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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE CURRICULUM
IMPLEMENTATION IN 6", 7" AND 8" GRADES OF PUBLIC PRIMARY
SCHOOLS THROUGH TEACHERS’ AND STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS

Yanik Ersen, Asli
Ph.D., Department of Educational Sciences
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ali Yildirim
July 2007, 225 Pages

This study aimed to investigate how English language curriculum of the sixth,
seventh and eighth grades of public primary schools was implemented by teachers
and how it was experienced by students. The major areas of investigation were the
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the curriculum goals and content, instructional
strategies, evaluation and assessment procedures, learner attitudes and the problems
encountered during the curriculum implementation. Through a questionnaire for
teachers and students, the data collected were from 368 teachers and 1235 students
randomly selected from the 21 cities and 42 towns of the seven regions of Turkey.

The results revealed that the implementation process of the English language
curriculum showed differences in relation to the facilities of schools and classrooms,
teacher and student characteristics and perceptions. Majority of the curriculum goals
were attained at a moderate level and there were some problems with the selection
and ordering of curriculum content. Various types of teacher-centered and learner-
centered instructional strategies were implemented depending on the language skill
to be taught and learned, and the students had positive attitudes towards most of
these instructional strategies. The main problems encountered in the implementation
process resulted from the lack of materials and resources, the course-book, the

learners, the classroom environment and the curriculum. These problems influenced
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the attainment of goals, classroom practices and the assessment procedures.

Teachers’ perceptions of curriculum goals and content differed in relation to school
location, age, teaching experience and educational background. Students’ perceptions
of the curriculum differed in relation to their grade levels, gender, parents’

educational and English level and previous English grade.

Keywords: English language curriculum, English language teaching, curriculum

implementation, teacher perceptions, student perceptions, primary school
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ILKOGRETIM 6., 7. VE 8. SINIF INGILiZCE OGRETIiM PROGRAMININ
UYGULANMASI KONUSUNDA OGRETMEN VE OGRENCI
GORUSLERININ INCELENMESI

oz
Yanik Ersen, Ashi
Doktora, Egitim Bilimleri Bolimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Ali Yildirim
Temmuz 2007, 225 Sayfa

Bu calisma, ilkdgretim 6., 7. ve 8. smif Ingilizce 6gretim programinin
Ogretmenler tarafindan nasil uygulandigimi ve Ogrenciler tarafindan nasil
algilandi@in1  arastirmak amaciyla gergeklestirilmistir. Calismada programin
hedefleri, konulari, 6gretim ve 6l¢gme-degerlendirme yontemleri, 6grenci tutumlart ile
programin uygulamasinda karsilasilan giicliikler, 6gretmen ve Ogrenci goriislerine
dayamilarak incelenmistir. Ogretmen ve &grenci anketleri yoluyla, Tiirkiye nin yedi
bolgesinden, gelismiglik diizeyleri dikkate alinarak belirlenen 21 il merkezi ve bu
illere bagli 42 ilgeden, seckisiz 6rnekleme yontemiyle saptanan 368 Ogretmen ve
1235 ogrenciden veriler toplanmis ve bunlar betimleyici ve yordayict istatistiki
yontemler ile ¢oziimlenmistir.

Calisma sonuglari, Ingilizce 6gretim programinin uygulanmasi siirecinde,
okul ve siniflarin fiziksel kosullarindan, 6gretmen ve 6grencilerin nitelikleri ile goriis
ve algilarindan kaynaklanan farkliliklarin oldugunu gostermektedir. Programin
hedeflerinin biiyiik bir boliimii orta diizeyde gerceklesmekte ve konu secimi ve
diizenlenmesi  agisindan  birtakim  sorunlarla  karsilagilmaktadir.  Program
uygulanirken hedeflenen bilgi ve beceriler dikkate alinarak, gerek 6gretmen, gerekse
ogrenci merkezli ¢esitli 6gretim yontem ve teknikleri kullanilmakta ve bunlar
Ogrenciler tarafindan olumlu karsilanmaktadir. Programin uygulanmasinda, ders arag
ve gereglerinden, ders kitabindan, 6grencilerden, sinif ortamindan ve programdan

kaynaklanan sorunlar tespit edilmistir. Bu giicliikler hedeflere ulagilmasini, sinif igi
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etkinliklerin yiiriitiilmesini ve Olgme-degerlendirme siireclerini 6nemli Olgiide
etkilemektedir. Ogretmenlerin c¢alistiklar1 bolgeye, yaslarmma, deneyimlerine ve
egitim durumlarina gore programi uygulamalarinda; O&grencilerin ise smif
diizeylerine, cinsiyetlerine, ailelerinin egitim durumlarina ve Ingilizce diizeylerine ve
daha 6nce aldiklar1 Ingilizce notuna gore uygulanan programi algilamalarinda

farkliliklar olustugu ortaya ¢ikmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ingilizce dgretim programi, Ingiliz Dili dgretimi, 6gretim

programi  uygulamasi, O&gretmen  algilari, Ogrenci  algilar,  ilkogretim
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides information about the background to the study with a
summary of the goals, content, and suggested instructional and evaluation procedures
of the English language curriculum offered at the sixth, seventh and eighth grade

levels. It also presents the purpose, significance and definitions of the key terms.

1.1. Background to the Study

In this time of globalization, acquisition of a second and even third and fourth
language is much more important than it was before. This significance attributed to
the teaching and learning of foreign languages has been recognized by the
educational authorities, and foreign language courses have taken their places in the
core curricula at various school levels all over the world. Among the numerous sorts
of languages, English is the most preferred not only because of its acceptance as a
global language but also due to its widespread use. As stated by Crystal (as cited in
McKay, 1992) around 570 million people use English either as a native or second
language in the world.

Throughout the history, the importance given to the teaching and learning of
English has led to the development of various approaches and methods having direct
influence on syllabus design, classroom practices, and assessment and evaluation
procedures. As Richards and Rodgers (1990) argue the individual and social
purposes for learning English and the theories on second language acquisition have
had great impact on the existence of these approaches and methods.

According to Richards and Rodgers (1990) these approaches and methods can be
listed under three basic views of language. The first view is the “structural view”

stating the purpose of language learning as “the mastery of the structurally related
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elements” in the form of phonological, grammatical and lexical units, and the
methods listed under this view are “Grammar Translation Method”, “Direct Method”
“Audio-Lingual Method”, “Total Physical Response” and “Silent Way” (p. 17). The
second view is “functional view” revealing that language is “a vehicle for the
expression of functional meaning” from which “Communicative Language
Teaching” and “Task Based Instruction” are derived (p. 17). The third view is
“interactional view” perceiving language as “a tool for the creation and maintenance
of social relations” to which “Suggestopedia” and “Community Language Teaching”
relate (p. 17).

These approaches and methods have affected the syllabuses of English courses.
Actually, the related literature presents two main types of syllabuses in English
language teaching and learning, which are “product-oriented” and “process-oriented”
syllabuses (Nunan, 1988, p. 27). In “product-oriented syllabuses,” the emphasis is on
“the knowledge and skills which learners would gain as a result of instruction”
(Nunan, 1988, p. 27). In such a syllabus, content is expressed in the form of
“structures” meaning the grammatical rules that the students are expected to
accomplish, or in the form of “functions” and “notions” (Nunan, 1988, pp. 30-36).
Functions are described as “the communication purposes of the language” such as
requests, offers and complaints. Notions, on the other hand, are ‘“conceptual
meanings” such as time, sequence, frequency and location (Wilkins, 1976, p. 65). In
contrast to “product-oriented” syllabuses, in “process-oriented” ones, the focus is on
“the processes through which knowledge and skills will be gained by the learner”
(Nunan, 1988, p. 40). In these syllabuses, content is expressed in the form of “tasks,
activities and themes” that the students will deal with in class (Richards, Platt, and
Weber, 1985, p. 289).

Due to the gaps in second language acquisition theory and practice, there is not a
consensus reached on which of these aforementioned approaches, methods and
syllabuses is more efficient than the other. However, the current trend is on
Communicative Language Teaching, Task-based Instruction and Process-oriented
syllabuses. Yet, there is still a debate on whether these recent approaches and
methods are applicable to all educational contexts (Alptekin, 2001; CEFR, 2001;
Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005; Lewis and McCook, 2002; Littlewood, 2000).
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In fact, the related literature emphasizes the significance of continuous
investigation of any curriculum to reach at better conclusions about the effectiveness
of its approach, method and syllabus (Cronbach, 1977; Nunan, 1993; Schriven,
1973). However, this issue requires the consideration of how the investigation will be
conducted and who will be involved in this investigation process. Actually, the exact
definition of curriculum is provided by dividing the concept into categories like
“planned curriculum,” “observed curriculum” and “experienced curriculum”
(Goodlad as cited in Saylor, Alexander and Lewis, 1978, p. 5). In this regard, a
comprehensive definition of planned curriculum is provided by Crocker and Banfield
(as cited in Oztiirk, 2003, p. 16) as “what has been set out in guidelines or syllabus
documents prepared by the relevant educational authorities.” The ‘“observed
curriculum” is the one that people see when they are in a classroom (Goodlad as
cited in Saylor, Alexander and Lewis, 1978, p. 5). On the other hand, the American
National Council (as cited in Oztiirk, 2003, p.16) clearly defined the experienced
curriculum as “the planned curriculum modified and shaped by the interactions of
students, teachers, materials and daily life in the classroom.”

These definitions of curriculum stem from the fact that there can be
discrepancies between what is aimed by educational authorities and what is
experienced in the classroom. Actually, planned curriculum is usually “either
invisible or unreal” (Nunan, 1993, p. 138), so investigation on any curriculum should
consider what is experienced in the classroom. Indeed, teachers are the key people
who are interpreting the planned curriculum and giving life to it in the language
classroom by means of their instructional and evaluation strategies. It is also a fact
that the audience of any curriculum is the students, as they are the main figures who
are affected by the curriculum. Thus, such an investigation should certainly include
teachers and students. Moreover, as Nunan (1993) states there can be “disparities
between what teachers believe happens in class and what actually happens” (p. 139).
Therefore, such investigation should compare the teachers’ and learners’ perceptions.

In such examinations, not only the differences between two key groups of
people, the teachers and students, but also the differences within the groups should
also be taken into account. It is because there is considerable amount of literature
stating the impact of certain teacher characteristics such as age, gender, educational

background and teaching experience on student achievement (Wayne and Youngs,
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2003). Besides, in his review of research on classroom tasks and students’ abilities, It
is argued that individual differences among the students have effects on how they
interpret the classroom instruction. In relation to this, Doyle (as cited in Peterson and
Walberg, 1980, p. 19) pays “more attention to individual differences as they relate to
specific features of the classroom ecology would seem to be a fruitful direction for
research on teaching”

These approaches, methods and syllabuses to English language teaching and
learning together with the arguments on different types of curricula and the effects of
teacher and student characteristics have had serious impact on Turkish education
system. First, utmost care and significance is given to English language teaching and
learning at all levels in various types of schools in Turkey. However, English
language acquisition is still not at the desired level as too many students at various
levels complain about not knowing and using English (Gokdemir, 1991). The
anticipated problems encountered in English language teaching and learning in
Turkey have been raised as lack of resources, crowded classrooms and insufficient
time allocated for the courses. Besides, the quantity and quality of teachers have also
been criticized (Demircan, 1988; Demirel, 1994; Kas, 1991; Sarigdz, 1999; Sunel,
1994).

In relation to English teachers, educational background, the department where
they have graduated from, and the years of teaching experience are claimed to be the
factors creating differences in their implementation of English language curriculum
offered at various schools and at various levels (Akalin, 1990; Bagkan, 2001;
Demirel, 1991). However, there are still discrepancies among the results of the
studies on the issue. In fact, some studies on the history of English language teacher
education in Turkey reveal there are significant differences between English
Language Department (ELT) and the departments of English Language and
Literature (ELL), Translation and Linguistics in terms of the type of courses offered
(Akalin, 1990). On the contrary, there are other studies stating that the ELT
departments in Turkey are not very different from the others in that they are stressing
field specific knowledge rather than teaching (Bagkan, 2001; Demirel, 1991).

Among the previously stated approaches, methods and syllabuses “Grammar
Translation Method,” “Cognitive Code Approach” and “Audio-lingual Method” and

“Product-oriented Syllabuses™” have widely been used in English language teaching
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and learning in Turkey (Demircan, 1988; Demirel 1987). However, the current trend
is on “Communicative Language Teaching,” “Task-based Instruction” and “Process-
oriented Syllabuses.” Besides, “Eclectic Method” which derives from the assumption
that there is no best method that is applicable to all educational contexts is also
emphasized. In relation to this, teachers are suggested to synthesize the strengths and
weaknesses of each method and implement the ones that are appropriate for their
educational contexts (Demirel, 1987, p. 48).

Considering all these issues about the significance attributed to English language
education, the discrepancies between planned and experienced curricula, the
diversity of approaches, methods and syllabuses and the possible effects of teacher
and student background characteristics on learning and teaching of English, this
study will focus on the investigation of English language curriculum of sixth, seventh

and eighth grades at public primary schools.

1.1.1. Overview of English Language Curriculum of the Public Primary Schools
in Turkey

After the acceptance of eight year compulsory education, which has been
implemented since the 1997-1998 school year, English has been offered as a must
course in the public primary schools. In fact, English courses have been provided
from grade four to grade eight. Again, this curriculum has been redesigned in terms
of its goals, content, instructional methods and evaluation procedures (MEB, 2004a).
The regulations regarding the English language curriculum impose that English
courses offered at grades six, seven and eight should have integration and continuity.
At these grade levels, English is offered for four hours per week, and at the end of
grade eight, the students are expected to graduate from the school with pre-
intermediate level of English (MEB, 2004a). The goals of the curriculum are as

follows:

In relation to the contexts, functions and structures presented in the specific
objectives, the students will be able to (a) understand what they have listened
and read in English, and to speak and write in English (b) identify the culture
of the nations whose mother tongue is English, (c) tolerate the other cultures
and (d) get interested in communicating in English (MEB, 2004a).
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In fact, not only these goals but also the objectives for each grade have also been
provided in the curriculum guidelines. Actually, these objectives have been listed at
three levels of the cognitive domain in Bloom’s taxonomy, which are “knowledge,”
“comprehension” and “application” (Biimen, 2006, p. 4). In fact, there is continuity
and integration in the specific objectives of each grade level. In short, the objectives

repeated at grades six, seven and eight can be summarized as:

Knowledge of the sounds, intonation patterns and pronunciation, the
vocabulary items found in the dialogues/texts, the parts of speech in simple
sentences, the grammatical rules in simple sentences, the abbreviations used
in spoken and written English, and the functions of spoken English...
Comprehension of the grammatical structures and speech acts of simple
sentences, the dialogues/texts listened and read, and the daily experiences in
spoken English... Application of the structures, functions and vocabulary
items accurately while speaking and writing (MEB, 2004a).

For these objectives, it can be stated that all four main skills (reading, writing,
listening and speaking) are given place in the curriculum. Besides, the knowledge of
grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation and intonation are also given priority. In
addition to these, two other objectives related to the affective domain, being
motivated in learning and being interested in using the language, have also been
included in the curriculum guidelines (MEB, 2004a). While stating these objectives,
the authorities have also listed the specific attitudes and behaviors expected from the
students. In the curriculum guidelines the expected behaviors are listed as speaking
with people who know English, reading story books, listening to songs, playing
language games, and solving puzzles in free times (MEB, 2004a).

Although the objectives for each grade are the same, there are differences among
the types of content covered in each grade. Actually, grade 6 is a bridge between
grades 4 and 5, and grades 7 and 8. In other words, the content of grades 4 and 5 has
been revised in grade 6 and new content which will be covered in the coming years
are introduced (MEB, 2004). The content of grade 6 as expressed in the curriculum

guidelines is:

1- Greetings /Meeting People /Introducing one self to someone 2- Asking
for and giving personal information 3- The names of some
countries/neighboring countries/ nationalities 4- Giving classroom
instructions 5- Describing objects 6- Colors, Some adjectives 7- Identifying
your family 8- Talking about environment (house/garden/room/clothes) 9-
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Giving negative classroom instructions 10- Asking questions with
have/has/negative forms of have /has, More adjectives 11- Describing a
geographical location, Giving directions 12- There is/are prepositions 13-

Can/Can’t (ability /disability) 14- Asking and telling the time 15- Shopping
16- Food/drink, Countable / uncountable nouns 17- Family tree, Speculating
about people 18- Days of the week /months/ seasons, Ordinal numbers,
Dates, Favorites 19- Containers, Discussion Activities, Jazz chants, Short
poems, Rhymes, Limericks 20- Asking about likes/dislikes 21- Verbs, Some
vocabulary 22- Simple Present Tense 23- Describing daily activities 24-
Hobbies/professions 25- Frequency adverbs 26- Describing what people
do at work 27- Weather forecast, General truth 28- Present Continuous
Tense 29-Future tense ‘be going to’, Talking about holiday/plans/activities
30- Obligations, Clothes-sizes, TV curriculums 31- Suggestions, Describing
a menu, Preferences, Imperatives, Expressing alternatives (MEB, 2004a).

In grade 7, not only some of the content in grade 6 is revised but also new
content is provided. The content of grade 7 as displayed in the curriculum guidelines

is:

1- Yes/no Questions or wh-questions 2- Tag questions 3- Agreeing /
disagreeing 4- What happened?/What’s the matter? 5- More about past
activities (talking about things people didn’t do in the past) 6- Apologizing
and giving excuses 7- Indefinite pronoun/reflexive pronoun/ emphatic
pronoun 8- Comparatives, Comparing people/things/ qualities 9- Making a
choice 10- Past form of ‘to be’, Time expressions and adverbials 11-
Describing people/ place in the past 12- Asking and talking about reasons for
absence and expressing feelings 13- Have to/expressing obligations 14-
Want to, Verb infinitive 15- Talking about preferences 16- Comparison
(affirmative/negative/question) 17- Asking and saying where someone was
18- Asking for and giving opinions, making prediction and reporting 19-
Expressing feelings, Comparing life in the past, Inventions and discoveries
20- Talking about past events/past habits/experiences and expressing bad
habits 21- Talking about recent actions 22- The present perfect tense 23-
Asking for/giving permission, Expressing procession/availability/barrowing
24- Talking about health/illness/one’s state 25- Warning, Giving advice,
Obligation 26- Desciribing people’s appearances/things, Similarities and
differences 27- Superlative form of adjectives, Talking about differences 28-
Making a choice, Buying and selling, Expressing quantities 29- Adverbs 30-
Talking about future events, Talking about weather conditions 31- Simple
future tense (affirmative/negative/question) 32- Asking for/giving opinions
about traveling/booking/requesting 33- Describing objects, Passive 34-
Likes/dislikes, Giving advice (MEB, 2004a).

Finally, grade 8 is a repetition of contents in grades 6 and 7, but it also
involves new content. The content of grade 8 as presented in the curriculum

guidelines is:
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1-Talking about experiences and past actions, narrating past actions 2-
Describing things in the past/what was it like? Pattern 3- The present perfect
tense (affirmative/negative/question) 4- Superlative forms 5- Saying what
have/haven’t done, Teaching how long? 6- Narrating the past events, Simple
past tense with when/who/how questions 7- The past continuous tense 8-
Talking about an interrupted action 9- Writing letters 10- Sending post-cards
11- Talking about future plans, Expressing conditions 12- Making
suggestions, Expressing conditions 13- Reading time tables and working out
instructions  14-  Expressing  enjoyments/dislikes/preferences  15-
Agreeing/disagreeing to likes/dislikes 16- Abilities /disabilities 17- Talking
about abilities/disabilities in the future 18- Making invitations 19- Giving
and accepting excuses 20- Expressing quantity, Buying and selling 21-
Asking for and giving information about places to visit 22- Describing
position and directions 23- Making a picture/plan about your town, Writing
some facts about the town 24- Describing people 25- Expressing
enjoyments/dislikes/preferences 26- Describing objects/animals/plants 27-
Expressing recommendation 28- Giving advice 29- Expressing emphasis,
Feelings linking verbs (copula) 30- Emphasis, Surprise 31- Passive voice
(present tense), Passive voice with/without agent 32- Describing a process,
Agriculture /geography 33- Describing recipes/cooking products 34-
Comparing qualities (too+ adj. + enough), Reasoning (Why/because) 35-
Expressing quantity by giving unspecified numbers (Is that enough?) (MEB,
2004a)

A close examination of the content in each term and in each grade level reveals
that the English language curriculum of public primary schools is too loaded that it
may not be covered in four hours. Besides, the way the content of the curriculum
presented shows that not a particular and consistent syllabus is provided to the
teachers. In other words, although some of the content is provided in the form of
“structures” (Nunan, 1988, p. 30), some is provided in the form of “functions and
notions” (Finocchiaro and Brumfit, 1983, p. 7). There is also some content presented
in all three forms meaning “structures, functions and notions” (Richards and
Rodgers, 1990, p. 74). In addition to these, it is observed that some content is
expressed in relation to “the types of tasks to be attempted in the classroom” (Prabhu
as cited in Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 4). This inconsistency about the
presentation of content is not only seen among grade levels but also within the
grades. Thus, it is assumed that these inconsistencies in the syllabus design of the
curriculum may result in misinterpretations and ambiguities in the teachers’
perceptions and may lead to diverse implementation strategies.

In the curriculum, certain approaches, methods and techniques for teachers
have also been provided. It is revealed that the learner centered approach especially

“Communicative Language Teaching” and “Eclectic Method” should be employed in
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the courses. It is also stated that collaborative learning environment should be
enhanced and small group work activities should be used even in crowded
classrooms. In addition, communicative activities are highly suggested and the
teachers are required to use various methods and techniques to get the students
participate in the lesson. Suggested techniques can be listed as question and answer,
drama and role-plays, lecture, listening and speaking, memorization, repetition and
language games (MEB, 2004a). Finally, the main parts of a lesson are listed as
preparation, presentation, implementation and feedback (MEB, 2004a). Not much
information has been provided on what is meant by these four main parts in the
guidelines, but there is extensive explanation about them in the related literature.

Briefly, “preparation” involves a large number of tasks that the teachers
should conduct before presenting a language item or skill. These include “analysis of
the syllabus and textbook” and “lesson planning” in the form of designing tasks,
activities and materials, and preparing the tools and equipment to be used before
coming to class (Lewis and Hill, 1992, pp. 56-60). The “presentation” as the name
suggests refers to how teachers present the students the required knowledge, skill and
even how they provide the instructions for activities and tasks. “Implementation”
involves the actual use of the activities and tasks that are preplanned (Lewis and Hill,
1992, p. 29). Finally, “feedback” refers to correction techniques to be used for
student mistakes (Russell and Spada, 2006, p. 133). Unlike the former three parts, in
relation to “feedback,” one suggestion has been provided to teachers in the
curriculum guidelines. This is, while conducting communicative activities; teachers
should be tolerant to student mistakes (MEB, 2004a).

In English language curriculum, a summary of statements on the instructional
materials have also been given. As for the equipment and tools to be used, it is stated
that they should take the attention of the students, motivate them and be relevant for
the modern technology. The suggested instructional materials include the course
books, the supplementary resource books, audio and visual materials like tapes,
overhead projectors and videos (MEB, 2004a).

The guidelines for the assessment and evaluation procedures focus on the
importance of formative evaluation and progress tests in the form of quizzes. It is
also recommended to have summative evaluation and a final test at the end of each

term. The main purpose of the final tests should be to diagnose the English level of
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students. Besides, it is recommended to assess each specific objective and to design
tests using various formats such as multiple-choice, true-false, question and answer,
and transformation type of items. Furthermore, it is emphasized that attention should
be paid to prepare reliable and valid tests that measure each goal and objective
presented in the guidelines (MEB, 2004a).

As it could be understood from this summary of the English language curriculum
and/or syllabus, the teachers have been provided with useful guidelines to implement
in their classes. Although these guidelines seem to contribute to the effectiveness of
English language education, they contain serious gaps. For instance, there seem to be
inconsistencies in the selection and grading of content in the syllabus provided for
the teachers. Besides, no specific information has been given on how the
aforementioned activities such as role-plays, communicative or language games
should be like. Also, there are no guidelines on how each main skill (reading,
listening, speaking and writing) can be presented and practiced more efficiently.
Besides, no criteria have been recommended about the selection of materials for
classroom use. These issues might be important, as some of the English teachers
working in these schools may be interpreting these specific terms differently
(Demirel, 1994). Besides, there seems to be a need for investigation on how students

experience the curriculum.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

In light of the aforementioned discussions regarding the teacher and student
characteristics, theory on the discrepancies among the planned, perceived and
experienced curricula and the gaps in the curriculum guidelines, the aim of this study
is to investigate how the English language curriculum is perceived and implemented
by the teachers and how it is experienced by the students at the sixth, seventh and
eighth grades of public primary schools in Turkey. The problems encountered in
implementation of the curriculum are also investigated. Therefore, the main research

questions of the study can be stated as follows:

I- How do the teachers perceive the curriculum goals and content? Do teachers’
perceptions of the curriculum goals and content differ according to school

location, age, gender, education and experience?
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2- How do the teachers implement the curriculum?
3- What kinds of problems are encountered by the teachers during the
implementation of the curriculum?
4- How do the students studying at the sixth, seventh and eighth grades of primary
schools experience the curriculum? Do students’ perceptions of the curriculum
differ according to their grade levels, genders, ages, parents’ education and

English levels and English grades in the last record sheet?

1.3. Significance of the Study

This study is assumed to be significant in several respects. First, it provides
feedback about the implementation of the English curriculum of public primary
schools in Turkey. In other words, it gives feedback about how the planned
curriculum is perceived and implemented by the teachers, and how the implemented
curriculum is experienced by the students in the classroom. Thus, it helps the
curriculum developers to visualize how their decisions are interpreted and practiced
by the teachers in the classroom. It also helps the teachers to see how the curriculum
implementation is experienced by the students. In turn, what is and is not
implemented together with what is and is not experienced can be determined and the
reasons for the differences among the intended, perceived, implemented and
experienced curriculum can be recognized.

This study also helps to identify the problems encountered in reaching the goals
of the present English curriculum from the perspectives of teachers and students so
that the authorities can have a chance to consider these issues in their attempts to
improve the English language curriculum. This is significant as this particular study
has been conducted at the time when utmost importance is given to the teaching and
learning foreign languages, especially English, at various levels in public schools and
when the Ministry of Education is in an attempt to reconsider and make changes in
the present English language curricula at various levels. Thus, the results obtained
about the present implementation strategies, the difficulties faced and suggestions
made by the teachers and students are expected to provide useful information for the
specialists in their future attempts.

The findings related to the problems in curriculum implementation can also

help teachers to improve their performance and instructional strategies and can be
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used as a reference study in not only English language teaching methods courses in
universities but also pre- and in-service training programs offered by the Ministry of
Education.

As one of the few studies of English language curriculum implementation at
the sixth, a seventh and eighth grade of public primary schools in Turkey, this study
also helps to contribute to the literature. In this respect, a close examination of the
curriculum implementation in the Turkish context and the identification of the

contextual issues can provide perspective for other similar education systems.

1.4. Definition of Terms

English Language Curriculum: English language curriculum refers to the
curriculum that has been planned by the Ministry of Education and implemented in
the sixth, seventh and eighth grades of public primary schools in Turkey after the
acceptance of eighth year compulsory education. During the study, English

Language Curriculum and Curriculum are used interchangeably.

English Language Teaching: English language teaching refers to the teaching and

learning of English as a foreign language in public primary schools in Turkey.

Curriculum Implementation: The process of carrying out the English language
curriculum by the teachers and students in the classroom. It includes both the
curriculum and the instructional practice with respect to achieving the expected

outcomes.

Teacher Perceptions: Teacher perceptions are the opinions and/or views of English
teachers teaching at the 6™ ™™ and 8" grades of public primary schools in Turkey

about the English language curriculum.

Student Perceptions: Student perceptions are the opinions and/or views of students
studying at the 6™ ™ and 8" grades of public primary schools in Turkey about the

English language curriculum.
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Primary School: Primary School is an institution where children in Turkey receive
the first stage of compulsory education. Children attend the primary school from

around the age of 7 until the age of 15. It lasts for 8 years.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter provides information about the approaches and methods used in
English Language Teaching, teaching English as a foreign language in Asian and
European context and research on English language education at public primary
schools which is conducted to investigate the curriculum and the factors influencing

the implementation of the curriculum.

2.1. Approaches and Methods in English Language Teaching (ELT)

The history of English language teaching (ELT) can be separated into five
decades as “early period, the nineteen-sixties, the nineteen-seventies, the nineteen-
eighties, the nineteen-nineties and ‘“the new-millennium” depending on the major
developments in the field (Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p.1). The early period of
English language teaching was the time of “Grammar Translation Method,” which
emerged from “the study of Latin” and became the usual way of studying foreign
languages (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 2). The main purpose of this method is
being able to read the literature of the foreign language in order to take advantage of
the “intellectual development” caused by foreign language study (Richards and
Rodgers, 1990, p. 3). Thus, reading and writing are the two main skills focused in the
language classroom, whereas speaking and listening are dealt with little or no
interest. Vocabulary is selected from the reading texts and is taught by means of
“bilingual word lists, dictionary study, and memorization” (Richards and Rodgers,
1990, p. 4). Since sentence is believed to be “the basic unit of language,” too much
time is spent on analyzing grammatical structures and translating them to native and
target languages. In other words, grammar is taught “deductively” by making

presentations and sentence analyses (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 4). This method
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also focuses on “accuracy” as students are expected to learn the rules without making
mistakes (Howatt, 1984, p. 132).

As Brown states, the early 1960s were the time of shift to “oral practice
through pattern drills and a good deal of behaviorally-inspired conditioning” (as cited
in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 1). Audio-Lingual Method, which stresses
“listening comprehension” and ‘“oral proficiency with accurate pronunciation”
together with accurate use of grammar and vocabulary, was the main method of the
time (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 52). The main activities of this method are
dialogues and various forms of drills such as “repetition, inflection, replacement,
restatement, expansion, contraction, transformation, integration and substitution”
(Richards and Rodgers, 1990, pp. 54-56). The reading and writing are not ignored,
but are developed once accurate oral practice is attained. Since importance is given
to accuracy, the learners have the roles of parroting what is expected from them. In
such a learning environment, teachers have central and active roles of “modeling the
target language, controlling the direction and pace of learning, monitoring and
correcting the learners’ performances” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 56).

Another method that assumes “stimulus-response view” of learning was Total
Physical Response (TPR), which was developed by Asher (Richards and Rodgers,
1990, p. 89). Though Asher did not inform the theory of language underlying his
method, the activities and tasks of TPR reveal that it had structural and/or
grammatical views of language. In relation to this, the main purpose of TPR can be
stated as “to teach oral proficiency at a beginning level” by relying on “meaning
interpreted through movement” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 91). Since TPR
focuses on meaning rather than the form, grammatical structures are taught
“inductively.” Besides, in its “sentence-based syllabus,” vocabulary items are chosen
by considering the conditions in which they can be implemented (Richards and
Rodgers, 1990, p. 92). The main activities of TPR are “imperative drills” which
require the learners to perform the commands provided by the teacher, and
“conversational dialogues” about real life situations (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p.
93). The learners have the roles of listener and performer, and the teacher has the role
of director who exposes the students to the target language through his or her

commands. As for materials, “realia” play an important role in a TPR classroom

(Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 94).
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As Brown claims, towards the end of 1960s and beginning of 1970s, the
criticisms towards behavioral approaches to learning led to “Cognitive Code

b

Learning,” which proposed more “deductive” learning of structures together with
some drilling practice associated with audio-lingual method, but by adding “more
creativity and meaningful learning in classroom routines” (as cited in Jawarskowa
and Porte , 2007, p. 2). According to Ellis, the 1970s was “a period of adolescence in
Second Language Acquisition (SLA),” which came up with several theories of
language that led to other approaches and methods in language teaching in the
preceding years (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 4). In terms of syllabus,
as Bruton states the 1970s was the time of “notions and functions,” and there was an
interest in the skills for “contextualized communications.” Actually, this was the time
emphasis was on “integration of skills,” and as for methodology, the structural
activities in the form of “mechanical drills” gave way to more “meaningful activities,
especially role-plays” (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte , 2007, p. 8). This was also
the time “the origins of Communicative Language Teaching” were formed (Richards
and Rodgers, 1990, p. 64). Finally, as Bruton states, “designer methods movement”
that gave way to other contemporary methods like, “Suggestopedia, Silent Way and
Community Language Learning” emerged towards the end of 1970s (as cited in
Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 8).

Suggestopedia, a method developed by Lozanov, aims “to deliver advanced
conversational proficiency quickly” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 147). The
language to be learned is the “material” and its basic theories of learning are the
importance of “authoritative source” that will facilitate information flow, and
classroom environment with “bright décor, musical background and comfortable
chairs” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 145). The main instructional activities are
“imitation, question and answer, role-play and listening practices” (Richards and
Rodgers, 1990, p. 148). Listening activities are carried out in three main steps as
during the first listening, the teacher and students discuss the new text. During the
second and third listening, the students sit in their comfortable chairs and listen to
their teacher’s reading the text. What differs the third reading from the second is that
the teacher reads the text in a “musical form” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 148).

Silent Way, a method developed by Cattegno, is based on the assumption that

“teacher should be silent as much as possible in the classroom and the learner should
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be encouraged to produce as much language as possible” (Richards and Rodgers,
1990, p. 99). The main goal of this method is to provide elementary level students
with “oral facility in basic elements of the target language” though a structural
syllabus with courses focusing on “grammatical items and related vocabulary”
(Richards and Rodgers, 1990, pp. 103-104). This method differs from Audio Lingual
in that teacher is silent. In other words, he or she avoids making use of repetition.
The “physical foci” is provided with “the rods and color-coded pronunciation charts”
(Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 100). These pronunciation charts include symbols of
vowel and consonant sounds of the language. In silent way, the teacher has the roles
of modeling a language item and eliciting from students through mimes and gestures.
Other suggested materials are “books and worksheets for practicing reading and
writing, and tapes, films, videos and other visual aids,” which are of secondary
importance (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 109).

Community Language Learning, a method developed by Curran, is based on a
“holistic approach to learning” in that learning is viewed as being both “cognitive
and affective” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 117). In other words, this method is
derived from humanistic approaches to learning and “social-process view of
language in terms of six qualities of sub-processes” which are “the whole person
process, the educational process, the interpersonal process, the developmental
process, the communicative process and the cultural process” (Richards and Rodgers,
1990, p. 116). The main purpose of the method is achieving “near-native like
mastery of language” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 117). The main activities used
while implementing this method are “translations,” meaning a student tells a message
to the teacher who translates it into the target language, “group works” in the form of
discussions, conversations, presentations, “recording” of what is said or discussed in
class, “transcription” of what is recorded, ‘“analysis” of language structures in
transcriptions, “reflection and observation” of what is experienced in class,
“listening” to the teacher talk about classroom interaction and “free conversation” on
what is being learned and feelings about the classroom experiences (Richards and
Rodgers, 1990, p. 120). The instructional materials are the ones developed by the
teacher. In other words, course book is not considered as the necessary element.

Oxford reveals that the 1980s was the decade that began with a “bang through

Krashen’s hypotheses about language acquisition” (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte,
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2007, p. 10). The explanation of this theory in its simplest sense can be made by
comprehending the five main hypotheses which are “the acquisition/learning
hypotheses ... the monitor hypothesis... the natural order hypothesis... the input
hypothesis... and the affective filter hypothesis” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990,
pp-131-134). In brief, these hypotheses can be described as follows:

According to the acquisition/ learning hypothesis, acquisition is the natural
way, paralleling first language development in children... Learning by
contrast refers to a process in which conscious rules about a language are
developed... According to the monitor hypothesis, time, focus on form and
knowledge of rules are the conditions that limit the successful use of the
monitor... According to the input hypothesis, language can be acquired if
the comprehensible input is understood, and ability to speak fluently
emerges in time and cannot be taught directly... According to the affective
filter hypothesis, the three affective variables related to second language
acquisition are motivation, self confidence and anxiety (Richards and
Rodgers, 1990, pp. 131-134).

All these hypotheses of Krashen affected the approaches and methods used not only
in 1980s, but also in other periods. As a result of these hypotheses, Natural approach
and Task-based language teaching (TBLT) emerged in this period. Furthermore,
Nunan reveals, “the principles of Communicative Language Teaching” began to be
implemented in the language classroom (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007,
p-10).

As Terrell claimes, the main purpose of Natural Approach is to emphasize
“the meaning of genuine communications” to reduce anxiety (as cited in Oller and
Richard-Amato, 1983, p. 267). As in other communicative approaches, which will be
discussed later, the specific objectives in this approach rely on learner needs and
interests and the four main skills (reading, writing, listening and speaking) and “level
being taught” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 134). The three conditions of a
communication situation are listed as “the message”, the comprehension of the
message and “low-anxiety environment” (Oller and Richard-Amato, 1983, p. 267).
In short, As Terrell states since the main focus is on message, it is not acquired with
structural exercises and mechanical drills, so attention should be paid to meaningful
exercises and activities. Besides, to enhance comprehensibility of the input, it should
be simplified. Simplification here does not mean using vocabulary items and

grammatical structures only, but talking with “slower rate,” using “high frequency
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vocabulary,” incorporating “marked definitions such as gestures, repetitions and
pictures” and implementing “discourse techniques like asking yes/no or tag
questions” (as cited in Oller and Richard-Amato, 1983, pp. 272-273). Finally, low
anxiety environment can be attained by not having students speak in class till they
are ready. Instead, they are supposed to react to “teacher commands and questions”
(Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 136). In addition to this, direct correction of speech
errors are avoided as it will lead to “affective barriers” and focus the speaker’s
attention on the form rather than the meaning (Oller and Richard-Amato, 1983, p.
280). The suggested activities are “games, content activities such as presentations
and panels, show and tell sessions, humanistic activities exploring students’ ideas,
values and feelings, and information gap and problem solving activities” (Oller and
Richard-Amato, 1983, p. 281). The recommended materials include “visuals,
schedules, brochures, advertisements, maps and books” (Richards and Rodgers,
1990, p. 138).

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), the suggested approach of the
curriculum under investigation, was founded in the 1960s, but gained popularity in
the preceding years. That’s why Howatt (1984) proposed two main terms for this
approach as “strong and weak versions of communicative language teaching.” In
relation to this division, “weak version” emphasizes the significance of providing
students with opportunities to use the language for “communicative purposes,” while
the “strong version” puts emphasis on the stimulation of the “existing language
system” (p. 279). The main purpose of this learner-centered approach is to develop
“communicative competence of learners” and to improve processes for teaching the
four main skills (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 66). According to Savignon, the
“communicative competence” is best described by dividing it into four main
dimensions as “grammatical competence” which can be defined as the mastery of
“lexical, grammatical and phonological” units of a language, “sociolinguistic
competence” that refers to understanding of the “social context” in which the
language is used, “discourse competence” which is concerned with “interpretation of
isolated sentences or utterances to form a meaningful whole” and “strategic
competence” which is about strategies that people use to “imperfect knowledge of
rules” (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, pp. 36-40). The main elements

forming the learning theory of CLT can be listed as:
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Communication principle: activities that involve real communication
promote learning... Task principle: activities in which language is used for
carrying out meaningful tasks promote learning... Meaningfulness principle:
language that is meaningful to the learner supports the learning process

(Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 72).

