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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION ON THE EXIT CRITERIA OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE
PREPARATORY PROGRAMS OF TURKISH UNIVERSITIES: A DELPHI
METHOD ANALYSIS

Ayse Dilek KESER

Department of Foreign Language Education
Programme in English Language Teaching
Anadolu University, Graduate School of Educational Sciences, January 2018

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Giil DURMUSOGLU KOSE

The aim of this three-phase Delphi study is to identify the exit criteria for the
English Preparatory Programs (EPPs) in Turkish universities by gathering the opinions
of students and teachers in EPPs and faculties. In Phase One (open-ended Delphi), 472
compositions describing the necessary skills by participants from four universities were
analysed. Semi-structured interviews were made with six teachers and six students. In
Phase Two (face-to-face Delphi), brainstorming and focus group discussions were held
with 23 panellists from 10 universities. In Phase Three (online questionnaire Delphi), a
213-item 5 point Likert-type questionnaire that was designed using the data in the
previous phases was administered two times with independent purposes. The respondents
(n=40 and n= 36) were from nine of the previous 10 universities and an additional
university. The first administration investigated what language skills should be gained
throughout tertiary education. In the second administration, the focus was on the skills in
EPPs only. The analyses of 213 items revealed that 16 of 36 academic skills were
considered necessary. Of the remaining 177 skills rated both as academic and general
English skills, 127 were accepted necessary as academic and 60 as general English skills.
The results indicated an inclination towards academic skills. Qualitative data analysis
methods were used to analyse the data in the first two phases, and quantitative data
analysis methods were used in Phase Three. The result of the study is a suggestion of an

agreed-upon set of skills as the exit criteria of EPPs considering the views stakeholders.

Keywords: English preparatory programs, Language proficiency, English as a foreign
language, Delphi method.



OZET

TURKIYE’DEKI UNIVERSITELERIN INGILIZCE HAZIRLIK
PROGRAMLARINDAKI CIKIS KRITERLERI UZERINE INCELEME: BIR DELPHI
METOD ANALIZI

Ayse Dilek KESER

Yabanci Diller Egitimi Anabilim Dali
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Programi
Anadolu Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Ocak 2018

Danisman: Prof. Dr. Giil DURMUSOGLU KOSE

Bu ii¢ asamali Delphi ¢alismasinin amaci Tiirkiye’deki iiniversitelerin Ingilizce
Hazirlik Programlari (IHP) icin cikis kriterlerini paydaslar1 olan IHP ndaki ve Ingilizce
alan dersi veren fakiiltelerdeki Ogrenci ve oOgretmenlerin goriislerini alarak ortaya
koymaktir. Birinci Asamada (agik uglu Delphi), dort farkli {iniversiteden katilimcilarin
gerekli dil becerilerini yazdiklar1 472 komposizyon analiz edilmistir. Alt1 6gretmen ve
alt1 dgrenci ile yari-yapilandirilmis gériismeler yapilmstir. Ikinci Asamada (yiiz yiize
Delphi), 10 iniversiteden 23 panel katilimcisi ile beyin firtinsar ve odak grup goriismeleri
yapilmistir. Ugiincii Asamada (gevrimigi Delphi anket uygulamasi), énceki asamalarn
verileri kullanilarak olusturulan 213 maddelik 5°1i Likert-tipi bir anket farkli amaglarla
iki kez uygulanmistir. Katilimeilar (n=40 ve n= 36) 6nceki 10 tiniversitenin dokuzu ve
sonradan eklenen bir iiniversiteden olmuslardir. Ilk uygulama &grencilerin iiniversite
ogrenimleri boyunca hangi dil becerilerini kazanmalar1 gerektigini incelemistir. Ikinci
uygulama ise sadece IHP’ndaki becerilere odaklanmustir. 213 maddenin analizi
sonucunda, 36 akademik beceriden 16’simin gerekli oldugunu ortaya konmustur. Geriye
kalan 177 beceri, hem akademik hem de genel ingilizce bakimindan oylanmis, bunlarin
127’si akademik, 60’1 genel Ingilizce becerileri olarak gerekli kabul edilmistir. Sonuglar,
akademik becerilere dogru bir egilim oldugunu géstermektedir. i1k iki asamanin verilerini
incelemede nitel, Ugiincii Asamada verilerinde ise nitel veri analizi ydntemleri
kullanilmistir. Calismanin sonucu, paydaslarin fikirleri dogrultusunda tlizerinde goriis

birligi olan bir dizi dil becerisinin IHP’nin ¢ikis kriterleri olarak dnerilmesidir.

Anahtar Sézciikler: ingilizce hazirlik programlari, Dil yeterliligi, ingiliz dili egitimi,
Delphi yontemi.
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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Introduction

It has been widely accepted that English language is a world-wide medium for
international communication, science and technology. In the same vein, in order to cope
with today’s global and competitive world, learning English as a Foreign Language is an
essential requirement in many Turkish universities. While the main medium of instruction
can be only English in some faculties or universities, in others thirty per cent of the
courses in a particular program can be delivered by means of the English language. Even
if there are no English-medium courses in the programs of other universities, having
control over English to some extend is a requirement for university students. Therefore,
it is mandatory for universities to offer English courses to their students, and it is required
by the Council of Higher Education. In brief, the effective teaching and learning of
English as a Foreign Language has long been a concern in universities in Turkey.

