ilgili dinlenen kaseti anlamak

ilgili konulari anlamak

9- Video ve televizyon gibi araclarda izlenen derslerle
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BOLUM B4

a) Derslerinizde soldaki sttunda
siralanmis olan yazma

becerileriyle ilgili etkinlikleri
gerceklestirmeye ne siklkta

ihtiya¢ duyuyorsunuz?
Not: Litfen bu situnda asagidaki

durumlar icin ingilizce yiriitilen

derslerde hangi dili kullandiginizi

(ingilizce ya da Turkgce) dikkate

b) Soldaki stitunda siralanmig olan
yazma becerileriyle ilgili

etkinliklerde ingilizce’yi ne siklikla

kullantyorsunuz? (Lutfen Ingilizce
yiratulen derslerinizi dlstunindz.)

¢) Soldaki siitunda siralanmis olan

etkinliklerle ilgili ingilizce
ihtiyaclariniz Hazirhk
Programinda ne 6lglde
karsiland1?

almayiniz.
< c ° c
. , L c E S c > S .
YAZMA BECERILERIYLE iLGILI [ c S N 2 c S | N 8 | >
ETKINLIKLER o | 3 N 20 5 o | g N 20 5 o | X | 8| - | X
T pd 0 O T T zZ M O T T O @) = O
SR EVEEON SN ORI O RN ERON ISR BN EEON BN I

1-Sinavlarda acik uclu (klasik) sorulari yanitlamak

2-Ornekler, detaylar ya da gerekgelerle desteklenerek
gelistirilmis metinler yazmak

3-Verilen ddevler kapsaminda derleyeceginiz bilgileri
raporlastirmak

4-Bilimsel bir arastirmayi raporlastirmak

5-Okudugunuz bir metnin elestirel degerlendirmesini
yazmak

6-Derste dgretim elemaninin yazdirdigl konuyu not
etmek
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a) Derslerinizde soldaki sttunda
siralanmis olan yazma

ggfgéule;;%/ilr‘inlg/gIneggrlllll|tltzrl b) Soldaki s'gtuqda s!ra!at_nmls olan | c) S_ol_daki SU_'[UI’_IC_IQ sw_a!anmls olan
o ihtiyac duyuyorsunuz? yazma becerllerly_/l_(ellgll! Eetk_mllklerle|Ig|I|Ing|I|zce
BOLUM B4 Not: Liitfen bu siitunda a.sagldaki etkinliklerde Ingilizce’yi ne siklikla || ihtiyaclariniz Hazirhk
durljmlar icin ingilizce ydritilen kuIIanlyorsunuz?-(I._L'!tfen Ingilizce || Programinda ne élglde
derslerde hangi dili kullandigimizs yiratulen derslerinizi disiinindz.) karstlandi1?
(ingilizce ya da Tiirkce) dikkate
almayiniz.
| 8 -
L L c E = c E = -
YAZMA BECERILERIYLE ILGILI £ = S N 2 < = N @ © 2
ETKINLIKLER 2| 8| 3| 2| sle| 3| 8 &8 | sle| 2|5 s]|3
I =2 oM O I I e m o I I O o = O
2| &8l | gl | 8|l g | || 8 |||

7-Deney raporu yazmak

8-Mektup yazmak (resmi mektup, is mektubu, vb.)

9-CV (6zgecmis) yazmak

10-E-posta yazmak

11-Form doldurmak (basvuru formu, anket, vb.)

Hazirlik Programindaki yazma becerilerine iliskin egitimle ilgili 6nerileriniz/elestirileriniz varsa litfen belirtiniz:.............coooooii i,
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BOLUM C

1. Litfen Hazirhk Programi ile ilgili olumlu buldugunuz noktalari yaziniz:
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Appendix A2 (English Version of the Questionnaire)
QUESTIONNAIRE FORM
Dear Student,
This interview form is prepared to gather data for a thesis study conducted at Anadolu
University, Institute of Educational Sciences, English Language and Education Master

Program.

This study aims at giving some help to develop Prep School program. In order to
achieve this concern, the language needs of the students attending English-medium
content courses need to be determined. This questionnaire form is one of the tools used

to determine these needs.

The first part of the form is allocated to some general questions. In the second part there

are some questions about your content courses conducted in English.

Your responses will be confidential. They will only be used in this study and will not be
analyzed as individual responses. For this reason, do not write down your names on the

forms.

Please fill in the questionnaire by reading it carefully. The success of the study depends

on your answers to be honest.