These theories on language and learning have led not only to Communicative
Language Teaching but also to learner-centered curricula which are designed by
considering the needs and interests of the students, and process-oriented syllabuses
which center on procedures, tasks and contents (Nunan, 1988). In this learner-
centered approach, the learners have active roles and they are required to contribute
to the learning environment though collaboration and cooperation in an “independent
way” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 77). In short, collaborative activities such as
pair-work and group-work are highly emphasized. “Social interaction activities” such
as discussions, conversations, role-plays, simulations and debates are also given
priority. Furthermore, problem-solving and information-gap activities such as the
following are suggested; “discovering missing information... following instructions
and directions....working out a daily sequence of events.... solving problems from
shared clues” (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 76).

In CLT, the teacher has several roles as a facilitator, resource, organizer,
guide, researcher and learner. In other words, the teacher has the role to identify and
appeal to the learner needs to “facilitate the communication process” among the
students, to “guide classroom procedures and activities,” and to “organize” materials
to be used in the classroom (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, pp. 77-79). This last role
reflects that materials have important functions in the CLT classroom and they
should promote communicative language use.

The materials in CLT can be divided into two as “task-based” and “text-
based” materials (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, pp. 79-80). The tasks and activities
of CLT such as role-plays, discussions, games and jigsaws necessitate the use of
different materials. In brief, the materials for role plays and simulations are written
“cue cards” in which different roles assumed from the students are explained
(McDonough and Shaw, 1998, p. 166). The “jigsaws,” “information gap” and
“problem solving” activities call for materials in which two sets of information are

provided to students in the form of charts, diagrams, labels and tables so that the
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students can fill in the missing information by interacting with one another
(McDonough and Shaw, 1998, p. 165). The communicative games and discussions
necessitate the use of “maps, pictures, questionnaires” as materials (McDonough and
Shaw, 1998, p. 163). All these activities and materials are especially for the
improvement of listening and speaking skills as well as the lexical and grammatical
knowledge. “Text-based” materials which are highly important in improving four
main skills, especially reading and listening, rely on topics and themes. In such
materials, “visual cues, taped cues, pictures and sentence fragments” are used to
initiate interaction (Richards and Rodgers, 1990, p. 79).

These developments in activities, tasks and materials with the influence of
CLT also led to reconsideration of evaluation and assessment procedures. Weir
(1990) criticized the existing structural methods used in the assessment of language
skills and came up with the concept of ‘Communicative Language Testing.” His
major criticism was that the existing “discrete point” tests “break the elements of
language apart and try to test them separately with little or no attention to the way
those elements interact in a larger context of communication” (Weir, 1990, p. 2). In
other words, the structural methods such as multiple-choice, matching, true-false and
short-answer tests center on “linguistic” competence, and tend to ignore
“sociolinguistic,” “discourse” and “strategic”’ competences that are integral parts of
communicative competence. Integrative tests such as “close” and “dictation” which
came up as a result of the aforementioned criticisms towards “discrete point” tests
were also criticized for their ability to test “the receptive skills,” mainly reading and
listening (Weir, 1990, p. 3).

In light of these criticisms, Weir (1990) revealed that any assessment
procedure which aimed to test the communicative competence needed to have the
following characteristics. First, it should be “contextualized” by making use of
authentic tasks and texts that are derived from real-life situations (p. 11). In other
words, the test tasks “should cover as wide a range as possible of the operations that
candidates might be expected to cope with” (p. 86). Next, emphasis should be on
incorporating tasks in four of the main skills that are reading, listening, speaking and
writing. Furthermore, the use of “performance tasks such as controlled writing tasks,
listening and note-taking and face-to-face spoken interactions” should be encouraged

(p. 86). Finally, the use of “integrated tasks” and the development of “relevant and
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adequate scoring criteria” should be emphasized (pp.18-19). These issues related to
the construct validity of the communicative tests were stressed because of the
‘backwash-effect’ of assessment procedures on curriculum implementation. In this
regard, it is revealed that “the closer the relationship between the test and teaching
that precedes it, the more the test is likely to have construct validity” (p. 27). In short,
no matter to what extend a CLT environment is enhanced in the language classroom,
if the students are assessed with structural tests, they will likely to pay attention to
those exercises done in the classroom, not the communicative tasks and activities.

Actually, the 1980s was the decade which experienced explosion of activity
in materials development. These materials, activities and tasks derived from
especially Communicative Language Teaching approach, which continues to be
implemented in the preceding years. However, there are still other improvements in
the field. As Waters reveals the nineteen-nineties was the time when the importance
of “teacher development” was realized (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p.
12). Actually, this was the time when publications on pre and in service training of
teachers became available. According to Waters, the second main trend was “the
growing number of ELT projects involving innovations in teaching, testing and
training” (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 12). Besides, the use of English
as a means of “international communication” increased, but this led to concerns
about its potential “negative effects on other languages and cultures” resulting from
its wide-spread use (p. 12).

According to Savignon, in the new millennium ELT has become the basis of
“theoretical” interest involving researchers and practitioners searching for the “best
practices” to meet the needs of a growing “population of learners” (as cited in
Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 13). Actually, the new trends in ELT are the
recognition of the assumption that there is no “best method” applicable to all cultural
and teaching contexts, the significance of both meaning and form in the attainment of
“language proficiency,” the use of the language not only by natives but also by
“nonnative users,” and “dynamic instructional models” that facilitate communicative
competence (as cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 14). In other words, the
elaboration of Communicative Language Teaching approach is expected to continue
influencing the developments in linguistic theory and curriculum implications in the

twentieth century. The models for integrated teaching are supposed to produce new
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and revised materials for “content or theme-based” and “task-based” instruction (as
cited in Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007, p. 14). Again, the recognition of differences in
teaching contexts is assumed to lead to new practices for different types of learners
with different needs and interests in the form of teaching young learners, teaching
adults, and teaching in an EFL situation.

The “integrated skills” teaching as the term suggests is “the teaching of four
main skills,” specifically reading, writing, listening and speaking “in conjunction
with each other” (McDonough and Shaw, 1998, p. 201). The main benefit of such an
approach is that it enables the learners to comprehend how communication takes
place in real life by motivating them with “meaningful tasks and activities”
(McDonough and Shaw, 1998, p. 202). Skills can be integrated by implementing
different strategies in the teaching of each main skill by means of different activities,
tasks and materials.

One main strategy for the teaching of the two receptive skills, listening and
reading, is the integration of speaking and writing by means of pre, while and post
activities. The “pre-activities” aim to prepare the students for the texts by focusing
their attention to the subject matter by means of “introduction” from the teacher,
“pre-questions” and “pre-teaching” of the vocabulary items (Lewis and Hill, 1992, p.
107). In brief, as for introduction, the teacher gives short information about the
content of the text by introducing the characters and settings of text. In addition,
sometimes the teacher enables students to talk about the title or subtitles of the text
and/or illustrations such as pictures, photographs, charts, graphs and figures
associated with the text. Moreover, the teacher may lead in discussions by asking
“pre-questions” that enable students to make predictions about the content,
organizational style and language of the text (Lewis and Hill, 1992, p. 108). Finally,
the teacher may introduce key vocabulary items in the text by either pre-teaching
directly or enabling students anticipate them though “word-ladders” and “word-
roses” (Lewis and Hill, 1992, p. 108). This summary of the activities reveal that they
not only prepare students for the listening and reading texts but also encourage oral
and written practice.

The “while” stage activities can vary depending on the specific objectives for
listening and/or reading. The objectives may be “skimming (getting the gist),

scanning (recognizing details), comprehension, drawing conclusions, finding
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relations, guessing meanings of unknown words, inferencing” (McDonough and
Shaw, 1998, pp. 106-109). The way the tasks and activities are organized, whether
they are in the form of open-ended questions, matchings, true-false items, chart
fillings, ordering of jumbled sentences and taking notes; the way they are conducted
as individual activities or pair or group work activities; and the way they are
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presented like “silent-reading,” “reading-aloud,” through a medium such as “tapes,
videos, OHPs” affect the incorporation of four skills (McDonough and Shaw, 1998,
pp. 112-142). In brief, some activities call for listening, some reading, some writing
and some speaking.

Similarly, there are several “post” activities depending on the aims for
listening and reading (Lewis and Hill, 1992, pp. 62). They can encourage language
practice by enabling students to identify and practice the grammatical structures,
vocabulary items and phonological features like pronunciation, stress and intonations
in the texts. They may also involve oral practice through enabling students “role-play
similar dialogues... participate in discussions and debates... make presentations of
their attitudes and feelings towards the content of the texts” (McDonough and Shaw,
1998, pp. 215-220). Depending on the levels of the students, these aforementioned
activities like role-plays and discussions can first be written and then be practiced
orally. Sometimes, the students might be provided with “controlled practice writing
activities” though which they produce a written product like paragraphs, letters,
postcards, advertisements, questionnaires by making use of the instructions and or
clues provided (McDonough and Shaw, 1998, pp. 182-191). These instructions may
require reading and understanding, and/or listening and understanding.

Task-based language teaching (TBLT) which relies on the “constructivist
theory of learning” and “communicative language teaching methodology” is a
learner centered approach which “advocates content-oriented meaningful activities
rather than linguistic forms” (Jeon and Hahn, 2006, p. 2). The related literature on
TBLT reveals that various definitions have been provided for the term “task”.
Actually, “the definition of task ranges along a continuum according to the extent
they insist on communicative purpose” (Littlewood, 2004, p. 320). For instance,
Nunan (1989) claims that “tasks can be conceptualized in terms of the specific goals
they are intended to serve.” Willis (as cited in Jeon and Hahn, 2006, p. 4)) describes

a task as “an activity in which the target language is used for a communicative



25
purpose.” Skehan (as cited in Jeon and Hahn, 2006, p. 4) reveals four main
characteristics of tasks as “there is a goal to be worked towards; the activity is
outcome-evaluated; meaning is primary; and there is a real-world relationship”.
Littlewood (2004) provides a summary of the tasks that students engage in

classrooms rather than working out a definition of it:

Non Communicative Learning: Focusing on the structures of language, how
they are formed and what they mean such as substitution exercises and
awareness raising activities... Pre-communicative Language Practice:
Practicing language with some attention to meaning but not communicating
new messages to others like question and answer practice... Communicative
Language Practice: Practicing pre-taught language in a context where it
communicates new information e.g. information-gap activities or
personalized questions... Structured Communication: Using language to
communicate in situations which elicit pre-learnt language, but with some
unpredictability such as structured role-play and simple problem-
solving...Authentic Communication: Using language to communicate in
situations where the meanings are predictable like creative role-play, more
complex problems-solving and discussion (p. 322).

Along with this distinction of tasks, Littlewood (2004) reveals that a
comprehensive definition of TBLT can be achieved by understanding the two
dimensions of tasks which are “focus on forms and focus on meanings” and “the
learners’ active personal involvement with the task, whatever the nature of that task
may be” (p. 323). In fact, the students may demonstrate various involvements in the
tasks. In short, they can have “low task involvement and low focus on meaning, low
task involvement and high focus on meaning, high task involvement and low focus
on meaning, and high task involvement and high focus on meaning” (p. 324). In
addition, the “classroom setting” where the tasks are implemented is also crucial in
TBLT in that “classroom arrangement should be flexible rather than fixed” so that
learners can make use of “different settings in different learning situations” (Jeon and
Hahn, 2006, p. 5). A final, but not the least important determinant in TBLT is the
teacher not only because of his or her role in designing the tasks, but also due to his
or her implementation of them. In other words, the achievement in a TBLT
classroom depends on the relationship between “the teacher’s intention and learner’s
interpretation of the task coverage” (Murphy, 2003, p. 353). Thus, in TBLT, the

teacher has to clarify the task objectives for the students. This necessitates the
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teacher to have adequate information about “the instructional framework related to
its plan and procedure” (Jeon and Hahn, 2006, p. 6).

According to Savignon, the new millennium is also expected to lead to new
practices for different types of learners with different needs and interests (as cited in
Jawarskowa and Porte, 2007). One of these is assumed to be on new and best
practices for teaching students with different age groups, especially teaching young
children and adults.

In fact, there is great amount of literature which states that teaching young
learners and adolescents is different from teaching adults in that they have special
characteristics. As Philips (2001) states young learners are concerned with the
purposes and tasks of language learning and they do not treat it as “an intellectual
game or abstract system” (p.5). Besides, being “great mimics,” they are usually not
conscious while learning, but are “prepared to enjoy” what is done in the classroom
(p. 5). This means they can easily be motivated to learn a foreign language by
providing an enjoyable classroom atmosphere. Actually, learners at primary schools
tend to have more positive attitudes towards learning a foreign language if “it is
associated with enjoyable and pleasing activities” (Cakir, 2004, p. 2). This requires
the foreign language teachers teaching this group to act several roles as facilitators,
guides, counselors and controllers in the classroom. In other words, these teachers
should be careful in selecting, designing and implementing their classroom tasks and
activities. In relation to this, Moon (2000) reveals that teachers should keep in mind
that young learners learn better by “being motivated, listening and repeating,
imitating the teacher, interacting with each other in an atmosphere of trust and
acceptance, and translating sentences into their own languages” (p. 3).

According to Cakir (2004), enjoyment and entertainment in the language
classroom can be attained by making use of “visual materials, meaningful contexts,
various activities, games, songs, and technology” (p. 3). The benefits of using visual
materials in teaching English to learners should not be restricted to their being great
tools for enhancing motivation, but it should also be considered that young learners
and adolescents have mainly visual, spatial and kinesthetic learning styles. The types
of visual materials that can be used as learning tools are listed as, “large, colorful and
amusing pictures, posters, drawings or flashcards, puppets, toys and real objects or

dramatizations through miming, facial expressions and gestures” (Cakir, 2004, p. 4).
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It is also noted that if these visuals are used together with “contextualized activities,”
learning will be enhanced (Cakir, 2004, p. 5). The suitable contexts for language use
can be provided by using, “simple poems, stories, tongue-twisters, puzzles, reading
and listening texts though which the students guess the meanings of words together
with posters, advertisements and surveys which the students prepare themselves”
(Philips, 2001, p. 56).

In addition to these contextualized activities, the language classroom with
adolescents should involve activities that enable the learners to acquire the language
by actively participating in the learning environment. Besides, activities which
enable the learners to use their imagination and creativity should be enhanced. The
main activities that can be used in the language classroom to teach young learners

and/or adolescents are provided as:

Total Physical Response activities such as listen and do, listen and repeat,
listen and draw a route, read and draw; Information gap and problem solving
activities such as reading and vocabulary jigsaws, finding the odd one out,
ordering jumbled sentences; Acting out role plays by pretending games with
masks, puppets, toys, play dough figures (Philips, 2001, p. 73).

Among the aforementioned activities, the importance of language games is
highly stressed and it is revealed that language games not only enhance motivation
but also improve the skill to “co-operate and compete without being aggressive and
by being a good loser” (Philips, 2001, p. 79). In fact, language games can be divided
into two as those who promote collaboration and those who enable competition. In
comparison with competitive games, the collaborative games in the form of pair-
work and group-work are believed to be more influential in overcoming anxiety in
the language classroom (Aslanargu and Siingili, 2006). Language games are also
categorized in terms of their purposes like “structure games, vocabulary games,
spelling games” (Cakir, 2004, p. 4). Thus, teachers should take into account the
purposes and styles of the games that they want to implement in the language
classroom before selecting and designing them.

The significance of CLT, TBLT and Integrated Skills Approach in teaching
English to young learners has already been stated in the literature. In addition to

these, certain problems that are assumed to hinder the application of these
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aforementioned tasks and activities have been discussed. In relation to this, the major
problem is stated to be the ignorance of learning strategies and learning styles.

A comprehensible and brief definition of learning strategies can be stated as
any ‘“conscious” activities, processes and procedures in which language learners
engage in order to “understand, learn, or remember new information” (Hismanoglu,
2000, p. 2). There is extensive literature claiming that learners can be trained in using
appropriate learning strategies to facilitate their learning. Hismanoglu (2000)
provides “taxonomy” of language learning strategies proposed by several researchers
(p. 3). In this taxonomy, first the learning strategies are divided into three main
categories as “learning strategies, communication strategies and social strategies”
and then these three main categories are divided into subcategories within themselves
(Rubin 1987 as cited in Hismanoglu 2000, p. 3). The “learning strategies” refer to
those which “contribute directly to the development of language system constructed
by the learner” and are divided into two as “cognitive” and “meta-cognitive”
(Hismanoglu, 2000, p. 3). The “cognitive strategies” like “clarification/verification,
guessing/inductive inferencing, deductive reasoning, practice, memorization and
monitoring” are those that can be used in solving problems, whereas “meta-
cognitive” ones are used to self-regulate language learning by “planning,
prioritizing, setting goals, and self-management” (Hismanoglu, 2000, p. 4). The
“communication strategies” are those that rely on “the process of participating in a
conversation and getting meaning across or clarifying what the speaker intended”
(Hismanoglu, 2000, p. 4). The “social strategies” sometimes called “interpersonal
strategies” are those activities which provide learners with “opportunities to be
exposed to and practice their knowledge” (Stern, 1992 cited in Hismanoglu, 2000, p.
4). In the taxonomy, a fourth strategy called “affective strategies” is discussed later
on as the awareness of language learners about the “emotional problems” such as

“the feeling of strangeness” (Hismanoglu, 2000, p. 5). As a result it is claimed:

The language learner capable of using a wide variety of language learning
strategies appropriately can improve his language skills in a better way.
Meta-cognitive strategies improve organization of learning time, self-
monitoring, and self-evaluation. Cognitive strategies include using previous
knowledge to help solve new problems. Socio-affective strategies include
asking native speakers to correct their pronunciation, or asking a classmate
to work together on a particular language problem. Developing skills in
three areas such as meta-cognitive, cognitive, and socio-affective can help



29

the language learner build up learner independence and autonomy whereby
s’he can take control of his own learning (Fedderholdt, 1997 cited in
Hismanoglu 2000, p. 5).

Besides, the related literature reveals that teachers can help their students to
overcome their problems not only by training them on the use of suitable learning
strategies but also by matching their teaching styles with the learners’ learning styles.
Learning styles differ from learning strategies in that the former are “moderately
strong habits rather than intractable biological attributes” (Zhenhui, 2001, p. 7). In
other words, unlike learning strategies learning styles are subconscious and habitual.
However, by training “these sub/unconscious styles can become conscious learning
strategies” (Zhenhui, 2001, p.7). In short, some of the learning styles derived from
Gardner’s theory on multiple intelligences can be listed as “Linguistic,
Mathematical-Logical, Visual-Spatial, Bodily-Kinesthetic, Musical, Interpersonal,
and Intrapersonal” (Currie, 2003, p. 2).

As stated in the introduction, another problem that is revealed to hinder the
use of the aforementioned communicative tasks and activities in Turkish primary
schools are large classrooms with mixed ability students (Gokdemir, 1991; Kas,
1991; Sunel, 1991). However, the related literature reveals that these tasks and
activities of CLT can still be employed in large classes by incorporating effective
strategies. Gibson (2004) suggests that group work is one of the problems of large
classrooms and “assigning a weekly student leader to facilitate group interaction
dynamics” is an efficient way to manage crowded classes and to make sure that
“groups stay on task throughout the duration of the class” (p. 3). In relation to this,
Gibson (2004) also states that the group leaders might be evaluated on their
performance by considering whether “the group stays on task,” if all group members
actively participated, and whether the target language is used in completing the tasks
(p. 4). Another technique proposed is the use of “interaction based quizzes” in the
form of information gap activities through which students have to interact in order to
come up with the product. A final suggestion is the use of assignments or project
works which require students to communicate among them. Lin (2002) recommends
that if learning is “personalized” in large classrooms then interaction can be

achieved. In this regard, it is claimed that students should be convinced that “learning
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can and should be meaningful” and they should be provided with topics that they are
interested in (as cited in Gibson, 2004, pp.1-2).

As for mixed ability classes, Copur (2005) summarized teachers’ problems as
being unable to reach all students with diverse socio economic backgrounds and
English levels, finding a textbook and materials that are suitable for students with
different levels, ensuring equal amount of participation from all students, appealing
to interests of all students and overcoming “ill-disciplined behavior” (p. 2). In order
to cope with these problems, Copur (2005) suggests making use of visual materials
that “appeal to all senses,” having “contingency plans” for the early finishers, having
“optional tasks” for students with diverse levels of English, incorporating “open-
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ended tasks such as letter writing, paragraph writing,” “personalizing the tasks” by
asking about students’ lifestyles, opinions and feelings, using “games, competitions
and role plays,” assigning “individual and group projects,” and forming “self-access
centers” where students can visit in their free times (pp. 3-4). Similarly, Dellicarpini
(2006) reveals that the best way to overcome problems in mixed ability classes is
“scaffolding and differentiating instruction” (p. 1). “Scaffolding” refers to the use of
different learning tasks and materials, and provision of various “verbal supports from
both teacher and more proficient peers” (Dellicarpini, 2006, p. 2). To achieve this,
teachers should have continuity in the language classroom and support from context
that increase learner autonomy.

In conclusion, this review of literature about the history of approaches,
methods and techniques together with the past and current trends in ELT reveal that a
language teacher has various options to implement in the classroom depending on
their own philosophy of learning, the language learning context, learner
characteristics and the learning tasks. Besides, the outcomes achieved are shaped by

the students’ experiences with the implemented approaches, methods and techniques.

2.2. Teaching English as a Foreign Language

EFL (English as a Foreign Language) is a context in which English is “taught
as a subject in schools but not used as a medium of instruction in education nor as a
language of communication” (Richards and Platt, 1992, p. 123). By its nature, EFL
differs from teaching English as mother tongue and ESL (English as a Second

Language), which is a context where English is for minority groups in English



31

29 <¢

speaking countries. In fact, the “sociopolitical,” “economic,” “educational” and
“cultural” context of a country affects English language teaching in various respects
(McKay, 1992, p. 3). Actually, whether a country has the concerns for “nationalism,”
meaning “the feelings that develop from a sense of group identity,” or “nationism,”
referring to “the political concerns for governing” affects the planning of language
curriculums in the sociopolitical context (McKay, 1992, p. 9).

Besides, the economic support provided for teaching English in terms of
materials and resources influence the quality of teaching in terms of its methodology.
In addition, language teaching is affected by the “economic rewards” that exist in
countries. In short, whether the learners have “integrative” or “instrumental”
motivation play a significant role in an EFL situation. The main distinction between
“integrative motivation” and “instrumental motivation” is that “integratively
motivated” learners are interested in and want to learn the culture of the target
language. On the other hand, “instrumentally motivated” learners are willing to learn
the target language for the social benefits and economic rewards (McKay, 1992, p.
26). Konig (1991), in his argument about Turkish students’ being less successful in
learning English than the students of other developed countries, claim that Turkish
students are instrumentally motivated. In other words, they learn language to get
accepted to a better university or to get better jobs, but students of developed
countries are integratively motivated as their concern is to learn about other cultures.

Furthermore, the “educational context” also plays a crucial role in an EFL
situation (McKay, 1992, p. 79). The language education policies proposed by the
Ministry or Department of Education regarding whether English should be “the
medium of instruction” or “required subject of study” have serious implications for
language teaching (McKay, 1992, p. 82). In both cases, it should be noted at what
level English is incorporated in the curriculum. What is more, although Ministries
are significant in forming the language policies, there can be discrepancies between
what is stated in the policy guidelines and actual implementation.

Finally, the “cultural context” has serious impacts on the teaching-learning
process as when teachers and students with diverse backgrounds have separate
expectations about classroom behavior, “conflicts may arise” (McKay, 1992, p. 47).
Culture in this sense should be viewed in two aspects as “culture outside the

classroom” which is formed by the families, peers and communities that shape the
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individual and “culture inside the classroom,” which occurs as a result of the
teachers’ and students’ classroom behaviors (McKay, 1992, p. 48). The importance
of cultural context in English language learning has led to conflicting views about the
applicability of the approaches, methods and techniques proposed by research in
Second Language Acquisition (SLA). Considering this, it will not be unwise to
differentiate the current implications in EFL in two broader contexts which are EFL

in Asia and EFL in Europe.

2.2.1. Theory and Practice of EFL in Asia

The current debates on EFL in Asian context center around one main issue
which is the suitability and success of the recent approach, Communicative
Language Teaching proposed in curriculum guidelines for the teaching of English to
the students whose learning styles and strategies are assumed to be different from
those in other developed countries in Europe.

In his article “Towards intercultural communicative competence in ELT,”
Alptekin (2002) questioned the “native-speaker based notion of communicative
competence” and proposed that this model was “utopian, unrealistic and constraining
in relation to English as an International Language (EIL)” (p. 57). In other words,
Alptekin (2002) claimed that it was “utopian” as it standardizes the language use and
performance in communicative situations by ignoring the culture, preferences and
personal styles of the listener and speaker in the EFL situation and various dialects of
the target language. Next, it was found to be “unrealistic” as the status of English as
a global language is not reflected in the traditional notion of communicative
competence. Finally, it was stated to be “constraining the view of language” by
limiting the authenticity of tasks and materials to native speakers and ignoring the
“nonnative-nonnative” communicative purposes (p. 60). Considering these, Alptekin
(2002) revealed that a new model of communicative competence should take into

account that instructional materials and activities involve:

Local and international contexts which are familiar and relevant to the lives
of language learners... They should have suitable discourse samples
pertaining to native and nonnative speaker interactions, as well as nonnative
and nonnative speaker interactions (Alptekin, 2002, p. 63).
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This criticism was also raised by other researchers in the field. For instance,
Aslanargu and Siingii (2006) found Turkish Ministry of Education’s (MEB) use of
course-books that involve contexts from Turkish culture very beneficial. In fact,
Aslanargu and Siingii (2006) revealed that Turkish students could not be successful
in leaning English because of their prejudices towards the language and these
prejudices were assumed to result from certain anxiety factors. In short, the anxiety

factors were listed as:

Students’ lack of self-confidence and motivation towards learning English.
The wrong belief that English can be learned and fluently spoken in a short
time. The use of books, materials, tasks and activities that were derived from
the target culture, but not the students’ own culture. The widespread use of
teacher-centered approaches rather than learner-centered ones. The teachers’
use of mother-tongue in the language classroom. The employment of
structural tests full of questions requiring long answers for assessment and

evaluation (Aslanargu and Siingti, 20006, p. 6).

To overcome those anxiety factors, certain strategies were also provided. In
this regard, the teachers were suggested to shift to a learner-centered approach and to
be competent in using collaborative activities like language games, problem solving
activities, information gap exercises, and visual materials in the form of pictures,
songs and posters (Durukafa, 2000; Ergiir, 2004). The teachers were also suggested
to sustain a communicative learning environment in which oral practice is
implemented rather than structural grammar and vocabulary exercises. (Kas, 1991;
Durukafa, 2000; Onal, 2003). Furthermore, the teachers were recommended to
develop their materials and tasks considering whether they include any cultural
information that might hinder comprehension (Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006). Besides,
the teachers were advised to test the processes rather than the outcomes by providing
students with opportunities to redo their assignments, and if possible, by enabling
students to share their own experiences through project work (Ergiir, 2004). In
addition, the teachers were recommended to provide effective feedback to students’
mistakes by avoiding overcorrection and by not being strict in reading the student
assignments and exams (Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006; Ergtir, 2004).

There are other researchers teaching English in other countries that question

whether the practices of the recent innovations like CLT and TBLT are suitable for
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all cultural contexts especially the Asian context or not (Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005;
Lewis and McCook, 2002; Liao, 2004; Littlewood, 2000; Zhenhui, 2001).

In a study, Lewis and McCook (2002) examined the classroom practices of 14
English teachers teaching in secondary schools in Vietnam by means of their
writings in journals. This study was conducted considering the debates on the
“uptake and rejection of CLT in Asian classrooms” (p. 146). In their review of
literature about the issue, Lewis and McCook (2002) summarized that the studies like
the one conducted by Hird (1995) revealed that the “teachers’ doubts about CLT
result from three factors: past traditions, current practices and the way CLT has been
interpreted” (p. 146). Moreover, it was stated that there were studies indicating,
“students’ being active and passive in class was determined by their teachers’
expectations rather than the culturally based learning styles” (Howe, 1993 cited in
Lewis and McCook, 2002, p. 147). Considering these, the research question
addressed in this study was “What beliefs and practices about English language
education do teachers express?” (p. 148). In the end, it was found that teachers
implemented the new ideas by incorporating the traditional procedures. To be
specific, these teachers were found to be interested in implementing CLT by “going
beyond the textbook to create local contexts for language use” (p. 149). The teachers
also claimed that “memorizing and understanding” of especially dialogues were
significant. Again, the teachers valued “hard work” when they were revealing their
opinions of a good student (p. 150). The results of this study are significant for the
present one in that similar to Vietnamese situation, teachers in Turkey might be
incorporating the principles of CLT into the traditional procedures in contrast to the
belief that traditional teacher-centered practices are mainly employed (Gokdemir,
1991; Kas, 1991; Sunel, 1991)

Liao (2004) and Hu (2005) in their debates on the use of CLT in China
summarized the English language teaching and learning situation in primary and
secondary schools and reflected their views about the use of dominant approaches
that are CLT and TBLT. Liao (2004) revealed that in China, the State Education
Development Commission, which is responsible for setting educational policy,
required all primary and secondary teachers to use “task-based language teaching,
and relevant task-based textbooks,” and added that similar to China, ministries of

education in all other countries in Asia relied their goals on the communicative
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language teaching of English. In relation to this, Liao (2004) claimed that in China
and in other Asian countries, certain difficulties caused by environmental constraints
like large classroom sizes and structural tests, and the teachers’ getting used to
traditional teaching methods like grammar-translation method, direct method and
audio-lingual method may “inhibit” the utilization of CLT in the classrooms (p.
270). Therefore, Liao (2004) proposed that the application of CLT would have a
positive influence on English language education if these constraints were
recognized by the educational authorities.

In his response, Hu (2005) revealed that Liao (2004) was “specious” in that
“CLT 1is the default methodology for developing communicative abilities, and is
applicable for all contexts where communicative competence is a pedagogical goal”
(p. 65). In addition, Hu (2005) stated that Liao (2004) seemed to neglect the
education research literature on the critical roles of teachers in making decisions on
whether to carry out the policy makers’ decisions or not. Besides, Hu (2005) cited
recent studies demonstrating that CLT was “present in classrooms in the more
developed regions of China,” but not in “rural areas” (p.6). Finally, Hu (2005)
criticized Liao (2004) for having a narrow scope of “context” and added that in
addition to situational context, other factors like scarcity of resources such as
materials and equipment, teachers’ lack of communicative competence in English
and English-speaking cultures, limited opportunity to use the target language in real
life situations and students’ being motivated or unmotivated to learn English might
have negative impacts on the use of CLT. Thus, unlike Liao (2004), Hu (2005)
proposed that rather than CLT, an eclectic approach that “draws on various
methodological options” might be more suitable for the teaching and learning of
English in China (p.7).

Similar to Hu (2005), Gupta (2004) summarized the situation in India and
revealed that CLT was the proposed methodology of the primary school curriculum
of English courses. However, no matter to what extent CLT was considered to be the
only method as a “whole and complete solution to language learning,” the reality was
different in that the traditional “teacher-centered, lecture-centered and
examinocentric dull procedure” was in practice in many classrooms (p. 266). In a
survey with teachers, Gupta (2004) examined the reasons for not implementing CLT

and found that the teachers had “no time to get used to it” and were not familiar with
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“the whole concept of CLT.” Besides, it was revealed that the backwash effect of
traditional exam situations impeded the use of CLT practices. As a result, Gupta
(2004) like Alptekin (2002) proposed that the communicative language teaching
should be reconsidered by attending the language teaching and learning situation,
meaning the context in which it was used.

The assumptions of Gupta (2004), Liao (2004) and Hu (2005) are significant
for the present study in that having a similar educational system like China and
Vietnam; Turkey might be having the same constraints in applying the recent
approaches, CLT and TBLT, in the language classrooms.

Zhenhui (2001) summarized the learning styles of learners in East Asian
countries, specifically Japan, Korea and China. In these countries, students are taught
by “a teacher-centered, book-centered, grammar-translation method with an
emphasis on rote memory” (Zhenhui, 2001, p. 2). Thus, majority of learners in East
Asia were claimed to have introvert, closure-oriented, analytic, field-dependent,
visual and concrete-sequential learning styles (Zhenhui, 2001). In fact, since these
learners believe that information should be transmitted from the teacher, they are not
used to discovery learning. Again, as they are not used to “ambiguity,” they are not
“autonomous.” Furthermore, they learn better by analyzing grammatical rules,
memorizing vocabulary items and imitating the teacher. They are better at reading as
they are “visual” and they strictly follow the teacher’s instructions since they are
“sequential” (Zhenhui, 2001, p.2). Considering these, it was proposed that these
students can better be taught by identifying the learning styles of learners, matching
the teaching styles with the learning styles of students and by providing different
activities for different groups of learners.

One main strategy for identifying learning styles was revealed as making use
of the readily available, reliable and valid instruments and assessment tools. Before
applying the tool, the teacher should explain the purpose of the survey. After the
survey is finished and the students diagnose their own learning styles, they should be
given opportunity to discuss others’ learning styles and the teacher’s teaching style.
Considering the limitations of such objective instruments, Zhenhui (2001) suggested
utilizing “diaries” or journals in which learners talk about “their reactions to the
course, their teachers, their fellow students and any other factors which they consider

are having an effect on their learning” (p. 5).
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Considering the “preconceptions” about the learning styles of Asian students,
Littlewood (2000) conducted a survey to compare the attitudes of 2307 students of
eight Asian counties (Bruni, Mainland China, Hong Kong, Japan, South Korea,
Malaysia, Thailand and Vietnam) with those of three European countries (Finland,
Germany and Spain) (p. 31). On a five point scale, Littlewood (2000) collected data

about the extent the students agree with the following statements:

1- In the classroom I see the teacher as somebody whose authority should
not be questioned, 2- | see knowledge as something that the teacher should
pass on to me rather than something that I should discover 3- I expect the
teacher (rather than me myself) to be responsible for evaluating how much I
have learned (p. 32).

The results revealed that there were not significant differences between the students
of Asia and those of Europe as both would like to be “active and independent” in the
language classroom. In other words, Asian students revealed they did not see the
teacher as an “authority figure” who should pass knowledge and be responsible for
evaluating their learning (Littlewood, 2000, p. 34). In the end, Littlewood (2000)
suggested that the influence of culture on behaviors and learning styles should not be
denied, but there was “still a long way to go in exploring the nature and extent of this
influence” (p. 34).

The arguments proposed by Zhenhui (2001) and Littlewood (2000) are
significant for the present study in that as stated by Zhenhui (2001) Turkish students
with similar backgrounds in educational contexts might be having similar learning
styles and may be encountering similar difficulties because of the mismatch between
the teaching styles and learning styles. Or, as claimed by Littlewood (2000) Turkish
students might be ready to accept a learning environment in which they were
autonomous and were actively participating in communicative practices.

Up to now, the findings of studies conducted in Asian context and the
assumptions of various researchers about the difficulties regarding the
implementation of CLT in Asia have been discussed. The case for Europe is different

so it should be discussed under a separate heading.
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2.2.2. Theory and Practice of EFL in Europe

The expansion of European Union (EU) membership has led the Council of
Europe to develop a document titled “The Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR)” whose aim is to set standards to be attained at successive stages
of teaching and learning modern languages. Its implications are observed in the
reform of national curricula. CEFR has been of particular interest to course
designers, textbook writers, testers, teachers and teacher trainers, to all who are
directly involved in language teaching and testing in Europe. Actually, it facilitates a
clear definition of teaching and learning objectives and methods, and provides the
necessary tools for assessment of language proficiency. All the issues dealt in CEFR
about the teaching and learning of modern languages have ultimately affected the
teaching of English as a foreign language.

The basic theory of language in CEFR is the concept of “plurilingualism”
which emphasizes the importance of “communicative competence in which all
knowledge and experience of language contributes and in which all languages
interrelate and interact” (CEFR, 2001, p. 4). In this sense, “plurilingualism” is
different from “multilingualism,” the knowledge of more than one language, which
can be achieved by offering courses at a school. In relation to this difference, it is
revealed that the aim of language teaching and learning is no longer viewed as “to
achieve mastery of one or two languages, each taken in isolation with the ideal native
speaker as the ultimate model” (CEFR, 2001, p. 5). Instead, it aims to “develop a
linguistic repertoire in which all linguistic abilities have a place” (CEFR, 2001, p. 5).
Considering this, the main benefits of the framework include the planning of not only
language learning curriculum in terms of their purposes, goals, objectives, content
and assessment criteria but also “self-directed learning” (CEFR, 2001, p. 6)

CEFR (2001) has adopted “action-oriented approach” to language teaching

and learning which is defined as follows:

Language use, embracing language learning, comprises the actions
performed by persons who as individuals and as social agents develop a
range of competences, both general and in particular communicative
language competences. They draw on the competences at their disposal in
various contexts under various conditions and under various constraints to
engage in language activities involving language processes to produce
and/or receive texts in relation to themes in specific domains, activating
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those strategies which seem most appropriate for carrying out the tasks to be
accomplished (p. 9).

Actually, without an attempt to favor any one methodology to another in
foreign language teaching and learning, CEFR (2001) provides ‘“parameters,
categories, criteria and scales” which enable its users to determine their own
syllabuses and methodologies considering a wide range of options by “questioning”
their suitability to the standards (p. 18). Briefly, the objectives of language teaching
and learning are suggested to be derived from the learner and social needs together
with the tasks, activities and processes that the learners have to perform in order to
accomplish those needs. As for theory of learning, CEFR (2001) takes into account
the fact that there is no “research-based consensus on how people learn” (p. 139).

CEFR (2001) also explains the roles of the different parties in foreign
language teaching and learning. In this respect, the examination boards are stated to
take decisions on which tasks, activities and themes to consider while testing the
language proficiency of the learners in terms of their knowledge and skills. The
authorities are claimed to draw up curriculum guidelines and formulate syllabuses
that specify the learning objectives. The textbook writers are revealed to be
responsible for the selection and sequencing of content, meaning the knowledge,
activities, tasks and themes. Teachers are stated to have wider roles of
implementing what is set in the syllabuses and textbooks by making use of
appropriate classroom activities, tasks and materials. They also have the roles of
monitoring and assessing the learner progress, and finding techniques to tackle with
their problems. The learners are claimed to have the responsibility to participate in
the teaching-learning environment by following the instructions provided by the
teacher and/or the textbook.

The methodological options to the education of modern languages have also
been provided. Actually, these options have a large scope ranging from structural
teaching and learning activities to communicative and task based techniques. Thus,
it could be stated that eclectic method is suggested. However, the users of the
framework are recommended to consider the roles and responsibilities of teachers
and learners in the ‘“organization, management and implementation” of the
language learning tasks, activities, materials and media (p. 145). They are also

suggested to consider the role of spoken and written materials taking into account
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the basis for their “selection, adaptation, sequencing, grading and presentation” (p.
147). In the framework, not only social and pragmatic communicative competences
but also linguistic competence is emphasized and the users are advised to consider
“size, range and control” of vocabulary as well as how grammar is “analyzed,
ordered and presented” to learners and how it is “mastered” by them (p. 150).
Attention is also paid to errors and mistakes, and it is recommended to take into
account “whether the same or different criteria” will be used to address
pronunciation, vocabulary, grammar, socio-cultural and pragmatic errors and
mistakes (p. 156).