Although the teaching of English has recently started in the second grade during
primary education in state schools (it began it the 4th grade until 2012) and continues for
11 years until students graduate from high schools, it is often the case that the students do
not reach the desired level of proficiency to be able to follow their courses in English at
tertiary level. An indication of this failure can be observed in the increasing number of
students who are placed to ‘beginner’ levels before their university education in the
English Preparatory Programs (EPP) — pre-academic intensive English programs that are
mandatory or optional to newly enrolled students in many Turkish universities in their
first year at universities. The students may have to attend these programs for at least one
year, usually two, depending on their success in the exit exams.

The students generally go through examinations to finish or to become exempt from
the EPPs, or they can be placed into language level classes if they are not exempt EPPs
by means of these examinations. The examinations that are used to assess students’
proficiency and to determine whether they are eligible to pass directly onto their
departments, as well as the end-of-program examinations that are administered at the end
of the EPPs vary to a great extend across universities in Turkey since there are no
regulations or standardization procedures. There is lack of consistency among universities
in terms of the targeted level of proficiency, the methods of assessment for exit exams at

EPPs, and more importantly, there is no exit criteria that describe the minimum



requirements for the description of ‘proficiency’ for students who finish English
Preparatory Programs in the country. The lack of a nation-wide policy that describes the
standards or minimum requirements for exemption from EPPs can lead to concerns about
equality, the quality of programs and comparability issues in exit assessment. For
instance, while some EPPs can be highly demanding by setting their passing level as
advanced, upper-intermediate, or B2+ level according to the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) and have meticulous exit exam
procedures to assess both receptive and productive skills (i.e. listening, reading, writing
and speaking), others can target lower levels and test only receptive skills through
multiple choice tests. The exit exams administered at the end of EPPs are high-stake tests
involving thousands of students each academic year or semester. As in all high-stakes
tests, accountability and test-fairness are key considerations (Shohamy, 2001).

In order to deal with the problem of lack consistency among the EPPs and their exit
examinations, it is first necessary to identify the common criteria for the minimum exit
level skill requirements of students. The exit criteria in EPPs has long been a controversial
issue, but it has not been investigated comprehensively. This dissertation intends to
explore the minimum skill requirements as exit criteria for students in English Preparatory
Programs in Turkish universities through a Delphi study. According to Senyshyn (2002,
p.59), Delphi technique “has the capacity to capture the areas of collective knowledge

that is held within professional fields, but not always verbalized.”

1.2. Background to the Study

The ability to use English is considered as an important skill in Turkish
universities since it allows the students not only to follow English-medium courses, but
also to track developments in their fields, communicate with foreigners, become global
citizens and increase their employability. In Turkey, the EPPs in many state and private
universities aim at preparing their newly enrolled students for their courses in their
faculties and for communication by equipping them with the necessary skills in English.
The students are expected to achieve a certain degree of proficiency to be able to finish
the EPPs successfully. However, the this level of proficiency, its indicators, and the
methods by which it is assessed varies to a great extend from one university to another.
The lack of a national policy in describing a minimum set of skills can lead to problems

is accountability, test fairness (Shohamy, 2001) and accreditation.
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The fact that language proficiency is a phenomenon that has not been clearly
defined (North, 2000, p. 41) and can only be described through practical, diagnosis-based
applications causes the countries and institutions to interpret proficiency differently
depending on their needs.

Lack of certain requirements and guidance from the Council of Higher Education
([CHE] or Yiiksekdgretim Kurulu [YOK]) leads to arbitrary interpretations of proficiency
in EPPS, which in turn is assessed through different and incomparable ways across
universities. In our country, there is not only a lack of consensus about the English skills
to be achieved by the completion of EPPs at universities, but the measurement of the exit
level skills also shows great differences. Due to these differences, the program designs
and contents, as well as the skills and their levels gained by students are rather variable.
Problems that may arise due to these inconsistencies may include inequalities in language
levels in vertical and lateral transfers in undergraduate studies. There might be also
problems in terms of accountability and comparability considering individual factors
ranging from risks for students to nation-wide concerns such as credibility and
recognition of faculties in Turkey and in the world. As a result, it is necessary to
investigate the issue of lack of exit criteria in EPPs. This study might be considered as
an initial step in identifying the exit level skills that allow student to be admitted to and
follow courses in their departments.

In EPPs, English proficiency is determined trough exit examinations, which can
be considered as high-stakes tests due to the fact that they affect not only a considerable
large group of students, but also their families, the academics in their faculties, their future
employers and the economy in the long run. When the students fail the exit exams, for
instance, they may have to repeat the classes, extend their stay in EPPs, or lose their right
to attend their faculties. As Marchant (2004, p. 2) points out, “High stakes tests are
defined as those tests that ‘carry serious consequences for students or educators.”
Marchant discusses the problems regarding national standardized tests, while EPPs
prepare their institutional examinations. However, this poses other problems such as
validity and comparability. While some Turkish universities expect high levels of
proficiency from students, some seem relatively less demanding, which in turn leads to
problems in equality. It is not wrong to set high language level targets for prestigious

universities that are able to offer a fair amount of English medium classes. The problems



Is that there is lack of regulations that indicate a minimum, basic set of standards that
universities can build upon according to their needs.