Thank you for your contribution and time in advance.
19.05.04
Derya GEREDE
Anadolu University
School of Foreign Languages
Eskisehir
Tel: 0 222 3350580-20 38

e-mail:dgerede@anadolu.edu.tr
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PART A: Please answer the following questions by checking the suitable
answer
1. What is your department?
[ ] Computer Engineering [ ] Electrical and Electronics Engineering

[ ] Materials Science and Engineering [ ] Business Administration

[ ] Economics

2. How many years did you attend to Preparatory Class at Anadolu University?

[ ] One year [ ] Two years [ ] Never
[ ]1 failed because of attendance problem and I came to my department by passing
the exemption exam

3. What was your language proficiency level at Prep School? (If you repeated
Prep Class, only consider your last year please.)

1. term:

[]Beginner [ ]Int

[ ] Elementary [ ]Up-Int.

[ ] Low-Int.

2. term:

[]Beginner [ ]Int

[ ] Elementary [ ]Up-Int.

[ ] Low-Int. [ ] Advanced

4. Year studying at this faculty
I:] lSt I:' 2nd D 3I‘d I:] 4th

5. How many classes that are conducted in English have you taken at your
department until now?

[ ] None [ ] Four different classes
[_]1Only one class [ ] Five different classes
[ ] Two different classes [ ] More than five classes

[ ] Three different classes

6. Please rank the following four language skills from the most important to the
least important in terms of their contribution to your success in your classes
conducted in English.

Rank the choices so that number 1 represents the most important one, number

4 represent the least important one
Speaking []
Reading []
Listening []
Writing []



PART B
VERY IMPORTANT! While answering the questions in this part, please do not take the classes conducted 100% in Turkish (such as Turkish Grammar,

Turkish History, etc.) into consideration. Consider your classes conducted fully or partly in English.
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PART Bl

a) How often do you need to
perform the activities related to
speaking skills in your classes?

P.S. Please do not take into
consideration the language (Turkish
or English) you use for these
activities in your classes conducted

b) How often do you use
English in the activities related
to speaking skills listed on the
left column? (Please consider
your classes conducted in
English.)

c) To what extent are your needs
concerning the activities on the
left column met at Prep School?

in English.
4 2 | e _
S > n S > n I b= S
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO SPEAKING - g b = > = £ =] = > - = > =
@ © © 5] =} Q [ © @© > = —_ >
SKILLS s | = | 5| 3| 2|2/ 2|58 |3|2]s58|8&|5|2|6&
Z & N D < Z & %) D < e > o < >
s|ls|leg|s|e|ls|les|le|s|e]les|es|le|s|e

1-To ask question to the teacher

2-To answer teachers’ questions

3-To make a presentation

4-To participate in class discussions

5-To communicate with foreign teachers

6-To conduct interviews for research purposes

7-To talk on the phone

Please write if you have any suggestions/criticisms related to the instruction of speaking skills at Prep School Program: ..o,
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PART B2

a) How often do you need to
perform the activities related to
reading skills in your classes?

P.S. Please do not take into

consideration the language (Turkish
or English) you use for these

activities in your classes conducted

b) How often do you use English
in the activities related to reading
skills listed on the left column?
(Please consider your classes
conducted in English.)

¢) To what extent are your needs

concerning the activities on the

left column met at Prep School?

in English.
é é — 2 =
— > %) = > n © E g
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO READING s E12 || gls| B |8 =2  sl=|Z|=2|_|32
SKILLS s | 2 | 5§ 2| 22|25 | 23| 2s|5|5| 2|65
=z n N D < P n ] D < z > o = >
SOEEONEONESEEETON IEONEEINERON BN EON EEONEON O BN )

1-To read a text quickly to understand the main idea

2-To scan a text to find out the information you are
searching

3-To answer the comprehension questions related to
a text

4-To summarize a text

5-To read different texts in order to shape your own
opinions about a subject

6-To read a text with a critical eye

7-To express the ideas in a text in your own words
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PART B2

a) How often do you need to
perform the activities related to
reading skills in your classes?

P.S. Please do not take into
consideration the language (Turkish
or English) you use for these
activities in your classes conducted
in English.

b) How often do you use English
in the activities related to

reading skills listed on the left
column? (Please consider your
classes conducted in English.)

¢) To what extent are your needs
concerning the activities on the
left column met at Prep School?