CEFR (2001) includes detailed information about the importance of the
selection, grading and implementation of tasks in the language classrooms. In short,
tasks are divided into two as “real-life” tasks and “pedagogical” tasks and both are
claimed to be communicative in nature as long as they enable students to
“comprehend, negotiate and express meaning in order to achieve a communicative
goal” (p. 157). Task performance is stated to be affected by several factors like
“competences” and characteristics of learners, “conditions” under which the tasks
are carried out, and the “strategies” that learners activate to accomplish a task (p.
158-159). In determining the potential difficulty of the tasks, it is recommended to
consider the “cognitive” levels of the students in terms of “task familiarity,” and
their “abilities to cope with processing demands” together with their “affective”
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levels like “self-esteem,” “involvement and motivation,
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physical and emotional
state” and “attitudes” (p. 160-161). In addition, the task difficulty is revealed to be
influenced by “linguistic factors” and “task conditions and constraints” referring to
the provision of adequate support in terms of “contextualization” and “language
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assistance,” “time” allocated for task preparation and implementation, “task goal,”
“physical conditions” and “the roles of participants” (p. 161-163).

CEFR (2001) also provides scenarios for curricular designs and states that
foreign language (F1) introduction can begin at the primary school level with an
attempt to develop “language awareness” rather than the ‘“communicative
competence” and continue at the lower secondary level at which communicative
competence is gradually developed (p. 172). In this scenario, the second (F2) and

even third (F3) foreign language introduction start at the upper secondary school

level. In another scenario, the introduction of F1 begins at primary school level, this
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time, with the purpose of improving communicative competence and F2 is
introduced at lower secondary school level and its education is provided together
with FI1. At upper secondary school level, F3 is provided (p.173). This brief
information about the options for curricular designs reveals that CEF emphasizes
teaching and learning of more than one foreign language.

Finally, CEFR (2001) sets forth the principles and guidelines for “the
assessment of the language of its user.” In this sense, the “reliability, validity and
feasibility” of the assessment is highly stressed (p. 177). Besides, the different
forms of assessment like public examinations and teacher assessment are
recognized, yet it is aimed to set standards to “relate different forms of assessment
to one another” (p. 178). However, it is still recognized that teacher assessment is
concerned with “achievement assessment” that aims to measure the extent at which
the objectives are attained (p. 183). On the other hand, “proficiency assessment”
that is the measurement of what an individual does in the real world is revealed to
be the concern of employers and educational administrators, which is beyond the
scope of the present study (p. 184). In addition to these, other types of assessments

have been provided as follows:

Norm-referencing vs. criterion referencing, continuous vs. fixed assessment,
formative vs. summative assessment, direct vs. indirect assessment,
performance vs. knowledge, subjective vs. objective assessment, checklist
rating vs. performance rating, impression vs. guided judgment (p. 184).

In the end, it is proposed that users of the framework should consider which types of
assessments are more suitable for the contexts in which foreign language learning
and teaching will be implemented. Besides, it is recommended that teachers should
be trained on the aforementioned categories of assessments (p. 192).

The language policy division of European Union (LPD) conducted a study to
get an idea about to what extent “CEFR is known and used, and of the experiences
gained in using it” (2005, p. 1). In this survey, a questionnaire published on the web
page of the LPD was delivered to all language contact addresses of the Council. The
questionnaire involved ten basic open-ended questions which aimed to investigate

how much and by whom CEFR is known and used in the institution, which parts are
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mostly known and used, whether CEFR has been translated into the native language

and what the benefits of CEFR in terms of:

Curriculum/syllabus development, pre-service teacher training, in-service
teacher training, testing/assessment/certification, textbook writing/production
of educational materials, communication with stakeholders (learners,
parents, teachers, clients, etc.) and other contexts (please specify the
context) (LPD, 2005, p. 2)

The data were obtained from 111 participants from 37 European states, Egypt
and Mexico and from 39 Higher education, 29 Central authority, 18 Teacher training,
18 Teacher education, 16 Examination provider, 14 Language school/center, 12 Adult
education, and 28 Other primary and secondary school, publisher and further
education institutions.

The results of LPD study (2005) demonstrated that CEFR was “quite widely
known and used” in the institutions and was mainly used by “teachers, teacher
trainers, test writers and material writers” (p. 3). Besides, it was stated to be mostly
used in “teacher training, language testing/assessment, language curriculum
development, textbook/material production, and communication with stakeholders”
(p-3). The most commonly used parts of the CEFR were revealed to be “the common
reference levels of language proficiency (the global scale, the self assessment grid,
and the scales of illustrative descriptors)” (p. 4). In fact, CEFR was found to be
useful in curriculum and syllabus design, and testing and assessment.

The main problem with CEFR was claimed to be its being not user-friendly. In
short, it was found to be very long and detailed. Besides, it was sated that it required
teachers to be more “analytic and observant,” so it was assumed to be not
comprehensible for majority of the present teachers (p. 4). Furthermore, it was
assumed not to be of immediate use for the teachers. The difficulty in accessing
CEFR by all parties in educational context was also stressed. In addition, its
philosophy in the form of “plurilingualism” was found to be promising, but not
applicable in real life. Moreover, the current textbooks, courses and examinations
designed by making use of CEFR were found to be “impressionistic” rather than
“systematic” (p. 5). Finally, it was found to be hard to accomplish a “standard
setting” in which CEFR could be implemented (p. 5). In relation to these problems,

the most frequent suggestion for the improvement of CEFR was to come up with a
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clear summary of the basic principles of it. It was especially stated that the
connections between CEFR and classroom practice should be established. Next, it
was also recommended to design more reliable and valid tools for assessment.

This LPD study (2005) is significant as it demonstrates that the standards of
CEFR have still not been understood in the context in which it is implemented.
Besides, this summary of CEFR (2001) and its implication within Europe stated in
LPD study (2005) are significant for the present study in that national foreign

language education in Turkey is reconsidering its language policies on its way to EU.

2.3. Research on English Language Education at Public Primary Schools in
Turkey

The related literature on English language education at public primary
schools in Turkey can be categorized into two as studies conducted to investigate
English language curricula, and studies carried out to examine the impact of certain
teacher characteristics and instructional strategies. In fact, majority of the studies in
the first category were conducted under the guidance of universities as unpublished

masters and doctorate theses.

2.3.1. Research on English Language Curriculum of Public Primary Schools
Studies aimed to investigate the English language curriculum of public
primary schools after the acceptance of eight year compulsory education were
conducted by Biiyiikkduman (2005), Igrek (2001), Mersinligil (2002), and Tok
(2003). All these studies examined the English language curriculum implemented at
the fourth and fifth grades. Biiyiikkduman (2005) and igrek (2001) evaluated the
curriculum considering the teachers’ perceptions, whereas Tok (2003) focused on the
perceptions of students. In comparison to these, Mersinligil’s (2002) study is more
conclusive in that she evaluated the curriculum considering the perspectives of
teachers, students and administrators. Moreover, all of these survey studies were
restricted to certain sites meaning Biiylikduman (2005) carried out her investigation
in five districts of Istanbul, Igrek (2001) examined the curriculum involving teachers
from Kirsehir city center and its towns, Mersinligil (2002) conducted her research at
the Seyhan and Yiiregir towns of Adana in Turkey, and Tok (2003) did her study in
the Malatya city center. Again, both Mersinligil (2002) and Tok (2003) considered
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the assumption that socioeconomic background and achievement level are predictors
of attitudes towards English and involved students with various socioeconomic
backgrounds and achievement levels in their studies. Although there were
similarities among these studies, they differed in terms of their specific research
questions, data collection instruments and some findings. Therefore, each will be
discussed separately.

Biiyiikduman (2005) evaluated the English language curriculum implemented
at the fourth and fifth grades of public primary schools taking into account the
teachers’ perceptions on its purposes and goals, content (course book), instructional
strategies and evaluation procedures. As for methodology, cluster random sampling
strategy was used. First, five districts out of thirty two in Istanbul, and then forty six
schools from these five districts were randomly selected. All the fifty four teachers
working in these schools were involved in the study. The main data collection
instrument of the study was a questionnaire designed by Biiylikduman (2005). This
questionnaire in the form of five point Likert-scale was validated by getting expert
opinion and by pilot testing. The inter-scorer reliability coefficient of the
questionnaire was found to be .92. The questionnaire was administered to the
teachers working in the pre-determined schools during the 2000-2001 school year.

The descriptive analysis of the responses to the questionnaires revealed that
although the teachers had positive opinions about several aspects of the curriculum,
they still had some problems. As for the purposes and goals of the curriculum,
majority of the teachers claimed that they were suitable for the age and cognitive
levels of the students. Again, most of the teachers stated that their students had
positive attitudes towards learning English. When the specific language skills were
considered, approximately half of the teachers admitted that the students were able to
improve their reading, but not their listening, writing and speaking skills. The
reasons for not achieving these skills were provided as insufficient time allocated for
each unit, and the crowded classrooms. In relation to the course book, vast majority
of the teachers revealed that it was suitable in terms of the difficulty level and
ordering of content. Besides, the visuals in the book were believed to be enhancing
comprehension. Again, the examples were taught to be appropriate for the Turkish
culture. However, it was still believed to be involving inadequate number of

examples and exercises. Considering the suggested instructional strategies in the
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curriculum, majority of the teachers revealed that they were satisfied with the
guidance provided in the curriculum guidelines. Again, they found the suggested
instructional methods and techniques suitable for teaching English to students at
these age levels. The only objection was that it was not possible to implement learner
centered methods and language games in the actual classroom environment due to
the crowded classrooms. Finally, in relation to assessment procedures, the teachers
revealed that the guidelines provided in the curriculum were helpful for them in
preparing their exams, but they were used to prepare assignments and exercises. In
fact, during the preparation of exams and tests, the questions were not verified and
increased because of the crowded classrooms. It was because it took too much time
to prepare and check such kinds of tests.

At the end, in relation to these findings Biiylikduman (2005) suggested that
the English language curriculum of the fourth and fifth grades should be clarified by
providing more information about the suggested instructional and evaluation
strategies. Besides, it was recommended that the course book should be reedited by
placing more communicative games and songs. Again, it was suggested to
incorporate teachers at the planning stage of the curriculum.

Another study that aimed to investigate the teachers’ perceptions of English
language curriculum of the fourth and fifth grades of public primary schools was
carried out by Igrek (2001). Unlike Biiyiikduman (2005), igrek (2001) conducted this
research with the actual population, meaning all the 78 English teachers teaching at
fourth and fifth grades in public primary schools in Kirsehir. Similar to Biiylikduman
(2005), Igrek (2001) designed and implemented a questionnaire as a data collection
instrument, whose reliability and validity measures were taken through pilot testing.
The reliability coefficient of the questionnaire was revealed as .91. The questionnaire
was divided into two main parts. The first part involved two questions about the
teachers’ educational backgrounds and teaching experiences. The second part
involved 41 statements about the purposes and goals, content, instructional strategies
and evaluation procedures of the curriculum. The teachers were asked to reveal their
perceptions on the given statements by means of a five-point Likert-scale.

The results were analyzed through descriptive analysis and it was found that
the teachers were generally undecided about the curriculum purposes and goals with

an overall mean score of 3.33. In other words, the teachers felt undecided whether
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the cognitive and affective goals and objectives of the curriculum were sufficient in
number, and whether the stated goals and objectives were overlapping. However,
they agreed that the goals and objectives of the curriculum were ordered
appropriately, were suitable for the level of the students and were clearly stated.
Moreover, the teachers were also undecided about the content of the curriculum with
an overall mean score of 3.41. In brief, the teachers felt undecided whether the
selection and grading of content was suitable, whether it enabled the achievement of
the curriculum goals and whether it led to the achievement of four main skills,
meaning reading, writing, listening and speaking. On the contrary, the teachers
agreed that the content was suitable for the needs and interests of the students, was
applicable to real-life situations and was ordered from simple to complex and from
concrete to abstract. Thirdly, the teachers were again undecided about the
instructional strategies with an overall mean of 3.11. In short, the teachers felt
undecided whether the suggested instructional strategies were suitable for achieving
the purposes and goals of the curriculum, whether communicative activities such as
games and songs were involved in the curriculum and whether the recommended
instructional strategies were interesting and entertaining. In contrast, the teachers
agreed that the suggested instructional strategies were suitable for the students’
levels. As for instructional tools and equipment, the teachers revealed that they were
undecided whether they were suitable for the curriculum goals and the students, and
whether they were readily available. Finally, the teachers were undecided about the
evaluation procedures of the curriculum with an overall mean of 2.95. All these
findings of Igrek (2001) seem to be consistent with the results of Biiyiikduman
(2005) in several respects and similar suggestions such as redesigning the curriculum
in terms of its goals, content, instructional strategies and evaluation procedures were
suggested.

Unlike these two studies, Mersinligil’s (2002) was a more in-depth analysis
of the English language curriculum of the fourth and fifth grades at public primary
schools as not only teachers but also students and administrators of various schools
were incorporated in her evaluation study. Actually, all the 278 teachers and 152
administrators working in the public primary schools in the two towns of Adana were
involved in the study. As for students, cluster random sampling was used, and among

28173, 705 participants studying at the fifth grade were selected. Three data
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collection instruments used in the study were questionnaires, interviews and
observations. The perceptions of teachers and students of the purposes, goals,
content, instructional strategies and assessment procedures were investigated by
questionnaires. In addition to this, in-depth interviews were held with 16 of the
administrators. Besides, in order to get more information about the instructional
strategies, 16 classrooms were observed by the researcher by using the observation
tool used in the project of World Bank on the development of national education in
Turkey. As for analysis, Mersinligil (2002) used descriptive and inferential statistics
to examine the data obtained from the questionnaires and observation tool. The data
obtained from the interviews were qualitatively analyzed by using transcriptions,
themes and codes.

As a result of this in-depth analysis, Mersinligil (2002) found that there was a
significant difference between teachers and students in their perceptions about the
purposes and goals of the curriculum. In general, the students believed that majority
of them were attained, but the teachers did not agree with it. As for specific goals,
according to the teachers, the affective goals such as being motivated and getting
interested were achieved more than the cognitive ones like understanding,
pronouncing, writing and applying. Similarly, there was a significant difference
between the students and the teachers about the content. Although majority of the
students had positive opinions about the content of the curriculum in terms of its
importance, suitability to their level, sequencing, being interesting and relevant for
their purposes, almost half of the teachers found the content ineffective in relation to
these aspects. In fact, teachers had doubts about the content’s contribution to the
attainment four main skills (reading, writing, listening and speaking).

As for instructional strategies, it was revealed by the students that lecture and
question-answer were the most common techniques being used. Besides, it was
stated that whole class activities, not pair or small group activities, were employed
more frequently. However, the students’ preferences were on learner-centered tasks
such as language games, role-plays, simulations, talking about pictures and dictation
exercises, which were hardly ever implemented. Although teachers claimed that
these learner-centered activities were used more frequently than the students had
stated, the answers of students were supported by the observations. Thus, it could be

revealed that the activities used were mainly teacher-centered and traditional. The
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results about the learning environment revealed that the teachers could create a
positive environment in the classroom by using their classroom management
strategies effectively. However, they had some problems in providing effective
feedback to students’ assignments. Furthermore, both the teachers and the students
frequently spoke Turkish in the classroom. Moreover, the teachers had problems in
using time efficiently in the classroom as most of the content was not covered at the
allocated time. Therefore, there was significant difference between the students and
teachers in relation to the learning environment, and the observations supported the
students’ negative attitudes. Likewise, there was significant difference between the
teachers’ and students’ perceptions about the tools and equipment used to facilitate
learning. The main material used was the course book, and though the students had
positive opinions about it, the teachers revealed that the activities and examples in
the book were inadequate, the content was too loaded, and that it was not supported
by tools such as tapes, videos, computers and supplementary materials. Although the
teachers had serious complaints on the issue, only one third of the teachers admitted
that they used materials outside the book. In addition to this, there was complete
agreement among the students, teachers and the observer that instructional tools and
equipment such as tapes, videos, projectors, and computers were hardly ever used.
The findings related to the assessment procedures revealed that the most common
ones were paper-based tests. In these tests, there were questions about grammar,
vocabulary, making sentences and reading. All the students and more than half of the
teachers claimed that the in-class activities and tasks were not considered in the
assessment.

Finally, as for the views on the teaching-learning system, majority of the
teachers stated that they worked in collaboration with their administrators, colleagues
and parents. However, the administrators revealed there were some communication
problems between the classroom teachers and English teachers. Besides, they stated
that the communication between the English teachers and parents was not adequate;
most of the parents were not interested and even not knowledgeable about this new
arrangement on English courses. In addition to these, the administrators complained
about the insufficient number of English teachers, and their interest in attending in-

service training courses. Although most of the administrators revealed there were
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adequate number of instruments such as projectors, computers, videos and tapes in
the schools, the teachers found their schools insufficient in providing these facilities.

Unlike Biiyiikduman (2005) igrek (2001) and Mersinligil (2002), Tok (2003)
aimed to compare the English language education in public and private primary
schools in Malatya city center in an attempt to find out the students’ problems with
the purposes, goals, content, instructional strategies and assessment procedures of the
English language curricula implemented in these two types of schools. Samples of
589 students from three public and three private schools were involved in this
survey. Tok (2003) used stratified and cluster random sampling strategies to select
the participants of the study. In the data collection process, questionnaires with 22
close-ended items were administered to the students. These questionnaires involved
two sections, the first on personal information and the second on the teaching of
English in terms of its purposes, content, instructional methodologies and assessment
procedures.

In the end, it was found that the educational level of the parents of the
students studying in private schools were higher than those of the students in public
primary schools. In relation to the purposes of the curriculum, there was no
significant difference between the private and public schools in terms of the students’
motivation towards learning English. However, in attaining the purposes, there was a
significant difference between the private and public schools in that the students in
the private schools were more successful in using the four main skills (reading,
writing, listening and speaking) covered. As for content, there was no difference
between the private and public schools as students of both found the content suitable
for their language level and interests. Besides, students in both schools claimed that
the course-books offered by MEB were beneficial and appropriate. As for materials,
the most frequently used ones were the course books and supplementary exercises.
Equipment such as tapes, videos, computers and projectors was used less frequently
in both types of schools. Moreover, in both schools, the most frequently used
instructional techniques were question-answer and lecture. The other learner-
centered activities like role-plays, simulations, pair and group work activities were
implemented less. Finally, almost half of the assessment in both schools relied on
grammar tests, and the practice tests such as writing, listening and speaking were

ignored.
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Tok’s (2003) findings seem to be consistent with Mersinligil’s (2002).
However, in comparison with it, Tok’s (2003) study had serious limitations as it was
conducted with only six schools in Malatya and included only the students but not
the teachers and administrators. Furthermore, the instrument involved questions
investigating the issue at the surface level and no information was revealed about its
reliability and validity. Thus, it needs to be replicated considering all these
limitations.

In contrast to the studies that were previously discussed, Yildiz (1996) did
research to examine to what extent the students achieved the cognitive purposes of
the English courses offered at the first grade of secondary schools in Turkey. Since
this study was conducted before the implementation of the eight-year compulsory
education, the first grade of secondary education means the sixth grade of primary
education according to the new system. Besides, although this study does not reflect
the present situation in Turkey, its results are still assumed to be relevant as they may
provide some insights into English language education at the primary level in
Turkey. Yildiz (1996) conducted her study in five public schools in Ankara and
selected 290 students from these schools randomly. As an instrument, she prepared a
language test considering the knowledge and comprehension levels of the cognitive
goals presented in the curriculum guidelines of MEB. After administering the test,
she found that the students’ achievement level in attaining the knowledge level
cognitive objectives was medium, as the achievement level was 54.41%. As for
comprehension level cognitive objectives, the students’ success rate was stated as
low and only 34.59% achievement level was reported. Yildiz’s (1996) study was
limited to the students studying in these five schools and to one grade level, but the
results are still significant in portraying the situation that our students have
difficulties in achieving the objectives of English curriculum.

Finally, Acar (2006) aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of a course book
rather than the curriculum. The course book that Acar (2006) evaluated was
“Spotlight on English,” which is still used at public primary schools in Turkey. In
order to evaluate the course book, first an evaluation model was developed by
reviewing the related literature on the issue. This evaluation model involved six main
components which were “practical considerations, language content, design and

organization, language skills, exercises and activities and cultural considerations” (p.
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36). The participants of the study were two hundred English teachers who were
working in public primary schools in five districts in Izmir. In this study, no
information was provided on the sampling strategies. The data collection instrument
was a questionnaire with thirty six items on six of the aforementioned sections. The
instrument was validated by pilot testing and the reliability coefficient was found to
be .77. The teachers were asked to evaluate the items on a five point Likert-scale and
the data was analyzed using descriptive statistics.

The results revealed that the course book had serious limitations in terms of
practical considerations, language content, design and organization, language skills
and exercises and activities. First, as for practical considerations, the course book
was found to be unclear in terms of layout and presentation and unsuccessful in
terms of “time, labor and money” (Acar, 2006, p. 42). Secondly, the language
content of the book was believed to have certain problems as there were too many
unknown vocabulary items and grammatical structures. Besides, it was claimed that
the grammatical structures were not repeated in the following units. Next, the main
problems of the course book in terms of design and organization were revealed as not
having variety in design, clear and logical unit organization, appropriate texts for
students’ levels and interests, and coherence in unit format. Furthermore, the teachers
revealed that although speaking and listening were adequately “treated”, integrated
skills, reading and writing were not sufficiently “treated”. (p. 59). Especially, pre-
reading and post-reading activities were stated to be ignored. Finally, the exercises
and activities in the book were claimed to be unattractive in that they were not
meaningful exercises that promote interaction, critical thinking, and language
practice. In relation to these findings, Acar (2006) suggested sample units to modify
the course book. In those sample units, it was considered that the aforementioned
problems were overcome. Acar’s (2006) study is very significant for the present one
in that some of the problems at public primary schools might be resulting from the
course book. However, Acar’s (2006) study was limited to only one of the course
books used in public primary schools, to a certain site which was selected districts of
[zmir, to teachers only and to certain issues. In other words, there might be other
problems resulting from other course books and these might be influencing the
implementation of the curriculum. What is more, students might be having other

problems with the course books.
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In summary, although the aforementioned studies by Acar (2006),
Biiyiikduman (2005), Igrek (2001), Mersinligil (2002), Tok (2003) and Yildiz
(1996), have strengths in terms of their methodologies, findings and suggestions that
are relevant for the present study, they also had certain limitations in terms of their
purposes and scopes. In other words, they were carried out at certain sites, with
certain grade levels, and considering certain issues. Furthermore, almost no research
has been carried out to investigate the implementation of English language
curriculum at sixth, seventh and eighth grades. Considering these points, there seems
to be a need for the present study in which the limitations of the existing ones are
assumed to be controlled by means of incorporating randomly selected teachers and
students from all over Turkey, and by designing data collection instruments with

open-ended questions.

2.3.2. Research on Factors Influencing English Language Curriculum of Public
Primary Schools

Apart from the aforementioned investigations on English language curricula
and one course book, there is also research carried out to examine the factors
influencing English language education in public primary schools. These studies are
particularly on the effectiveness of certain teacher and student characteristics and
instructional strategies at the public primary schools.

One of these studies was conducted by Onur (2005). In his study entitled
“The Effect of Collaborative Language Teaching on Student Achievement,” Onur
(2005) aimed to compare the collaborative method with traditional teacher centered
method in the teaching of two pieces of grammatical content which were “Simple
Present” and “Simple Past” tenses (p. 1). This pre-test post-test experimental study
was conducted with seventh grade learners at one of the public primary schools in
Elazig. Before the investigation, the experimental and control groups were
established, each containing 32 students. These randomly assigned 64 students in
both groups were provided with an achievement test of 70 questions before the
experiment. The reliability and validity of the achievement test was sustained by
pilot testing and item analysis. The reliability coefficient of the test was found to be
.82, and the difficulty level of test was established as .56. In short, the test was

moderately difficult and it was reliable. After the pre-test, the experiment was carried
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out in both groups for five weeks, two days a week and eighteen hours in total. The
previously designed lesson plans and materials were given to the experimental group
and the teacher was trained on the use of them. During the courses, the teacher
implemented the given pair-work and group-work activities, and role-plays in the
experimental group without making any changes in the lesson plans. In contrast, in
the control group whose members were exposed to the traditional teaching method.
That is, the teacher lectured the students and asked them to do the exercises in the
book. After the eighteen hours implementation, the two groups of students were
given the same achievement test as a post-test.

After the comparison of the pre-test and post-test results, it was found that the
students who were taught by collaborative teaching method were more successful
than the students who were taught by the traditional method in attaining the cognitive
objectives of the studied units. In the end, this finding was attributed to a great
amount of student participation in collaborative teaching environment. Besides, this
result was revealed to be consistent with the other similar studies conducted within
and outside Turkey (Acikgodz, 1993; Erdem, 1993; Hayirsever, 2002; Johnson ve
Johnson, 1977; Kocabas, 1995; Slavin, 1983; Yesilyaprak, 1997 as cited in Onur,
2005). Onur’s (2005) study is relevant for the present one in that enhancing
collaborative teaching environment and making use of group and pair work activities
even in crowded classrooms have been highly emphasized in the English language
curriculum of public primary schools. Therefore, in the present study, its use as one
of instructional strategies is examined. Though, Onur’s (2005) study had strengths in
terms of its methodologies, it was limited to the small group of students that were
involved in the study and to only one unit of the curriculum. There seems to be a
need for investigating whether this method is being used in other sites, with a large
group of students and for teaching other language content and skills.

Similar to Onur (2005), Konusmaz and Toks6z (2004) did an investigation on
collaborative language teaching. In their study, Konusmaz and Tokséz (2004)
examined the “communication strategies used by primary school students in English
courses” (p. 181). In this study, it was revealed that in pair and group work activities
students had difficulties in beginning, continuing and closing conversations and this
was attributed to students’ lack of background vocabulary and grammar knowledge.

Thus, certain “communication strategies” which enable starting and continuing
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interaction were proposed as “transfer from the native language” which means usage
of inappropriate structure in the foreign language due to the effect of native
language, “overgeneralization” which is generalizing a foreign language rule to other
rules in appropriate contexts, “topic avoidance” which is defined as not talking about
the issues that require the use of newly learned structure, “appeal to authority” which
refers to consulting another person often the teacher, “paraphrase” which is using
other suitable structures in order not to use a complex structure, “message
abandonment” which is short cutting a sentence if there is difficulty in using the
needed structure, “language switch” that is saying the native language equivalent of
the needed structure, “message reduction” that is saying less than what is thought,
“restructuring” which means retelling a message by “use of non-linguistic strategies”
such as body language, mimics and gestures and “retrieval strategies” such as being
silent to remember the needed structure (Konusmaz and Toksoz, 2004, p. 182). In
order to examine the extent these strategies were used by the students, first the
interaction between the teacher and students, and then interaction among students in
group work activities were recorded in three classrooms. In total, 64 students who
role played a situation and made conversations about their daily activities were
involved in the study. The recordings were transcribed and analyzed considering the
aforementioned communication strategies.

As a result, it was found that students used “retrieval strategies” the most in
three of the conversations meaning the teacher-student interaction, role plays and
group conversations. The other three strategies commonly used were “transfer from
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the native language,” “overgeneralization” and “language switch”. In relation to this,
it was suggested that the use of native language should not be avoided in the
language classroom. In contrast, other strategies such as “appeal to authority” and
“paraphrase” were used rarely in three of the situations. Again, “topic avoidance,”

2 13

“message reduction” “restructuring” and ‘“non-linguistic strategies” were used
mainly in group conversations rather than role-plays (Konusmaz and Toksoz, 2004,
p.187). As a result, the teachers were suggested to encourage their students to use
these communication strategies. Konugsmaz and Toksoz’s (2004) study is significant
in that some of the problems in public primary schools might be resulting from the

misuse of these communication strategies in the language classrooms.
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In another study, Deniz, Avsaroglu and Fidan (2006) aimed to investigate
whether “the levels of English Teachers’ motivating the students” differ by their
gender (p. 1). This survey study was conducted with randomly selected 170 English
teachers teaching at the public primary and high schools in Konya city center.
Among these 170 teachers, 107 of them were females, but 63 of them were males. In
order to determine the teachers’ levels of motivating their students, a questionnaire
designed by Siinbiil, Kesici and Bozgeyikli (2003) was used (as cited in Deniz,
Avsaroglu and Fidan, 2006, p. 4). In this questionnaire, the teachers were asked to
rate the given statements which summarize teachers’ possible opinions, attitudes and
behaviors upon a sample situation and problem on a five point scale. The inter-scorer
reliability coefficient of the questionnaire was found to be .76. The t-test results
revealed that there was no significant difference between female teachers and male
teachers in the dimensions of students’ high level of control, high level autonomy
and medium level autonomy. However, there was significant difference between
female teachers and male teachers in the dimension of medium level control. In
short, female teachers tended to control the students at the moderate level when
compared with the male teachers.
These findings were stated to be in consistent with the similar findings done
on the issue. In short, the studies of Bozgeyikli, Siinbiil, Kesici and Ure (2003)
conducted with public primary school teachers also revealed that male teachers were
more likely to control students when compared with the female teachers (as cited in
Deniz, Avsaroglu and Fidan, 2006, p.8). Though Deniz, Avsaroglu and Fidan’s
(2006) study had strengths in terms of its methodologies, it was limited to teachers’
perceptions in Konya, to only one background characteristic which was gender and
only to their perceptions regarding the motivation. Thus, there seems to be a need for
investigating whether other teacher characteristics such as location of school,
educational background, age, and years of teaching experience play a role in their
perceptions of the curriculum goals and content, and implementations of other
methods.
In another study, Geng (2002) proposed guidelines which the English teachers
at public primary schools can make use of while selecting their course books. In this
study, Geng (2002) first revealed that the teachers in these schools were required to

select their course books from a list of books which were approved and posted by the
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Ministry of Education (MEB). In relation to this, the teachers were suggested to
consider their English language curriculum, their students and teaching and learning
environments while selecting their course books. First, the suitability of the course
book to the curriculum was recommended to be considered at three levels which are
its suitability to the MEB’s general principles, the type of school and time allocated
for the course. Next, the suitability of the course book to the students should be
sustained by taking into account the students’ personal characteristics such as their
ages, cognitive development and language levels, and socioeconomic and cultural
backgrounds. Also, the visual and written content of the course book should be
motivating and suitable for the needs and interests of the students and it should be
affordable by students with various socioeconomic backgrounds. Finally, the
suitability of the course book to the teaching and learning environment was
recommended to be sustained by considering the classrooms such as their acoustics,
seating plans and visual design of the classrooms. It should also be noted whether the
classroom environment was suitable for the application of certain collaborative
instructional strategies such as group work and pair work. In this regard, it should
also be considered that the instructional tools and equipment such as tapes, videos,
OHPs needed to be used while studying the course book should readily be available
in the schools. These criteria proposed by Geng (2002) were really significant for the
present study as some of the problems encountered at public primary schools might
be resulting from the course books’ being unsuitable for the suggested guidelines.

To sum up, the purpose of all of the aforementioned studies was to investigate
the factors influencing English language education in public primary schools. It is
assumed that their methodologies and results contribute to the present study in
several respects as the problems encountered in the implementation of the curriculum

might be resulting from these factors.

2.4. Summary

Throughout the history, English Language Teaching (ELT) has been affected
by certain views on language and learning. Specifically, the ‘structural,” ‘functional’
and ‘communicative’ views of language together with ‘behaviorist,” ‘cognitive,’
‘humanistic’ and ‘social’ views of learning have led to certain approaches and

methods (Richards and Rodgers, 1991). These approaches and methods have
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influenced ELT with their curriculum and syllabus designs, classroom practices and
materials, the roles assigned for teachers and students, and assessment and evaluation
processes. In short, the traditional methods like ‘Grammar Translation,” ‘Audio-
lingual,” “Total Physical Response’ and ‘Silent Way’ are the outcomes of structural
view of language which perceives the language as separable units in the form of
phonological, grammatical and lexical structures. Again, especially ‘Audio-Lingual’
and ‘Total Physical Response’ rely on the behaviorist view of learning which is
rooted in the stimulus response theory of Skinner (Richards and Rodgers, 1991).
With the influence of these two traditional views, the ‘product-oriented’ syllabuses,
teacher-centered activities and mechanical exercises such as drills, and outcome
oriented assessment procedures like ‘discrete point’ tests have emerged (Nunan,
1988; Weir, 1990).

Later on, ‘functional’ view of language which emphasizes meaning over
structures, and the ‘cognitive’ and ‘humanistic’ views of learning have led to
‘Natural Approach,” which enabled the use of ‘functional/notional syllabuses,’
learner-centered meaningful exercises both as classroom practices and assessment
procedures (Oller and Richard-Amato, 1983; Nunan, 1988; Weir, 1990). Though not
widespread, other methods like ‘Suggestopedia’ and ‘Community Language
Teaching’ also come up as a result of ‘humanistic’ and ‘social’ views of learning and
they have contributed to the field with their unique materials and classroom practices
to a certain extent (Richards and Rodgers, 1991).

The recent trend in ELT is the ‘communicative’ view of language, which
incorporates form or structure, meaning and social context, and the combination of
‘cognitive,” ‘humanistic’ and ‘social’ views of learning. Three basic approaches,
‘Communicative Language Teaching,” ‘Task-based Instruction’ and ‘Integrated
Skills Approach,” are based on these views. These approaches find their ways in
‘process oriented’ syllabuses, learner centered classroom practices such as
communicative, problem solving, information-gap and collaborative activities that
promote the attainment of four main skills, reading, writing, listening and speaking
and in turn process focused, learner centered assessment and evaluation procedures
(Nunan, 1993; Richards and Rodgers, 1991; Weir, 1990).

Although these approaches and methods derived basically from Second

Language Acquisition research, they are widely accepted in environments where
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English is taught and learned as a foreign language (EFL). Actually, the
implementation of them in the EFL situation is affected by the ‘social,” ‘economic,’
‘educational,” and ‘cultural’ context of any country where they are used (McKay,
1992). Actually, the current debates on English language teaching and learning seem
to highlight two broader cultural contexts in EFL which are Asia and Europe. The
Asian context is full of arguments about the suitability of the current approach
‘Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)’ highly emphasized in their curricula for
the learners whose learning styles and strategies are assumed to differ from those in
Europe. Basically, the related literature in Asian context questions the available
definition of ‘communicative competence’ and proposes that CLT and Task-based
Instruction cannot be suitable for Asian context whose students are assumed to be
used to traditional teacher-centered methodologies such as memorization and have
introvert, analytic, field-dependent, visual and sequential learning styles (Gupta,
2004; Hu, 2005; Lewis and McCook, 2002; Liao, 2004; Littlewood, 2000; Zhenhui;
2001). On the contrary, the European context is full of arguments about the
interpretations and implications of ‘Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR)’ which sets the standards to be achieved at various stages of teaching and
learning modern languages, one of which is English (CEFR, 2001; LPD, 2005).
Turkey, a country between Asia and Europe, is in the centre of these debates.
At one side, it is demonstrating similar characteristics like Asia and is debating the
suitability of CLT for its educational context and at the other side, it is trying to
adopt its EFL practices to the CEFR (Alptekin, 2002; Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006;
Ergiir, 2004). In fact, the related literature in Turkey involves various types of
research on English language curriculum and factors influencing them at public
primary schools. However, all these studies are restricted in their purposes and scope.
In other words, they are conducted at certain grade levels, specifically fourth and
fifth grades, at certain sites, Ankara, Istanbul, Izmir, Kirsehir, Konya, Malatya,
considering either students’ or teachers’ perceptions (Acar, 2006; Biiyiilkduman,
2005; Deniz, Avsaroglu, Fidan, 2006; Geng, 2002; Igrek, 2001; Kuskonmaz and
Toksoz, 2004; Mersinligil, 2002; Onur, 2005; Tok, 2003; Yildiz, 1996). Thus, they
need to be replicated taking into account the curriculum of other grade levels
meaning the sixth, seventh and eighth grades, and carefully selected participants of

teachers and students from all over Turkey.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter provides information about the overall design of the study, the
research questions, research population and sample selection, the data collection

instruments, and the methods used to collect and analyze the data.

3.1. Overall Design of the Study

The main purpose of this study was to examine the process of English
language education at the sixth, seventh and eighth grades of public primary schools
in Turkey from the perspectives of English teachers and students. An attempt was
made to describe how the English language curriculum was implemented by the
teachers and experienced by the students, and to determine the factors that influence
its implementation. The major points of focus were the teachers’ and students’
perceptions of the goals and content of the curriculum, the instructional methods,
techniques and materials used, the assessment and evaluation procedures employed
and the problems encountered during its implementation. Teacher characteristics i.e.
location of school, age, gender, educational background, and years of teaching
experience, together with student characteristics i.e. class, gender, parents’
educational level, parents’ English level, and English grade in the last record sheet
were also examined specifically.

First, by considering the related literature, two survey questionnaires,
Questionnaire for Teachers and Questionnaire for Students, were prepared to obtain
information about the implementation process and the factors influencing this
process. Furthermore, a group of experts were consulted to validate the prepared
items. Next, the questionnaires were pilot-tested by selecting a representative sample

of English teachers and students studying in the sixth, seventh and eighth grade
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levels, and by asking each group to reply to the questions presented in the survey
questionnaires. Finally, the sites in which the questionnaires would be implemented
were determined and the questionnaires were sent to them by the Education Research

and Development Directorate of Ministry of Education (ERDD).

Since the intention of this study is to describe the existing situation without
any attempt to influence it, overall research design of this study is survey. In this
survey, teachers’ perceptions, implementations and problems together with students’
perceptions and problems are described, and the relationships between teacher and
student characteristics and their perceptions are examined through descriptive and

inferential statistics.

3.2. Research Questions
The specific research questions used in the study are:
I- How do the teachers perceive the curriculum goals and content? Do teachers’
perceptions of the curriculum goals and content differ according to school

location, age, gender, education and experience?

2- How do the teachers implement the curriculum?

3- What kinds of problems are encountered by the teachers during the

implementation of the curriculum?

4- How do the students studying at the sixth, seventh and eighth grades of primary
schools experience the curriculum? Do students’ perceptions of the curriculum
differ according to their grade level, gender, parents’ educational and English
levels, and English Grade?

a. Which goals of the curriculum are perceived to be achieved?

b. How is the content of the curriculum perceived?

c. What are their perceptions of the instructional methods and techniques
used in learning language skills?

d. What are their perceptions of the assessment procedures of the

curriculum?
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3.3. Population and Selection of Sample
The actual population of this study was all the English teachers implementing
and all the students studying the English language curriculum offered at the sixth,
seventh and eighth grades of public primary schools in Turkey during the 2004-2005
school year. The following table provides information about the number of public

primary schools, the number of English teachers working and the number of students

studying in these schools during the 2004-2005 school year (MONE, 2004b).