Recent studies about EPPs in Turkey have focused mainly on the validity and
reliability of individual exit tests of particular EPPs and the factors affecting proficiency.
However thus far, there are not enough studies that intended to contribute towards the
investigation of a nationwide minimum set of skills that universities can further build
upon. Research towards the description of the phenomenon of ‘proficiency’ in Turkey
may not only guide both the program design and evaluation in EPPs, but they can also
assist with assessment and grading practices in these programs besides helping to make a
clearer description of exit level skills. Hence, this study attempts to contribute towards
the description of proficiency at EPPs at Turkish universities by identifying the exit level
skills that may be used in devising exit criteria with the help of the views of stakeholders.

Gathering the views of stakeholders in determining language proficiency levels
and the methods of their assessment is becoming increasingly common in literature
(Shohamy, 2001). EPPs are institutions that affect a broad variety of stakeholders
including students and teachers in EPPs and at faculties, as well as parents and future
employers and contacts in the long term. Thus, in describing the exit criteria skills, it is
necessary to include as many views of stakeholders as possible to contribute to the
establishment of national standards and policies. When in-depth research involves setting
national standards, it is necessary to use both qualitative and quantitative research
methods (Prapphal, 2008, pp. 140-141). The facts that proficiency at EPPs in Turkey has
been under-investigated and the authorities have not set clearly defined guidelines have
been main motivations to undertake this research study.

In the following section, the development of English Preparatory Programs in
Turkey is described along with some major problems. This is followed by a discussion of
the understanding of language proficiency in EPPs with exit assessments that help

determine language proficiency.

1.3. The Development of English Preparatory Programs in Turkey

The teaching of western foreign languages at pre-tertiary education dates back to
the 18th century. During the pre-republic times of the country, the main western foreign
language taught was French especially when the ‘Rescript of Tanzimat® (Imperial Edict

of Reorganization) was issued in 1839, and foreign languages were taught in limited
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school available for the elite, minorities, students of one private school (Dariigssafaka),
two military schools and a medical school only (Demirel, 1990p. 7). An example, one of
the first private schools were courses were delivered in English was Robert College,
which was founded in 1863. It was the first American educational institution outside the
USA, and it was much later when Turkish students could attend this college. Upon the
foundation of the Republic of Turkey, Act 430 — The Law on Unification of Education
(Tevhid-i Tedrisat Kanunu) passed in 1924. With this law, the schools were taken under
the control of the government all over the country and Medrese (high school and
university level, mostly with religious instruction) type of schools were closed. Arabic
and Persian began to be taught in religious schools only, and these languages were
replaced by French, German and English in other schools with the foundation of the
republic (Demirel, 1990, p. 11). However, it was not until World War Il when English
became popularized in Turkey due to historical developments such as cooperation with
the USA.

In the earlier years of the republic, private schools and schools that were run by
foreign initiatives such as missionaries were still more successful in teaching English than
public ones. One of the first steps taken to refrain from being dependent on private schools
to learn a foreign language was the foundation of the Turkish Education Association (7tirk
Egitim Dernegi, TED) in 1928 (Isik, 2008, p. 16), the founders of which included Mustafa
Kemal Atatiirk. When Atatiirk, the founder of the Turkish Republic, encouraged parents
to cooperate with the government in providing better education to their children,
enterprises started to open private schools under this association soon (Demirel, 1990, p.
12). The schools of this association and similar private schools which began offering
English-only medium instructions in 1951 paved the way to Anatolian High Schools in
Turkey.

Demirel (1990, pp.15-16) mentions about three types of schools in terms of foreign
language education: normal schools where foreign language instruction takes place 3-5
hours per week; schools which have supported foreign language instruction with 8-10
hours; and schools which offer most of their education in a foreign language. The last
type of schools include schools under the control of the Ministry of Education such as
Anatolian High Schools, private Turkish schools and private foreign schools.

Anatolian High Schools are public high schools that were first opened in 1955 by
the Ministry of Education under the name ‘Maarif Koleji’ with the aim of delivering



education in English. These schools were very limited in number, only six all over the
country (in Samsun, istanbul, Izmir, Eskisehir, Konya and Diyarbakir), and they were
boarding schools only for boys for a long time. Only towards the final years of these
schools were girls accepted to these schools. These were the first institutions where the
notion of ‘preparatory classes’ for languages were introduced into the education system
in Turkey.

In the mid-70s, the names of Maarif Colleges changed into Anatolian High Schools,
and by 1988s there were 146 of them. In these schools, there were one-year English
preparatory courses with about 24-hour of English classes per week at the beginning of
the secondary school (Ozgakir, 2014), and courses such as maths, philosophy were taught
in English (Demirel, 1990, p. 15). Anatolian High Schools were considered highly
successful in English teaching with their intensive language focus.