ACTIVITIES RELATED TO READING SKILLS

(3) Sometimes

(2) Seldom
(4) Usually
(5) Always

(1) Never

(1) Never

(2) Seldom

(3) Sometimes

(4) Usually

(5) Always

(2) Very little
(3) Partly

(4) Well

(5) Very well

(1) Not at all

8-To guess the meanings of unknown words without
using a dictionary

9-To read and understand the questions in the exams

10-To read and understand the instructions in the
exams or assignments

11-To read the texts such as textbooks or course notes

12-To read journals on your subject area

13-To read articles on your subject area

Please write if you have any suggestions/criticisms related to the instruction of reading skills at Prep School Program: ..o e,
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a) How often do you need to

perform the activities related to b) How often do you use English in

L - 2
listening skills in your c_Iasses. the activities related to listening c) To what extent are your needs
P.S. Please do not take into A . S
PART B3 X ; . skills listed on the left column? concerning the activities on the
consideration the language (Turkish .
(Please consider your classes left column met at Prep School?

or English) you use for these

activities in your classes conducted conducted in English.)

in English.
é é —_ <@ =
= | B T
ACTIVITIES RELATED TO LISTENING e | El 8| 2] &) - Els | 2 &l = 2| > =
[5) [ [ [5) [ © > - — >
SKILLS s =2 | 5§51 2| 2)z | 2| 5| 2|28 §5|5| |5
2 n %} D < 2 n % D < p > o ; >
S|l ¥z |l | &8ssl

1-To understand the lecture

2-To take notes while listening to the lecture

3-To understand the instructions given by the teacher

4-To communicate with your classmates

5-To understand class discussions

6-To understand class presentations

7-To understand a cassette on a specific topic

8-To understand the audio-visual media such as TV or
video about the lesson
Please write if you have any suggestions/criticisms related to the instruction of listening skills at Prep School Program: ...........cccooviiiii i,
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PART B4

a) How often do you need to
perform the activities related to
writing skills in your classes?

P.S. Please do not take into
consideration the language (Turkish
or English) you use for these
activities in your classes conducted
in English.

b) How often do you use English
in the activities related to writing
skills listed on the left column?
(Please consider your classes
conducted in English.)

¢) To what extent are your needs
concerning the activities on the
left column met at Prep School?

ACTIVITIES RELATED TO WRITING SKILLS

(1) Never

(2) Seldom

(3) Sometimes
(4) Usually
(5) Always

(1) Never

(2) Seldom

(3) Sometimes
(4) Usually
(5) Always

(2) Very little
(3) Partly

(4) Well

(5) Very well

(1) Not at all

1-To answer the open-ended questions during the
exams

2-To write essays

3-To write reports of the data collected for an
assignment

4-To write research papers

5-To write critical evaluation of a text

6-To write the subject the teacher dictates in a lesson
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PART B4

a) How often do you need to
perform the activities related to
writing skills in your classes?

P.S. Please do not take into
consideration the language (Turkish
or English) you use for these
activities in your classes conducted in
English.

b) How often do you use English
in the activities related to writing
skills listed on the left column?
(Please consider your classes
conducted in English.)

¢) To what extent are your needs
concerning the activities on the
left column met at Prep School?

ACTIVITIES RELATED TO WRITING SKILLS

(1) Never

(2) Seldom

(3) Sometimes
(4) Usually
(5) Always

(1) Never

(2) Seldom

(3) Sometimes
(4) Usually
(5) Always

(2) Very little
(3) Partly

(4) Well

(5) Very well

(1) Not at all

7-To write the report of an experiment

8-To write letters (formal, business, etc.)

9-To write CV

10-To write e-mail

11-To fill in forms (application, questionnaire, etc.)

Please write if you have any suggestions/criticisms related to the instruction of writing skills at Prep School Program: ..........cccoviiiii i,
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PART C

1. Please write down any positive points of Prep School Program:
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Appendix B1 (Turkish Version of the Teacher Interview Form)

OGRETMEN MULAKAT FORMU

Degerli Ogretim Elemant,
Bu miilakat formu Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitusu, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi

Ana Bilim Dalinda yurutilen bir tez calismasina veri toplama amaciyla diuzenlenmistir.

Calisma iki farkh hazirlik okulu programini 6grenci ihtiyaclarini karstlamalari agisindan
karstlastirmay! amaglamaktadir. Bu amaci gerceklestirmek icin, 6gretim dili Ingilizce
olan bélum derslerine devam eden ogrencilerin Ingilizce dil ihtiyaglarinin belirlenmesi
gerekmektedir. Bu milakat formu, bu ihtiyaclarin belirlenmesinde kullanilan araglardan
biridir.