Table 3.1: Number of Public Primary Schools, English Teachers and Students

Number of Number of Number of Students
Schools English
Teachers
6" Grade | 7™ Grade 8™ Grade Total
34904 14562 1271521 1189351 1595509 4056381

As it is displayed in Table 3.1, the size of the population was so large that it
was difficult to reach all the teachers and students in all of the public primary
schools, so the study was conducted with samples. While determining the samples of
teachers and students, it was important that they were representative of the actual
population and the selection procedure was feasible for the institution which
provided support for the study. Therefore, two-stage random sampling was used.
First, by using cluster random sampling, it was decided to include cities and towns
from the seven regions of Turkey. In the related literature, it is revealed that there is
positive relationship between socioeconomic level of people and their education
(Sunel, 1991). Thus, while selecting the cities and towns, statistical information
about the socioeconomic levels of the cities and towns was taken into account (DPT,
2003). In relation to this, first three cities from each region of Turkey (one
developed, one partially developed and one undeveloped) were selected and then two
towns from each city (one developed, one undeveloped) were determined. The
selected cities and towns together with data on their development level were listed in
Table 3.2, where 1 refers to developed, 2 refers to partially developed and 3 refers to

undeveloped.
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Table 3.2: Socioeconomic Developmental Level of Cities and Towns Where

Students and Teachers were Involved in the Study

Regions Cities Towns Socioeconomic
Developmental Level of
Cities and Towns
(out of 3)

Bursa 1
Mustafakemalpasa 2
Biiyiikorhan 3
Marmara Region Balikesir 2
Susurluk 2
Balya 3
Canakkale 2
Lapseki 2
Yenice 3
Denizli 1
Saraykoy 2
Cameli 3
Aegean Region Manisa 2
Akhisar 2
Selendi 3
Afyon 2
Bolvadin 2
Hocalar 3
Antalya 1
Manavgat 2
Glindogmus 3
Mediterranean Region | Isparta 2
Senirkent 2
Stit¢iiler 3
Osmaniye 2
Kadirli 2
Sumbas 3
Eskisehir 1
Seyitgazi 2
Alpu 3
Nevsehir 2
Central Anatolia Avanos 2
Region Acigol 3
Yozgat 2
Sorgun 2
Cekerek 3
Elazig 2
Keban 2
Karakogan 3
Eastern Anatolia Erzurum 2
Region Askale 2
Pasinler 3
Agn 2
Dogubayazit 3
3

Patnos
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Table 3.2 (continued)

Gaziantep | Nizip 1

Oguzeli 2

3

Southeastern Anatolia | Diyarbakir 2
Region Ergani 3
Silvan 3

Siirt 3

Aydinlar 3

Eruh 3

Samsun 2

Bafra 2

Havza 3

Black Sea Region Trabzon 2
Magka 2

Caykara 3

Giresun 3

Kesan 3

Yaglidere 3

After determining the cities and towns, the questionnaires were sent to each

city’s and each town’s Educational Directory. An official note was sent with the

questionnaires and Educational Directorates were asked to photocopy and administer

the questionnaires with five of the randomly selected English teachers working in

their towns and/or cities. Considering that there were 21 cities and 42 towns, five of

whose teachers were planned to take part in the study, the expected return rate for

teachers’ questionnaires was 315, but 368 returned instead (Return rate: 116.8%).

This reveals that there is high response rate. Table 3.3 displays the number of

teachers working in the selected cities (MEB, 2004b).

Table 3.3: Number of English Teachers Working in the Selected Cities

Regions Cities Number of English
Teachers
Marmara Region Bursa 533
Balikesir 218
Canakkale 99
Aegean Region Denizli 221
Manisa 277
Afyon 128
Mediterranean Region Antalya 525
Isparta 90
Osmaniye 98
Central Anatolia Region Eskisehir 224
Nevsehir 72
Yozgat 54
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Table 3.3 (continued)

Eastern Anatolia Region Elaz1g 53
Erzurum 108
Agn 16

Southeastern Anatolia Region Gaziantep 241
Diyarbakir 200
Siirt 13

Black Sea Region Samsun 267
Trabzon 134
Giresun 50

While determining the student sample, it was considered that it might not be
feasible to include all the students whose teachers took part in the study. Therefore,
Educational Directorates of the 21 cities and 42 towns were asked to deliver the
student questionnaires to one of the schools whose teachers participated in the study.
Thus, 63 schools were selected by the Educational Directorates and the student
questionnaires were sent to the principals of these schools. While identifying the
student sample, it was also important to include sufficient and equal number of
students from 6", 7" and 8" grade levels. Therefore, Educational Directories were
asked to remind the principals of the selected schools that they should photocopy and
deliver the questionnaires to six students from each class. Thus, eighteen students
from each school were expected to take part in the study. Again, considering that
there were 73 schools eighteen of whose students were planned to participate in the
study, the expected return rate for students’ questionnaires was 1134, but 1235
returned instead (Return rate: 108.9%). This means that the response rate for the
students is very high. While selecting the student sample, it was also important to
have students with diverse academic achievement levels, so the Educational
Directories were requested to take this into account and remind the teachers to select
the first six students from the lists.

In summary, more than one sampling strategy was used to identify who
would be involved in the study. While determining the cities and towns, cluster
random sampling strategy was used and it was decided to include teachers and
students from seven regions of Turkey. Next, by using maximum variation sampling,
the cities and towns were determined. In fact, the effect of socioeconomic level on
education was considered at this stage. Then, Educational Directories of the selected
cities and towns were asked to identify the teachers randomly. Finally, by using

cluster random sampling strategy, the schools whose students would participate in
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the study were determined. Besides, by using systematic sampling, the students from
each class were selected. The distribution and return process was facilitated by the
Education Research and Development Directorate (ERDD) of Ministry of Education
in Turkey. Figure 3.1 displays the sampling strategies used to determine the teachers

and students.

Regions of Turkey 4
(7)
Cluster Random
Sampling
Cities Maximum Variation
(21) Sampling
Towns v
(42)
Teachers Students Cluster Random
Random (368) (1235) Sampling

Sampling
Systematic Sampling

Figure 3.1: Sampling Strategies

3.4. Data Collection Instruments

Survey questionnaires designed for teachers and students separately were the
main data collection instruments used in this study. While designing the
questionnaires first the research questions were taken into account and they were
divided into subheadings accordingly. Besides, while interpreting the results, it was
important to diagnose the differences between teachers’ implementations and the
students’ experiences of the curriculum. Therefore, attention was paid to keep these

two questionnaires parallel to each other.
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The Teacher and Student Questionnaires involved both close-ended items and
open-ended questions. The purpose of involving open-ended questions was to get in-
depth information which might not be possible to obtain by close-ended items.
Another reason was the role of the open-ended questions in sustaining the internal
validity of the study (Jaeger, 1988). In addition to these, it was assumed that by
asking open-ended questions, ‘“social desirability threat” which is one of the
limitations of survey studies was expected to be controlled (Yildirim & Simsek,
2000). In fact, the related literature reveals that while answering the items in
questionnaires, the respondents tend to reply them without thinking deeply (Yildirim
& Simsek, 2000). Hence, by means of open-ended questions, the respondents were
assumed to put thought to it and give more sincere answers.

While designing the Teacher and Student Questionnaires, the related
literature about the English curriculum under investigation, and the theories and
practices in English language teaching in general were taken into account.
Furthermore, the questionnaires used in several master theses and dissertations to
evaluate various English Language Curricula were also referred to (Igrek, 2001,
Mersinligil, 2002, Tok, 2003). In the newly prepared questionnaires, the strengths
and limitations of the questionnaires used in other studies were considered, and the
necessary changes were made to make them suitable for the purposes of the present
study.

Although teacher and student questionnaires are parallel to one another, there
are still some differences between them. It is because; there are differences between
the two groups in terms of their knowledge and experiences of the curriculum. In
short, the teachers are assumed to have more knowledge and experiences about the
goals, content, instructional methods and evaluation procedures of the curriculum
when compared with the students. Besides, the teachers perceive the curriculum from
the teaching point of view, whereas students perceive the curriculum from the
learning dimension. Finally, the age range of the students was considered and the
questions and statements were simplified and more close-ended questions were
involved in the Student Questionnaires. As a result of the differences between the

Teacher and Student Questionnaires, it can be beneficial to describe them separately.
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3.4.1. Teacher Questionnaire

In relation to the purposes of the study, Teacher Questionnaire was divided
into four main sections (see Appendix A). The first section titled ‘Personal
Information’ involves open-ended questions and items about the teachers’
background characteristics such as location of the school, age, gender, educational
background, experience and classes taught. The main purpose of this section was to
determine the general profiles of the teachers taking part in the study. Besides, the
results obtained from this section were used to determine whether these background
characteristics created differences in their perceptions of the goals and content of the
curriculum, which is another research question of the study.

In the second section titled ‘Opinions about Purposes and Goals,” it was
aimed to answer the first research question, ‘How do the teachers perceive the
curriculum goals and content?’ and to find out the reasons for not attaining them if
there are any by means of a five-point scale. As stated earlier, the statements
presented in this section are related to the goals and of the English Curriculum of
Ministry of Education (MEB, 2004a). The third section titled ‘Opinions about
Content’ is also related to the first research question. In this section, the aim was to
investigate the perceptions of the teachers about the strengths and weaknesses of the
content in the course books and curriculum. While determining the statements in this
section, the criteria for selection and organization of content in English language
courses presented in the related literature were referred (Dubin & Olshtain, 1986;
Nunan, 1989).

In the third section titled ‘Opinions about Instructional Strategies,” it was
aimed to reply the third research question ‘How do the teachers implement the
curriculum?’ Actually in this section, the purpose was to get information about the
most frequently used methods, techniques and materials implemented in order to
achieve the basic knowledge (vocabulary and grammar) and skills (listening,
speaking, reading and writing) that take part in the purposes of the curriculum. It was
also aimed to identify the problems that teachers encounter while implementing the
instructional strategies. When compared with the first three sections, this section
involves open-ended questions, as they were assumed to be more beneficial in

getting in-depth information about the theme.
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The fourth section titled ‘Opinions about Evaluation’ is also related to the

third research question and similar to the third section, this section involves open-

ended questions. In fact, evaluation was considered in two respects, student

assessment and course evaluation. First, the purpose was to get in-depth information

about the implementation and problems of teachers in measuring whether their

students achieved the goals and objectives of the curriculum. Next, the teachers were

asked to give specific information about the procedures that they employ for the
evaluation and progress of the course.

The final section titled ‘Suggestions’ is related to the fourth research question

‘What kinds of problems are encountered by the teachers during the implementation

of the curriculum?’ In short, this section aimed to investigate the suggestions of

teachers for overcoming the problems encountered in the implementation of the

curriculum.

3.4.2. Student Questionnaire

Unlike the Teacher Questionnaire, the Student Questionnaire was not divided
into sections in order to ease readability of the instrument for the students. However,
the order of questions in the Student Questionnaire is parallel to the Teacher
Questionnaire. The Student Questionnaire is provided in Appendix B.

The first seven questions in the questionnaire are about the students’
characteristics such as their grade level, gender, parents’ educational level, parents’
English level, the help provided by the family and the English grade in the last record
sheet. These questions were asked not only to determine the general profiles of the
students but also to examine whether they create a difference in the students’
experiences about the curriculum in terms of its goals, content, instructional and
assessment procedures, which is one of the objectives of the study.

The eighth and ninth questions were about the students’ perceptions of the
curriculum goals and content, respectively. The eighth question aimed to investigate
the extent the goals of the curriculum was achieved by the students by providing
information about their difficulties in learning English. The ninth question involved a
series of statements about the content of the curriculum. In both questions, similar
but simplified versions of the statements in the Teacher Questionnaire were

provided.
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The questions from ten to seventeen were all about the instructional methods,
techniques and materials used to teach the basic language areas (vocabulary and
grammar) and skills (listening, reading, speaking and writing), and the problems
encountered in learning each. The purpose for asking these questions was to
determine the students’ perceptions of the effectiveness of the common instructional
methods and techniques used to learn each knowledge area and skill, which is one of
the objectives of the study. While determining the statements in the questions, the
suggested methods and techniques in the English language curriculum of Ministry of
Education was taken into account (MEB, 2004a) and the related literature about
English language teaching was referred (Nunan, 1991; Richards and Rodgers, 1986;
Willis, 1983). Actually, information about the problems that students encountered
while carrying out the activities and tasks were collected by means of open-ended
questions.

The eighteenth question is about the students’ perceptions of the assessment
procedures, which is again one of the objectives of the study. By asking the students’
problems about the exams, it was aimed to diagnose the weaknesses of the exams.
The nineteenth and twentieth questions intended to investigate the attitudes of the
students towards the course and the language. In fact, one of the goals of the
curriculum was to enable students to be motivated to learn and use the language.
Again, in the curriculum guidelines, the kind of activities that students could perform
outside the school were explained (MEB, 2004a). Thus, the last two questions were

asked to examine the students’ perceptions in these regards.

3.4.3. Pilot Testing of the Teacher and Student Questionnaires

The validity of the Teacher and Student Questionnaires was sustained in two
ways by expert opinion and by pilot-testing. Prior to administration, the two
questionnaires were submitted to a group of five experts in the fields of ‘Curriculum
and Instruction’ and ‘English Language Teaching.” They were asked to review and
judge the questions and statements in the questionnaire and to determine if they
adequately sampled the domain of interest.

After being revised in light of experts’ suggestions, the Teacher
Questionnaire was pilot-tested with English teachers of 11 schools selected from

Ankara. After being explained the purpose and significance of the study, twenty-
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eight English teachers who participated in pilot testing were asked to reply to the
questionnaires in a week. Later, each teacher was interviewed and they were asked

the following questions in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4: Questions Asked to Teachers during Pilot-testing

1- How long did it take for you to respond to the questionnaire?
2- What kind of problems did you have while answering the questions?
3- Are there any questions that you recommend to be changed? What are your suggestions?

4- What other parts and questions should be included in the questionnaire?

5- Are there any overlapping parts or questions in the questionnaire?

Likewise, the Student Questionnaire was pilot-tested with the students
studying in the sixth, seventh and eight grades of one of the primary schools in
Ankara. Pilot-testing of the student questionnaire was carried out in two ways. First,
fifteen students from each grade level was selected considering their level of success
and they were asked to answer the questions in 45 minutes under the guidance of the
researcher. Then, group interviews were carried out with the students to determine
their problems in understanding and replying to the questions. Later, the
questionnaires were redesigned considering the students’ opinions, problems and
suggestions. In the new questionnaires, some of the questions were deleted and the
terminology used in some of the statements was changed in order to make it
comprehensible for the students. The new questionnaires were piloted tested again
with other forty five students (fifteen students from grades 6, 7 and 8), and once
more the necessary adjustments were made considering the opinions of the students’
in the second group. The test-retest reliability coefficient of the student questionnaire
for the close-ended questions was .82.

Once the teachers’ and students’ opinions, problems and suggestions about
the questionnaire were taken, necessary changes were made and the final versions of
the two questionnaires were produced. Following the final changes, the questionnaire

was sent to the site by Educational Research and Development Directorate (ERDD).
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3.5 Data Analysis Procedures

The two types of questionnaires administered with the teachers and students
were analyzed separately. When the overall design of the study is considered, it is
seen that the purpose is to determine the commonalities in each group separately.
Therefore, descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze quantitative data
collected through close-ended questions. Using descriptive statistics, frequency
distributions, percentages, means and standard deviations were calculated. Inferential
statistics, t-test and ANOVA, were carried out to investigate whether the differences
among groups of teachers by background factors were statistically significant. After
ANOVA, the follow up test Scheff¢ was conducted to evaluate differences among
the means. The reason for selecting Scheffé as a follow up test was that “it is the
most versatile and at the same time the most conservative post-hoc multiple-
comparison procedure” (Hinkle, Wiersman & Jurs, 1998, p. 40). In other words,
since it was important to compare a combination of means rather than simply pairs of
means, Scheffé was applied as a post-hoc test. Inferential statistics, cross-tabulations
and chi-square tests, were also conducted to examine whether the differences among
groups of students by background factors were statistically significant. The
confidence level of ANOVA and Chi-square tests was established as .01.

To analyze the qualitative data obtained from the open-ended questions in the
Teacher and Student questionnaires, first the data were coded under themes which
were pre-determined considering the research questions and the sections and/or
questions in the questionnaires. The codes under each theme were identified in time
from the answers provided and attention was paid to make them suitable for the pre-
determined themes. Later, the coded data under thematic categories were converted
to frequencies and percentages. While computations were made, the missing
responses were taken into account, and the results that are related to each question

and obtained from each group of participants were displayed in separate tables.

3.6. Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to the English language curriculum offered for the
students studying at the sixth, seventh, eighth grades of public primary schools in
Turkey during the 2004-2005 school year. Actually, it is limited to the English

teachers and students who were selected from all over Turkey and who took part in
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the study. By using cluster random sampling and random sampling strategies, and by
having large samples of teachers and students, certain external validity threats are
assumed to be controlled. It is because the related literature reveals that random
selection of participants and having sample size around 360 and 1000 is suitable for
making the sample representative of the actual population in such survey studies
(Fraenkel and Wallen, 2000; Jeager, 1988). Yet, lack of demographic information
about especially the student population, and lack of information about the
representation ratio of the sample group to the student population may still create a
threat for the representation of the population.

Considering the time and cost issues, in such a study whose participants
include teachers and students all over Turkey, it was impossible for the researcher to
control the situations in which the teacher and student questionnaires were
administered. As it was mentioned before, the teachers and students were selected by
the Educational Directorates of the towns and cities. Even though, the criteria for
selection were explained to them, they and the principals of the schools might not
have chosen the two groups of samples by using cluster random sampling, random
sampling and systematic sampling. In fact, although almost equal number of
participants from each grade level participated in the study, the numbers of students
were unequal when their achievement levels were considered. Thus, having equal
amount of participants from diverse achievement levels is one of the limitations of
this study. Besides, the photocopying and distribution of the questionnaires were
facilitated by the Educational Directorates and the principals of schools. Thus, it was
not possible to control under which conditions these procedures were employed.
Finally, the place where the questionnaires were employed, the time and duration of
answering the questions and the type of assistance provided were some of the
conditions which were beyond the control of the researcher. Therefore, these are
assumed to be other constraints as these conditions may influence and differentiate
teachers’ and students’ responses.

This survey is based on the teachers’ and students’ perceptions collected
directly from themselves, and other people who took part in the design and
implementation of the curriculum such as curriculum developers and administrators
are excluded from the study. Moreover, the information collected from the

participants was not triangulated by means of other instruments such as interviews
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and classroom observations. Thus, this might be a final constraint limiting the
objectivity of the study. However, this constraint is assumed to be controlled by
using open-ended questions and by making use of appropriate data analysis
procedures. Furthermore, the measures taken to sustain the reliability and validity of
the data collection instruments before application are assumed to exclude the other

possible threats.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

In this chapter, the findings of the two questionnaires, Questionnaire for

Teachers and Questionnaire for Students are presented and discussed.

4.1. Background of Study Participants
Considering the key groups as participants, this section is subdivided into two

as background of teacher participants and background of student participants.

4.1.1. Background of Teacher Participants

The demographic information about the teachers answering the questionnaires is
presented in Table 4.1. The table reveals that the highest percentage of teachers who
participated in the study was from the Mediterranean (19.3%) followed by the Black
Sea (18.5%), Eastern Anatolia (16.3%), Marmara (15.2%) and Aegean (12%), and
the lowest percentage of teachers was from the Central Anatolia (10.5%) and
Southeastern Anatolia (8.2%). When the developmental levels of the cities and towns
were considered, the percentages of teachers from the developed and partially
developed ones were equal (35.6%) and formed the greatest number of participants
than those of undeveloped cities and towns (28.8%). Among these teachers, a little
more than half fell in the age range of 23-28 (52.7%) and majority of them were
females (70%). Besides, most of these teachers were graduates of English Language
and Teaching (ELT) departments of various universities in Turkey (64.4%). The
graduates of English Language and Literature (ELL) departments included nearly
one fifth of the teachers (19.6%). There were also few participants who were the
teachers of other fields such as math and chemistry (12.2%), or teachers of other
languages like German and French (3.8%). The table displays the majority had 1 to 5
years of experience (64.1%) followed by teachers with experience of 6 to 10 years

(15.8%). Teachers with more than 10 years of experience formed 20.2% of the
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participants. More than half of the teachers were teaching all grade levels (58.7%),

but there were teachers teaching only one or two grade levels (41.3% in total).

Table 4.1: Background of Teacher Participants

Background Variables Categories F %
Region Mediterranean 71 19.3
Black Sea 68 185
Eastern Anatolia 60 16.3
Marmara 56 15.2
Aegean 44 12.0
Central Anatolia 39 10.5
Southeastern Anatolia 30 8.2
N=368
Developmental Levels of Cities Developed 131 35.6
and Towns Partially developed 131 35.6
Undeveloped 106 28.8
N=368
Age 23-28 193 52.7
29-33 81 22.1
34-38 27 7.4
38-42 23 6.3
42-more 42 115
N=366
Gender Female 257 70
Male 110 30
N=367
Educational Background ELT 237 64.4
ELL 72 19.6
Other Fields 45 12.2
Other Languages 14 3.8
N=368
Experience 1-5 236 64.0
6-10 58 15.8
11-15 23 6.3
16-20 21 5.7
20 -more 30 8.2
N=368
Grade Levels Taught 6 20 54
7 15 4.1
8 18 4.9
6-7 35 9.5
7-8 36 9.8
6-8 28 7.6
6-7-8 216 58.7
N= 368

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses
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4.1.2. Background of Student Participants
The demographic information about students responding to the questionnaires
is presented in Table 4.2. A close examination of the table reveals that approximately
equal percentages of students from each grade level attended the study. In fact, close
to one third of the students were from grade 6 (32%) and grade 8 (32.5%), and a little
more than one third were from grade 7 (35.5%). The table also displays that majority
of the respondents were females (63%). When their parents’ educational levels are
considered, it is seen that more than half had low educational levels (52%), a little
more than one third had medium educational levels (34.5%), and a few had high
educational levels (13.5%). In relation to the parents’ English levels, majority of
them had low level of English (80.4%), a few had medium level of English (16.5%)
and very few had high level of English (3.1%). Again, most of the students stated
that they do not get help from their families while studying English (79.7%). Finally,
as for the English grades in the last record sheets, it is observed that majority of the
students were successful in the course (76.9%, with English grades 4 and 5).
However, students with medium and low success levels were fewer (10.9% with

English grade 3 and 12.2% with English grades 2 and 1, respectively).

Table 4.2: Background of Student Participants

Background Variables Categories F %
Class 6" Grade 396 32.0
7" Grade 438 35.5
8" Grade 401 32.5

N=1235
Gender Female 775 63.0
Male 455 37.0

N= 1230
Parents’ Education Level Low 641 52.0
Medium 425 34.5
High 167 135

N=1233
Parents’ English Level Low 992 80.4
Medium 204 16.5
High 38 3.1

N=1234

Help from Family Yes 251
No 984 203
79.7

N= 1235
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Table 4.2 (continued)

English Grade in the Last Record

Sheet 1 60 4.9
2 90 7.3
3 134 10.9
4 284 23.0
5 664 53.9

N=1232

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses

4.2. Teachers’ Perceptions of the Curriculum

This section provides information about the teachers’ perceptions of the
attainment of the goals and content of the curriculum together with differences in
these perceptions by their background characteristics.

4.2.1. Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the Goals and Content of the
Curriculum

In relation to the first research question, Table 4.3 demonstrates information
about teachers’ perceptions of the attainment of the goals of the curriculum.
According to the table, the mean scores obtained for each statement reveals that the
majority were accomplished almost at the moderate level. In fact, nearly half of the
teachers believed that their students were sometimes able to articulate sounds
(49.7%), pronounce (47.9%) and dictate words (45.4%), formulate sentences by
using the newly learned grammatical structures (45.3%) and vocabulary items
(45.2%) accurately, and intonate sentences (42.4%). Again, a little more than half of
the teachers claimed that their students were usually able to understand the meanings
of vocabulary items (53.5%), comprehend a reading text (52.5%), and enjoy learning
English (51.4%). Similarly, close to half stated that their students were usually
capable of transforming sentences into various forms (49.7%), understanding the
functions and forms of grammatical structures (47.9%) and were motivated to use
English (44.6%).

The teachers were divided on three of the statements concerning speaking,
writing and using mechanics. While a little more than one-third of the teachers
revealed that their students could usually speak in English (38%), another one third
claimed this skill was sometimes attained (34.6%). Likewise, close to two-fifths of

the respondents believed their students could sometimes write in English (39.1%)



78
and use spelling and punctuation accurately (39.1%). However, 37.8% of the
teachers claimed that their students could rarely write paragraphs in English, and

34.1% believed they were usually able to use the mechanics.

Table 4.3: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the Goals of the Curriculum

Goals of the Curriculum % Mean N
A U S R N

Articulating sounds 19 | 365 | 49.2 | 124 - 2.7 362

Pronouncing the vocabulary 14 | 355 | 479 | 149 3 2.8 363

items

Intonating sentences 1.8 218 | 424 | 309 | 4.1 3.2 363

Understanding the meanings of | 10.9 | 535 | 30.6 | 5.0 - 2.3 359

vocabulary items

Forming sentences by usingthe | 6.0 | 31.7 | 45.2 | 154 | 1.7 2.8 359
vocabulary items accurately
(oral/written)

Understanding the functions 12.7 | 479 | 328 | 5.8 .8 2.4 363
and forms of grammatical
structure

Forming sentences by usingthe | 7.4 | 33.7 | 453 | 11.9 | 1.7 2.7 362
grammatical structures
accurately (oral/written)

Transforming sentences into 10.8 | 49.7 | 251 | 130 | 14 2.5 362
various forms (question-answer,
positive-negative, singular-
plural etc.)

Understanding a listening text 106 | 376 | 33.2 | 153 | 3.3 2.6 359

which is appropriate for their
levels

Speaking in English 72 | 380 | 346 | 182 | 2.0 2.7 358

Understanding a reading text 138 | 525 | 279 | 55 3 2.3 362
which is appropriate for their
levels

Writing paragraphs or .8 135 | 39.1 | 378 | 8.8 34 362
compositions

Using spelling and punctuation 55 | 346 | 391 | 191 | 17 2.8 361
accurately

Dictating vocabulary items and 19 | 295 | 454 | 20.1 | 3.1 2.9 359
sentences accurately

Enjoying learning English 235 | 514 | 21.0 | 4.1 - 2.1 359

Being motivated to use English | 19.2 | 446 | 27.0 | 9.2 - 2.3 359
N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses. A= always, U= usually,
S = sometimes, R = rarely, N= never.
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Again, considering the first research question, Table 4.4 reveals information
about teachers’ perceptions of the content of the curriculum. An examination of
mean scores for each statement measuring teachers’ opinions about the content
reveals that they either agreed or felt undecided about most of them. As the table
indicates, majority of the teachers believed that frequently used vocabulary items
were covered (80.1% agreeing/strongly agreeing), grammar contents were sequenced
from simple to difficult (75.8% agreeing/strongly agreeing) and the activities of
reading texts were designed to test comprehension (70.7% agreeing/strongly
agreeing). Again, the majority felt that grammar content was comprehensible for the
students (69.1% agreeing/strongly agreeing), and reading and listening texts were
used to practice the language structures (66.5% agreeing/strongly agreeing). In
addition, more than half of the teachers claimed that the topics of the listening and
reading texts were comprehensible (57.5% agreeing/strongly agreeing), and the
speaking activities could be performed by the students (56.4% agreeing/strongly
agreeing).

The teachers were divided in their perceptions of content on five of the
statements. While nearly half believed that vocabulary activities were interesting for
the students (47.7% agreeing/strongly agreeing), close to one third either disagreed
or strongly disagreed with this statement (32.4%). Similarly, a little more than one
third of the teachers felt that grammar activities encouraged oral practice (39.5%
agreeing/strongly disagreeing), whereas the other one-third did not feel so (36.7%
disagreeing/ strongly disagreeing). Although there were some teachers revealing that
the topics of the writing activities were not interesting for the students (43.2%
disagreeing/ strongly disagreeing), there were others finding them interesting (31.7%
agreeing/strongly agreeing). Likewise, some teachers felt the topics of the reading
and listening texts were not interesting for the students (40.7% disagreeing/strongly
disagreeing), but nearly one-third thought the opposite (36.7% agreeing/strongly
agreeing). The main contradiction among teachers was about the authenticity of
speaking activities and applicability of writing activities. Although a little less than
half stated that speaking activities were applicable to real-life situations (47.1%
agreeing/strongly agreeing), almost one-third disagreed with this statement (30.2%
disagreeing/strongly disagreeing). Similarly, a considerable percentage claimed
writing activities could be performed by the students (46.9% agreeing/strongly
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agreeing), but some disagreed with it (28.9% disagreeing/strongly disagreeing). Yet,

close to one-forth of the teachers felt undecided about the authenticity of speaking

activities (22.7%) and the applicability of writing activities (24.2%).

Table 4.4: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Content of the Curriculum

Statements on Content % Mean N
SA A U D SD

Frequently used vocabulary 143 | 65.8 | 9.9 6.6 3.3 2.2 363

items are covered

Vocabulary activities are 6.4 | 413 | 199 | 294 | 3.0 2.8 361

interesting for the students

Grammar activities encourage 70 | 325 | 238 | 305 | 6.2 3.0 357
oral practice

Grammar contents are 7.8 61.3 | 125 | 153 3.1 2.5 359
comprehensible for the students

Grammar contents are 16.5 | 59.3 9.2 12.5 2.5 2.3 359
sequenced from simple to

difficult

The topics of the reading and/or | 2.5 | 31.7 | 251 | 325 | 8.2 3.1 363
listening texts are interesting
for the students

The topics of the reading and/or | 4.7 | 528 | 224 | 16.2 | 3.9 2.6 362
listening texts are
comprehensible for students

The reading and/or listening 80 | 585 | 17.0 | 123 | 4.2 2.6 359
texts are used to demonstrate
and practice the language
structures

The activities of the reading 83 | 624 | 149 | 133 | 11 2.4 360
and/or listening texts are
designed to test comprehension

Speaking activities are 42 | 429 | 227 | 258 | 4.4 2.8 361
applicable in real-life situations

Speaking activities can be 53 | 511 | 228 | 186 | 2.2 2.6 360
performed by the students

The topics of the writing 25 | 292 | 251 | 365 | 6.7 3.2 359
activities are interesting for the

students

Writing activities can be 36 | 433 | 242 | 233 | 56 2.8 360

performed by the students
N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses. SA= strongly agree, A= agree,
U= undecided, D= disagree, SD=strongly disagree.
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4.2.2. Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the Curriculum
Goals and Content by Background Factors

In accordance with the first research question, T-test and ANOVA were

carried out to investigate whether the differences among groups of teachers by

background factors were statistically significant. The results showed that region,

teachers’ age and their teaching experiences were the factors that differentiated

teachers’ perceptions of the attainment of the goals. Again, the results revealed that

education was the only factor creating differences in teachers’ perceptions of content.

4.2.2.1. Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the
Curriculum Goals by Region

Table 4.5 displays information about the relationship between the region
where teachers attend the study and their perceptions in reaching the goals of the
curriculum. The independent variable, region, included seven levels: Marmara,
Aegean, Mediterranean, Central Anatolia, East Anatolia, South East Anatolia and
Black Sea. Teachers’ perceptions differed significantly in terms of achieving the
goals related to pronunciation (p=.000), intonation (p=.005), forming sentences by
using the grammatical structures accurately (p=.006), listening (p=.007), speaking
(p=.005), reading (p=.002), and using spelling and punctuation accurately (p=.001).

The results of Scheffé, revealed that teachers in Central Anatolia Region
seem to perceive pronunciation is achieved more in contrast to the teachers in the
Marmara, Mediterranean and Black Sea Regions (p=.005, p=.005, and p=.015,
respectively). Again, teachers in Central Anatolia Region seem to perceive intonation
is attained more when compared with the teachers in the Marmara and Mediterranean
Regions (p=.034, and p=.017, respectively). Furthermore, these same teachers
believed speaking was achieved more as opposed to the teachers in the Marmara
region (p=.048). Finally, teachers in the Central Anatolia region claimed that the
goals related to forming grammatically accurate sentences, reading, and using
mechanics mainly spelling and punctuation were attained more when compared with

the teachers in the Mediterranean Region (p=.023, p=.006, and p=.027, respectively).
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Table 4.5: Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the Curriculum

Goals by Region

Region Mean SD N

Pronouncing vocabulary Marmara 2.62 .62 55
items Aegean 2.77 a7 44
F(6,356)= 4.157 p=.000 Mediterranean 2.64 .57 67
Central Anatolia 3.26 .85 39

East Anatolia 2.78 .76 60

South East Anatolia 2.87 .63 30

Black Sea 2.69 12 68

Total 2.77 72 363

Intonating sentences Marmara 3.00 .64 55
F(6,356)= 3.128 p=.005 Aegean 3.21 .85 44
Mediterranean 2.99 .84 67

Central Anatolia 3.64 .84 39

East Anatolia 3.18 .89 60

South East Anatolia 3.17 .83 30

Black Sea 3.12 .84 68

Total 3.16 .84 363

Forming sentences by using Marmara 2.50 12 54
the grammatical structures Aegean 2.64 .87 44
accurately (oral/written) Mediterranean 2.43 .88 67
F(6,355)=3.087 p=.006 Central Anatolia 3.08 1.09 39
East Anatolia 2.77 91 60

South East Anatolia 2.63 .85 30

Black Sea 2.74 .66 68

Total 2.67 .84 362

Speaking in English Marmara 2.50 .67 54
F(6,351)= 3.164 p=.005 Aegean 2.59 .92 44
Mediterranean 2.55 91 66

Central Anatolia 3.18 .98 38

East Anatolia 2.88 1.01 59

South East Anatolia 2.62 .98 29

Black Sea 2.66 .84 68

Total 2.70 .92 358

Understanding a reading text Marmara 2.18 .70 55
appropriate for their levels Aegean 2.14 .82 44
F(6,355)= 3.575 p=.002 Mediterranean 2.09 .69 67
Central Anatolia 2.74 .85 39

East Anatolia 2.30 75 59

South East Anatolia 2.30 .88 30

Black Sea 2.24 12 68

Total 2.26 .78 362

Using spelling/ punctuation Marmara 2.77 .89 53
F(6,354)=3.760 p=.001 Aegean 2.64 .87 44
Mediterranean 2.60 .82 67

Central Anatolia 3.26 .94 39

East Anatolia 2.63 .90 60

South East Anatolia 3.10 .89 30

Black Sea 2.71 17 68

Total 2.77 .88 361
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4.2.2.2. Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the
Curriculum Goals by Age

Table 4.6 shows information about the relationship between the teachers’ age
and their perceptions on reaching the goals of the curriculum. The independent
variable, age, involved five levels: 23-28, 29-33, 34-38, 39-43, 44-more. Teachers’
perceptions differed significantly in terms of achieving goals related to articulating
sounds (p=.000), pronouncing vocabulary items (p=.000), intonating sentences
(p=.000), transforming sentences (p=.008), listening (p=.000), speaking (p=.000) and
reading (p=.000).

The findings of the follow up test, Scheffé, revealed that teachers within the
age range of 23-28 seem to perceive that the goals related to articulating sounds,
pronunciation and intonation are attained more when compared with the teachers
within the age ranges of 34-38 (p=. 008, p=.002, and p=.001, respectively), 39-43
(p=.000 for all), and 44-more (p=.001, p=.000 and p=.000, respectively). Again, the
teachers within the age range of 23-28 seem to perceive that transforming sentences
is attained more than the teachers within the age range of 39-43 (p=.015). Finally,
these same teachers with ages of 23-28 seem to perceive that the goals related to
reading and listening are reached more in contrast to the teachers between 39-43
(p=.001 and p=.010, respectively) and 44-more (p=.011 and p=. 014, respectively).

Table 4.6: Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the Curriculum
Goals by Age

Age Mean SD N

Avrticulating Sounds 23-28 2.92 71 191
F(4,356)=11.310 p=.000 29-33 2.66 .68 79
34-38 241 .50 27

39-43 2.22 52 23

44-more 2.42 .55 41

Total 2.72 .70 361

Pronouncing the vocabulary items 23-28 3.03 71 192
F(4,357)=17.820 p=.000 29-33 2.66 .66 79
34-38 2.37 57 27

39-43 2.30 A7 23

44-more 2.32 57 41

Total 2.78 72 362

Intonating Sentences 23-28 3.42 .81 192
F(4,357)=18.085 p=.000 29-33 3.18 .80 79
34-38 2.70 .78 27
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Table 4.6 (continued)
39-43 2.44 51 23
44-more 2.61 .59 41
Total 3.16 .84 362
Transforming sentences into various 23-28 2.56 .93 192
forms (question-answer, positive- 29-33 242 .92 79
negative, singular-plural etc.) 34-38 2.39 .85 26
F(4,356)=3.74 p=.008 39-43 1.87 .55 23
44-more 2.32 .82 41
Total 2.45 .90 361
Understanding a listening text which is 23-28 2.85 1.00 190
appropriate for their level 29-33 2.54 .95 78
F(4,353)=8.179 p=.000 34-38 2.54 .99 27
39-43 1.87 .69 23
Speaking in English 23-28 2.90 .95 188
F(4,356)=6.541 p=.000 29-33 2.56 .90 79
34-38 2.65 1.06 27
39-43 2.17 .65 23
44-more 2.34 .53 41
Total 2.69 .92 358
Understanding a reading text which is 23-28 2.39 .84 191
appropriate for their levels 29-33 2.14 .66 79
F(4,356)=6.289 p=.000 34-38 241 .69 26
39-43 1.65 57 23
44-more 2.15 .57 41
Total 2.26 N 357

Mean Scores are based on a five point scale where 1= always, 2= usually, 3= sometimes, 4=
rarely, 5= never.

4.2.2.3. Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the
Curriculum Goals by Experience

The data on the relationship between the teachers’ teaching experience and
their perceptions on achieving the goals of the curriculum are shown in Table 4.7.
The independent variable, teaching experience, involved five levels: 1-5, 6-10, 11-
25, 16-20, 20-more. Teachers’ perceptions differed significantly in terms of
achieving the goals related to articulating sounds (p=.000), pronouncing vocabulary
items (p=.000), intonating sentences (p=.000), listening (p=.000), speaking (p=.000),
reading (p=.005), writing (p=.000), using spelling and punctuation (p=.001), and
doing dictations (p=.000).

The follow up test, Scheffé, revealed that teachers teaching 1 to 5 years seem
to perceive that the goals related to articulation of sounds, pronunciation, intonation,
and listening are attained more when compared with the teachers with 6 to 10 years
of experience (p=.018, p=.001, p=.011 and p=.008, respectively), those with 11 to 15
years of experience (p=.007, p=.001, p=.001 and p=.027, respectively), teachers
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teaching 16 to 20 years in their perceptions (p=.005, p=.005, p=.000, and p=.003,
respectively) and teachers teaching 20 years and more (p=.014, p=.000, p=.000, and
p=.04, respectively). Also, teachers teaching 1 to 5 years seem to perceive that the
goals related to speaking, reading, writing, use of spelling and punctuation, and
dictations are achieved more in comparison with the teachers having 16 to 20 years
of teaching experience (p=.009, p=.039, p=.020, p=.005 and p=.013, respectively).
Finally, teachers teaching 1 to 5 years seem to perceive that doing dictations is
reached more than the teachers with 20 and more years of experience (p=.17).