Nevertheless, Anatolian High Schools were criticised in time due to teaching basic
courses such as science or mathematics in a non-native language. For instance, Mirici,
Arslan, Hosgoriir and Aydin (2000) conducted a research study on the effectiveness of
teaching science in English in these schools. The results included the findings that the
teachers were considered weak in terms of content knowledge, the students’ success in
university entrance exams were negatively influenced due to lack of comprehension of
the course content, and that the teaching of science did not achieve its goals when taught
in English, and thus, teaching this course in English was unnecessary. However, Mirici
et al. (2000, p. 24) suggested that the number of English classes for language learning per
se could be increased instead of teaching other courses in English.

During the early 1990s, complaints began to increase about Anatolian High Schools
whose number reached about 200. The research findings and complaints might have had
impacts on Anatolian High Schools because after the 1990s, radical changes were made.
The number of these schools increased even more because all normal high schools were
turned into Anatolian High Schools, their secondary schools were cancelled, and the
English preparatory programs were provided in very few of them. As content courses in
English were also reduced, they became less different from the previous general high
schools and less successful in teaching English.

As far as the pre-tertiary English instruction in general in Turkey is concerned, there
have been frequent changes in the whole education system as well as in the teaching of
English, and there are still plans for changes for the following years. Before 1997, the



teaching of English as a foreign language started in secondary schools in the 6th grade,
and later it was taught in the 5th grade. After the reforms in 1997 to comply with European
countries, uninterrupted education for eight years became mandatory, and English was
introduced as an obligatory school subject in grade four (Haznedar, 2004, p. 15).
Recently, the instruction has began in earlier grades, but the results of this practice has
not been observed yer.

Despite efforts, public schools have many problems with foreign language teaching
while private schools are still the better options. These problems have often been
documented in reports and scientific research. Haznedar (2004, p.16) reports four major
problems in terms of English language teaching in pre-tertiary education taking the 1997
reforms as a basis. In this system when English language learning started in the 4th grade,
the problems were related to the theoretical foundations of the programs, the teaching
methods and techniques, the targeted language proficiency level, and the assessment and
evaluation of this level. Regarding the theoretical foundations, Haznedar points out that
there is a confusion and lack of relevance about how the goals and skills to be achieved
form a logical curriculum and adds the order of the skills are not based of scientific
research in the field such as the morpheme acquisition order. As for the teaching methods
and techniques, she mentions that most classes are teacher-centered, the exercises are
mostly mechanical, and there are not enough opportunities to facilitate student-to-student
communication. The third problem about the targeted language proficiency is lack of
descriptions of a certain level. Considering the four-skills approach, Haznedar says that
there are no descriptions other than some highly general expressions such as ‘the ability
to read and write sentences appropriate to their level’ without a precise naming of what
that level is what skills it entails. This problem remains to exit even at the tertiary level
which causes different interpretations of proficiency. Another issue about the exit level
that Haznedar (2004, p. 22) adds is that although the program introduced in the 1997
reform targeted to comply with the language education qualities set by the European
Council, it is not possible to claim scientifically that this target has been achieved. She
reminds that according to guidelines such as the CEFR, today the main target in foreign
language education is empowering students with communicative abilities rather than
having a traditional grammar and vocabulary-based approach. The final problem
mentioned by Haznedar (2004, p. 23) is that since there is lack of clear objectives,
problems are naturally projected on assessment practices. She highlights that this problem



is augmented with a lack of guidance on how assessments should be made and how
feedback about students’ progress should be given. As can be seen in Haznedar’s
clarifications of the major problems about schools within the scope of the Ministry of
National Education [MNE], the issues continue to exist at many universities since the
tertiary education is affected by the practices in the schools of MNE. Most importantly,
students entering universities with weak language levels leads to the existence of EPPs,
which could actually focus only on academic skills only if they did not have to deal with
teaching the basics of language. In general, the highest number students in EPPs are those
who are placed into the lowest language levels.

Isik (2008, p. 18) explains two main problems in English language teaching as lack
of appropriate training of the teachers and the methodological as well as planning issues
deriving from this inadequate training. He maintains that the teaching methods rely
heavily on Grammar-Translation, teaching ‘about’ the language, and the direct borrowing
of and dependence on the materials and techniques from the countries where the target
language is spoken. He also claims that with regards to teacher training, the policy-makers
plan the programs from their offices without much being aware of what is actually going
on in the field. In this respect, he is critical of the decision to centralize, unify and mandate
the teacher training programs by the CHE. Another concern he rises is the lack of
coordination and communication between the MNE and CHE. His view of lack of liaison
is clearly reflected in the example that when students come to EPPs, they often have to
start from the very basic language areas such as the simple present, articles etc. This
indicates either a failure in the previous schooling system or ignoring the students’
previous training at pre-tertiary level.

The second main problem Isik (2008, pp. 18-21) points out is that there is not
enough planning about the teaching of foreign languages. He says that the issues originate
from not basing the decisions on scientific foundations, the paths followed in appointing
the decision-makers including frequent changes of the staff who make the policies, and
decisions to change the systems frequently without having enough chance to trial a
system. This, according to Isik, is an indication of a lack of policy in foreign language
education in Turkey.