Formun ilk bolimi sizinle ilgili sorulara ayrilmistir. ikinci bolimde ise sorular ingilizce

yurittiginiz bolim derslerinizle ilgilidir.

Cevaplariniz gizli kalacaktir. Ayrica cevaplariniz sadece bu ¢alisma icin kullanilacak ve

Kisisel bazda degerlendirilmeyecektir.

Katiliminiz ve zamaniniz igin tesekkdrler.

Anadolu Universitesi 04.04.04
Yabanci Diller Yiksekokulu Derya GEREDE
Yunus Emre Kamplst

Eskisehir

Tel:0 222 335 05 80-20 38

e-posta: dgerede@anadolu.edu.tr
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Miilakat No:

Tarih:

Saat:

. KISISEL BiLGILER
Bolum

Fakultedeki yiliniz

w N PP

Ingilizce yurittiigtintz ders(ler)

B. BOLUM DERSLERINDEKi YABANCI DiL iIHTIYACLARI
Litfen asagidaki sorulari Ingilizce yurittugiiniz bolum derslerinizi diistinerek sozlii

olarak cevaplayiniz.
4. Simif i¢i etkinlikler, odevler yada sinavlar dusinildiginde 6grencileriniz
dinleme, okuma, yazma ve konusma becerilerine ne tur aktivitelerde/islerde

ihtiyac duyuyor?

Dinleme Becerileri

(Orn. Ogretim elemani tarafindan anlatilan dersi anlamak igin)

Okuma Becerileri
(Orn. Odev hazirlarken bir metni 6zetlemek icin)

Yazma Becerileri

(Orn. Agik uclu sinav sorularini cevaplamak icin)

Konusma Becerileri

(Orn. Ogretim elemanina soru sormak icin)

5. Gozlediginiz temel dil problemleri nelerdir?

6. Ogrencilerin performanslarina iliskin gozlemlerinize dayanarak, hazirlik okulu

programinin gelistirilmesi igin Onerileriniz nelerdir?
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Appendix B2 (English Version of the Teacher Interview Form)

TEACHER INTERVIEW FORM

Dear Instructor,
This interview form is prepared to gather data for a thesis study conducted at Anadolu
University, Institute of Educational Sciences, English Language and Education Master

Program.

This study aims at comparing the two different preparatory school programs in terms of
meeting the students’ language needs in content courses. In order to achieve this
concern, the language needs of the students attending English-medium content courses
need to be determined. This interview form is one of the tools to determine these needs.

The first part of the interview form is allocated to the questions related with you. The

second part consists of the questions related with courses that you conduct in English.

Your responses will be confidential. They will only be used in this study and will not be

analyzed as individual responses.

Thank you for your contribution and time.

Anadolu University 04.04.04

School of Foreign Languages Derya GEREDE
Yunus Emre Kampsi

Eskisehir

Tel: 0 222 3350580-20 38

e-mail:dgerede@anadolu.edu.tr
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Interview number:
Date:

Hour:
A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1. Department
2. Years teaching at this faculty
3. Course(es) currently taught in English
B LANGUAGE NEEDS IN CONTENT COURSES
Please respond to the following items orally considering your content courses you

conduct in English

4. In what kind of activities/tasks do your students need listening, reading, writing

and speaking skills if in class activities, assignments or exams are considered?

Listening (e.g. to understand the lectures)

Reading (e.g. to summarize a text while doing their assignment)

Writing (e.g. to answer the open-ended exam questions aimed at

understanding/discussing the issues learned in class)

Speaking (e.g. to ask question to the teacher)

5. What major language problems do you observe?

6. Based on your observations of student performance, what are your suggestions
for the improvement of preparatory school program?
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Appendix C1 (Turkish Version of the Student Interview Form)

OGRENCI MULAKAT FORMU

Degerli Ogrenci,
Bu miilakat formu Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitusu, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi

Ana Bilim Dalinda yurutilen bir tez calismasina veri toplama amaciyla diuzenlenmistir.

Calisma iki farkh hazirlik okulu programini 6grenci ihtiyaclarini karstlamalari agisindan
karstlastirmay! amaglamaktadir. Bu amaci gerceklestirmek icin, 6gretim dili Ingilizce
olan bélum derslerine devam eden ogrencilerin Ingilizce dil ihtiyaglarinin belirlenmesi
gerekmektedir. Bu milakat formu, bu ihtiyaclarin belirlenmesinde kullanilan araglardan
biridir.