Table 4.7: Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment of the Curriculum
Goals by Experience

Experience Mean SD N

Articulating Sounds 1-5 2.88 .70 234
F(4,357)=10.209 p=.000 6-10 2.54 .66 56
11-15 2.32 48 22

16-20 2.29 .56 21

20-more 241 57 29

Total 2.72 .70 362

Pronouncing the vocabulary items 1-5 2.97 71 235
F(4,358)=15.836 p=.000 6-10 2.54 .66 56
11-15 2.32 57 22

16-20 2.38 .50 21

20-more 2.24 51 29

Total 2.77 72 363

Intonating Sentences 1-5 3.38 81 235
F(4,358)=16.274 p=.000 6-10 2.96 81 56
11-15 2.64 .58 22

16-20 2.52 .68 21

20-more 2.55 .57 29

Total 3.16 .84 363

Understanding a listening text 1-5 2.85 .99 233
which is appropriate for their 6-10 2.33 .92 55
levels 11-15 2.14 .85 21
F(4,354)=9.547 p=.000 16-20 2.00 .55 21
20-more 2.28 .70 29

Total 2.63 .98 359

Speaking in English 1-5 2.85 94 231
F(4,353)=5.741 p=.000 6-10 2.54 97 56
11-15 2.48 .68 21

16-20 2.10 7 21

20-more 2.38 49 29

Total 2.70 .92 358

Understanding a reading text 1-5 2.36 81 234
which is appropriate for their 6-10 2.14 .67 56
levels 11-15 2.09 75 22
F(4,357)=3.827 p=.005 16-20 1.81 .60 21
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Table 4.7 (continued)

Writing paragraphs or
compositions
F(4,357)=6.272 p=.000

Using spelling / punctuation
F(4,356)=4.755 p=.001

Dictating vocabulary items and
sentences accurately
F(4,354)=7.060 p=.000

20-more
Total

1-5

6-10
11-15
16-20
20-more
Total

1-5

6-10
11-15
16-20
20-more
Total

1-5

6-10
11-15
16-20
20-more
Total

2.10
2.26

3.56
3.20
3.09
2.90
3.14
3.40

3.07
2.85
2.57
2.40
2.51
2.93

3.07
2.85
2.57
2.40
2.52
2.92

.62
7

.85
.90
81
54
.79
.86

.84
.80
51
75
.69
.83

.84
.80
51
75
.69
.83

29
362

234
56
22
21
29

362

234
56
20
21
29

361

234
55
21
20
29

359

Mean Scores are based on a five point scale where 1= always, 2= usually, 3= sometimes, 4=

rarely, 5= never.

4.2.2.4. Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Content by Education

Table 4.8 displays the relationship between the departments from which teachers

graduated, and their perceptions of content. The independent variable, education,

included four levels: English Language Teaching (ELT), English Language and

Literature (ELL), Other Languages (i.e. German, French) and Other Fields (i.e.

Math, Science). The test was significant only on dependent variable, the topics of

reading and/or listening texts are interesting for the students (p=.004) proved by the

follow up test Scheffé, as it indicated that teachers of other fields seem to perceive

that the topics of reading/listening texts are interesting more than the teachers from

ELT and ELL departments of universities (p=.004 and p=.035, respectively).

Table 4.8: Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Content by Education

Education Mean SD N
The topics of the reading ELT 2.26 .95 231
and/or listening texts are ELL 2.33 1.05 69
interesting for the students Other Languages 2.21 .80 14
F(3,359)=4.596 p=.004 Other Fields 2.11 91 45
Total 2.25 .96 359

Mean Scores are based on a five point scale where 1= strongly agree, 2= agree, 3=

undecided, 4= disagree, 5= strongly disagree
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4.2.3 Teachers’ Implementation of the Curriculum
This section provides information about the methods, techniques and

materials used to teach language skills. It also includes information about the
teachers’ perceptions of student attitudes together with their methods used for
enhancing student motivation. Finally, the methods used for student assessment and

course evaluation are displayed and discussed in this section.

4.2.3.1. Methods, Techniques and Materials Used to Teach Language Skills

In relation to the second research question, data collected about the instructional
methods, techniques and materials used to improve the two language areas,
vocabulary and grammar, and the four main skills, listening, speaking, reading and
writing, are presented and discussed separately considering that each requires
implementation of different instructional strategies.

4.2.3.1.1. Teaching Vocabulary and Grammar

The two main stages of a vocabulary lesson are “presentation” and “practice”
(Willis, 1983, p. 115). That’s why the methods and techniques used to teach
vocabulary are displayed under these two subtitles in Table 4.9. As the table shows,
teachers’ use of methods, techniques and materials while presenting the meanings of
vocabulary items depend on the nature of the word. In other words, whether a
vocabulary item is abstract or concrete, whether it is a verb or noun, and whether it is
available in the environment or not determine the technique and material to be used
in this stage. Yet, the most frequently used materials at this stage were reported to be
visuals such as pictures and drawings (44.3%). Close to one fifth of the teachers
stated that they used real objects in the environment and flash cards as materials
(18.2%). There were also teachers who used miming and/or dramatization to teach
the meanings of verbs (23.4%). Almost half of the teachers claimed, “Vocabulary
should be taught in context as it provides opportunity for the students to understand
not only the meanings but also the usages of vocabulary items.” Therefore, close to
one third revealed that they provided example sentences for their students while
explaining the meanings and use of vocabulary items (31%). There were also a few
teachers reporting that they used the example sentences or the reading texts to enable

the students to deduce the meanings of words from context (15.8%).
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Other presentation techniques implemented by almost one fifth of the
teachers were giving the mother-tongue equivalents and having students make use of
dictionaries (21.5%). In this regard, vast majority of respondents claimed, “Turkish is
the last resource used when other techniques do not work.” Some also added,
“Students find out the meanings of unknown words in a reading text as homework,
but in the following lesson the meanings and use of vocabulary items are still
discussed.” The least frequently used technique was giving the English definition of
vocabulary items, meaning the synonyms and antonyms (12.5%). Some teachers
provided the logic behind the minimum use of this skill, “Since students lack the
needed background knowledge in vocabulary, they sometimes have difficulties in
understanding the given synonyms and/or antonyms.”

An examination of Table 4.9 reveals that teachers make use of several
techniques and materials to enable their students to practice the vocabulary items.
However, compared with the presentation techniques, fewer teachers reported on this
issue. Among the techniques used for practice, the most common ones were stated to
be having students pronounce the vocabulary items (29.1%), formulate their own
sentences (26.4%) and play games (25.6%). A little more than one fifth stated that
they assigned their students to write the vocabulary items a couple of times in order
to enable them “to learn the spelling” (21.7%). Though mentioned by a smaller group
of teachers, supplementary vocabulary exercises (6.5%), vocabulary notebooks and
puzzles (3.8%) were the materials used to practice vocabulary items. Similarly, few
teachers stated to be encouraging the students to use the new vocabulary items by
getting them to prepare visuals like posters and flash cards (4.4%), and by asking

questions which necessitate students to use the new words in their answers (3.8%).

Table 4.9: Methods, Techniques and Materials Used to Teach Vocabulary

F %

Presentation of Vocabulary Items

Using pictures and drawings are used to teach concrete words 163 44.3
Providing example sentences 114 31.0
Presenting verbs through miming or dramatization 86 23.4
Giving Turkish equivalents for abstract words and idioms 79 21.5
Having students find out the meanings of words from the 79 215
dictionaries

Showing real-objects in the environment 67 18.2
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Table 4.9 (continued)

Using flash cards 67 18.2

Having students guess the meanings of words from the context by 58 15.8
reading the passages or the example sentences

Presenting antonyms and synonyms of the vocabulary items 46 125

Practicing Vocabulary Items

Having students listen and repeat the vocabulary items 107 29.1
(pronunciation study)

Having students formulate their own sentences in pairs or as 97 26.4
homework

Having students play games (i.e. hangman, taboo, scrabble, bingo 94 25.6
etc.)

Having students write the vocabulary items five to ten times as 80 21.7
homework

Having students do the vocabulary exercises provided by the 24 6.5
teacher (i.e. Sentence completions, matching and multiple choice

exercises)

Having students prepare wall-charts / flash cards/ posters 16 4.4
Having students keep a vocabulary notebook 14 3.8
Having students do puzzles 14 3.8
Having students use the new vocabulary items while answering 14 3.8

the teachers’ questions

Others ( i.e. Translating the given sentences, weekly quizzes, 14 3.8
talking about pictures, demonstrating actions)

(N=368)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

Similar to a vocabulary lesson, a grammar lesson also involves two main stages
that are “presentation” and “practice” (Willis, 1983, p. 94), so the data obtained
about the methods and techniques used to teach grammar are displayed in two
sections in Table 4.10. The information collected on the materials used to practice
the grammar structures are also shown under a separate heading in the same table.

An analysis of the table reveals that between the two main methods of
teaching grammar, deductive teaching was the most frequently used one as the
majority stated that they explained the grammatical rules and functions themselves
(66%). Considering the techniques used to teach grammar, a little more than one
third of the teachers implementing this method also revealed that while explaining
the grammatical rules and functions, they provided example sentences (37.5%).
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There were also some teachers who formulized the rules in charts (20.1%) and
compared the Turkish rules with English ones (19.6%). In addition, a few teachers
claimed that they explained by forming relations between the new structures with
what was already known (9%). Compared with the deductive teaching, inductive
teaching was used less frequently. Only a little more than one fifth of the teachers
responded that they taught grammar by eliciting the rules and functions from the
students through asking questions (22.6%).

Although fewer teachers reported on the strategies they used to have their
students practice the grammatical structures, the results were still significant in
picturing the general tendencies. As it is seen in the table, the exercises and activities
implemented to practice the grammatical structures are divided into four main
categories. In this regard, a little more than one third of the teachers revealed that
they used mainly meaningful grammar exercises in the form of sentence completion,
matching, rewrite and error correction (38%). Besides, a few teachers claimed that
they implemented communicative activities in the form of role-plays, games and
discussions (15%). There were also few teachers implementing mechanical exercises
such as substitution drills (6.8%). Similarly, few teachers used translations (4.3%).

The respondent rate about the materials used to present and practice the
grammatical structures was the lowest. Concerning this issue, slightly more than one
fifth of the teachers stated that they prepared and delivered worksheets as handouts
(21.5%). In addition, a few teachers reported that they made use of other grammar
books available in the market (16.5%). Again, a few revealed that they used only the
course-book and work-book (12.5%). There were also few teachers responding that
they used visuals such as pictures and posters to present the grammatical structures,
and administered quizzes to practice them (7.7%).

Table 4.10: Methods, Technigues and Materials Used to Teach Grammar

F %
Presentation of Grammatical Structures
Deductive teaching of grammatical structures by 243 66.0
* providing example sentences 138 37.5
* formulizing the rules on the board 74 20.1
* comparing English and Turkish structures 72 19.6
* comparing the new structures with the learned ones 33 9.0
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Table 4.10 (continued)

Indirect teaching by eliciting from the students by means of 83 22.6
questioning

Practicing Grammatical Structures

Meaningful exercises in the form of sentence completions, 140 38.0
matching, rewrites and error correction

Communicative activities in the form of role plays, games, and 55 15.0
discussions

Mechanical exercises in the form of substitution drills 25 6.8
Translations 16 4.3
Materials used to Present and Practice Grammatical

Structures

Worksheets prepared by the teacher 79 21.5
Other resource books 61 16.5
Course book and work book 46 125
Others (i.e. pictures, posters, quizzes etc.) 28 7.7

(N=368)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.2.3.1.2. Teaching Listening and Reading

According to the related literature, the types of listening texts, the ways they are
presented to the students and the type of activities carried out all play crucial roles in
the development of this skill (Lewis and Hill, 1992, pp. 62-63). Thus, the
information collected on teaching listening are displayed under these categories in
Table 4.11. A close examination of the table reveals that majority of the teachers
presented the listening texts in the book by reading them aloud (71.7%). Actually,
these same teachers said, “While the students are listening to the texts, they follow
from their books.” In other words, listening and reading were conducted together.
Only few teachers revealed that they had their students close the books while
listening to what was read. Again, a little more than one fifth of the teachers
informed that they used CDs and cassettes in the listening lesson (21.5%). In
contrast, Videos and/or VCDs were reported to be hardly ever used (9.5%). In
relation to this, among the respondents the majority added, “Listening from CDs,
cassettes and/or VCD is done rarely, once or twice a semester.” Again, a few
teachers claimed that they assigned one or two students to read the texts aloud, and
the others followed from the books (15.2%).
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Compared with the presentation techniques, the respondent rate for the
listening materials was less. Yet, as it is shown in Table 15, the dialogues in the book
were the main materials used (29.1%). Again, close to one fifth of the teachers
revealed that they used popular songs as materials to conduct their listening lesson
(18.2%). There was a small group of teachers claiming that they used listening texts
from other English course books available in the market (11.7%). Few teachers
stated that they did not conduct a listening lesson at all, and the students had the
chance to listen to the classroom talk only, specifically the jokes, anecdotes and
stories told by the teacher (6.3%). Similarly, very few added that they read story
books at certain time intervals and their students listened to them (3.5%).

As for the listening activities, not much information was revealed by the
teachers, but the responses were still important to get a general idea. In this regard,
close to one fifth of the teachers stated that they wanted their students to listen and
repeat the vocabulary items from the listening text (18.5%). Again, a few teachers
revealed that they asked some questions about the listening texts (15.2%). The
teachers using this technique added that their open-ended questions were for the
comprehension of main ideas in the texts. Moreover, very few respondents required
their students to take notes to explain what was understood from the texts (5.4%).
Similarly, few teachers informed that they wanted their students to fill in the blanks
in the sentences taken from the texts (5.2%). These respondents also claimed that
they used this activity in order to enable their students understand the specific
information in the texts (5.2%). Among the respondents, only a minority mentioned

the use of pre-listening and post-listening activities (2.4% and 1.6%, respectively).

Table 4.11: Methods, Techniques and Materials Used to Teach Listening

F %

Presentation of the Listening Texts

Teacher reading aloud 264 71.7
By using CDs and Cassettes 79 21.5
Students’ reading aloud 56 15.2
Through VCDs 35 9.5
Listening Texts

Reading texts and dialogues in the book 107 29.1
Songs 67 18.2
Listening texts from other resources 43 11.7
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Table 4.11 (continued)

Teacher-talk in the classroom (i.e. Jokes, anecdotes etc.) 23 6.3
Stories read in the classroom 13 35

Listening Activities

Repeating the vocabulary items or sentences from the text 68 18.5
Answering the open-ended questions about the text 56 15.2
Dictation of the studied text or dialogue 28 7.6
Taking notes to explain what is understood from the text 20 5.4
Filling in the blanks in the sentences taken from the text 19 5.2
Pre-listening activities (i.e. pre-teaching unknown words, 9 2.4

discussion about topic, talking about pictures and titles)

Post-listening activities (i.e. Role plays, writing the rest of the 6 1.6
dialogue using imagination, discussions )

(N=368)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses

Similar to a listening lesson, the types of reading texts, the ways they are
presented to the students and the type of activities conducted are all important in a
reading lesson (Lewis and Hill, 1992, pp.106-115). Therefore, data obtained about
the methods, techniques and materials used in teaching reading are presented under
these subtitles in Table 4.12. The table reveals that majority of the teachers used
reading aloud technique while presenting the reading texts. In fact, more than half of
the teachers stated that they read aloud and assigned their students to follow from
their books (56%). Again, half of the respondents informed that they asked some of
their students to read aloud by changing roles (50.8%). These same teachers also
added that they applied these two techniques one after the other. In other words, they
said, “First, | read the texts more than once. Then, | select some of the students and
have them read the texts aloud. While | and their friends are reading the texts, the
other students follow from their books by paying attention to pronunciation.” Silent
reading was reported to be used only by nearly one fifth of the teachers (19.3%).

The most frequently used materials in the reading lesson were the passages
and dialogues in the course books as stated by a considerable percentage of teachers
(44.8%). Close to one fifth of the respondents revealed they brought in outside
reading texts taken from other course books available in the market (19.0%). They

also informed that while selecting these supplementary texts, they considered their
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students” English level. Similarly, there were a few teachers informing that they
delivered stories as handouts or they gave story books to their students to be read at
home (15.2%). While some of the respondents told, “Story reading is done as a
project work,” the others revealed, “Stories are distributed to be read in the semester
holidays.”

As for the reading activities, question and answer was the most common
technique used. Among the respondents implementing this technique, one-forth
stated that they asked comprehension questions enabling the students to find out the
main ideas in the reading texts (25.3%). Yet, a little less than one-fifth revealed that
their questions were for determining the specific information (18.8%). These
teachers also informed that they questioned their students by using various formats
such as “true-false, short-answer and matching.” Only few teachers claimed that they
implemented pre-reading activities before having their students read the texts (8.4%).
Again, few teachers admitted that they used reading texts to improve their students’
vocabulary knowledge by having them deduce the meanings of unknown words
(7.9%). Minority of the teachers reported that they assigned reading texts as
homework rather than doing them in the classroom (7.1%). The other techniques like
jig-saw reading (3.3%), doing translations (2.7%) and post-reading activities (2.7%)

were responded to be used rarely by the teachers.

Table 4.12: Methods, Technigques and Materials Used to Teach Reading

F %
Presentation of Reading Texts
Teacher reading aloud and students following from their books 206 56.0
Students reading aloud (i.e. by changing roles) 187 50.8
Silent reading 71 19.3
Reading Texts
Reading passages and dialogues in the book 165 44.8
Outside reading materials suitable for students’ level 70 19.0
Story books which are assigned as homework 56 15.2
Reading Activities
Answering the comprehension questions to find out the main ideas 93 25.3
Answering the comprehension questions to find out the details 69 18.8
Pre-reading activities (i.e. pre-teaching vocabulary, discussions, 31 8.4
talking about pictures and titles)
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Table 4.12(continued)

Working on the meanings of words (i.e. deducing the meanings of 29 7.9
unknown words, looking up in the dictionary)

Reading activities are assigned as homework 26 7.1
Jig-saw reading (reading in groups and analyzing the text) 12 3.3
Translating the reading texts 10 2.7
Post-reading activities (i.e. Summarizing the reading text, role- 10 2.7

plays, discussions)

(N=368)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.2.3.1.3. Teaching Speaking and Writing
As it is displayed in Table 4.13, information about the methods and techniques
used to practice speaking skill is categorized into two main sections which are
speaking activities and strategies used in order to encourage students to speak in
English. Actually, half of the teachers stated that they implemented role-plays in the
classroom (50.3%). Majority of the respondents who used role-plays also gave
detailed information on the issue. Some claimed, “l want my students to write
dialogues similar to the ones they have read in the classroom and act them out in
front of the class.” Others informed, “I assign my students to read the dialogues in
the book aloud by changing roles.” There were also very few teachers who stated, “I
provide students with role-play cards about a situation and want them to write a
conversation suitable for it.” Almost all of these respondents believed, “At this level,
the students are not able to act out in class before preparing a written dialogue.”
Furthermore, two fifths of the teachers stated that speaking in the classroom was
done in the form of question and answer (40.2%). Majority of the respondents
informed, “Questions are asked in such a way that while answering them, the
students are encouraged to use the newly learned grammatical structures and
vocabulary items.” In addition, close to one forth of the teachers responded that they
enabled their students to carry out discussions on a given topic or picture (23.1%).
Few teachers indicated that they assigned their students to do presentations (3.8%)
and take part in communicative games (3.5%).
While mentioning the methods and techniques implemented to teach this
skill, a few teachers gave additional information about the strategies that they used in

class to encourage speaking in English. The main strategy reported to be used was
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the application of pair-work and group-work activities (10.9%). Similarly, these
respondents claimed they always spoke in English and did not allow their students to
speak in Turkish in the class (10.1%). A minimum number of teachers also revealed
that they avoided error correction while their students were speaking in English, and
they felt they created a positive atmosphere in their classrooms by using this

supportive manner (5.4%).

Table 4.13: Methods, Techniques and Materials Used to Teach Speaking

F %

Speaking Activities
Role-plays 185 50.3
Question and answer (i.e. T-S, S-T, S-S) 148 40.2
Discussions 85 23.1
Substitution and chain drills 39 10.6
Presentations 14 3.8
Communicative games 13 3.5
Strategies used to Encourage Students to Speak in English
Teacher gives importance to pair-work and group work 40 10.9
Teacher always speaks in English in the class and doesn’t allow 37 10.1
students to speak in Turkish
Teacher creates a positive atmosphere by a supportive manner (i.e. 20 5.4
Doesn’t correct students while they are speaking)

(N=368)

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

The related literature on teaching writing reveals that writing activities can be of
two types as “controlled practice” and “free-practice” writing activities (Willis, 1983,
p. 156). Controlled practice writing activities are those types of activities in which
guidance from the teachers is provided, whereas during free practice writing
activities no guidance or help from the teacher is given (Willis, 1983, p. 158). The
related literature also reveals that type of feedback provided is as important as the
types of activities that are carried out. Considering this, the information collected
about the methods and techniques used in the teaching of writing is displayed under
four main sections as free-practice writing activities, controlled practice writing

activities, other writing activities, and activities for feedback in Table 4.14.
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A careful analysis of the table reveals that free-practice writing activities were
implemented more than the controlled practice writing activities. In fact, more than
one third of the teachers stated that they wanted their students to write paragraphs on
topics about their life styles, families and hobbies (37.5%). On the other hand, a few
teachers claimed that their students were not able to write paragraphs or
compositions, so they assigned them to write their own sentences instead (11.7%).
Similarly, few informed that they wanted their students to write letters (7.6%),
prepare post-cards (3.8%), and write summaries (3.8%). There were also teachers
who carried out other writing tasks such as describing pictures, keeping journals.
(4.1%), but these were reported to be rarely done.

As stated earlier, controlled practice writing activities were mentioned by a
smaller group of teachers. Among these activities, getting students to write dialogues
similar to the ones in their course books is used by almost one fifth of the teachers
(19.6%). A few teachers also revealed that they guided their students by providing
linguistic clues such as key vocabulary and example sentences (7.6%). Actually,
some of these teachers informed that they wrote on the board together with their
students by “building up sentences one after the other” or by “ordering the jumbled
sentences to form a paragraph.” Likewise, a very small group of teachers stated that
they used brainstorming and grouping techniques to enable their students “find out
and organize their ideas” (6%).

Among the respondents, there were also some teachers who mentioned
writing activities that fit into neither free practice nor controlled practice. Dictation
carried out by close to one fourth of the teachers was the most frequently stated one
(23.1%). There were also teachers who perceived writing not as a skill to be taught
but as any kind of writing done in the classroom such as writing answers to exercises
(12%), taking notes of what was written on board (7.9%) and rewriting the dialogues
and texts in the course books (4.6%). These same teachers believed, “These types of
practices enable the students to overcome their problems with spelling and
punctuation.”

As it is seen in Table 4.14, a very small group of teachers mentioned how
they provided feedback to their students. Only few teachers revealed that they
collected the writings and provided written feedback for each (6.8%). There were
also few teachers who required their students to read what they had written in class to



98
get feedback from the teacher and their classmates (3.8%). After dictation, teachers
made use of either peer-correction (3%) or self correction (2.7%). Other activities for
feedback like portfolio assessment and praise were mentioned by only one percent of
the respondents.

Table 4.14: Methods, Techniques and Materials Used to Teach Writing

F %

Free-practice writing activities
Writing paragraphs and/or compositions about themselves (i.e. 138 375
their families, friends, hobbies etc.)
Producing sentences by using the grammatical structures and 43 11.7
vocabulary items taught
Writing letters to friends abroad or friends from other classes 28 7.6
Preparing post cards 14 3.8
Summarizing films, stories, reading texts in the books 14 3.8
Others (i.e. describing pictures, keeping journals or diaries, 15 4.1
writing poems, jokes, film scenarios)
Controlled practice writing activities
Writing dialogues similar to what is read or listened to 72 19.6
Writing by using the linguistic clues provided by the teacher (i.e. 28 7.6
key vocabulary items, example sentences provided by the
teacher)
Brainstorming and organizing ideas about the topic 22 6.0
Other Writing Activities
Dictation of dialogues, passages and sentences read by the 85 23.1
teacher
Writing answers to grammar and vocabulary exercises 44 12.0
Taking notes of what is written on board 29 7.9
Copying the dialogues and reading texts in the book 17 4.6
Activities for Feedback
Teacher collects the writings and provides feedback to each 25 6.8
Students read their products in front of the class to get feedback 14 3.8
After dictation, peer correction is applied 11 3.0
After dictation, self correction is employed 10 2.7
Others (i.e. Portfolio assessment, Use of praise ) 6 1.6

(N=368)

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses
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4.2.3.1.4. Problems Faced by Teachers in Teaching Language Skills
While the teachers were giving information about the methods, techniques, and
materials that they implemented in teaching the aforementioned language skills,
some also discussed their problems in conducting them. Not much trouble was stated
in terms of vocabulary and grammar, and reading; however, there were some
teachers who faced certain problems while teaching listening, speaking, and writing.
The problems in implementing the instructional methods, techniques and materials
are displayed in Table 4.15 in relation to these three skills. According to the
respondents, the most problematic skill was listening, as a little more than one third
of them revealed that the cassettes and CDs of the course book were not available
(36.1%). Actually, these teachers told, “MONE has not delivered the cassettes and
CDs together with the books.” A few teachers also stated that their schools were not
technologically equipped to conduct a listening lesson (15.8%). There were teachers
complaining that there were even no tape recorders in their schools. Thus, not only
because of these reasons but also due to the time limitations, little time and effort
was allocated for the development of this skill (10.1%). There was also a small group
of teachers who revealed that there were no listening activities in the course books
(5.4%). These teachers added, “ | want to use supplementary listening materials, but I
still have problems with them, as these outside materials are either above the level of
my students or their cassettes are not available” (5.4%). In addition, very few
claimed that they did not implement listening in their classes as their students had
difficulties in understanding native speakers.

As for speaking, the main problem is insufficient time allocated for the
development of this skill (12%). Few teachers stated that their students were
reluctant to speak in English as they lacked either the needed background vocabulary
and grammar knowledge (10.9%) or self confidence (9.8%). Again, few revealed that
their students were not interested in doing the speaking activities (8.3%). They
thought, “Especially the discussion topics in the books are not suitable for the
students’ interests”. In addition, the respondents admitted that this was the most
difficult skill to develop (6.3%) as their students didn’t have the opportunity to use
English in real life (4.6%). A minority of teachers also stated that while speaking,

their students made serious pronunciation mistakes (3%).
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Compared with the aforementioned skills, the problems about writing are
mentioned less, but the results may still be important in understanding the situation.
The respondents admitted that this skill was generally ignored in the language
classroom. In other words, not enough time and energy was allocated for the
development of this skill (11.4%). It was because the students either lacked the
needed background knowledge in vocabulary and grammar (7.9%) or did not like
writing (4.9%). There were few teachers who revealed that their students had
difficulties in formulating their ideas even in Turkish (4.4%). Similarly, few also
claimed that writing activities in the book were not efficient enough to improve this

skill, and their students made serious spelling and punctuation mistakes (2.7%).

Table 4.15: Problems Faced by Teachers in Conducting the Instructional Methods,
Techniques and Materials

F %
Problems in teaching listening
The cassettes and CDs of the course-book are not available 133 36.1
School is not technologically equipped (i.e. No language 58 15.8
laboratory and no tapes in the school)
Listening is not done effectively because of time limitations 37 10.1
There are no listening activities in the course-book 20 5.4
The outside listening materials are not applicable in the 20 54
classroom (i.e. they are above the students’ levels, their cassettes
cannot be found)
Students have difficulties in understanding native speakers 17 4.6
Problems in teaching speaking
Because of time limitations, teacher focuses on grammar and 44 12.0
ignores this skill
Students lack background knowledge in vocabulary and 40 10.9
grammar
Students lack self confidence 36 9.8
Students are not interested in doing the speaking activities 29 8.3
It is the most difficult skill to develop 23 6.3
Students can’t practice the language in real-life 17 4.6
Students make pronunciation mistakes while speaking 11 3.0
Problems in teaching writing
Not enough time and energy is spent to develop this skill 41 114
Students lack background knowledge in vocabulary and 29 7.9
grammar




101

Table 4.15(continued)

Students don’t like writing 18 4.9

Students can’t formulate their ideas even in Turkish 16 4.4

Writing activities in the book are inefficient 10 2.7

Students make a lot of spelling and punctuation mistakes 10 2.7
(N=368)

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.2.3.2. Teachers’ Perceptions of Students’ Attitudes Towards Lesson

Considering that attitudes are as critical as the instructional strategies in the
success of any curriculum, in depth information about the reasons for the students’
attitudes are displayed in Table 4.16 under two main headings as positive and
negative attitudes. A considerable percentage of teachers stated that their students
were interested in learning and using English (44.1 %). However, there was still
more than one-third who thought their students were not motivated enough to learn
the language (37.7%). Though not displayed in the table, one fifth of the respondents
claimed that their students’ attitudes towards the lesson varied (20.1%). Actually, the
teachers informed, “The 6™ and 7" graders are much more motivated than the 8"
graders.”

The table reveals that the students had positive attitudes towards the lesson,
mainly because they found English courses entertaining (13.4%). There were also
few teachers who claimed, “Students at these levels tend to love the course when
they love the teacher.” Therefore, they thought students had positive attitudes,
because they loved their teacher (8.7%). Similarly, few mentioned that their students
had positive attitudes not especially towards English, but towards learning in general
(7%). A small group also believed their students knew English was important for
their future needs (6.4%). There was also a small group of teachers stating that their
students liked learning English since they were successful in the course (4.8%). In
addition, a minimum percentage of teachers believed that English was significant for
the students’ present needs such as using technology (4.5%).

Much more information was given about the reasons for negative attitudes
compared with those of the positive ones (see Table 4.16). In fact, one third of the
teachers revealed that little attention was paid to learning English since it was not
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assessed in national exams like OKS or LGS (33.8%). In addition, a little more than
one-forth claimed that parents did not pay attention to their children’s learning
English (26.3%). Similarly, one-forth also believed that their students did not know
how to study English (26%). There were also a few respondents claiming that their
students had prejudices about the course (17.3%), did not know the importance of
learning English (14.8%), had age related discipline problems (13.4%), and did not
have opportunities to use English in real life (12%). Few teachers also stated that
students especially in the rural areas did not want to continue their education, so they
had no point in leaning English (7.3%). Likewise, few believed that learning a
foreign language required special abilities which their students lacked (6.7%). There
was a small group of teachers mentioning that their students were reluctant to learn
English, because they had prejudices about the culture (4.8%), and they knew that
they were not going to fail (4.6%). Though rarely mentioned, there were also other
reasons for the negative attitudes such as students’ getting confused and being unable

to concentrate as there was too much content to be learned (7.9%).

Table 4.16: Teachers’ Perceptions of Students’ Attitudes Towards the Lesson

F %

Positive Attitudes 151 44.1
English courses are entertaining 48 134
Students love the teacher 31 8.7
Students have a positive attitude to learning in general 25 7.0
English is important for students’ future needs 23 6.4
Students are successful in English courses 17 4.8
Learning English is important for students’ present needs (i.e. 16 4.5
for using technology, talking with tourists )

Negative Attitudes 135 37.7
English is not assessed in national exams 121 33.8
Parents are not encouraging 94 26.3
Learning strategies are not developed 93 26.0
Students have prejudices about the course 62 17.3
Students don’t know the importance of learning English 53 14.8
Because of their age, they are not interested in the courses 48 134
Students have no opportunities to practice English in real life 43 12.0
Students from rural areas don’t want to continue their 26 7.3
education




103

Table 4.16 (continued)

Students don’t have the ability to learn a second language 24 6.7
Students have prejudices about the culture 17 4.8
Because of the system, nobody fails 15 4.2
Others ( i.e. Students get confused and can’t concentrate as 28 7.9

there is too much content to learn, they find the curriculum
repetitious)

(N=358)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

Since teachers play a crucial role in the maintenance of student motivation,
information about the methods and techniques implemented to motivate the students
is presented in Table 4.17. The table shows that majority of the teachers were using
interesting activities (62.6%), and materials (53.6%) to motivate their students. More
than one forth of the teachers informed that they talked about the importance English
(27.1%). They added that they always reminded their students the Turkish idiom
“Knowing one language makes you one person, but knowing two languages makes
you two.” In addition, a little more than one fifth stated that they created a positive
atmosphere in the class (21.8%), increased student participation (21.0%) and adopted
the contents to daily life situations (20.1%). There were also teachers revealing that
they simplified their presentations (13.7%), used praise (9.5%), and provided
feedback and guidance when there was a mistake (4.2%). There were few teachers
who mentioned other techniques such as providing English courses at the weekends,

finding letter-friends, and communicating with parents (4.2%).

Table 4.17: The Ways the Teacher Motivates the Students

F %
Using interesting activities (i.e. Games, Role-plays, etc.) 224 62.6
Using interesting materials (i.e. Audio and visual materials) 191 53.6
Focusing on the importance of learning English 97 27.1
Creating a positive atmosphere in the class (i.e. use of humor) 78 21.8
Increasing student-participation in the lesson 75 21.0
Adopting the contents to daily life situations 72 20.1
Presenting contents considering the students’ levels 49 13.7
Using Praise 34 95
Providing feedback and guidance when they make mistakes 15 4.2
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Table 4.17 (continued)

Others ( i.e. providing English courses, finding letter-friends, 15 4.2
communicating with parents)

(N=358)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.2.3.3. Teachers” Comments on Student Assessment

Among the 325 respondents, 240 said they were faced with some problems,
while 85 indicated that they did not encounter any. The problems related to student
assessment are displayed in Table 4.18 under three main headings which are
problems about students, problems encountered during test preparation and problems
resulting from the curriculum.

The table reveals that a little more than one forth of the teachers had problems
about their students (28.9%). In this regard, close to one forth informed that their
students had problems in the exams as they showed little interest in the course
(22.2%). A few also stated that there was inconsistency between students’ classroom
attitudes and their test scores (15.9%). In fact, these respondents said, “Though there
are some students good at doing the given tasks and activities in class, they become
unsuccessful in the exams.” The main reason for this was stated to be “test-anxiety.”
There were also few teachers claiming that their students had problems in the exams,
not only because they lacked the needed background in English (5.9%) but also
because they tended to forget what was taught easily (5.5%). The most problematic
areas in the exams were claimed to be the use of mechanics such as spelling,
punctuation and capitalization (5.2%), reading comprehension (4.9%), and the use of
vocabulary items (4%) and grammar (3.7%). There was a small group stating that the
students had difficulties in understanding the instructions (3.4%).

The table also shows that close to one fourth of the teachers had problems
while preparing their tests (24%). Among the respondents, nearly one fifth found it
difficult to prepare tests suitable for all levels (19.4%). Actually, they revealed,
“There are students with different English levels in the same classroom, so it is
difficult to prepare exams that appeal to all.” A similar problem occurred even when
the students with different levels were put in different classrooms. It was because this

time they prepared different tests for each class, which took a lot of time and energy.
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Again, a few teachers said, “Students’ levels are lower than what is expected, and
this necessitates simplifying the questions according to their levels” (10.2%). In
addition, there was a small group of teachers responding, “There are a lot of contents
covered in a term, so we have difficulties in determining which one is more
important than others” (6.8%). There were teachers who informed that their students
preferred objective tests to ones that required them to produce their own sentences.
They perceived this as a problem as it limited their scope of questioning (4.9%).
Other problems such as finding resources for test preparation, lack of computers, and
not being knowledgeable about test preparation were mentioned rarely (4.4%).
Problems resulting from the curriculum were mentioned by almost one fifth
of the teachers (19.4%). In relation to this, the teachers’ main problem was time
constraint as a few claimed little or no time was left for reviewing contents (16%).
They also added, “Focus of the curriculum is on grammar and vocabulary, and little
time is allocated to the other four main skills, so they are not tested” (12.6%). There
was few informing, “Though difficulty levels of contents are not same, equal time is
allocated for the study of each” (2.8%). Moreover, a very small group of teachers
complained that because of the system, only written test scores were considered, but
classroom attitude, participation and oral exams were ignored in the overall
assessment (1.9%). Other problems related to the curriculum like differences
between yearly plans and textbook contents, lack of continuity in the curriculum, and
inappropriate ordering of content were hardly ever mentioned (2.8%).

Table 4.18: Problems Faced by Teachers in Student Assessment

F %
Problems about the students 94 28.9
Lack of interest and home-practice 72 22.2
Inconsistency between the classroom attitude and the test scores 54 15.9
Lack of English background (i.e. vocabulary, grammar) 19 59
Memorization and forgetting 18 55
Errors on spelling, punctuation and capitalization 17 5.2
Inability to do the reading comprehension questions 16 4.9
Errors on the use of vocabulary items 13 4.0
Inability to formulate grammatically accurate sentences 12 3.7
Inability to understand the instructions given in English 11 34
Problems encountered during test preparation 78 24
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Table 4.18 (continued)

Preparing questions considering the level differences 63 194
Simplifying the questions according to students’ levels 33 10.2
Determining the most important content to be assessed 25 6.8
Need for preparing objective tests 16 4.9
Others (i.e. Finding resources for test preparation, lack of 14 4.4
computers, not being knowledgeable about test-preparation)

Problems resulting from the curriculum 63 194
No time left for reviewing contents 52 16.0
Focus on grammar and vocabulary /ignorance of other skills 41 12.6
Equal time allocated for each content 9 2.8
Consideration of written test scores only 6 1.9
Others (i.e. Difference between yearly plans and textbook content, 9 2.8

continuity in the curriculum, ordering of contents)

(N=325)
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses

As mentioned beforehand, 85 teachers stated they did not encounter any
problems while assessing their students. Some also gave in-depth information about
the measures taken in order not to come across with difficulties (see Table 4.19). A
few claimed that they gave the oral grades considering the students’ attitudes towards
the lesson in order to overcome the problems resulting from the inconsistency
between classroom attitudes and test scores (10.5%). A few also revealed they asked
varying levels of questions in the same exam so that “Neither the students with low
level of English nor those with high level could be disadvantaged” (6.8%). There
were also a few mentioning that their students did not face any problems as they
asked what they taught (6%), and they simplified the questions according to students’
levels (5.9%). The respondents also told, “Students can understand what is wanted as
the instructions are clearly stated in Turkish or by using examples and pictures”
(5.5%). There was a small group who added that the types of questions were similar
to the exercises and quizzes implemented in class (5.2%). Again, according to a
small group, there was no problem with test preparation since there were a lot of
resources (4.3%). Very few teachers admitted they prepared different tests for
different levels (2.5%). Other techniques to overcome problems were asking

questions prepared by the students, and selecting them from the books (1.5%).
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Table 4.19: Measures Taken by Teachers in Student Assessment

F %

Oral grades are given considering the students’ attitudes towards 34 10.5
the course (i.e. Participation, interest and effort)
Varying level of questions are asked in the same exam 25 6.8
Questions are all about what is taught 22 6.0
Questions are prepared considering the students’ levels 19 59
Instructions are clearly stated (i.e. In Turkish, with examples and 18 55
pictures)
Types of questions are similar to what is done in class 17 5.2
There are a lot of resources for test preparation 14 4.3
Different exams are administered for different levels 8 2.5
Others (i.e. Students’ own questions are asked, Questions are 5 1.5
selected from the course book)

(N=325)

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.2.3.4. Activities Used to Enrich Teaching of English

The findings related to the activities used to enrich teaching of English are
presented in Table 4.20. In this regard, the majority revealed that they attended
regular meetings with other English teachers to share materials and tests (22.3%) and
to exchange ideas about the students and course (17.7%). A few also stated they
assigned their students project works and displayed them on the boards of the school
together with puzzles, jokes, poems and idioms prepared by themselves (15.1%). In
addition, a considerable percentage revealed that they were collaborating with
teachers of other fields. Among these, Turkish language teachers were reported to be
collaborated more (12.8%). In relation to this, the teachers informed, “Since it is
more advantageous for students to know Turkish grammar before learning English,
we collaborate with teachers of Turkish language while deciding on the grammar
content to be taught.” Few also mentioned that they got help from teachers of Art and
Music while planning their courses (7.2%). In this regard, art teachers helped in
preparing visual materials and music teachers assisted in playing the songs. A small
group of teachers informed that they arranged competitions among and within classes
to enable students to use English (5.9%). Similarly, a small group stated they had
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established a language laboratory in the school (5.3%) and they offered English
language courses at the weekends or in the afternoons when classes finished (3.9%).
There were also teachers who supported students to prepare and publish a school
newspaper in English (3.6%). Very few teachers also informed that they found
friends abroad or from other schools for their students to whom they could write
letters (3.3%). Other activities carried out to improve English in the school were
directing a school chorus and school theater, and supplying school library with
English books (3.9%).