The inefficiency of English language education is reflected in national and
international platforms such as the Education First English Proficiency Index (EF EPI).
The index tries to put countries into a rank order each year taking the English language



skills of adults who took the EF test as a basis. As an example, Solak (2013, p. 297)
indicated that according to the 2012 EF index, Finland belonged to the very high
proficiency category with a score of 64.47 ranking fourth among 54 countries, whereas
Turkey was in the low proficiency category with a score of 51.19 and ranking 32nd.
However, five years after Solak’s remarks, according to 2017 results of the Education
First EPI, Turkey’s score decreased even more to 47.79 ranking 62th among 80 countries
(26th among 27 European countries) while the country with the highest score was
Netherlands with EF EPI of 71.45. The average index for Europe was 55.96 (Education
First, 2017). These figures show that the overall English language proficiency level in
Turkey is one of the least all over the world and Europe and is still on the decline. Because
the differences between 2011 and 2017 ranks for Turkey are 48th and 62th respectively,
the deterioration is worrying.

The language problems that occur at the pre-tertiary education have negative
consequences when students begin university, and therefore, it is actually necessary to
resolve the problems at that stage (Goktiirk, 1983, p. 2). However, Goktiirk also stated
that instead of dealing with the roots of the problem, universities try to handle the issue
by creating privileged universities that teach through the medium of English. Since
English skills of most students who are going to start their undergraduate studies
remained below the desired level, some universities began to establish their EPPs for
various reasons.

EPPs can be described as intensive language programs that are provided in the first
year of university enrolment and they are independent of the years at faculties. These
programs aim at teaching a foreign language usually with 20-24 hours a week. The course
content and approaches may vary among universities, but some requirements such as very
few hours of absenteeism are usually constant. The programs usually administer an
exemption examination to eliminate and send the students with good levels of English to
their faculties at the beginning. The students who cannot pass exemption examinations
are settled into classes with different language levels through the same examination or a
separate placement examination. Depending on their success at achievements
assessments and exit examination scores which are usually called proficiency tests, the
students can finish the program successfully or may have to study at least one more
semester in the EPPs. Those who cannot finish the EPPs in one year or two years may
have to drop out of university or be placed in equivalent programs that are provided in



Turkish depending on the decision by the university senates. The EPPs can be obligatory
for some departments or whole faculties (e. g. Engineering Faculties or Piloting
departments in Aviation and Avionics Faculties), or they may be elective for other
departments (e. g. Industrial Design departments), while for some other departments they
are not required at all. The policy regarding the mandatory status changes from university
to university. For instance, Middle East Technical University, Izmir Institute of
Technology, Bogazi¢i University, Bilkent University, TED University, Yeditepe
University, Ko¢ University, and Bahgesehir University are universities with 100% of
English-medium instruction in Turkey.

EPPs at universities were established during the early years of the Turkish Republic.
Demircan (1982, p. 134) states that the EPPs are units that aim to teach their students
foreign languages to help them with their studies in their faculties. These units can work
as departments under the rectorates, or they can function as Schools of Foreign
Languages. The teaching staff consist mainly of Instructors (Okutman).

The earliest examples with systematic English programs include istanbul
University, which opened its School of Foreign Languages in 1933-1934 with the aim of
teaching languages to students to equip them with the skills they needed for their faculties
and for their fields (Goktiirk, 1982, p.4). Goktiirk says that the high number of foreign
academics in the faculties contributed to the success of the EPP by adding a genuine
purpose to learn a foreign langage in the early years. In addition, it was understood that
the materials in the EPP included those for ‘English for Specific Purposes’ considering
students’ needs. However, in time the connection between the EPPs and faculties became
lost. Another pioneer is Middle East Technical University that was founded in 1956 and
established its EPP in 1961. Likewise, on the webite of Bogazici University, it is
maintained that it is an institution with the experience of teaching English since 1863
(http-1) due to the fact that it is an extension of Robert College, and Demircan (1982, p.
135) states that this university began English-medium instruction in 1971. Founded in
1984, the first foundation university Bilkent University followed this trend (British
Council and TEPAV, 2015, p. 58). In 1996, it became mandatory to open EPPs for
universities that provide instruction through English-only, and these were required to
provide one year of English for Academic Purposes. This obligation was extended to
other universities with English-medium courses in 2001 (British Council and Tepav,
2015, p. 60).
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As the number of universities increased, so did the number of EPPs. According to
(Cengizhan Ozaydin 2006, pp. 8-11) while the total number of universities was 91 in
Turkey in 2006, 72 (79%) of them had English preparatory classes but 19 did not have
them. In 2016, in all universities of Turkey, the number of departments that had
compulsory EPPs (with programs having minimum 30% of English courses) was 349
(Council of Higher Education, 2016, pp. 1-4). As of 2017, there are 184 universities each
having their own EPPs.

The main aim of the EPPs is stated to be equipping their students with the English
language skills that would be needed throughout students studies in the first place. In
broader terms, the EPPs and foreign language education in Turkey emerged to cope with
the needs of the modern world and civilizations, to follow the latest advancements is
science, technology and art from the most recent sources (Goktiirk, 1982, p.1). In
addition, having full access to academic course books and research in English, enabling
students to publish and disseminate international papers, allowing students and teachers
academic mobility and attracting foreign academic staff were also mentioned as the
advantages of adopting an English-medium instruction (British Council and TEPAV,
2015, p. 58). However, in the British Council and TEPAYV report it is stated that these
aims are often determined without considering the actual needs of learners, and many
EPPs have not conducted a needs analysis. Workforce that knows a foreign language for
future investments of Turkey (Inal, 1993, p. 46) was stated as another objective to teach
foreign languages.