Formun ilk bolimi sizinle ilgili sorulara ayrilmistir. ikinci bolimde ise sorular ingilizce

aldiginiz boltm derslerinizle ilgilidir.

Cevaplariniz gizli kalacaktir. Ayrica cevaplariniz sadece bu ¢alisma icin kullanilacak ve

Kisisel bazda degerlendirilmeyecektir.

Katiliminiz ve zamaniniz igin tesekkdrler.

Anadolu Universitesi 04.04.04
Yabanci Diller Yiksekokulu Derya GEREDE
Yunus Emre Kamplsi

Eskisehir

Tel:0 222 335 05 80-20 38

e-posta: dgerede@anadolu.edu.tr
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Miilakat No:
Tarih:
Saat:
1. Boliminiz
( ) Ingilizce Isletme
( ) ingilizce Iktisat
( ) Bilgisayar Muhendisligi
() Elektrik Elektronik Mihendisligi
() Malzeme Bilimi ve Muhendisligi
2. Anadolu Universitesinde kag yil hazirlik okudunuz?
( )Bir ( )Iiki ( )Ug ( ) Hic Okumadim

3. Bu fakiltede kaginci yiliniz?
O 02 ()3 ()4

C. BOLUM DERSLERINDEKI YABANCI DIL iIHTIYACLARI
Litfen asagidaki sorulari Ingilizce aldiginiz bélim derslerinizi dustinerek sozli

olarak cevaplayiniz.

4. Simif ici etkinlikler, 6devler yada sinavlar disunuldugiunde dinleme, okuma,

yazma ve konusma becerilerine ne tiir aktivitelerde/islerde ihtiya¢ duyuyorsunuz?

Dinleme Becerileri

(Orn. Ogretim elemani tarafindan anlatilan dersi anlamak igin)

Okuma Becerileri

(Orn. Odev hazirlarken bir metni 6zetlemek icin)
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Yazma Becerileri

(Orn. Acik uclu sinav sorularini cevaplamak igin)

Konusma Becerileri

(Orn. Ogretim elemanina soru sormak icin)

5. Yasadiginiz temel dil problemleri nelerdir?

6. BOlum derslerinizdeki tecrlbelerinize dayanarak, hazirlik okulu programinin

gelistirilmesi icin 6nerileriniz nelerdir?
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Appendix C2 (English Version of the Student Interview Form)

STUDENT INTERVIEW FORM

Dear Student,
This interview form is prepared to gather data for a thesis study conducted at Anadolu
University, Institute of Educational Sciences, English Language and Education Master

Program.

This study aims at comparing the two different preparatory school programs in terms of
meeting the students’ language needs in content courses. In order to achieve this
concern, the language needs of the students attending English-medium content courses
need to be determined. This interview form is one of the tools to determine these needs.

The first part of the interview form is allocated to the questions related with you. The

second part consists of the questions related with content courses conducted in English.

Your responses will be confidential. They will only be used in this study and will not be

analyzed as individual responses.

Thank you for your contribution and time.

Anadolu University 04.04.04
School of Foreign Languages Derya GEREDE
Yunus Emre Kampsi

Eskisehir

Tel: 0 222 3350580-20 38

e-mail:dgerede@anadolu.edu.tr
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Interview number:
Date:
Hour:

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1. Department
() Business Administration
() Economics
() Computer Engineering
() Electrical and Electronics Engineering
() Materials Science and Engineering
2. How many years did you attend to Preparatory Class at Anadolu University?
( )One ( )Two ( ) Three () Never

3. Year studying at this faculty:
( )1St ( )an ( )3I’d ( )4th

B. LANGUAGE NEEDS IN CONTENT COURSES
Please respond to the following items orally considering your content courses
conducted in English
4. In what kind of activities/tasks do you need listening, reading, writing and

speaking skills if in class activities, assignments or exams are considered?

Listening (e.g. to understand the lectures)

Reading (e.g. to summarize a text while doing your assignment)
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Writing (e.g. to answer the open-ended exam questions aimed at

understanding/discussing the issues learned in class)

Speaking (e.g. to ask question to the teacher)

5. What major language problems do you experience in your content courses?

6. Based on your experience in content classes, what are your suggestions for the

improvement of preparatory school program?



Appendix D (Class Observation Form)
CLASS OBSERVATION FORM
Observation number:
Date:
Time:

Department:

A. Type of Instruction
Lecture

Discussion

Lab

Other

B. What are the teacher and students activities during the lesson?

132

Teacher activities Student activities

C. Student Difficulties

Note down any difficulties experienced by the students.

D. Other Useful Information
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