Table 4.20: Activities Used to Enrich Teaching of English

F %

Sharing materials and tests with other English teachers 68 22.3
Regular meetings with other English teachers to exchange ideas 54 17.7
Displaying projects, puzzles, jokes, poetry, idioms on boards 46 15.1
Collaborating with Turkish Language teachers to decide on the 39 12.8
grammar content to be taught
Collaborating with teachers from other fields in subject matter 22 7.2
knowledge (i.e. Art teacher, Music teacher)
Arranging competitions among and within classes 18 5.9
Establishing a Language laboratory 16 5.3
Offering English courses at the weekends 12 3.9
Publishing an English newspaper 11 3.6
Finding friends for students to write letters 10 3.3
Others ( i.e. School theatre, School chorus, English books in the 12 3.9
school library)

(N=305)

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.2.4. Problems Encountered By Teachers In Implementing the Curriculum

In relation to the third research question, the problems that teachers face in
implementing the curriculum were collected in various sections of the questionnaire.
For instance, the teachers were asked to comment on the reasons that hinder the
achievement of the stated goals in Question 2 at Part B, the problems about the
content of the curriculum in Question 2 at Part C, the problems encountered while
teaching the stated language skills in Question 2 at Part D and their overall opinions

related to the problems and suggestions in Part F. While examining the data provided
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in these aforementioned sections, it was observed that teachers mentioned their
problems in general without paying attention to the specific thematic divisions.
Besides, there were some teachers who repeated their problems in each section as
they thought these affected instruction in several respects. Thus, the information
related to the aforementioned questions is presented in the same table (Table 4.21).

A close examination of the table reveals that majority of the teachers
complained about lack of materials and equipment (84.5%) and the course book
(63.9%). More than half of the teachers stated that their problems resulted from the
students (56.3%). Again, close to half had complaints about the curriculum (48.4%),
and one forth about the classroom environment (25.3%). There was also a small
group of teachers revealing that there was insufficient number of English teachers in
their schools (13.3%).

Those teachers claiming that there was lack of materials and equipment in
their schools gave further information about the issue. Among the respondents, the
majority had difficulties in terms of audio materials such as cassettes, CDs, VCDs,
tape recorders and video players (64.1%). There was also a considerable percentage
complaining that they did not have readily available visual materials such as OHPs,
pictures and flashcards (44.3%). In addition, more than one third told they had
problems in providing their students with supplementary materials to practice the
language skills (37.8%). In fact, these teachers added that they could not find other
resource books, story books and even dictionaries to prepare their own materials.

As for the problems resulting from the course book, a considerable
percentage of teachers claimed that the book was very structural and was not
communicative (42.1%). In fact, they said, “The book leads to memorization as it
involves a lot of mechanical exercises and activities.” Moreover, a little more than
one third responded that there was too much unknown language in the reading texts
which hindered comprehension (34.8%). They said, “Although unknown
grammatical structures are not explained in the unit, they appear in the text.” They
also added, “Some texts involve too much unknown words.” There was also one
third stating that there was insufficient number of exercises to practice grammar and
vocabulary (31%). Besides, close to one forth of the teachers complained about the
physical layout of the book (23.6%). Actually, they said, “The course book is not as
colorful as other commercial books. It is not full of pictures, and it has serious
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problems with print quality. ” According to a little more than one fifth, another
problem with the book was the grading of contents (21.7%). In other words, the
teachers informed, “The grammar contents logically irrelevant are sequenced one
after the other, and the units are not thematically related to one another.”
Furthermore, some teachers had problems with reading passages in the book as close
to one third believed they were unauthentic, boring and long (19.8%). In relation to
these, the course book was claimed to be unsuitable for some students’ English levels
by a few teachers (14.1%). Similarly, a few teachers complained that the course book
lacked explanations for grammatical structures (17.8%). Besides, there was a small
group of teachers informing that the course book was full of language mistakes
(10.3%). Finally, few teachers complained about not having a teacher’s manual and
using different course books in different grades (9%).

The main problem with the students was their lack of interest in the lesson
(42.4%). More than one third of the teachers also informed that their students were
unable to perform reading and writing tasks because they were not good at them even
in Turkish (37.5%) and they lacked the needed grammar and vocabulary background
knowledge (35.9%).

In relation to the problems about the curriculum, a considerable percentage of
teachers complained that it was overloaded (40.8%). A little more than one third also
revealed that the focus of the curriculum was on the development of grammar and
vocabulary rather than the skills (35.1%). In fact, it was stated, “There is little or no
opportunity provided for the development of especially listening, speaking and
writing.” Some of those teachers complaining about the overloaded curriculum
content also claimed that no time was left for review and practice (23.1%). Besides, a
few teachers mentioned that there was need for continuity in the curriculum (13%).
In other words, teachers believed, “The contents should be repeated in each grade so
that students will not forget the previously studied language structures.” A small
group of teachers also added, “Some contents are more difficult than the others, so
they should be emphasized more; however, equal time is allocated for each unit
without considering this issue.” (7.6%) Similarly, few teachers complained about the
repetition of content of 4™ and 5" grade levels at 6" grade (7.1%). According to
these teachers, “The contents of 7" and 8" grades can begin in the 6" grade and this

may overcome problems resulting from the overloaded curriculum content.”
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Finally, almost all the teachers having problems with the classroom
environment complained about crowded classrooms (22.3%). According to them,
“Crowded classes mainly restrict the implementation of listening and speaking
activities.” There were also teachers who said, “Since our classes are very crowded,
we spend too much time to give feedback to students’ writing and to read the
exams.” Another problem was having students of various levels in the same
classroom (15.2%). Very few teachers stated that the physical qualities of their
classrooms were not suitable for carrying out English lessons (4.6%). According to
these respondents, “The acoustics of the classes are not appropriate for implementing
listening activities, and unmovable desks create problems for conducting pair-work
and group-work activities.”

As mentioned earlier, teachers claimed that there was insufficient number of
English teachers in their schools, so the lessons were conducted by non-English
teachers such as math, science and others. (13%). There were also teachers who
complained that due to the lack of English teachers, the course was not provided at
grades 4 and 5 (12.2%). That’s why some of the students started the 6" grade without
having the background.

Table 4.21: Problems Encountered by Teachers While Implementing the Curriculum

F %
Lack of support in terms of materials and equipment 311 84.5
Lack of audio materials (i.e. cassettes, CDs, VCDs, tape 236 64.1
recorders, video players)
Lack of visual materials (i.e. OHP, Pictures, Flashcards) 163 44.3
Lack of supplementary materials to develop the language skills 139 37.8
(i.e., resource books, dictionaries, story books)
Problems resulting from the course book 235 63.9
Lack of communicative tasks and activities 155 42.1
Having unknown language within the texts( i.e. unknown 128 34.8
grammatical structures, too many unknown vocabulary items)
Inadequate number of grammar and vocabulary exercises 129 31.0
Physical layout (i.e. lack of visual support, print quality) 87 23.6
Grading of content 80 21.7
Long and unauthentic passages and dialogues 73 19.8
Not having explanations for grammatical structures 62 17.8
Unsuitable for students’ English level (difficult) 52 14.1
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Table 4.21 (continued)

Full of language mistakes 38 10.3
Not having the teacher’s manual 33 9.0
Use of different books in different grades 33 9.0
Problems resulting from the students 207 56.3
Lack of interest in learning English 156 42.4
Inability to perform reading and writing skills even in Turkish 138 37.5
Lack of background in English (i.e. vocabulary, grammar) 132 35.9
Problems resulting from the curriculum 178 48.4
Loaded curriculum content 150 40.8
Focus on the development of grammatical knowledge and 114 35.1
ignorance of certain skills (i.e. Listening, speaking, writing)

No time left for review and practice 85 23.1
No repetition of content in 6", 7" and 8" grades 48 13.0
Equal time allocated to each unit 28 7.6
Repetition of 4™ and 5" years’ content at the 6" grade 26 7.1
Problems resulting from the classroom environment 93 25.3
Crowded classrooms 82 22.3
Having students of different levels in the same classroom 56 15.2
Physical qualities of the classrooms 17 4.6
Problems related to non-English Teachers or lack of 49 13.3
teachers

Having Non-English teachers (i.e. math, science etc.) 48 13.0
Lack of English language teachers in the previous grades 45 12.2

(N=368)

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple

responses.

4.3. Students’ Experiences with the Curriculum

In relation to the fourth research question, the students’ experiences related to

the curriculum goals, content, instructional methods, techniques and materials, and

assessment procedures together with their attitudes towards English are discussed

separately in this section. Besides, information about differences in students’

experiences by background factors such as grade levels, gender, parents’ educational

and English levels, and English grade in the last record sheet is provided. In the first

three sections, the student answers are discussed considering the total percentages
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(N). The differences among the students in relation to grade level will be discussed in

the last section in relation to the results of statistical tests.

4.3.1. Students’ Difficulties in Attaining the Goals of the Curriculum

Information about students’ difficulties in achieving the curriculum goals are
displayed in Table 4.22. The table shows that more than half stated that they
sometimes had difficulties in articulating sounds and understanding a listening text
(56.6% and 52.9%, respectively). There was also close to one-third having problems
in articulating sounds (30.3%) and close to one-forth having troubles with listening
(22.4%). Moreover, a considerable percentage sometimes had troubles with speaking
and reading (42.4% and 46.7% respectively). However, there was still more than

one-third not having any difficulties in these skills (36.1% and 38.3%, respectively).
As for understanding and using vocabulary items, there seemed to be
disagreements among the respondents as a considerable percentage indicated that
they did not have any difficulties (46.3%), whereas more than one-third revealed
they sometimes had troubles with it (35.4%). There were also a few finding it
difficult to use the vocabulary items (18.3%). Likewise, a considerable percentage of
students believed understanding and using grammatical structures was not difficult
(43.9%), while more than one-third thought it was sometimes problematic (35.1%).
There was also a little more than one-fifth claiming that this skill was difficult (21%).
The main controversy among the respondents was seen in writing and doing
dictations. It is because, although more than one-third sometimes had problems with
writing paragraphs (35.1%), a little less than one-third did not have any (31.7%).
Moreover, there was still one-third who always had problems in writing (33.2%).
Similarly, while nearly two-fifths admitted they sometimes had difficulties in doing
dictations (38.5%), another two-fifths did not have any problems at all (40%). Still,

there was a little more than one-fifth having troubles with doing dictations (21.5%).

Table 4.22: Students’ Difficulties in Attaining the Goals of the Curriculum

Students’ Difficulties Categories 6 7 8 N
% % % %
Avrticulating sounds Yes 11.6 13.7 13.8 131
Sometimes 55.8 57.5 56.4 56.6
No 32.6 28.8 29.8 30.3
N=387 N=431 | N=399 | N=1217
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Table 4.22(continued)

Understanding and using
vocabulary items

Understanding and using

grammatical structures

Listening

Speaking

Reading

Writing paragraphs

Dictation

Yes
Sometimes
No

Yes
Sometimes
No

Yes
Sometimes
No

Yes
Sometimes
No

Yes
Sometimes
No

Yes
Sometimes
No

Yes
Sometimes
No

17.8

37.0

45.2
N=387

18.4

37.8

43.8
N=381

21.0

53.0

26.0
N=385

15.0

44.2

40.8
N=387

195

44.2

40.8
N=387

32.9

37.0

45.2
N=387

22.1

33.3

44.5
N=387

194

35.4

45.2
N=432

22.8

33.4

43.8
N=429

22.7

48.0

29.2
N=431

16.1

49.4

345
N=429

194

40.4

40.2
N=428

31.4

35.3

35.3
N=433

21.9

40.9

37.2
N=430

17.5

33.8

48.7
N=394

21.6

34.5

43.9
N=394

234

58.0

18.6
N=393

20.5

46.2

33.3
N=396

18.9

46.4

34.7
N=392

354

40.5

24.1
N=398

20.6

40.7

38.7
N=398

18.3

35.4

46.3
N=1213

21.0

35.1

43.9
N=1204

22.4

52.9

24.7
N=1209

17.2

46.7

36.1
N=1212

19.3

42.4

38.3
N=1200

33.2

351

31.7
N=1220

215

38.5

40.0
N=1212

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses.

4.3.2. Students’ Perceptions of the Content of the Curriculum

Findings on the students’ perceptions of the content of the curriculum are

shown in Table 4.23. While a little more than half of the students believed most of

the vocabulary items taught were frequently used (53%), more than one-third thought

they were sometimes needed (37%). Similarly, half of the students believed that the

topics of the listening and reading texts were relevant to real-life situations (50.7%),

whereas more than one-third felt that they were sometimes relevant (35.6%). In fact,

students seemed to disagree with one another on whether the topics of the

listening/reading texts were interesting or not. Although approximately two-fifths

thought they were sometimes interesting (38.8%), two-thirds found them boring

(37.5%). There were still students believing their topics were interesting (23.7%).
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As the table reveals, 53.2% said that majority of the classroom activities were

on grammar. There was nearly one-third who claimed that sometimes they mainly
studied grammar in their lessons (32.5%). Again, though a little more than half
thought that grammar activities done in the classroom were interesting (51.1%), one-
third stated they were sometimes interesting (33.2%) and a few claimed they were
not interesting at all (14.3%). Most of the students thought that grammar activities
were comprehensible (59.4%), but there was still approximately one-third admitting
that they sometimes had difficulties in understanding them (32.5%). Although the
majority believed that grammar activities were helpful for the development of their
speaking skills (63.9%), there was close to one-forth who found them sometimes
helpful (24.8%). The main contradiction among respondents was on writing.
Although close to two-fifths found the topics of writing tasks interesting (39.7%), a
little more than one-third thought they were interesting at times (34.3%). There was

still a little more than one-forth feeling that they were not interesting at all (26.6%).

Table 4.23: Students’ Perceptions of the Content of the Curriculum

Statements on Categories 6 7 8 N
Content % % % %
Frequently used Yes 52.4 56.3 50.5 53.0
vocabulary items are Sometimes 38.8 32.3 40.2 37.0
taught No 8.7 114 9.3 9.9
N=389 N=430 N=398 | N=1217
The topics of the Yes 55.0 46.4 51.1 50.7
listening/reading texts | Sometimes 29.9 38.3 38.3 35.6
are relevant to real-life | No 15.1 15.3 10.6 13.7
situations N=385 N=431 N=397 | N=1213
The topics of the Yes 26.0 20.0 25.5 23.7
listening/ reading texts | Sometimes 36.9 38.7 40.9 38.8
are interesting No 37.1 41.3 33.6 375
N=388 N=431 N=399 | N=1218
Majority of classroom | Yes 53.5 56.1 49.9 53.2
activities are on Sometimes 34.0 30.4 33.2 325
grammar No 12,5 135 16.9 143
N=385 N=431 N=397 | N=1213
Grammar activities are | Yes 49.6 52.0 51.4 51.1
interesting Sometimes 374 31.8 30.8 33.2
No 13.0 16.2 17.8 15.7
N=385 N=431 N=400 | N=1216
Grammar activities are | Yes 55.8 59.3 62.9 59.4
comprehensible Sometimes 34.5 38.3 29.0 32.6
No 9.6 6.4 8.1 8.0
N=385 N=435 N=396 | N=1216
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Table 4.23 (continued)
Grammar activities are | Yes 69.5 61.9 60.7 63.9
for the development of | Sometimes 19.8 26.7 27.5 24.8
speaking skills No 10.7 11.4 11.8 11.3
N= 383 N=430 N=397 | N=1210
The topics of the Yes 42.8 39.0 37.4 39.7
writing activities are Sometimes 31.0 35.1 36.7 34.3
interesting No 26.2 25.9 25.9 26.0
N=390 N=433 N=398 | N=1221

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses.

4.3.3. Students’ Perceptions of Instruction and Assessment

This section is subdivided divided into three main sections as students’
perceptions of the instructional methods and techniques used in learning language
skills, students’ perceptions of assessment, and activities that students do to improve
their English.

4.3.3.1. Students’ Perceptions of the Instructional Methods, Techniques and
Materials used in Learning Language Skills

Students’ experiences about the instructional methods and techniques
implemented for the development of each language area (vocabulary and grammar)
and each skill (reading, listening, speaking and writing) were displayed and
discussed separately. Moreover, information about student problems in carrying out
activities in learning each language and each skill are displayed in separate tables

under each section.

4.3.3.1.1. Learning Vocabulary and Grammar
As it is displayed in Table 4.24, students generally had positive opinions about
the methods, techniques and materials used in learning vocabulary. In fact, majority
claimed that it was helpful when their teachers presented the Turkish equivalents of
vocabulary items (94.7%), and when they provided example sentences in which the
new words were used (86.6%). Besides, most of the students found it beneficial to
practice the pronunciation of vocabulary items (90.1%), rewrite them several times
(86.1%), and play games with them (71.4%).
The table reveals that respondents’ opinions differed in four of the statements.

While more than half claimed that learning synonyms and antonyms was useful
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(54.4%), there was one-third who believed it was partially useful (33.3%). Again,
more than half felt that use of pictures and realia, looking up in the dictionaries, and
producing sentences were useful (57.6%, 57.9%, and 50.4%, respectively). Yet, there
was still nearly one-forth who found these instructional methods and techniques
partially useful (28.2%, 23.7% and 27.3%, respectively).

In fact, the percentages of students having doubts about the benefits of majority
of these instructional strategies were very low. Again, the results showed except for
producing sentences, almost all of these instructional strategies were implemented in
majority of the classrooms. It is because few students revealed they did not produce

their own sentences with the new vocabulary items (16.4%).

Table 4.24: Students’ Perceptions of the Methods, Techniques and Materials used in

Learning Vocabulary

Vocabulary Activities Categories 6 7 8 N
% % % %
Learning the Turkish Useful 96.0 935 94.7 94.7
equivalents of Partially Useful 3.2 5.1 3.8 4.1
vocabulary items Not Useful 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5
Not Done 0.3 0.9 1.0 0.7
N=396 | N=434 | N=399 | N=1229
Learning the antonyms | Useful 56.9 51.3 56.5 54.4
and synonyms of Partially Useful 31.2 38.2 30.4 33.3
vocabulary items Not Useful 2.0 6.1 4.3 4.3
Not Done 9.9 4.4 8.8 8.0
N=392 | N=435 | N=398 | N=1225
Practicing the Useful 90.6 90.1 89.7 90.1
pronunciation of Partially Useful 8.1 8.5 9.8 8.8
vocabulary items Not Useful 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5
Not Done 0.3 0.9 - 0.6
N=393 | N=435 | N=398 | N=1226
Teacher’s use of Useful 86.4 87.8 85.5 86.6
vocabulary items in Partially Useful 11.3 9.0 11.8 10.6
example sentences Not Useful 0.8 2.1 .8 1.2
Not Done 15 1.1 2.0 1.6
N=391 | N=435 | N=399 | N=1225
Use of pictures and Useful 61.2 59.0 52.4 57.6
real objects Partially Useful 25.2 31.1 28.2 28.2
Not Useful 5.4 5.3 7.1 5.9
Not Done 8.2 4.6 12.3 8.3
N=392 | N=434 | N=397 | N=1223
Looking up vocabulary | Useful 71.4 72.0 70.8 57.9
items in the dictionary | Partially Useful 215 21.6 22.9 23.7
Not Useful 5.4 4.6 3.0 11.0
Not Done 1.8 1.8 3.3 7.4
N=391 | N=435 | N=397 | N=1220
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Table 4.24 (continued)
Rewriting vocabulary Useful 65.6 58.7 49.4 86.1
items Partially Useful 20.7 22.9 27.6 10.0
(i.e. 5to 10 times) Not Useful 94 11.8 11.6 0.9
Not Done 4.3 6.6 11.4 3.0
N=392 | N=433 | N=395 | N=1221
Producing sentences by | Useful 88.9 87.1 82.2 50.4
using vocabulary items | Partially Useful 7.7 9.7 12,5 27.3
Not Useful 15 0.9 0.3 5.6
Not Done 1.8 2.3 5.0 16.4
N=388 | N=434 | N=399 | N=1222
Playing vocabulary Useful 56.2 51.4 43.7 71.4
games Partially Useful 29.0 29.3 23.6 22.0
Not Useful 5.4 4.4 7.3 4.3
Not Done 9.5 15.0 25.4 2.3
N=390 | N=434 | N=398 | N=1223

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses

As it is displayed in Table 4.25, majority of the students had positive opinions
about most of the methods, techniques and materials used in learning grammar. In
fact, the percentage of students who preferred direct teaching of rules and functions
was higher than those who preferred indirect teaching (72.4% and 58.4%
respectively). Similarly, though a little more than one-fifth thought direct teaching
was partially useful, more than one-forth felt indirect teaching was useful (28.6%).
In relation to the activities done for the improvement of grammar, the majority
believed that transforming sentences into various forms, producing sentences and
doing meaningful exercises in the form of sentence completions were beneficial
(82.4%, 85% and 76.5%, respectively). The percentage of students indicating that
these methods and techniques were not useful or not used at all was very low.

Table 4.25: Students’ Perceptions of the Methods, Techniques and Materials used in
Learning Grammar

Grammar Activities Categories 6 7 8 N
% % % %
Direct teaching of the | Useful 69.6 73.8 73.4 72.4
functions and forms of | Partially Useful 24.3 20.2 20.6 21.6
grammatical structures | Not Useful 4.1 4.6 4.0 4.2
Not Done 2.0 1.4 2.0 1.8
N=395 | N=432 | N=399 | N=1226
Indirect teaching of the | Useful 59.4 59.4 56.3 58.4
functions and forms of | Partially Useful 27.0 27.9 30.9 28.6
grammatical structures | Not Useful 9.7 7.4 6.3 7.8
Not Done 3.8 5.3 6.5 5.2
N=392 | N=434 | N=398 | N=1224
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Table 4.25 (continued)
Transforming sentences | Useful 81.5 84.4 81.2 82.4
into various forms (i.e. | Partially Useful 14.7 13.3 145 14.2
guestion-answer, Not Useful 2.0 0.9 15 15
positive-negative) Not Done 1.8 1.4 2.8 2.0
N=395 | N=435 | N=399 N=1229
Producing sentences by | Useful 86.2 85.2 83.7 85.0
using grammatical Partially Useful 11.3 13.0 12.0 12.2
structures Not Useful 0.5 0.9 2.0 1.1
Not Done 2.0 0.9 2.3 1.7
N=391 | N=432 | N=399 N=1222
Doing sentence Useful 80.5 74.2 75.1 76.5
completion exercises Partially Useful 15.9 21.9 19.6 19.2
on grammatical Not Useful 18 1.6 2.5 2.0
structures Not Done 1.8 2.3 2.8 2.3
N=395 | N=434 | N=398 | N=1227

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses

As it is shown in Table 4.26, among the respondents 19.3% revealed that they
did not face any problems while carrying out the vocabulary and grammar activities.
When the responses of the students across grade levels are considered, it is seen that
in this respect the percentages of students studying in grades 6 and 8 was lower than
those studying in grade 7 (20.2%, 22.4% and 15.9% respectively). However, there
was approximately 80% who admitted that they encountered certain problems while
carrying out the vocabulary and grammar activities.

The main problem was stated to be the unknown vocabulary items in example
sentences and in exercises, as a considerable percentage of the respondents claimed
(39.1%). In this regard the respondents revealed, “No matter how much | study for
English, I forget the meanings of the words easily. I can’t memorize them.” When
the differences among grade levels are considered, it is observed that nearly half of
the students in 8" grade faced difficulties in this regard (51.3%). In fact, the
percentages of students having problems with remembering the vocabulary items in
exercises in 8" grade were more than the percentages of students studying in grade
levels 6 and 7 (32.3% and 35.3%, respectively).

The second problem that was faced by more than one third of the respondents
was formulating accurate sentences by using the vocabulary items and grammar
structures (35.1%). Actually, a considerable percentage of students studying in 7"

and 8" grades indicated that they could not produce their own sentences (39.2% and
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37.4% respectively). The percentage of students mentioning this problem in 6™ grade
was less when compared with those in 7" and 8" grades (28.6%).

According to a little more than one forth of the students, the third problem
faced was the difference between spoken and written English (26.1%). In relation to
this, the students revealed they did either pronunciation or spelling mistakes while
studying the vocabulary items. As it is displayed in the table, more students in 8"
grade encountered this problem when compared with those in 6™ and 7" grades
(30.2%, 13.6% and 17.8%, respectively).

Another problem mentioned by one fifth of the students was the difference
between Turkish grammar and English grammar, as they claimed, “Since Turkish
and English are very different in terms of grammar, | have difficulties in
understanding English rules.” (20.1%) Again, when the differences across grade
levels are considered, it is observed that more students from 8" 9% had difficulties in
this regard (30.2%) when compared with the students of 6™ and 7™ grades (13.6%
and 17.8%, respectively).

The last but not the least important problem that students encountered in
studying vocabulary was using dictionaries (13.2%). In this regard, few students told,
“When | look up the dictionary, | see that some words have more than one meaning,
so | have difficulty in understanding which meaning is suitable in that context.” As
it was with other problems, the percentage of students encountering this problem in
8™ grade was higher than the percentages of those studying in 6™ and 7" grades
(20.1%, 13.1% and 9.6%, respectively). Other problems such as insufficient number
of exercises, use of similar types of activities, and content’s being above their levels
were mentioned by very few students (2.8%). In fact, they were indicated mainly by
students studying in 8" grade (2.8%).

To sum up, it can be stated that more students from 8" grade mentioned these
six problems about vocabulary and grammar activities. The second group mentioning
them was the students of 7" grade. In comparison with the students of 7" and 8"
grades, fewer students from grade 6 indicated them as their problems.
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Problems about VVocabulary and 6 7 8 N
Grammar Activities % % % %
No problem 20.2 15.9 22.4 19.3
Unknown vocabulary items in example 32.3 35.3 51.3 39.1
sentences and in exercises
Formulating accurate sentences by using 28.6 39.2 37.4 35.1
the vocabulary items and grammatical
structures
The difference between spoken and 28.9 22.3 26.3 26.1
written English
Understanding the grammatical structures 13.6 17.8 30.2 20.1
because of the difference between Turkish
and English
Finding out the meanings of words by 9.6 13.1 20.1 13.2
using dictionaries
Others (i.e. Insufficient number of - 1.8 7.1 2.8
exercises, similar type of activities,
contents above the level)
N=346 N=383 N=308 | N=1037

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.3.3.1.2. Learning Listening and Reading

Information about the students’ perceptions of the instructional methods,
techniques and materials used in learning the two receptive skills, listening and
reading is presented in Table 4.27. According to the table, although almost an equal
amount of students found it useful or partially useful when their teachers presented
the dialogues and texts by reading aloud (42% and 40%, respectively), a few
indicated that this presentation technique was not beneficial (13.7%). Students
revealing that reading aloud technique was not used in their classrooms were very
few (4.3%). However, a considerable percentage of students mentioned that they did
not listen to dialogues from the tapes (40.7%). In the classrooms where it was
implemented, use of tapes was found to be partially useful by more than one forth of
the students (28.7%), whereas those finding it useful or not useful were a few (15.5%
and 15.1%, respectively).

In contrast to reading aloud and listening from dialogues, silent reading of
texts in the classroom was claimed to be beneficial by the majority (74.8%).
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However, there was still one-forth who reported that silent reading in the classroom
was partially helpful (19.3%). The students who were against silent reading and who
indicated it was not implemented at all were very few (3.2% and 2.5%, respectively).
Students who believed in the benefit of reading texts at home was a lot (63.7%), but
there was still one-forth who felt reading at home was partially useful (25.4%). In
fact, the students say, “When we read the texts at home and find out the unknown
words from the dictionary, we can understand them better in the classroom.” The
students who did not believe in the use of reading at home and who indicated it was
not implemented was very few (6.6% and 4.3%, respectively).

When the pre-reading and/or pre-listening activities are considered, the most
favored one was teachers’ pre-teaching the unknown words. In fact, this was claimed
to be helpful by the majority (79.1%) and partially helpful by a few (13.8%). Only a
very small group of students stated that pre-teaching of vocabulary was useless or not
implemented in their classrooms (3.4% and 3.8%, respectively). Another pre-
listening and/or pre-reading technique, discussion, was found to be effective by half
of the respondents (50.3%). However, close to one third indicated that this technique
was partially useful (31.5%), and a few revealed that discussions were not
implemented in their classrooms (11.6%).

The main while-listening and/or while-reading method, answering
comprehension questions about texts, was believed to be useful by the majority
(67%) and partially useful by a little more than one fifth of the students (22%). The
students stating that this method was no useful or not done was very few (3.8% and
7.2%, respectively).

Table 4.27: Students’ Perceptions of the Methods, Techniques and Materials used in
Learning listening and Reading

Listening/Reading Categories 6 7 8 N
Activities % % % %
Teacher’s reading Useful 46.4 42.7 37.0 42.0
aloud Partially Useful 37.9 41.3 40.7 40.0
Not Useful 13.3 10.8 17.2 13.7
Not Done 2.3 5.2 51 4.3
N=390 N=436 N=396 | N=1222
Listening to dialogues Useful 19.2 14.2 12.8 155
from the tapes Partially Useful 35.7 25.6 25.3 28.7
Not Useful 16.7 16.4 12.3 151
Not Done 28.4 43.8 49.6 40.7
N=395 N=434 | N=399 | N=1228
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Table 4.27 (continued)
Silent Reading Useful 75.0 75.6 73.8 74.8
dialogues /texts in the Partially Useful 17.0 20.5 20,4 19.3
class Not Useful 4.1 2.5 3.3 3.2
Not Done 3.9 14 25 25
N=388 N=435 N=393 | N=1216
Reading dialogues/texts | Useful 65.7 64.7 60.7 63.7
at home Partially Useful 22.2 26.1 21.7 25.4
Not Useful 7.7 6.2 5.8 6.6
Not Done 4.4 3.0 5.8 4.3
N=388 N=436 N=397 | N=1221
Pre-teaching unknown | Useful 77.8 81.9 77.2 79.1
words Partially Useful 14.9 13.3 13.2 13.8
Not Useful 4.1 2.5 3.6 3.4
Not Done 3.1 2.3 6.0 3.8
N=388 N=437 N=394 | N=1219
Discussions as pre- Useful 52.6 53.7 444 50.3
reading/pre-listening Partially Useful 31.6 29.6 33.3 31.5
activities Not Useful 7.3 6.5 6.1 6.6
Not Done 8.5 10.2 16.2 11.6
N=386 N=432 N=393 | N=1214
Answering Useful 69.1 66.9 65.1 67.0
comprehension Partially Useful 19.6 23.0 23.2 22.0
questions about Not Useful 4.1 3.2 4.1 3.8
dialogues/texts Not Done 7.2 6.9 7.6 7.2
N=388 N=435 N=393 | N=1216

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses

Table 4.28 displays information about the students’ problems in doing
listening and reading activities. It is observed that close to one forth of the
respondents did not have any difficulties while doing listening and/or reading
activities (24.6%). Taking into account the responses of students across grade levels,
it can be said that in this respect the percentages of students studying in 8" grade
was more than the students studying in 6™ and 7" grades (30.9%, 20.6% and 18%,
respectively). However, there was approximately 75% admitting that they
encountered certain problems while carrying out the listening and reading activities.

The main problem faced while listening and reading was the unknown
vocabulary items in the texts as more than half said, “Since we do not remember the
meanings of words used in the texts, we have difficulties in understanding what is

explained” (52.3%). Lack of vocabulary knowledge was perceived as a problem by
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most of the students studying in 8" grade and by close to half of the students
studying in grades 6 and 7 (58.4%, 46% and 47.9%, respectively).

Another problem mentioned by a little more than one-third of the respondents
was pronunciation mistakes done while reading aloud (34.9%). Again more than half
of the students in 8" grade, less than one third of the students in 7" grade and a little
less than one fifth of students in 6™ grade perceived it as a problem (65.3%, 29.6%
and 23.9%, respectively). A few students indicated that they had troubles with
understanding texts as they lacked the needed grammatical knowledge (10.8%). This
problem was revealed mainly by the students in 8" grade (17.2%), and it was
mentioned by fewer students in grades 7 and 6 (9% and 7.4% respectively).

Once more it was reported by only few students that the topics of the listening
and/or reading texts were not interesting for them (2.4%). They were found to be
uninteresting mainly by students studying in grades 7 and 8 (3.7% and 2.8%,
respectively). Other problems such as teachers’ reading fast, need for pre-reading
activities and little time allocated for the development of these skills were mentioned
by a very small group of students (2.2%).

To summarize, it can be stated that more students from grade 8 mentioned
these five problems about listening and reading activities. The second group
mentioning them was the students of grade 7. In comparison with the students of

grades 7 and 8, fewer students from grade 6 indicated them as their problems.

Table 4.28: Students’ Problems with Listening and Reading Activities

Problems about Listening and 6 7 8 N
Reading Activities % % % %
No problem 20.6 18.0 30.9 24.6
Lack of vocabulary knowledge 46 47.9 65.3 52.3
Pronunciation while reading aloud 23.9 29.6 54.6 34.9
Lack of grammatical knowledge 7.4 9.0 17.2 10.8
Uninteresting texts 0.6 3.7 2.8 2.4
Others (i.e. Teacher’s reading fast, 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.2
need for pre-reading activities, little
time allocated for these skills)
N=339 N=378 N=291 N=1008

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to

multiple responses.
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4.3.3.1.3. Learning Speaking and Writing

Information regarding the instructional methods, techniques and materials
used to learn the two productive skills, speaking and writing was collected separately
and the results are displayed in different tables.

Table 4.29 displays data about the students’ perceptions of the methods,
techniques and materials used in learning speaking. A close examination of the table
reveals that while majority of the students thought that role-plays were beneficial
(73.2%), a few stated they were partially useful (13.4%). There were also students
admitting that role-plays were not implemented in their classrooms (11.5%).
Although more than half believed in the benefits of talking about pictures (56.5%),
close to one forth felt that it was partially useful (24.3%). There were also a few
claiming that this type of activity was not done at all (16.3%). Similarly, a little more
than half felt that it was useful to take part in discussions in groups (51.7%), whereas
one-forth revealed that this activity was not conducted (25.6%) and nearly one-fifth
believed discussions were partially useful (18%).

Table 4.29: Students’ Perceptions of the Methods, Techniques and Materials used in
Learning Speaking

Speaking Activities Categories 6 7 8 N
% % % %
Role-plays Useful 79.2 73.2 67.4 73.2
Partially Useful 115 13.8 15.3 13.4
Not Useful 0.8 2.2 2.0 1.7
Not Done 8.5 10.8 15.3 11.5
N=390 N=436 N=394 | N=1218
Talking about pictures | Useful 60.6 57.4 51.4 56.5
Partially Useful 235 26.1 23.1 24.3
Not Useful 2.8 2.5 3.5 2.9
Not Done 13.1 14.0 22.0 16.3
N=391 N=436 N=395 | N=1222
Discussion in groups Useful 54.4 52.8 48.2 51.7
Partially Useful 17.9 19.3 16.5 18.0
Not Useful 4.4 4.6 5.1 4.7
Not Done 23.3 23.3 30.2 25.6

N=390 N=436 N=394 | N=1220
N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses

The students’ perceptions of the methods, techniques and materials used in
teaching writing are shown in Table 4.30. The table reveals that majority of the

students believed paragraph-writing was useful (62%) and close to one-fifth thought
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it was partially useful (18%). In contrast, a few students indicated that they did not
write paragraphs in the lesson (16.7%). As for letter-writing, while half of the
respondents felt it was beneficial (49.8%), one-forth indicated that it was partially
helpful (20%). There was also one-forth who stated that they did not write letters in
the class (25.4%). The percentages of students believing that paragraph-writing and
letter-writing were not useful were very low (3.3% and 4.8%, respectively).
Respondents’ perceptions differed in the implementation of dictations. In relation to
this, more than one-third felt that dictations were useful (37.4%), whereas close to
one-third thought they were partially useful (32.7%). Again, although a few thought
that dictations were not useful (12.8%), another few stated they were not
implemented in their classrooms (17.1%).

Table 4.30: Students’ Perceptions of the Methods, Techniques and Materials used in
Learning Writing

Writing Activities Categories 6 7 8 N
% % % %
Paragraph-writing Useful 64.3 60.0 61.6 62.0
Partially Useful 16.1 20.7 17.1 18.0
Not Useful 2.3 3.0 4.8 3.3
Not Done 17.3 16.3 16.6 16.7
N=392 | N=435 | N=398 | N=1219
Dictation Useful 41.4 36.4 34.6 37.4
Partially Useful 31.2 34.0 32.8 32.7
Not Useful 13.3 12.6 12.5 12.8
Not Done 14.1 17.0 20.1 17.1
N=391 | N=435 | N=399 | N=1214
Letter-writing Useful 50.6 49.9 48.9 49.8
Partially Useful 20.5 20.6 18.9 20.0
Not Useful 4.6 5.1 4.8 4.8
Not Done 24.3 24.4 27.5 25.4
N=391 | N=435 | N=397 | N=1223

N’s for each item may vary due to missing responses.

As Table 4.31 displays, when the students’ responses related to their
problems in doing speaking and writing activities are taken into account, it is
observed that almost one-fifth did not experience any (19.1%). Again, the differences
among grade levels reveal that more students in 8" grade followed by students of 7
and those of 6™ grades indicated that they did not have any difficulties (25.4%,
29.5%, and 13.3%, respectively). Yet, there was still nearly 80% who faced certain

problems in doing the speaking and writing activities.
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Once more, lack of vocabulary knowledge was reported to be a problem both
in speaking and in writing by a little more than one forth of the students (26.4%). In
fact, a considerable percentage of students in 8" grade, one forth of the students in 7"
grade and few students in 6™ grade mentioned lack of vocabulary knowledge as a
problem (39.9%, 25.8% and 15%, respectively).

In relation to the speaking skill, the main problem reported by more than one-
third of the students was pronunciation mistakes (36.6%). Actually, majority of the
students in grade 8, more than one forth of students in grade 7, and approximately
one fifth of students in grade 6 faced this difficulty (63.7%, 29.5% and 19.3%,
respectively). The other problem encountered while doing speaking activities was
formulating grammatically accurate sentences as it was reported by almost one forth
of the respondents (24.7%). Again, close to one third of the students in grade 8, a
little more than one fifth of the respondents in grades 7 and 6 mentioned this as a
trouble (32.1%, 22.5% and 20.1% respectively). Other problems encountered by very
few students while speaking were lack of fluency, limited time allocated for its
development and lack of self confidence.