While today many universities have EPPs, there are a number of problems. Batirel
(1993, p. 3) said that in 1992, many of the newly established universities founded their
preparatory programs without the necessary infrastructures just for the sake of not falling
back in the competitive environment. He adds that in Turkey, informing the public about
what foreign language learning is, its methodologies and how language should be used is
an obligation, and the planning of the learning is a partial public service that should be
made or closely followed by the government itself. Goktiirk (1982, p. 1) mentions that
some institutions consider the teaching of a foreign language just for the sake of teaching
it and as a way of formalism rather than seeing it as a means of accessing contemporary
sources of information. He also adds that students may not be aware of the reason why
they learn English, and thus, view the education in EPPs as a course they just have to

pass.
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Goktiirk (1982, pp. 2-5) stated that one of the problems of EPPs is that the faculties
at universities do not inform the EPPs with the information about the nature of English
used in their departments, at what stages, the duration, the assessment levels and the
number of hours with English-medium classes, and nor is there a unified system shared
by all faculties. This hinders the development of an effective program to address all
faculties. Goktiirk added that English should not be limited to one year of instruction but
must continue throughout the whole tertiary studies of students as obligatory classes. He
also maintained that even though the content of the programs may differ due to the
departments, all EPPs in the country have to make a consensus about the total weekly
class hours, attendance limits, and exit exam levels. As can be seen Gokturk’s remarks,
the lack of coordination in terms of exit criteria has existed for more than 25 years.

In a discussion, Altop (Marmara Universitesi Yabanci Diller Egitim Ogretim
Arastirma ve Uygulama Merkezi, 1993, pp. 48-49) raised a question about a student who
prepared for Bogazi¢i University and who could not pass the exemption tests of this
university but could do so in another university. When this student wanted to transfer to
Bogazigi University, he/she was told that only if he/she could document his/her level of
proficiency by taking one of the standardized tests (TOEFL, Proficiency, IELTS)
recognized by the university he/she could be accepted. Altop asked how it could be
possible that one university did not recognize the English education that was taken from
the EPP of another university, and what the criteria was about EPPs. To this question,
Yazic1 (Marmara Universitesi Yabanci Diller Egitim Ogretim Arastirma ve Uygulama
Merkezi, 1993, pp. 48-49) responded that the universities in Turkey could come together
to determine a common goal, but this would be very difficult as each university worked
independently at the time.

Turkish universities opened their EPPs for various reasons, but allegations include
that some universities aim to gain prestige and popularity or increase their entrance scores
through EPPs even if the number of English-medium courses in faculties are very limited.
Recently, in the news, it was reported that the CHE Director Prof. Dr. Yekta Sarag said
in a meeting (Kasap and Usul, 2017, p.1) that in the booklets from which candidate
university students choose their universities, there would be information whether the
EPPs of universities are accredited or not. He said that if the foreign language was not
used effectively, it would not go beyond being a means of advertising universities.
Therefore, adding information about whether the EPPs were accredited would be a
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precaution for the use of EPPs as a means to advertise the university. He pointed out
referring to the British Council and TEPAV study (2015) that a foreign language can be
a barrier in transferring scientific knowledge at universities if not used effectively. He
also added that it is necessary that EPPs should begin their accreditation procedures so as
to enable candidate students to make right choices.

To conclude, the foundation of the EPPs in Turkey have a long history. Even if
there are some well-established EPPs in universities, some problems still persist as
outlined above. One of the main problems is that there is lack of a clear description of
what EPPs should teach and focus on. One step to solve this problem is to accredit the
EPPs by asking authorized institutions to investigate the whole system. Another step can
be to define the set of skills needed in EPPs through research, which might help in the

future towards the standardization of these skills.

1.4. Exit Criteria of English Preparatory Programs

Most universities in Turkey, private or state, have preparatory programs which aim
at equipping students with the English language knowledge and skills that are needed to
attend English-medium courses in their departments. In order to be eligible to finish these
programs, the students should be at certain proficiency levels which are measured using
various means. However, the problem is that the exit criteria and the nature of
examinations differ from university to university, and the lack of standards on a national
basis leads to problems in terms of accountability, comparability and accreditation. Until
recently in Turkey, there were no national policies in setting an exit level for EPP
students.

In many other countries, policies state that the common aim of secondary ELT is to
prepare students in terms of basic knowledge and skills in English and to develop positive
attitudes towards the language and culture (Brewster, Ellis and Girard, 2002, p. 146).
Another common characteristic of secondary level foreign language teaching is that
curriculums, tasks and forms of assessment are usually determined on a national basis. In
contrast, the aims and practices in foreign language teaching at tertiary English are not as
clearly defined.

In Turkey, tertiary education is regulated by the Council of Higher Education. CHE
described the purpose, the basic conditions, and the exit assessment only as a globally
stated framework through several legislations (YOK, 1981, 1983, and 2008). The Law on
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Higher Education (Law No 2547) dictates that foreign language is among the obligatory
courses at the tertiary level. The ‘Regulations on Foreign Language Teaching in the
Institutions of Higher Education and on the Basis of the Implementation of Education and
Training in a Foreign Language’ (YOK, 2008) mandates that the purpose of teaching a
foreign language is teaching students the fundamental rules of the target language,
developing their vocabulary, enabling them to understand what they read and listen to
and to express themselves in writing and speaking. This statement was the only
description what English language teaching at universities should focus on for a very long
time. While the four skills along with a basic understanding of grammar and vocabulary
growth seemed to be emphasized in the law, no common criteria for proficiency was
suggested, and the teaching of ‘basic’ or ‘fundamental’ rules failed to guide universities
in designing their exit level tests to assess proficiency.

In terms of assessment, Item 5 (YOK, 2008) directed that newly enrolled students
take a placement exam at the beginning of the academic year in order to be exempt from
preparatory schools and obligatory foreign language courses or to be placed into language
levels in preparatory schools if they cannot pass the examination. However, the nature of
the placement exam, the assessment methods and minimum conditions to guide the test
preparation were not mentioned. Moreover, the exit examinations were not described at
all in the regulations. Instead, CHE (YOK, 2009a) only provided the equivalencies of the
exam scores obtained from the national standardized tests KPDS (Governmental Staff
Language Exam) and UDS (Interuniversity Board Foreign Language Examination)
compared to internationally recognized exams TOEFL, TOEIC, IELTS, FCE, CAE, and
CPE. While doing so, CHE was also aware of the differences in theses assessments as it
states that “The internationally recognized English language exams measure the ability to
communicate in English across all four language skills: listening, reading, writing and
speaking, whereas, the UDS and KPDS exams in English measure only some of these
skills” (2009a). That is, the regulations described only general guidelines in terms of
placement and exemption, they and appeared to be insufficient in determining a set of
standards in describing foreign language proficiency. The lack of certain requirements by
CHE in this respect may have led to discrepancies in terms of consistency, equivalence,
and reliability. While certain initiatives were developed in some countries for achieving
accountability through working out benchmarks of foreign language proficiency, setting

national standards as frameworks for assessment, and constructing proficiency
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guidelines, in Turkey such attempts have not been made yet except only for the physical
conditions. On the grounds of comparability, this creates inconsistencies in what the exit
level should be and how it should be assessed. In order to meet the needs of future
stakeholders including students, academics and businesses, a framework for ‘exit criteria’
for foreign language might be suggested as it is the case for graduating students in Taiwan
(Prapphal, 2008, p.133).

About language policy Shohamy (2007) says:

Language policies are often stated explicitly through official documents, such as national
laws, declarations of certain languages as ‘official’ or national, language standards,
curricula and tests. At times, though, language policies are not stated explicitly but can
rather be derived and deduced implicitly by examining a variety of de facto practices; in

these situations policies are ‘hidden’ from the public eye (Shohamy, 2007, p. 119).

In terms of national policies at tertiary level, decisions and nation-wide reports have
been published only recently in Turkey. One of these is the declaration of the National
Qualifications Framework for Higher Education in Turkey (NQF-HETR) by the CHE. In

the ‘Communication and Social Competence for Students’ section, the Council describes
the language levels needed for tertiary and post-graduate students as follows (Council of
Higher Education, 2009, http://www.yok.gov.tr/web/uluslararasi-iliskiler/91):

5. Level (Associate's, short cycle) Qualifications: Monitor the developments in the field and
communicate with peers by using a foreign language at least at a level of European Language
Portfolio A2 General Level.

6. Level (BACHELOR'S, 1st cycle) Qualifications: Monitor the developments in the field
and communicate with peers by using a foreign language at least at a level of European
Language Portfolio B1 General Level.

7. Level (MASTER'S, 2nd cycle) Qualifications: -Communicate with peers by using a
foreign language at least at a level of European Language Portfolio B2 General Level.

8. Level DOCTORATE (3rd cycle) Qualifications: -Ability to communicate and discuss
orally, in written and visually with peers by using a foreign language at least at a level of

European Language Portfolio C1 General Level.

According to NQF-HETR, the only description of tertiary students’ language, as
can be seen above is the by referring to CEFR, setting it to B1 for Bachelor’s Degree

students. This fails to explain the specific skills as well as how this level will be
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determined. Besides, there is no indication of the exit level EPPs according to the
framework above.

Another seminal document published recently is the report ‘The English Education
in Higher Education Institutions in Turkey — A Situation Analysis’ in 2015 by the British
Council with the collaboration of TEPAV (Ministry of National Education and Turkish
Economic Policies Research Foundation). In this report, which is based on a large-scale
project with the participation of 38 universities, the issue of failure of teaching English as
foreign language is dealt with along with concerns such as the decision of considering
English as the language of instruction at universities, assessment issues, teachers’ skills
among others and strategies for dealing with these problems.