As for writing, the main difficulty mentioned by 29.5% of the students was
frequently made spelling mistakes. In short, more than one-third studying in 8"
grade, close to one third of students studying in class 7 and one fifth of the students
studying in class 6 reported that they made spelling mistakes while writing in English
(38.6%, 30.7% and 20.1% respectively). The other problem stated by a few was
forming grammatically accurate sentences (10.3%). Again, when the differences
across grade levels was observed, it was seen that more students from grade 8
reported it as a difficulty compared with grade levels 7 and 6 (14.1%, 6.6% and
7.1%, respectively). Other problems experienced by a very small group of students
while writing were organizing ideas and limited time allocated for its development.

In brief, the table displays that more students from grade 8 mentioned these
problems about speaking and writing activities. The second group revealing them
was the students of grade 7. In comparison with the students of grades 7 and 8, the

students from grade 6 mentioning them as their problems were very few.
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Problems about Speaking and 6 7 8 N
Writing Activities % % % %
Pronunciation mistakes 19.3 29.5 63.7 36.6
Spelling mistakes 20.4 30.7 38.6 29.5
Lack of vocabulary knowledge 15.0 25.8 39.9 26.4
Formulating grammatically accurate 20.1 22.5 32.1 24.7
sentences while speaking
Formulating grammatically accurate 9.9 7.0 141 10.3
sentences while writing
Others ( i.e. organizing ideas, fluency 7.1 6.6 6.2 6.2
in speaking, limited time allocated for
the development of these skills, lack
of self confidence while speaking)
No problem 13.3 195 25.4 19.1
N=353 N=329 | N=311 N=993

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.3.3.2. Students’ Perceptions of Assessment

The students’ perceptions of the assessment procedures were collected by
asking them to reveal their problems in this respect and the results are displayed in
Table 4.32. The table shows that a little more than one third of the students did not
encounter any problems with written and oral exams (34.7%). When the differences
across grade levels are considered, it is seen that a considerable percentage of
students in grade 8 stated that they did not have any problems (45.7%). Again, fewer
but still close to one third of the students in grades 6 and 7 revealed that they did not
have any difficulties with written and oral exams (30.4% and 29.6%, respectively).

The main problem encountered by nearly one forth of the students was
remembering the meanings of words (24.2%). More students in grade 8 experienced
this problem when compared with the students of 7" and 6" grades (39.3%, 21.7%
and 13.4%, respectively). Another problem was text-anxiety (16%). In relation to
this, the students said, “No matter how much | study for the exams, | get excited
when | sit an exam, so | get confused and forget everything I know.” Similar to the
first problem, text anxiety was felt mainly by students in grade 8 (23.5%), whereas
fewer students from grades 7 and 6 indicated it as their problems (13.4% and 12.1%,
respectively). The third difficulty of the students was understanding the instructions,
questions and sentences in the exams (15.4%). Although a little more than one-forth
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stated that they had problems in this respect (21.7%), fewer students from grades 6
and 7 mentioned it as their difficulties (14.8% and 10.8%, respectively). The forth
but not the least important difficulty of students was remembering the grammatical
rules and formulating grammatically accurate sentences as it was mentioned by
12.2% of the respondents. This problem was faced mainly by students of 8" grade
followed by those of 7" and 6™ grades (15.3%, 12.9% and 8.9%, respectively).

In addition, a small group of students revealed that they did spelling mistakes
in the written exams (6.9%). Actually, more students in grade 8 encountered this
problem compared with 6™ and 7" graders (11.6%, 5.7% and 4%, respectively).
Similarly, a few students mentioned that they made pronunciation mistakes in oral
exams (4.4%). Again, more students in grade 8 encountered this problem compared
with 6™ and 7" graders (7.3%, 3.6% and 2.7% respectively).

Other problems mentioned to be encountered by very few students were
undeveloped learning strategies, teacher’s handwriting, the level of the exams and
inconsistencies in grading (4%). Almost equal percentages of students from grades 8
and 7 faced these problems (4.7% and 4.4%, respectively). In relation to learning
strategies, there were students saying, “I do not know how to study for the English
exams and | can’t get help from my family since they do not know English.” As for
inconsistencies in grading, they said, “My teacher did not give the grade that |
deserved. | was expecting more than | got.”

Table 4.32: Students’ Problems about Assessment

Problems with written and oral exams 6 7 8 N
% % % %

Remembering the meanings of words 13.4 21.7 39.3 24.2
Test-anxiety 12.1 13.4 235 16.0
Understanding the instructions, questions 14.8 10.8 21.7 15.4
and the sentences
Remembering the grammatical rules and 8.9 12.9 15.3 12.2
formulating grammatically accurate
sentences
Spelling mistakes in written exams 4.0 5.7 11.6 6.9
Pronunciation mistakes in oral exams 2.7 3.6 7.3 4.4
Others (i.e. undeveloped learning strategies, 2.7 4.4 4.7 4.0

teacher’s handwriting, written exams’ being
above the level and problems with grading
system)
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Table 4.32 (continued)

No problem 30.4 29.6 45.7 34.7
N=372 | N=388 | N=328 | N=1088
The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.3.3.3 Activities Students Carry out to Improve Their English

Information about what students do after class in order to improve their
English was collected in order to investigate the extend they feel motivated to use
English in real life and to get an overview of the assignments that were given. The
results obtained in this regard are shown in Table 4.33. The table reveals that there
were students who admitted that they did nothing once the lesson was over (16.3%).
In relation to the differences across grade levels, it can be stated that although almost
one third of the students in grade 8 revealed that they did nothing to improve their
English (29.5%), fewer students from grades 7 and 6 indicated to be doing nothing
(11.6% and 8.8%, respectively). Still, there were respondents mentioning certain
activities that they conducted at home.

The activity that was most frequently done was reviewing what was done in
class by studying from the notes as it was mentioned by almost one third of the
respondents (29.7%). In fact, more students in 8" and 7" grades revealed they
studied from their notes when compared with those in 6" grade (35.1%, 30.8% and
23.3%, respectively). There were also students mentioning that they got help from
other people while studying English (20.1%). These students said, “I especially talk
with my siblings, cousins, and friends in order to improve my English”. Actually,
almost equal percentages of students from grades 6, 7 and 8 reported that they carried
out this activity (18.3%, 20.7% and 21.5%, respectively).

Another activity that was implemented by close to one fifth of the students
was reading story books in English (17.3%). This activity was mentioned by more
students in grade 7 when compared with the 6™ and 8" graders (20.7%, 15.4% and
15.6%, respectively). Actually, some of the respondents said, “After | read the story
books that | borrow from my teacher or from the school library, | write their
summaries and give them to the teacher.” There were also a few students who
claimed they studied extra vocabulary items by looking up in the dictionaries

(16.3%). In this regard, the respondents informed, “I can’t perform certain skills due



131
to lack of my background vocabulary knowledge, so | try to develop myself by
looking up words in the dictionary.” More students in grade 8 used this strategy
when compared with 6™ and 7" graders (20.1%, 15.9% and 15%, respectively).

The third activity that was mentioned by a few students was studying from
other resource books (16.9%). In fact, the students revealed that they mainly studied
the grammar rules from these resources by doing the exercises in them. Almost equal
amount of students from grades 8 and 7 studied from other books (15% and 13.3%,
respectively), but the number of students making use of resource books were less in
grade 6 (10.1%).

Other activities mentioned by fewer students were listening to songs (8.2%),
watching TV (6.7%), doing assignments (6.4%), writing paragraphs and/or letters
(6.4%), playing computer games (3.5%) and attending English courses at the
weekends or in the evenings (3.4%). Again, when the differences across grade levels
were examined, it was seen that majority of these activities were mainly conducted
by the students in grade 8, followed by the students in grades 7 and 6. Actually,
11.4% of students in grade 8, 9.6% of students in grade 7 and 3.7% of students in
grade 6 mentioned that they listened to popular English songs in their free times.
Again, 11.7% of students in 8" grade, 6.9% of students in 7" grade and 1.6% of
students in 6™ grade said that they watched films and/or curriculums designed to
teach English. Besides, 12.5% of students in grade 8, 4.9% of students in grade 7 and
2.1% of students in grade 6 claimed they did nothing instead of doing their
assignments. Moreover, 4.7% of 8" graders, 2.5% of 7™ graders and 3.4% of 6"
graders said, “I need English while playing computer games so they help me to
develop my English, especially vocabulary knowledge.” Finally, almost equal
percentages of students from grades 8, 7 and 6 stated to be attending courses after

school to improve their English (3.3%, 3.2% and 3.7%, respectively).

Table 4.33: Activities Students Carry out to Improve Their English

Activities carried out to improve English 6 7 8 N
% % % %
Nothing 8.8 11.6 29.5 16.3
Reviewing what is done in the class by 23.3 30.8 35.1 29.7

studying from the notes

Studying especially talking with people who 18.3 20.7 21.5 20.1
know English
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Table 4.33 (continued)

Reading story books 15.4 20.7 15.6 17.3

Studying extra vocabulary items from the 15.9 15.0 20.1 16.9

dictionaries

Studying from other course books and 10.1 13.3 15.0 12.8

resource books

Listening to songs 3.7 9.6 114 8.2

Watching TV (i.e. Films) 1.6 6.9 11.7 6.7

Doing assignments and project works 2.1 4.9 125 6.4

Writing (i.e. Paragraphs, Dialogues, Letters) 2.7 3.0 8.1 4.5

Playing computer games 34 2.5 4.7 3.5

Attending English courses 3.7 3.2 3.3 3.4
N=377 | N=406 | N=359 | N=1142

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple
responses.

4.3.4. Students’ Attitudes Towards English

In relation to the fifth research question, the students’ attitudes towards
English are displayed in Table 4.34. As the table reveals, majority of the students had
positive attitudes towards English (83.7%). Among the respondents more students in
grades 6 and 7 had positive attitudes when compared with the students in grade 8
(88.4%, 85.5% and 77.7%, respectively). However, there were also a few admitting
that they did not like English at all (16.3%).

Among the students having positive attitudes, a considerable percentage
revealed that English was important for their future and present needs such as finding
jobs, using technological devices and speaking with tourists (42.9%). There were
also students saying, “I like English so much that I want to be an English teacher.” In
fact, more than half of the students in grade 8 commended on the significance of
knowing English (58.6%) compared with nearly one third of the students in grades 6
and 7 (35.4% and 34.7%, respectively). Besides, a little more than one third of the
respondents stated they liked English, because they liked the course. In fact, they
said, “It is an entertaining course full of interesting activities such as songs, games
and role-plays” (35.5%). Again, more students in grade 8 found the course
entertaining in comparison with the students of grades 6 and 7 (45.6%, 28.1% and
32.8%, respectively). The third reason for the positive attitudes was mentioned to be

the teacher. In this respect, a few students told they liked the course, because they
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loved their teachers (12.3%). Actually, although 16.2% of students in grade 8
indicated that their teachers had positive attitudes towards them, only 9.6% of
students in grade 6 and 11.6% of students in grade 7 thought like that. In addition,
very few students believed learning English was easy (8.5%). Almost equal
percentages of students in grades 7 and 8 believed it was easy to learn English
(10.6% and 10.9% respectively). However, only 3.4% of 6™ graders mentioned it as a
reason for their positive attitudes. A final reason for the positive attitudes mentioned
by very few students was learning about other cultures (2.4%). In fact, 5.4% of 7"
graders, 1.9% of 8" graders and only 1.1% of 6™ graders said, “I am interested in
learning about other cultures.”

When compared with the positive attitudes, less information about the
reasons for negative attitudes was provided. Yet, the results seem to be significant in
picturing the situation. Actually, 8.2% of students said the course was difficult for
them. More students in grade 8 followed by students in grades 7 and 6 said, “I do not
understand anything in this course, so | don’t like it.” (11.9%, 7.4% and 5.4%,
respectively). There were also few who complained about their teachers’ negative
attitudes (3.5%). In relation to this, 5% of 8" graders, 3% of 7" graders and 5.4% of
6™ graders told, “Our teacher shouts at us when we do not know anything, so because
I do not like him/her, I do not like the course.” Another complaint related to the
course was the way it was implemented. Very few students revealed that it was a
boring course (2.7%) and this was believed by almost equal percentages of students
in each grade level. In fact, 3.4% of students in grades 6 and 7, and 1.3% of students
in grade 8 said, “We need to memorize a lot of words and this makes the course very
boring.” There was also a small group who asked, “Why do we learn their
languages? Let them learn ours!” (1.3%) This prejudice towards culture belonged
mainly to the students in grades 6 and 7 (2.3% and 1.2%, respectively). Finally, very
few students revealed that they did not understand the rationale behind having such a
course, because they could not use it in real-life (0.9%). This issue was raised mainly
by the students in grades 7 and 8 (1.5% and 1.1%, respectively).
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. . 6 7 8 N
Attitude Towards English % % % %
Positive 88.4 85.5 77.7 83.7
It is important to know English (in 35.4 34.7 58.6 42.9
order to find jobs, to become an
English teacher, to use technological
equipments, to speak tourists)
It is an entertaining course with 28.1 32.8 45.6 355
interesting activities
Teacher has a positive attitude 9.1 11.6 16.2 12.3
It is an easy course 3.4 10.6 10.9 8.5
It provides opportunities to learn other 1.1 54 1.9 2.9
cultures
Negative 11.6 14.5 22.3 16.3
It is a difficult course 54 7.1 11.9 8.2
Teacher has a negative attitude 2.6 3.0 5.0 3.5
It is a boring course 3.4 3.4 13 2.7
There is prejudice for the culture - 0.7 3.2 1.3
There is no opportunity to practice it in - 15 1.1 0.9
real life
N=353 N=406 N=377 | N=1136

The total number of responses may exceed the total number of respondents due to multiple

responses.

4.3.5. Differences in Students’ Perceptions of the Curriculum by Background

Factors

In relation to the fifth research question, Chi-Square was conducted to

investigate whether the differences among groups of students by background factors
were statistically significant. The results showed that grade level, gender, parents’
educational and English level and students’ English grades in the last record sheet
were the factors that differentiated students’ perceptions of their difficulties, content,
instructional methods, techniques and materials. Thus, this section is subdivided

considering each background characteristic.

4.3.5.1. Differences in Students’ Perceptions by Grade Level
Grade level was a factor differentiating students’ perceptions of the difficulties,
content and instruction. As Table 4.35 displays, there were significant differences

among 6", 7" and 8" graders in their perceptions of difficulties with listening and
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writing (p=.007 and p=.000, respectively). More 8" graders seem to have or
sometimes have difficulties with listening followed by the 6™ and 7" graders. In
fact, 6™ graders having and 7™ graders sometimes having problems with listening
were fewer. Besides, more 8" graders seem to have or sometimes have troubles with
writing paragraphs followed by 7" and 6" graders. This time 7" graders having and
6™ graders sometimes having problems with writing paragraphs were fewer. In brief,
it can be claimed that more 8" graders were encountering difficulties with listening

and writing when compared with the other two groups.

Table 4.35: Differences in Students’ Difficulties by Grade Level

Listening Yes Sometimes No
% % %
6 21.0 53.0 26.0
7 22.7 48.1 29.2
8 23.4 58.0 18.6
X? (df=4, N=1209) =14.197, p=0.007
Writing paragraphs Yes Sometimes No
% % %
6 32.9 29.3 37.8
7 314 35.3 333
8 35.4 40.5 24.1

X? (df=4, N=1220) =20.008, p=0.000

As Table 4.36 shows, there were significant differences among 6", 7" and
8™ graders in their opinions about the benefits of utilizing pictures and real objects,
rewriting vocabulary items, producing sentences, playing vocabulary games,
listening to dialogues from tapes and role-playing (p=.001, p=.000, p=.008, p=.000,
p=.000 and p=.008, respectively). As for the use of pictures and realia, more 6"
graders found it useful followed by the 7" and 8" graders. Another difference in this
regard was that more 8" graders revealed that pictures and realia were not used in
their classes when compared with the other two groups. Next, more students in grade
6 seem to believe in the benefit of rewriting vocabulary items followed by the
students in grades 7 and 8. Again, more students in grade 8 stated that it was ignored
in their classrooms. Thirdly, almost equal percentages of students from grades 6 and
7 found it useful to produce sentences with new vocabulary items, and their

percentages were a little higher than the percentage of students in grade 8. In this
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regard, 8" graders mainly thought it was partially useful. Furthermore, while more
students in grade 6 believed in the use of games when compared with those in grades
7 and 8, more students in class 8 admitted that they were not implemented in their
classrooms followed by students in grade 7. Besides, a little more 6™ graders thought
listening to tapes was useful or partially useful followed by 7" and 8™ graders.
However, much more students in grades 7 and 8 conceded that tapes were not used in
their classes. Finally, more students in grade 6 believed that role-plays were
beneficial followed by the students in grades 7 and 8. Yet, more students in grade 8
claimed that role plays were not implemented in their classes when compared with
the 6™ and 7" graders. In short, it can be stated that 6™ graders had more positive
opinions about the implemented instructional methods, techniques and materials
followed by the 7" and 8" graders.

Table 4.36: Differences in Students’ Perceptions of Instructional Methods,
Techniques and Materials by Grade Level

Use of pictures and real objects Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
6 61.2 25.3 5.4 8.1
7 59.0 31.1 5.3 8.6
8 52.4 28.2 7.1 12.3
X? (df=6, N=1223) =21.785, p=0.001
Rewriting vocabulary items Useful Partially Not Not Done
(i.e. 5to 10 times) % Useful Useful %
% %
6 65.6 20.7 9.4 4.3
7 58.7 22.9 11.8 6.6
8 49.4 27.6 11.6 114
X? (df=6, N=1223) =43.356, P=0.000
Producing sentences by using Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %
% %
6 88.9 7.7 1.6 1.8
7 87.1 9.7 0.9 2.3
8 82.2 12.5 0.3 5.0
X? (df=6, N=1221) =17.236, p=0.008
Playing vocabulary games Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
6 56.2 29.0 54 9.4
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Table 4.36 (continued)
7 51.4 29.3 4.3 15.0
8 43.7 23.6 7.3 25.4
X? (df=6, N=1222) =43.356, p=0.000
Listening to dialogues from tapes Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
6 19.2 35.7 16.7 28.4
7 14.3 25.6 16.4 43.7
8 12.8 25.3 12.3 49.6
X? (df=6, N=1228) =42.525, p=0.000
Role-plays Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
6 79.2 11.5 0.8 8.5
7 73.2 13.8 2.3 10.7
8 67.3 15.3 2.0 15.4

X? (df=6, N=1218) =17.222, p=0.008

4.3.5.2. Differences in Students’ Perceptions by Gender

Another background factor that created differences in students’ perceptions of

difficulties, content and instruction was gender (see Table 4.37).There were

significant differences between males and females in their perceptions of difficulties

with understanding and using vocabulary items and reading (p=0.003 and p=0.007,

respectively). More males seem to have or sometimes have problems with

understanding and using vocabulary items when compared with females. More males

seem to have or sometimes have troubles with reading in comparison with females.

Table 4.37: Differences in Students’ Difficulties by Gender

Understanding and using vocabulary items Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Female 17.2 32.6 50.2
Male 20.0 39.8 40.2
X? (df=2, N=1208) =15.521, p=0.003
Reading Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Female 17.5 40.9 41.6
Male 224 44.6 33.0

X? (df=2, N=1195) =9.958, p=0.007
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As Table 4.38 reveals, there were significant differences between females and

males in their opinions about the relevancy of the listening/reading texts to real life
situations, the amount of grammar activities, the interest level of grammar activities
and the comprehensibility of grammar activities (p=.004, p=.005, p=.005 and p=.002,
respectively). First, more females believed that the topics of the listening/reading
texts were relevant to real-life situations when compared with the males. Next, more
females agreed with the idea that classroom activities were mainly on grammar, but
more males thought this assertion was sometimes true. Thirdly, more females
revealed grammar activities were interesting, yet more males believed this was
sometimes true. Finally, more females claimed that grammar activities were
comprehensible, whereas more males revealed the opposite. In brief, it can be stated
that females had more positive opinions about the content of the curriculum when

compared with males.

Table 4.38: Differences in Students’ Perceptions of Content by Gender

The topics of the listening/reading texts are Yes Sometimes No
relevant to real-life situations % % %
Female 53.4 35.2 114
Male 46.1 36.2 17.7
X? (df=2, N=1208) =10.999, p=0.004
Majority of classroom activities are on Yes Sometimes No
grammar % % %
Female 56.7 29.2 14.1
Male 47.7 37.9 14.4
X? (df=2, N=1208) =10.756, p=0.005
Grammar activities are interesting Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Female 54.8 30.6 14.6
Male 45.2 37.8 17.0
X? (df=2, N=1211) =10.609, p=0.005
Grammar activities are comprehensible Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Female 62.2 31.6 6.2
Male 54.7 34.1 11.2

X? (df=2, N=1211) =12.224, p=0.002

As Table 4.39 shows, there were also significant differences between females
and males in their perceptions of the techniques and materials used for the

development of vocabulary and grammar knowledge like learning the Turkish
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equivalents and pronunciation of vocabulary items, and producing sentences by using
the vocabulary items, transforming sentences into various forms, producing
sentences by using grammatical structures and doing sentence completion exercises
(p=.003, p=.000, p=.001, p=.000, p=.002 and p=.004, respectively). To begin with,
little more females thought learning the Turkish equivalents was useful, and little
more males thought this was partially helpful. Next, while more females found it
beneficial to learn pronunciation, more males believed this technique was partially
useful. Similarly, more females found it useful to produce sentences by using the
new words, but more males believed that it was useful at times. Then, although more
females believed in the benefit of transforming sentences into various forms; little
more males thought it was partially useful. Moreover, little more females felt
producing sentences was beneficial, but more males claimed this technique was
partially helpful. Finally, little more females believed in the benefit of sentence
completion exercises, yet little more males stated they were partially useful.

Considering listening/reading and writing, there were significant differences
between females and males in terms of pre-teaching of unknown words, answering
comprehension questions about the listening/reading texts, paragraph writing and
letter writing (p=.000, p=.000, p=.000 and p=.000, respectively) . Firstly, little more
females believed pre-teaching of unknown words was useful; however, little more
males felt this was partially useful. Again, while slightly more females thought
answering comprehension questions was beneficial, little more males believed it was
partially helpful. Thirdly, more females found paragraph writing helpful, but more
males thought it was partially useful. Likewise, more females believed letter writing
was beneficial, yet more males felt it was partially useful. Finally, as for paragraph
and letter writing, almost equal percentages of females and males indicated that they
were not implemented in their classes. In short it can be stated that females had more
positive opinions about the instructional methods, techniques and materials

implemented when compared with males.

Table 4.39: Differences in Students’ Perceptions of Instructional Methods,
Techniques and Materials by Gender
Learning the Turkish equivalents of Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %
% %
Female 96.4 3.1 0.1 0.4
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Table 4.39 (continued)
Male 91.9 5.7 1.1 1.3
X? (df=3, N=1224) =14.249, p=0.003
Learning the pronunciation of Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %

% %
Female 92.7 6.9 0.1 0.3
Male 85.6 12.2 1.1 1.1
X? (df=3, N=1221) =19.802, p=0.000
Producing sentences by using Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %

% %
Female 89.2 7.8 0.7 2.3
Male 80.7 13.7 1.3 4.3
X? (df=3, N=1216) =16.870, p=0.001
Transforming sentences into various Useful Partially Not Not Done
forms % Useful Useful %

% %
Female 86.1 11.4 0.8 1.7
Male 75.9 19.0 2.6 2.5
X? (df=3, N=1224) =22.691, p=0.000
Producing sentences by using Useful Partially Not Not Done
grammatical structures % Useful Useful %

% %
Female 88.0 9.6 0.9 15
Male 80.0 16.2 1.6 2.2
X? (df=3, N=1217) =14.325, p=0.002
Doing sentence completion exercises Useful Partially Not Not Done
on grammatical structures % Useful Useful %

% %
Female 79.6 17.2 1.7 1.5
Male 71.1 23.0 2.4 35
X? (df=3, N=1222) =13.275, p=0.004
Pre-teaching of unknown words Useful Partially Not Not Done

% Useful Useful %

% %
Female 80.6 13.2 1.8 4.4
Male 76.3 15.0 6.0 2.7
X? (df=3, N=1214) =18.468, p=0.000
Answering comprehension questions Useful Partially Not Not Done
about dialogues/texts % Useful Useful %

% %
Female 69.1 21.2 2.1 7.6
Male 63.4 23.4 6.7 6.5

X? (df=3, N=1211) =18.201, p=0.000
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Table 4.39 (continued)
Paragraph-writing Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
Female 66.1 15.3 2.0 16.6
Male 55.2 22.6 5.8 16.4
X? (df=3, N=1220) =26.046, p=0.000
Letter writing Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
Female 53.2 17.2 3.5 26.1
Male 44.4 24.8 6.9 23.9

X? (df=3, N=1218) =19.910, p=0.000

4.3.5.3. Differences in Students’ Perceptions by Parents’ Educational Level
Parents’ educational level was a factor creating differences in students’
perceptions of difficulties and content. As it is displayed in Table 4.40, there were
significant differences among students with low, moderately and highly educated
parents in their difficulties with articulating sounds, learning vocabulary and
grammar, speaking, reading and doing dictations (p=.000, p=.000, p=.000, p=.000,
p=.000 and p=.001, respectively). In fact, in all of these areas, much more students
with low educated parents seem to have or sometimes have problems followed by
students with moderately educated and highly educated parents. In other words, a
considerable percentage of students with highly educated parents revealed that they
did not encounter any difficulties in the accomplishment of the aforementioned
skills. As for students with moderately educated parents, there was diversity
depending on the skill to be learned. The students with moderately educated parents

mainly have problems in articulating sounds, speaking and reading, respectively.

Table 4.40: Differences in Students’ Difficulties by Parents’ Educational Level

Articulating sounds Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 16.7 58.8 245
Medium 10.2 57.3 325
High 6.6 47.0 46.4
X? (df=4, N=1215) =39.340, p=0.000
Understanding and using vocabulary items Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 23.0 37.9 39.1
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Table 4.40 (continued)

Medium 16.3 33.7 50.0
High 6.0 29.9 64.1
X*(df=4, N=1211) =44.665, p=0.000
Understanding and using grammatical Yes Sometimes No
structures % % %
Low 24.2 33.4 42 .4
Medium 20.2 39.1 40.7
High 10.4 31.7 57.9
X? (df=4, N=1202) =23.593, p=0.000
Speaking Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 19.6 47.9 325
Medium 18.4 44.4 37.2
High 5.4 47.9 46.7
X? (df=4, N=1210) =24.174, p=0.000
Reading Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 22.6 44 .4 33.0
Medium 18.2 43.1 38.7
High 9.6 33.2 57.2
X? (df=4, N=1198) =36.014, p=0.000
Dictation Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 25.2 38.9 35.9
Medium 18.7 394 41.9
High 14.5 34.9 50.6

XZ (df=4, N=1210) =17.745, p=0.001

As Table 4.41 reveals, there were significant differences among the students

with low, moderately and highly educated parents only in their perceptions regarding

the comprehensibility of the grammar activities (p=.000). In relation to this, more

students with highly educated parents believed that grammar activities were or

sometimes were comprehensible followed by the students with moderately and low

educated parents.
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Table 4.41: Differences in Students’ Perceptions of Content by Parents” Educational
Level

Grammar activities are comprehensible Yes Sometimes No

% % %
Low 51.2 38.9 9.9
Medium 63.7 29.4 6.9
High 79.0 17.4 3.6

X?(df=4, N=1214) =47.339, p=0.000

4.3.5.4. Differences in Students’ Perceptions by Parents’ English Level

Parents’ English level created differences in students’ perceptions of
difficulties and content. As it is displayed in Table 4.42, there were significant
differences among students having parents with low, medium and high English levels
in their difficulties with articulating sounds, reading and doing dictations (p=.000,
p=.000 and p=.000, respectively). First, although little more students with highly
educated parents had problems with articulating sounds followed by students with
low and moderately educated parents, much more students with low educated parents
had difficulties in this regard followed by students with moderately and highly
educated parents. Next, more students with low educated parents seem to have or
sometimes have troubles with reading, followed by the students with highly and
moderately educated parents. Finally, more but almost equal percentages of students
with low and highly educated parents encountered problems with doing dictations
when compared with those having moderately educated ones. Again, more but
almost equal amount of students with low and moderately educated parents
sometimes faced difficulties with doing dictations. In short, more students with low

educated parents were encountering problems in all of the three skills.

Table 4.42: Differences in Students’ Difficulties by Parents’ English Level

Articulating sounds Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 13.2 60.5 26.3
Medium 11.4 42.6 46.0
High 18.9 29.7 51.4
X? (df=4, N=1216) =42.811, p=0.000
Reading Yes Sometimes No
% % %
Low 20.5 44.8 34.7
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Table 4.42(continued)

Medium 13.4 32.4 54.2
High 16.2 35.2 48.6
X? (df=4, N=1199) =28.772, p=0.000 20.5 44 .8 34.7
Dictation Yes Sometimes No

% % %

Low 23.3 39.1 37.6
Medium 12.8 39.4 47.8
High 24.3 16.2 59.5

X? (df=4, N=1211) =21.584, p=0.000

As Table 4.43 shows, there were significant differences among the students
having parents with low, medium and high English levels in their perceptions of the
comprehensibility of grammar activities (p=.000). In fact, more students having
parents with high English level found grammar activities comprehensible followed
by those having parents with medium and low English levels.

Table 4.43: Differences in Students’ Perceptions of Content by Parents” English
Level

Grammar activities are comprehensible Yes Sometimes No

% % %
Low 56.2 34.2 9.6
Medium 71.1 27.9 1.0
High 81.1 16.2 2.7

X? (df=4, N=1215) =31.341, p=0.000

4.3.5.5. Differences in Students’ Perceptions by English Grade

A final factor differentiating students’ perceptions of the difficulties, content
and instruction was English grade in the last record sheet. As table 4.44 shows, there
were significant differences among students with English grades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in
their difficulties with articulating sounds, learning vocabulary and grammar,
speaking, reading, writing and doing dictations (p=.000, p=.000, p=.000, p=.000,
p=.000, p=.000 and p=.007, respectively). First, more students with English grade 1
had difficulties in articulating sounds, learning vocabulary, speaking and reading
followed by the students with English grades 2, 3, 4 and 5. Next, more students with
English grade 2 had problems with learning grammar followed by the students with
English grades 1, 3, 4 and 5. Thirdly, more students with English grade 3 had
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troubles with writing followed by the students with English grades 4, 2, 5 and 1. The
case was more complicated with dictations in that more students with English grade
2 had problems with it followed by students with English grades 1, 3, 4 and 5.
However, more students with English grade 2 and 4 sometimes encountered troubles
with doing dictations followed by students with English grades 3, 5 and 1. In short,
it can be claimed that as the students got higher grades, they tended to face fewer

difficulties in majority of the stated goals except for writing and doing dictations.

Table 4.44: Differences in Students’ Difficulties by English Grade

Avrticulating sounds Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 30.5 59.3 10.2
2 19.1 69.7 11.2
3 14.7 59.7 25.6
4 14.6 58.2 27.1
5 9.7 53.4 36.8
X? (df=8, N=1214) =56.558, p=0.000
Understanding and using vocabulary items Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 39.0 40.7 20.3
2 35.6 35.6 28.7
3 25.2 45.0 29.8
4 225 40.7 36.7
5 11.1 30.7 58.2
X? (df=8, N=1210) =110.663, p=0.000
Understanding and using grammatical Yes Sometimes No
structures % % %
1 31.6 40.4 28.1
2 38.2 36.0 25.8
3 31.2 37.6 31.2
4 27.3 41.4 31.3
5 13.2 31.1 55.7
X2 (df=8, N=1201) =97.663, p=0.000
Speaking Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 345 36.2 29.3
2 25.3 51.7 23.0
3 20.5 51.2 28.3
4 19.0 50.2 30.8
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Table 4.44 (continued)

5 13.2 44.7 42.1
X? (df=8, N=1209) =40.143, p=0.000
Reading Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 32.8 43.1 24.1
2 29.1 48.8 22.1
3 25.0 44.5 30.5
4 24.3 42.5 33.2
5 13.7 40.8 45.5
X? (df=8, N=1197) =48.965, p=0.000
Writing Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 25.9 25.9 48.2
2 31.8 29.6 38.6
3 42.3 25.4 32.3
4 39.5 29.5 31.0
5 29.5 40.9 29.6
X? (df=8, N=1217) =32.153, p=0.000
Dictation Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 29.8 29.8 40.4
2 32.2 42.5 25.3
3 25.8 38.3 35.9
4 20.9 42.1 37.0
5 18.7 37.3 44.0

X? (df=8, N=1209) =21.218, p=0.007

As shown in Table 4.45, there were significant differences among students

with English grades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in their opinions regarding the frequently used

vocabulary items, the relevancy of the topics of listening/reading texts to real-life

situations, the amount of grammar activities on grammar, the interest level and

comprehensibility of grammar activities and the interest level of writing topics
(p=.000, p=.000, p=.000, p=.000, p=.000 and p=.000, respectively). Actually, in all
of the given statements, the differences among students who got 1 and 2, those who

got 3 and those who got 4 and 5 as their English grades was clear cut, meaning the

higher their English grades were, the more students said “yes” to these statements.

And, the lower their grades were, the more students said “sometimes” or “no” to
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them. This trend was shaken only between the students who got 1 and who got 2 in
four of the statements which were about the frequently used vocabulary items, the
interest level and comprehensibility of grammar activities and the interest level of
writing topics. In other words, more students who got 1 agreed with these statements
than those who got 2, and more students who got 2 partially agreed with them than
those who got 1. Again, only for the relevancy of listening/reading texts to real-life
situations, more students who got 2 said “no” to it when compared with the others.
However, it will still not be wrong to say that high achievers, meaning those with
English grades 4 and 5 had more positive opinions about the content of the
curriculum followed by the medium level achievers, meaning students with English

grade 3 and low achievers, those with English grades 1 and 2.

Table 4.45: Differences in the Students’ Perceptions of Content by English Grade

Frequently used items are taught Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 38.6 38.6 22.8
2 36.4 46.6 17.0
3 46.6 42.7 10.7
4 50.9 39.1 10.0
5 58.9 335 7.6
X? (df=8, N=1214) =36.035, p=0.000
The topics of the listening/reading texts are Yes Sometimes No
relevant to real-life situations % % %
1 28.6 46.4 25.0
2 30.2 395 30.2
3 44.5 35.9 19.5
4 51.8 34.4 13.8
5 56.1 34.7 9.3
X? (df=8, N=1210) =54.922, p=0.000
Majority of classroom activities are on Yes Sometimes No
grammar % % %
1 28.6 46.4 25.0
2 34.8 43.8 21.3
3 42.2 38.3 19.5
4 54.8 29.2 16.0
5 59.5 29.9 10.7
X? (df=8, N=1210) =47.045, p=0.000
Grammar activities are interesting Yes Sometimes No
% % %
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Table 4.45 (continued)

1 41.8 34.5 23.6
2 33.7 44.9 21.3
3 45.3 35.2 195
4 47.3 33.8 18.9
5 56.8 30.9 12.3
X? (df=8, N=1213) =28.902, p=0.000
Grammar activities are comprehensible Yes Sometimes No
% % %
1 35.1 45.6 19.3
2 29.9 50.6 19.5
3 38.0 46.5 15.5
4 48.9 41.5 9.6
5 74.2 22.6 3.2
X? (df=8, N=1213) =156.821, p=0.000
The topics of the writing activities are Yes Sometimes No
interesting % % %
1 43.9 17.5 38.6
2 36.7 27.8 35.6
3 35.4 35.4 29.2
4 355 32.3 32.3
5 42,5 37.3 20.2

X? (df=8, N=1218) =31.600, p=0.000

As Table 4.46 demonstrates, there were significant differences among

students with English grades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in their perceptions of the instructional

methods, techniques and materials used to learn vocabulary items such as learning

the Turkish equivalents and pronunciation of vocabulary items, teachers’ use of

vocabulary items in example sentences, producing sentences with vocabulary items

and playing vocabulary games (p=.000, p=.002, p=.000, p=.000 and p=.000,

respectively). Actually, except for playing games, in all of these instructional

strategies the trend was upwards. In other words, the higher their English grades

were, the more students had positive ideas about these methods. Considering use of

games, the trend was shaken between students who got 1 and those who got 2

meaning little more students who got 1 found it beneficial and little more students

who got 2 admitted that it was not implemented in their classrooms.



149

Considering grammar, there were also significant differences among students
with English grades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in their opinions regarding direct teaching of
grammatical structures, transforming sentences into various forms and producing
sentences by using the grammatical structures accurately (p=.002, p=.000 and
p=.000, respectively). In relation to almost all of these instructional strategies, it can
be revealed that the higher the students’” English grades were, the more positive
opinions they had about them. Only for direct teaching of grammar it should be noted
that although almost equal percentages of students who got 1 and 2 as English grades
found it beneficial, more students with English grade 2 claimed it was not useful
when compared with the others.

As for listening and reading, there were significant differences among
students with English grades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in their perceptions regarding reading
dialogues/texts in class, reading dialogues/texts at home, pre-teaching of unknown
words and answering comprehension questions about dialogues/texts (p=.000,
p=.000, p=.001 and p=.001, respectively). In fact, in accordance with all these
instructional strategies it seems hard to tell that the higher the students got English
grades, the more positive their opinions were. First, in relation to reading texts in
class, it could be revealed that more students with English grade 5 felt they were
beneficial followed by the students with grades 4, 3, 1 and 2. Again, more students
who got 1 thought this was not useful. Next, in relation to reading texts at home,
more students with English grade 3 believed in its benefit followed by the students
who got 5, 1, 4 and 2. Third, in relation to pre-teaching of unknown words, more
students who got 5 felt it was helpful followed by the students who got 3, 4, 2, and 1.
Again, more students who got 1 believed it was not beneficial at all. Finally, in
relation to answering comprehension questions more students who got 5 found it
useful followed by students who got 2, 4, 3 and 1. Once more, more students who got
1 believed this was not helpful at all.

Taking into account speaking and writing, there were significant differences
among students with English grades 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 in their perceptions of talking
about pictures, paragraph-writing and letter writing (p=.000, p=.001 and p=.000,
respectively). Except for paragraph writing, the trend was upwards meaning as the
students got higher grades, more positively they felt about talking about pictures and
writing letters. Again, the lower grades the students got, the more they admitted that
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it was not done in their classrooms. However, in relation to paragraph writing, it was
not possible to say there was such trend. In fact, more students with English grade 5
believed in its benefit followed by the students who got 2, 4, 3, and 1.

In short, it can be stated that the high achievers meaning the students with
English grades 5 and 4 had more positive opinions about almost all of the
instructional strategies when compared with the medium level achievers and low
achievers. The main contradictions were among students who got 1, 2 and 3 in that in
some of the strategies the medium level achievers had more positive opinions, in

some the students who got 2, and in some those who got 1.