The report mentions that setting the entry level to A2 for EPPs is rather insufficient
and should be minimum A2 when students begin EPPs even though it is still too low. It
Is indicated that it will take about a whole generation until students at pre-tertiary level
will enter university with the desired basic level, but even after approximately 1.000+
hours of instruction beginning from 2. Grade until the end of Grade 12 if there will still
be students who have not achieved this basic level, then there would be no choice than
accepting them into EPPs. In that case, it is indicated that within about eight months of
instruction in the EPPs, it would be almost impossible to train these students to become
B2. As a result, the EPPs and the instructors are often considered to be unsuccessful
ignoring the low proficiency of the entry level students (British Council and TEPAV,
2015, pp. 20, 72-73). As it is indicated in this research report, in reality this is how most
EPPs today function in Turkish universities actually. As it is unrealistic to expect beginner
level students to become B2 in one year, the solution dominantly lies within their pre-
tertiary education. If the students are able to come to EPPs with higher levels in the near
future, the EPPs can work on more refined and academic skills.

According to the British Council report (2015) the exit level for EPP students
should be revised as B2+ for linguistically challenging departments and B1+ for those
that are non-challenging. It is stated that many of the universities report their exit level as
B2 according to the CEFR, but some of them admitted that the level might fall to B1+.
Yet, the report says that it is necessary to focus on achieving the standards additionally.
Some steps taken by only a few universities include the quality assurance of the EPPs
through accreditation by international institutions such as EAQUALS, Pearson Assured,
BALEAP (pp. 80-81). The idea of founding a national quality assurance initiative
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DEDAK (Language Education Evaluation and Accreditation Board) has been suggested
only recently and it has not been fully in practice yet.

Another concern regarding the EPPs is how the exit levels are assessed. There is
great variation amongst universities in terms of exit examinations (British Council and
TEPAYV, 2015, p. 8). While some universities accept certificates of TOEFL, IELTS or
other standardized examinations, some others prepare their own examinations. In the
latter case, the examinations in some EPPs can lack the assessment of all four skills,
especially without the evaluation of speaking, and some may remain rather simple
compared to other universities. While some universities gave only one test as exit exams,
which was mostly in the multiple-choice format, others tested the productive skill writing,
too. Few universities tested the speaking skill, and the CHE did not require it. These
factors aggravated the problem of lack of comparability and benchmarking for
proficiency among universities.

In addition to the qualities of tests, the passing grades are also arbitrary. Each
institution sets its own passing score from the exit exam or a combination of exams for
multiple skills. To illustrate, in year 2010, the passing scores for Middle Eastern
Technical University was set as 60 for the METU EPE test, which is the exemption test
for proficiency. The equivalent TOEFL IBT score was set as 75, the required TOEFL
PBT is 537, and the IELTS score is 6 at this university. In contrast, the exit score for
Anadolu University was 70, and the students could pass if they obtain 65 from KPDS,
500 from TOEFL PBT, and 5.5 from IELTS in the same year. Considering that METU is
a 100% English-medium instruction university while Anadolu University is mostly a
Turkish-medium one having some programs with 100% or 30% of English instruction,
these differences could be considered natural. However, to what extend can language
standards differ across EPPs is still a general issue that needs deeper understanding in the
country.

Becoming a global citizen especially after the foundation of the European
Commission brought up the development of CEFR for easy communication and free
circulation among member countries. Caglar (1993, p. 13) says that according to the
European Council Declaration signed on 19 June 1983 in Stuttgart, the basic element in
forming a unified Europe is language. While respecting the cultural values and languages
of each country, a common foreign language is necessary for free circulation among

countries, for economic, technical and scientific cooperation. English was the most
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suitable candidate (Caglar, 1993, p. 13). This initiated the studies towards the European
Language Portfolio and the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages.

Increasingly, the CEFR was taken as a basis in describing language levels beyond
the European Council member countries. CEFR was first drafted in 1996 and was in
circulation in 1997 (Alderson, 2006). It is a language portfolio that enables the language
learners to evaluate themselves through ‘can-do’ type of items through self-assessment.
At the end, the learner is assigned into one of the six level such as Breakthrough (Al) to
Mastery (C2), depending on the result of this self-assessment. CEFR is a widely
acknowledged guidance for many learners and programmers having world-wide impact.
CEFR is one of the major studies that laid foundations in the field of describing language
proficiency levels in detail. Because it was developed as a tool for self-assessment,
enabling its users to determine their levels through checkliststs of ‘can do’ statements,
initially it did not have academic uses and there were no assemessment ways of testing
these levels. Later, projects in developing assessment schemes were intitiated, and
research was conducted in benchmarking and aligning other standardized tests such as
the FCE, TOEFL etc. With the global trend of using CEFR in describing language
proficiency, Turkey also began to use it in setting targets, including tertiary education as
described above.

However, taking the CEFR as the basis for determining the exit level and criteria is
not without problems. There are some issues to consider when CEFR is taken as the
framework for instruction, determining the exit level proficiency skills, and assessment.

Firstly, CEFR has more pragmatic and everyday purposes such as tourism or work
rather than academic ones. Another issue is that since CEFR is prepared with the
intention of a means for self-evaluation and there were not many standardized
examinations when this study was conducted, it is likely that the learners may not be able
to assess their skills objectively through ‘can do’ statements. One the first diagnostic tests
design based on CEFR was DIALANG developed and pilot-tested by means of a project
coordinated by Alderson (2006). However, he states that despite the fact that DIALANG
was based on CEFR, it is still necessary to investigate how to relate these two in terms of
the scores obtained and the items tested because in the project the results demonstrated
lack of correlation between CEFR and DIALANG in some skills (e. g listening). Alderson