Table 4.46: Differences in the Perceptions of Instructional Methods, Techniques and
Materials by English Grade

Learning the Turkish equivalents of Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %
% %
1 85.0 13.3 - 1.7
2 81.1 12.2 2.2 4.5
3 95.5 3.0 0.7 0.8
4 95.4 3.5 0.7 0.4
5 97.0 2.6 0.2 0.2
X? (df=12, N=1226) =61.815, p=0.000
Learning the pronunciation of Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %
% %
1 65.0 26.7 17.7 6.6
2 76.4 22.5 1.1 -
3 90.1 6.9 2.2 0.8
4 90.8 8.1 0.4 0.7
5 93.9 6.1 - -
X?(df=12, N=1223) =111.781, p=0.000
Teacher’s use of vocabulary items in Useful Partially Not Not Done
example sentences % Useful Useful %
% %
1 76.7 13.8 1.7 7.8
2 83.1 10.1 4.5 2.3
3 81.7 14.5 1.5 2.3
4 84.4 11.3 1.1 3.2
5 89.8 8.9 0.8 0.5

XZ (df=12, N=1222) =30.386, p=0.002
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Table 4.46 (continued)
Producing sentences by using Useful Partially Not Not Done
vocabulary items % Useful Useful %
% %
1 73.3 20.0 5.0 1.7
2 76.4 19.1 11 3.4
3 85.4 10.8 0.8 3.0
4 84.9 9.0 0.7 5.4
5 89.4 7.9 0.6 2.1
X? (df=12, N=1218) =39.185, p=0.000
Playing vocabulary games Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 39.0 32.2 13.6 15.3
2 34.8 315 9.0 24.7
3 43.5 24.4 10.7 21.4
4 48.6 30.0 4.3 17.1
5 55.6 25.9 3.9 14.6
X? (df=12, N=1219) =39.301, p=0.000
Direct teaching of the functions and Useful Partially Not Not Done
forms of grammatical structures % Useful Useful %
% %
1 64.4 23.7 51 6.8
2 64.4 23.3 11.1 1.2
3 69.2 27.1 3.0 0.7
4 70.0 25.1 2.8 2.1
5 75.8 18.5 4.1 1.6
X? (df=12, N=1223) =30.900, p=0.002
Transforming sentences into various Useful Partially Not Not Done
forms % Useful Useful %
% %
1 68.3 15.0 10.0 6.7
2 76.7 22.2 - 1.1
3 72.2 21.1 6.0 0.7
4 79.9 15.9 11 3.1
5 87.6 10.9 0.2 1.3
X? (df=12, N=1226) =89.352, p=0.000
Producing sentences by using Useful Partially Not Not Done
grammatical structures % Useful Useful %
% %
1 71.7 21.7 1.6 5.0
2 79.8 18.0 11 11
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Table 4.46 (continued)
3 75.0 18.2 3.8 3.0
4 84.0 12.4 11 2.5
5 89.5 9.0 0.6 0.9
X* (df=12, N=1219) =39.581, p=0.000
Reading dialogues /texts in the class Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 64.4 18.6 11.9 5.1
2 61.8 30.3 5.7 2.2
3 69.2 20.0 3.9 6.9
4 72.4 21.9 2.8 2.9
5 79.9 16.6 2.1 1.4
X? (df=12, N=1213) =47.823, p=0.000
Reading dialogues /texts at home Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 61.7 33.3 5.0 -
2 56.2 32.6 7.9 3.3
3 67.4 22.0 3.8 6.8
4 58.4 23.7 9.3 8.6
5 66.6 25.1 59 2.4
X? (df=12, N=1218) =35.295, p=0.000
Pre-teaching unknown words Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 68.3 18.3 11.7 1.7
2 69.7 16.9 4.5 9.0
3 80.2 10.7 3.1 6.0
4 77.9 13.2 3.9 5.0
5 81.5 13.9 2.3 2.3
X? (df=12, N=1216) =33.953, p=0.000
Answering comprehension questions Useful Partially Not Not Done
about dialogues/texts % Useful Useful %
% %
1 49.2 32.2 10.2 8.4
2 66.3 22.5 5.6 5.6
3 61.4 22.0 5.3 11.3
4 62.1 24.3 3.2 10.4
5 72.1 19.8 2.9 5.2

X? (df=12, N=1213) =32.461, p=0.001
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Table 4.46 (continued)
Talking about pictures Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 41.7 28.3 5.0 25.0
2 43.8 36.0 5.6 14.6
3 455 30.3 4.5 19.7
4 53.5 26.6 2.1 17.7
5 63.1 20.0 2.4 14.5
X? (df=12, N=1219) =67.195, p=0.000
Paragraph-writing Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 46.7 20.0 8.3 25.0
2 56.3 17.2 4.6 21.8
3 55.3 18.9 2.3 235
4 55.7 20.9 5.0 18.4
5 67.8 16.6 2.3 13.3
X? (df=12, N=1222) =33.581, p=0.001
Letter writing Useful Partially Not Not Done
% Useful Useful %
% %
1 33.9 25.4 51 35.6
2 36.4 30.7 9.1 23.9
3 41.7 24.2 3.0 31.1
4 48.2 17.0 7.4 27.3
5 55.1 18.7 3.5 22.8

X? (df=12, N=1220) =37.676, p=0.000
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter discusses the main results and provides implications for practice

and research.

5.1. Discussion of the Results

This section summarizes the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the
attainment of the curriculum goals, content, student attitudes towards English and
instructional strategies. The teachers’ and students’ perceptions are presented and
discussed comparatively through summary tables. It also involves a summary of the
problems faced in curriculum implementation together with their effects on the
attainment of curriculum goals, teaching-learning practices and student assessment.
The brief information about the differences of teachers’ and students’ perceptions by
their background characteristics is also provided. The results are discussed

considering the relevant theories and research on English Language Teaching (ELT).

5.1.1. Discussion of the Results About Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions on
the Attainment of Curriculum Goals, Content and Student Attitudes towards
English

According to teachers and students, most of the curriculum goals were
achieved at a moderate level. The only disagreement between the two parties was on
the reading skill in that teachers believed it was the most attained skill, whereas
students felt reading like other skills was sometimes achieved. In terms of
phonological knowledge, teachers believed articulation of sounds and pronunciation
as curriculum goals were achieved a little more than intonation, but still not at the
desired level. Comprehension of vocabulary and grammar was attained more when
compared with their application in the form of formulating sentences. There were

more problems with paragraph writing than the use of mechanics (i.e. spelling and
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punctuation) and doing dictations. Actually, writing was stated to be the least
attained skill.

Considering the curriculum content, both teachers and students seem to agree
with each other in that they believed frequently used vocabulary items were taught,
majority of the classroom activities were on grammar, and these grammar activities
were comprehensible. Again, both groups thought the topics of listening/reading
texts and writing activities were sometimes interesting. However, there was
disagreement between the two parties in that while teachers were undecided about
the relevancy of the texts to real-life situations, the grammar activities’ being
interesting and their aim in improving speaking skills, the students stated that these
were true. The detailed information obtained from the teachers about the content of
the curriculum also revealed that they were undecided about the motivation level of
vocabulary activities, the comprehensibility of the texts, their aims, whether they
were for the improvement of grammar or listening/reading comprehension, and the
applicability of speaking and writing activities in the classroom environment.

In relation to students’ attitudes towards English, there were differences
between the teachers and students as more teachers revealed that the attitudes were
negative than the students. The two groups seem to agree with each other about the
reasons for the positive attitudes. In fact, the teachers reported that in order to
motivate their students, they used interesting communicative activities and materials,
talked about the importance of knowing English and encouraged a positive classroom
atmosphere by helping the students and by using humor. All these efforts seem to be
recognized by the students as they were reported them to be the reasons of their
positive attitudes. However, more teachers reported on the reasons for the negative
attitudes than the students. The main reasons for the negative attitudes raised by the
two groups were students’ being unsuccessful in the course, having prejudice for the
culture and having no opportunity to practice it in real life. In addition, the teachers
claimed that the sixth graders were more interested in the course followed by the
seventh and eighth grades. The main reasons put forward were English’s not being
assessed in national exams, and the grading system in which nobody fails.

There can be several reasons for the differences in the two groups’
perceptions of motivational intensity. One main reason could be that majority of the

students who participated in the study were mainly high achievers who generally
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have positive perceptions when compared with the low achievers and this will most
probably be influencing the results in this respect. Another reason might be that some
of the students might have thought their teachers would read their answers and felt
hesitated to tell the truth as it is not known under which conditions the data collection
procedures have been carried out. Again, the students might be having positive
attitudes towards English, but may be having difficulties with it. Therefore, the
teachers could be interpreting these difficulties as their being not interested in the
course. While stating their problems about curriculum implementation, almost all the
teachers had a tendency to criticize outside factors, one of which is students, rather
than their own classroom procedures. In fact, while commanding on the students’
attitudes, a considerable amount of teachers revealed that it was not possible to say
that all the students were interested or all are uninterested in the course. What they
actually revealed was that there were both motivated and de-motivated students in
every class and the de-motivated ones were affecting the general atmosphere.

Some of these findings on the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the
attainment of the curriculum goals, content and student attitudes towards English are
consistent with the results of similar studies done at the 4™ and 5™ grades of public
primary schools in Turkey. First, they also revealed that according to the teachers,
the reading skill was the most attained one, whereas the achievement of phonology,
grammar, vocabulary, listening, speaking and writing were not at the desired level
(Biiyiikduman, 2005; Igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002). Again, the reasons for the
negative attitudes towards English courses as English’s not being assessed in national
exams, the impact of the grading system and parents’ being unknowledgeable about
the course were raised in the related literature and it was especially recommended to
set up regulations in the content of these exams and the grading system (Gokdemir,
1991; Kas, 1991; Mersinligil, 2002; Sunel, 1991).

However, unlike this study, the others showed that students had more positive
opinions about the attainment of the goals than the teachers (Mersinligil, 2002; Tok,
2003). This difference may be resulting from the fact that the others were
investigating another curriculum whose goals were different from those of the
previous one. It may also be resulting from the fact that the 4™ and 5™ graders are not
as mature as the 6™, 7" and 8" graders in reaching more valid perceptions. Actually,

the findings of this study are in accordance with the findings of Yildiz (1996), which
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revealed that the goals of the curriculum were attained at a moderate level. Again, in
contrast to the present study, the others demonstrated that students had more positive
opinions about most of the content than the teachers (Biiyiikkduman, 2005; Igrek,
2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Tok, 2003). However, in Mersinligil’s research (2002) the
classroom observations showed that the teachers seemed to be more reliable in their
assertions about the content in comparison with the students. Furthermore, the related
literature states that teachers have more in-depth information about any curriculum
when compared with the learners (Nunan, 1993). Therefore, in such a study teachers’
perceptions regarding the attainment of the goals and content of the curriculum could
be more indicative of this process.

Again, the ways used by the teachers to motivate the students seem to be in
line with the recommendations made in the related literature on the importance of
focusing on the aims of learning English, and the use of enjoyable activities and
materials in teaching English to learners at these age groups (Aslanargu and Siingi,
2006; Deniz, Avsaroglu and Fidan, 2006; Durukafa, 2000; Ergiir, 2004; Cakir, 2004;
Moon, 2000; Philips, 2001). The related literature also reveals that the use of
pleasing activities not only encourages positive learner attitudes but also reinforces a
communicative and collaborative learning environment by encouraging students to
actively involve in classroom practices and this in turn will facilitate the learning of
English (Jeon and Hann, 2006; Hu, 2005; Liao, 2004; Littlewood, 2004; Oller and
Richard-Amato, 1983; Richards and Rodgers, 1990).

The findings related to the the teachers and students perceptions of the
attainment of goals, content and student attitudes are summarized in Table 5.1 below.

Table 5.1: Comparison of the Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions of the Attainment
of Goals, Content and Student Attitudes Towards English

Categories Similarities Differences
Both groups perceived phonology, Teachers believed
Attainment of Goals vocabulary, grammar, listening, reading was the most
speaking, writing and doing dictations attained skill, but
were attained at a moderate level. students sometimes

had difficulties with it.

Both groups had positive opinions about | Teachers were

the frequency of new words, and the undecided about the
amount and comprehensibility of authenticity of texts
Content grammar activities. and the motivational

level of grammar
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Table 5.1 (continued)

Both groups had doubts about the
motivation level of texts and writing
activities.

activities, but students
had positive
perceptions of them.

Student Attitudes

Both groups believed the main reasons
for positive attitudes were importance of
knowing English, course’s being
entertaining, teachers’ positive attitude
and success in the course.

Both groups believed the main reasons
for negative attitudes were being
unsuccessful in the course, having
prejudices about the culture and having
no opportunity to practice the language
in real life situations.

Teachers believed
more students had
negative attitudes
towards the course,
but majority of the
students stated that
they loved English.

According to the
teachers, students had
negative attitudes
because of the effects
of the national exams,
their parents’ attitudes

and the grading
system.

5.1.2. Discussion of the Results on Teachers’ and Students’ Perceptions of
Instructional Methods, Techniques and Materials

Teachers make use of different instructional methods, techniques and
materials to teach different skills, which is supported by the related literature (Lewis
and Hill, 1992; McDonough and Shaw; Nunan, 1993; Richards and Rodgers, 1991;
Willis, 1983). Therefore, the instructional strategies used for the teaching and
learning of each skill are discussed separately.

The related literature reveals that the two main stages of a vocabulary lesson
are “presentation” and “practice” (Willis, 1983, p.115). Thus, the instructional
strategies used to teach vocabulary are grouped under these two categories. In
relation to presentation techniques, the teachers revealed that they made use of visual
materials such as pictures, drawings, mimes, real objects and flash cards to
demonstrate the meanings of concrete terms. They also claimed to be giving the
Turkish equivalents of words only when they were teaching abstract concepts. There
were some teachers asking their students to come prepared to the lessons by finding
out the unknown words in the texts and exercises. This was believed to save time for
other classroom practices. The least frequently used technique for the presentation of
vocabulary items was using synonyms and antonyms as it was believed that the

students’ background knowledge was not developed enough to understand them.
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Most of the teachers supported the teaching of vocabulary in context, so they
revealed to be providing example sentences to their students in order to make them
aware of not only the meanings but also the uses of new words. Again, there was
considerable number of teachers making use of the context provided in the texts to
teach new vocabulary items. As for practice, the teachers stated that they made use of
pronunciation practice by using listen and repeat activities, meaningful vocabulary
exercises such as sentence completions and matchings, vocabulary games and
puzzles, and tasks that enable students to formulate their own sentences like asking
questions which require answers with new words. In addition to these, some teachers
stated that since the students were making serious spelling mistakes, they asked them
to write the vocabulary items several times in their notebooks. Almost all these
instructional techniques were found to be useful by majority of the students except
for the use of synonyms and antonyms and rewriting new words as they were
claimed to be partially useful for the most part. The teachers seem to be right in their
perceptions regarding the lack of background knowledge that hindered the use of this
technique, as some students revealed they could not and might not be able to
understand new words if synonyms and antonyms were given. Again, in relation to
the use of visuals, games and puzzles, there were some students admitting that they
were not implemented in their classrooms.

Again, the related literature states that similar to a vocabulary lesson, a
grammar lesson has two main stages as “presentation” and “practice” (Willis, 1983,
p. 94). Therefore, the instructional strategies for teaching grammar are again grouped
under these two headings. In this regard, most of the teachers stated that grammar
was taught deductively by providing example sentences, formulizing rules,
comparing English and Turkish structures and comparing the new structures with the
already known ones. There were also some teachers preferring the inductive teaching
of grammar through eliciting the rules and functions from the students by providing
context and asking questions about it. When the two methods were compared,
deductive teaching was used more frequently than inductive one. In fact, teachers
using inductive teaching revealed that it was used in combination with deductive
teaching or it was implemented at times, not always. While enabling the practice of
grammar, teachers stated that they made use of meaningful exercises such as

sentence completions, matchings, rewrites and error corrections; communicative
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activities such as role plays, discussions and games, and mechanical activities like
substitution, transformation and chain drills. Among these three types of grammar
activities meaningful activities were used more frequently, followed by
communicative and mechanical ones. Actually, mechanical activities were
mentioned by a very small group of teachers. The teachers also stated that in order to
encourage grammar practice, they sometimes prepared their own materials from
other readily available resource books and distributed them as worksheets.
Considering the students’ perceptions on the issue, it could be stated that deductive
teaching of grammar was preferred over the inductive teaching. In relation to this,
most of the students stated that they got confused when they were asked to drive the
rules and functions themselves. As for practice, all three forms of grammar exercises,
meaningful, communicative and mechanical, were found beneficial.

When the instructional strategies of listening and reading skills are
considered, it is observed that they were taught and learned in combination. In fact,
as the teachers and students admitted, reading was emphasized more than listening
due to the lack of materials and equipment such as cassettes, CDs, videos and tape
recorders. In other words, the number of teachers and students revealing that the
classroom talk was the sole listening activity was considerable. Listening was mainly
conducted by teachers’ reading aloud the texts two or three times either with books
closed or open, or by students’ reading aloud the texts by changing roles and others’
following from their books. Thus, reading aloud was more frequently used than silent
reading. There were also teachers who assigned their students to read the texts at
home, but to leave the reading exercises for classroom practice. Most of the teachers
stated that they sometimes let their students listen to songs in English. As for reading
activities, the most frequently used ones were listening and repeating the vocabulary
items read aloud by the teacher, and asking and answering comprehension questions
about the text. The purposes of the questions ranged from identifying general ideas to
recognizing detailed information, on rare occasions from skimming to scanning.
Again, unknown vocabulary items in the texts were studied at either while-reading
stage or post-reading stage. A few teachers claimed that they were asking their
students translate the texts to Turkish, do jig-saw readings to have them share and/or
summarize information. The pre-reading and post-reading activities that encourage

integrated skills approach were hardly ever used. When the students’ answers were
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examined, it was found that they had positive perceptions of most of these activities
apart from teacher reading aloud and reading at home, which were stated to be
partially useful. There were some students admitting that audio materials,
comprehension questions, pre- and post- reading activities were not implemented in
classes was considerable.

In relation to the improvement of speaking skills, the most frequently used
activities were revealed to be the role plays, question and answer sessions and
discussions. Some teachers gave further information about how they were conducted.
In relation to role plays, some claimed to be assigning their students to write
dialogues similar to the ones in the book in groups, some claimed to be asking their
students to read the dialogues in the book by changing roles, few stated they made
use of role-play cards in which the situations were provided. The question-answer
sessions were most of the times in one way, from the teacher to students. Topics and
pictures were used to carry out the group or whole class discussions. The other
activities such as drill works, presentations and communicative games were
mentioned by a very small group of teachers. Few teachers also told strategies that
they employed to encourage speaking in their classrooms. These were the use of
collaborative activities such as pair and group work, decreasing the use of native
language in teacher’s talk and even in student’s talk. A close examination of the
students’ responses revealed that they found role-plays and discussions useful but
they were rarely or never done in the classrooms.

Finally, writing activities were claimed to be one of the least frequently used
practices. Some teachers stated that they mainly implemented dictation practice,
paragraph-writing and letter or postcard writing in an ascending order of frequency.
The number of teachers claiming that at this level they assigned their students to
produce sentences rather than paragraphs was considerable. Again, a few teachers
stated that they implemented paragraph writing in a controlled way by providing
guidance to the students in the form of outlining, jumbled sentences, building-up
sentences rather than encouraging free practice. In this regard, most of the students
stated that they had serious problems with writing, so they found dictations,
paragraph-writing and letter-writing partially useful. The number of students

admitting that these writing practices were ignored was considerable.
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This summary of instructional strategies used for the improvement of each
skill reveals that teachers use various techniques derived from different approaches
and methods of the basic language and learning views. In other words, depending on
the situation, some teachers favor “structural view” and employ mechanical activities
such as drills, some favor “functional view” and incorporate meaningful exercises
and some believe in “communicative view” and make use of activities that encourage
interaction among students such as role plays and discussions (Richards and
Rodgers, 1991, p. 17). There are also some teachers implementing all three forms
depending on the content to be learned, the students and the availability of resources.
Thus, it could be stated that there is no fixed approach and method that is applied in
all the classrooms by all the teachers. In short, it could be revealed that Eclectic
Method, the proposed method of the curriculum of public primary schools, is the
main methodology used (MEB, 2004a). This sounds logical considering the related
literature stating that there is no best method that is applicable to all educational
contexts (CEFR, 2001; McKay, 1992).

However, a close examination of the instructional strategies reveals that
majority of the classroom activities used in the curriculum implementation seem to
encourage teacher-centered practices and “structural” and “functional” syllabuses
rather than learner-centered, communicative and task-based practices and “process
oriented” syllabuses (Nunan, 1988, p. 36-40; Richards, Platt and Weber, 1985; p.
289). This is contrary to the suggestions made in the curriculum guidelines about the
significance of learner-centered approaches (MEB, 2004a). This seems to be also
problematic considering the extended literature stressing the importance of learner-
centered approaches such as Communicative Language Teaching and Task-based
instruction (Littlewood, 2004; Murphy, 2003; Nunan, 1988; Nunan, 1993; Oller and
Richard-Amato, 1983; Richards and Rodgers, 1991). Again the ignorance of
listening and writing skills together with pre- and post- reading activities, which are
assumed to improve mainly speaking and writing, reveal that Integrated Skills
Approach, one of the most valued approaches in the related literature is not used
(Lewis and Hill, 1992; McDonough and Shaw, 1998; Nunan, 1993; Willis, 1983).
Again, the limited use of audio and visual materials and the communicative games is
contrary to the emphasis put on them in the literature about their advantages in

promoting the student motivation and being effective in teaching and learning
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English at this grade level and for this age group (Aslanargu and Siingti, 2006; Cakar,
2004; Durukafa, 2000; Ergiir, 2004; Hismanoglu, 2000; Moon, 2000; Philips, 1997,
Sunel, 1994).

In short, all the information about the limited use and for the most part the
negligence of listening and writing skills, pre- and post-activities, audio and visual
materials, and communicative games reveal that the main goals of the implemented
curriculum are for the development of phonological, grammatical and lexical
knowledge and reading skill. Actually, this has been reflected in the teachers’
comments as they have given more information on the instructional strategies used
for the improvement of these skills when compared with listening, speaking and
writing. Besides, as it has been discussed previously, they have revealed that the
goals related to these skills are attained more than the others.

The students’ positive comments about most of the instructional strategies
whether they are teacher-centered or learner-centered reveal that they are ready to
accept what is required from them. Again, their suspicions of some instructional
strategies which require higher level of English knowledge such as the use of
antonyms and synonyms, indirect teaching of grammar, paragraph writing, dictations
and letter writing seem to reflect that they may not feel confident enough to conduct
them. Furthermore, their doubts about other instructional strategies like rewriting
vocabulary items and reading at home might be attributed to their being not ready to
do assignments that require too much effort. Again, the more frequent use of the
teacher-centered practices over learner-centered ones and the students’ having
positive perceptions of both types of practices might be resulting from the impact of
the students’ learning styles and strategies. In other words, as being more close to the
Asian culture, the students may be preferring and learning better with teacher-
centered practices considering the related literature which states that Asians are
introvert, analytical, field dependent and sequential (Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005; Lewis
and McCook, 2002; Littlewood, 2000; Liao, 2004; Zhenhui; 2001).

In conclusion, some of these findings about the instructional strategies are
consistent with what is stated in the related literature as studies conducted at other
grade levels have also indicated that teacher-centered classroom practices were

applied more than the learner-centered ones and the students have positive
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perceptions of any instructional strategy (Biiyiikduman, 2006; Igrek, 2001;
Mersinligil, 2002; Tok, 2003).
The aforementioned findings related to the comparison of the teachers

instructional strategies and students’ of their uses are summarized in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2: Comparison of Teachers’ Instructional Strategies and Students’
Perceptions of Their Uses

Goals to be Attained | Instructional Strategies Student Perceptions
Vocabulary Presentation strategies All presentation activities are
(i.e. use of visuals, example useful except for the use of

sentences, Turkish equivalents, | antonyms and synonyms.
antonyms and synonyms)

All practice activities are
helpful except for the
rewriting of vocabulary items

Practice strategies (i.e. playing
games, doing puzzles,
practicing pronunciation,
formulating sentences, looking | Visuals, games and puzzles
up in the dictionary, rewriting are not used in some of the

vocabulary items) classrooms

Grammar Presentation strategies (i.e. Direct teaching is preferred to
direct teaching, indirect indirect teaching
teaching)
Practice strategies (i.e. All types of activities for
meaningful, communicative practicing grammar are
and structural activities) beneficial

Listening and P . S All . oL

Reading resentfmon s‘Frategles (i.e. presentation activities are
teacher’s reading aloud, very useful except for
students’ reading aloud, silent teacher’s reading aloud and
reading, listening to audio reading at home
materials, reading at home)
Practice strategies (i.e. use of All practice activities are
comprehension questions, pre- | beneficial but audio
reading and post-reading materials, comprehension
activities, vocabulary practice) | questions, pre and post

reading activities are not used
in some classes

Speaking and Writing Speaking activities (i.e. role All speaking activities are
plays, discussions, question and | very helpful, but role plays
answers) and discussions are not used

in some classes

Writing activities (i.e. All writing activities are
dictation, paragraph and letter | partially useful and paragraph
writing, formulating sentences) | and letter writing are not
implemented in some classes
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5.1.3. Discussion of the Results on the Teachers’ and Students’ Problems About
the Implementation of the Curriculum

The results obtained from the teachers and students reveal that there are
certain factors influencing the implementation of the curriculum. These factors can
be divided into five main categories in an ascending order of occurrence as school
level factors, course book(s), students, curriculum and classroom environment. Each
of these factors results in specific problems that have direct and indirect effects on
the attainment of the curriculum goals, implementation of certain instructional
strategies and assessment procedures. Actually, some of these factors have impact on
one another. Again, since teachers have more opinions about the curriculum,
majority of the problems have been raised by them, so most of these results will be
discussed considering teachers’ comments rather than the students.

The first factor influencing curriculum implementation is the problems with
the facilities of the school, especially lack of audio, visual and supplementary
materials and the lack of teachers. In this respect, lack of audio materials such as
tapes, videos, cassettes and CDs hinders especially the acquisition of phonological
knowledge and listening skill. Again, lack of visuals such as pictures, flash cards,
OHPs, and supplementary materials like dictionaries, story and resource books
influence the attainment of not only listening and phonology but also vocabulary,
grammar, reading, writing and speaking. The teachers have revealed that they wanted
to prepare exercises and communicative activities from outside resources, but the
readily available ones on market were above the level of the students. The teachers
working in partially developed and undeveloped cities and towns stated that they
could not reach materials for teaching English in their environments. In addition,
they stated that as there was not enough number of English teachers in their schools,
towns and/or cities, they were teaching a lot and did not have enough time to prepare
their own materials. In relation to this, the teachers also told that due to lack of
teachers, some lessons, especially at grades 4 and 5, were either not carried out or
carried out by teachers of other fields. All these problems related to the lack of
materials, teachers and having non-English teachers were claimed to be affecting the
assessment procedures, especially test-preparation. Specifically, lack of materials and

teachers results in too much time spent on test preparation and giving feedback. The
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non-English teachers also complain that they have problems in this regard as they
lack the needed knowledge in preparing English tests.

The second factor that affects curriculum implementation is the various types
of course books recommended by MEB, as they have serious limitations in terms of
their content and layout. First, the course books were found to be problematic in
terms of the selection and grading of content. Specifically, the reading and listening
texts were found to be long, unauthentic and full of language mistakes. In addition,
the amount of communicative tasks and even number of examples, explanations and
structural exercises for the improvement of grammatical and vocabulary knowledge
was believed to be insufficient. Again, some of the unknown grammatical structures
and vocabulary items were claimed to be appearing in texts without reference to
them in the exercises. Furthermore, the themes and topics between and within units
were stated to be irrelevant to one another. Considering all these, the content of the
course books was argued to be above the level of the students. Next, the teachers
complained about the layout of the course books, especially their lack of visual
support and print quality. The teachers also complained about lack of teacher’s
manual and use of different course books in different grades. Lack of teacher’s
manual was stated to be problematic for their lesson planning. The use of different
series of course books in different grade levels was revealed to be problematic in
attaining continuity and integration in the curriculum within and among grade levels.

The third factor having an impact on curriculum implementation is the
students. They were revealed to be preventing the effective implementation of the
curriculum, mainly because they lacked interest in the lesson, skills in performing
reading and writing even in Turkish, and background vocabulary and grammar
knowledge in English. The issue related to the lack of interest seemed to be in line
with the findings about the teachers’ perceptions of the students’ attitudes, as they
have already shown there were some students not interested in the lesson. By lack of
interest, the teachers meant that some students were not doing their assignments and
not studying at home, but were willing to participate in the activities provided. Not
only teachers but also students complained about lack of vocabulary and grammar
background in English. This seems to be the consequence of overloaded curriculum
content, lack of integration and continuity among and within grade levels,

insufficient time allocated for the course, all of which result in lack of repetition and
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practice, ignorance of especially listening, speaking and writing practices. In fact, all
these problems about the curriculum were raised by the teachers.

All these problems about the course books, students and curriculum are also
affecting the assessment procedures in several respects. The aforementioned
problems resulting from the students were leading to not only inconsistencies
between classroom performance and their test scores but also their failures in the
exams. Firstly, it was revealed that the students had a tendency to forget anything
they had learned. The main causes for this were stated to be the students’ likelihood
to memorize everything before the exams, and their being not knowledgeable about
the study skills. Actually, the students admitted that they could not be successful
though they studied hard. They claimed that their main reason for not being
successful in exams was test anxiety. Another reason might be their not knowing
how to study English. Next, the students’ lack of vocabulary and grammar
knowledge hindered their performance in formulating sentences and using
vocabulary items accurately, and their understanding of the instructions and
sentences provided. Finally, the two groups revealed that there were serious spelling
and punctuation mistakes in the exams. The course-books, especially the curriculum,
were revealed to be creating problems for test preparation and student failure. The
teachers claimed that due to the overloaded curriculum content in accordance with
the time allocated for the course, they did not spend enough time for revision and
practice. Thus, the students were stated to be having problems in exams as they could
not internalize the curriculum content. Besides, it was argued that since the
curriculum content was mainly on the improvement of grammatical knowledge and
reading skill, other skills such as listening, speaking and writing were ignored in the
exams. Again, because of the overloaded curriculum content, the teachers conceded
to be having problems with determining what to ask in the exams. Finally, the
teachers admitted that they were assessing the students with structural tests as their
students preferred them over process oriented, communicative ones.

The last but not the least important problem having an impact on the
implementation of the curriculum was claimed to be the classroom environment. The
classrooms were reported to be crowded with mixed ability students and their
physical qualities were claimed to be unsuitable for conducting certain instructional

methods. Actually, the crowded classrooms were argued to be influencing the use of
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speaking and writing activities as the teachers found it hard to monitor each student
during pair-work and group-work activities. Besides, the teachers complained about
the noise in the classroom when conducting these collaborative tasks. Finally, the
teachers stated that crowded classrooms prevented their giving feedback to students’
mistakes, especially in writing. Actually, all these are common problems for teachers
teaching crowded classrooms and have been raised in the related literature. The
mixed ability groups within and among classrooms were also reported to be affecting
the assessment procedures as some teachers revealed they were having problems in
preparing tests that appealed to students with different levels of English and in
simplifying the questions according to students’ levels.

All these factors about the facilities of schools, course-book(s), students,
curriculum and classroom environment and some of the aforementioned problems
resulting from these factors and their effects on instruction and assessment have
already been raised in studies conducted to investigate curriculum implementation at
lower grades, especially 4™ and 5™ grades, of public primary schools. Specifically,
other studies have already found out that there were problems related to the lack of
materials, the selection and order of content in course-books, and the overloaded
curriculum content in accordance with the time allocated for the course and crowded
classrooms (Acar, 2006; Biiyiikduman, 2005; Igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002, Tok,
2003). The problems about the quantity and quality of English teachers and the lack
of continuity and integration in curriculum have also been mentioned by the
educational authorities (Gokdemir, 1991; Demirel, 1994; Kas, 1991; Sunel, 1991).
Except for these, other aforementioned findings have not been raised in these studies.

According to the related literature, the lack of audio and visual materials,
insufficient number of communicative activities, ignorance of especially listening,
speaking and writing practices are all important factors influencing the student
motivation and the effective teaching/ learning of English at this level and to students
at this age group; therefore, they should be encouraged in curriculum implementation
(Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006; Cakir, 2004; Deniz, Avsaroglu, Fidan, 2006; Durukafa,
2000; Ergiir, 2004, Moon, 2000; Onal, 2000; Turanl1, 2000; Philips, 2001).

In addition, the related literature states the importance of collaborative
teaching environment and reveals that crowded classrooms and mixed ability groups

are not obstacles for enhancing such environment in English lessons. In other words,



169

the related literature is also revealing information about practical suggestions to deal
with mixed ability groups such as varying teaching styles to meet several learning
styles, changing unconscious learning styles to conscious learning strategies by
instructing the students on them, having contingency plans for early finishers, and
scaffolding and differentiating tasks for students with diverse abilities and levels
(Copur, 2005; Dellicarpini, 2006; Hismanoglu, 2000; Littlewood, 2000; Onur, 2005;
Zhenhui, 2001).

The related literature is full of practical solutions for the aforementioned
problems in terms of student assessment. Actually, it is revealed that the
inconsistency between classroom attitude and success is a serious problem, but can
be overcome by applying ‘process assessment’ in which the learners are measured on
their performance in classroom activities and assignments rather than ‘product
assessment” which focus on outcomes or the attainment of goals through objective
tests (CEFR, 2001; Ergiir, 2004; Nunan, 1993; Weir, 1990). This solution was
recognized by a small group of teachers who revealed they did not encounter
problems with assessment as they gave their oral grades considering the students’
classroom performance. As for test anxiety, the related literature emphasizes the
significance of not only considering classroom performance but also motivating
students to improve their self confidence by encouraging a positive classroom
atmosphere (Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006; Cakir, 2004; Deniz, Avsaroglu, Fidan,
2006; Durukafa, 2000; Ergtir, 2004).

Furthermore, the related literature gives importance to the ‘construct validity’
of the achievement tests, which is concerned with matching assessment procedures to
the content and activities studied in the classroom (CEFR, 2001; Ergiir, 2004; Nunan,
1993; Weir, 1990). This was considered by few teachers who revealed not having
any problem with assessment. In fact, they told that they asked what was done in
class by varying the difficulty level and types of questions. In relation to the use of
structural tests, the related literature states that this is a major problem due to the
‘backwash effect’ of assessment procedures on instructional strategies (CEFR, 2001;
Nunan, 1993; Weir, 1990). No matter to what extent the communicative tasks and
activities are carried out in the lesson, if the students are assessed by means of such
tests involving multiple choice, true-false, fill in the blanks and matching items, the

students will most probably consider those types of exercises and ignore the
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communicative ones. In relation to students’ preference of those types of objective
tests to communicative ones, it may be stated that students may have got used to
them rather than the communicative ones. However, with training they might get
used to learner centered communicative assessment (Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005; Lewis
and McCook, 2002; Littlewood, 2000; Liao, 2004; Zhenhui; 2001).

Finally, the pronunciation and spelling mistakes of students are mainly caused
by the difference between writing and speaking system in English. However,
pronunciation might be overcome by applying suitable instructional methods such as
listening practice, drill work, speaking activities. The spelling can be improved by
focusing on more controlled and free writing practices such as dictations, taking
notes, writing paragraphs, dialogues and letters (CEFR, 2001; Lewis and Hill, 1992;
McDonough and Shaw, 1998; Nunan, 1993; Richards and Rodgers, 1990).

The aforementioned findings related to the factors and problems influencing
the implementation of the curriculum are summarized in Table 5.3 on page and in

Figure 5.1 on page.
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5.1.4. Discussion of the Results on Differences in Perceptions by Teachers’ and
Students’ Background Characteristics

When the background characteristics of teachers are examined, their location
of school, age and teaching experience are found to be differentiating their
perceptions of the attainment of goals. However, education is the only factor
differentiating their perceptions of content. Specifically, the teachers in Central
Anatolia seem to perceive that certain goals such as pronunciation, intonation,
forming grammatically accurate sentences, speaking, reading, and using mechanics
are attained more when compared with the teachers in other regions. Again, teachers
within the age range of 23-28 and teachers with 1 to 5 years of experience seem to
perceive that the goals on the articulation of sounds, pronunciation, intonation,
listening and reading are achieved more in contrast to the teachers in other age
ranges and with more than 5 years of teaching experience. Teachers less than 5 years
of teaching experience seem to differ from others in their perceptions of the
attainment of goals like speaking, writing, use of mechanics, and doing dictations as
they believed these were reached more. In relation to educational level, teachers of
other fields seem to perceive that the topics of reading and/or listening texts are
interesting for the students more than the teachers who graduated from ELT and ELL
departments of universities. In short, it could be stated that teachers in Central
Anatolia, teachers within the age range of 23-28 and teachers with 1 to 5 years of
experience have more positive opinions about the curriculum in terms of the
attainment of the goals. Again, teachers from other fields have more positive
perceptions regarding the motivation level of the listening and reading texts.

One main interpretation of this finding could be that teachers between ages
23-28 and 1 to 5 years of experience may be too novice to fully grasp the curriculum
and the factors affecting its implementation. Again, these novice teachers who have
just graduated from universities may be using the current learner-centered practices
more than the experienced ones who got used to the traditional way of teaching.
Similarly, the teachers of other fields may not be knowledgeable about whether these
topics are suitable for the teaching and learning of English. Finally, more novice
teachers from Central Anatolia might have participated in the study or teachers in
Central Anatolia might be having fewer problems about the implementation of the

curriculum, which needs further investigation. These findings seem to be consistent
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with the related literature about the effect of certain background characteristics on
teacher perceptions (Akalin, 1990; Baskan, 2001; Demirel, 1994; Wayne and
Youngs, 2003). The aforementioned findings about the differences in teachers’

perceptions by background characteristics are presented in Table 5.4.

Table 5.4: Summary of the Differences in Teachers’ Perceptions of the Attainment
of Curriculum Goals and Content by Background Characteristics

Teacher Categories that Differ | Goals Attained | Perceptions on
Characteristics More Content
Location of Teachers in Central 1- Phonology
school Anatolia vs. teachers in | 2- Grammar
other regions 3- Speaking
4- Reading
Age Teachers within the age | 1- Phonology
range of 23-28 vs. 2- Grammar
teachers older than 28 3- Listening
4- Reading
Experience Teachers with less than | 1- Phonology
5 years of experience 2- Listening
vs. teachers with more | 3- Speaking
than 5 years of 4- Reading
experience 5- Writing
Education Teachers of other fields Motivation level of
vs. teachers of English texts

Information about the differences in students’ perceptions of their difficulties,
content and instructional strategies by background characteristics shows that more gh
graders seem to experience difficulties in listening and writing followed by 7" and
6™ graders. Again, more 8" graders reveal that certain instructional strategies such
as visuals, games, audio materials and role plays were not implemented in their
classrooms and fewer 8" graders claimed that rewriting new words and producing
sentences with new words were useful. It was also found that 8" graders reflected
more on the reasons for their positive and negative attitudes and their problems in
assessment. This might be attributed to their being more mature in interpreting the
curriculum goals, content and instructional strategies. Another reason might be that
more demanding activities related to listening, writing and producing sentences
might be used by the teachers teaching this group. As the teachers revealed that the
8™ grade’s curriculum was more loaded than the curricula of other grade levels,
especially 6" grade; therefore, in an attempt to catch up with the pacing, the teachers

might be using certain instructional strategies less.
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Besides, more males seem to experience difficulties in vocabulary and
reading than females. In addition, little more males tend to have negative perceptions
of the content of the curriculum in terms of the relevancy of texts to real life
situations, amount of grammar practice, and motivation level and comprehensibility
of grammar activities in contrast to females. Similarly, little more males have
negative perceptions about certain instructional strategies such as learning Turkish
meanings and pronunciation of words, producing sentences with new words and
grammar structures, doing transformations and comprehension questions, and writing
paragraphs and letters when compared with females. One main reason might be that
females can be studying more than the males, so they might be encountering fewer
problems in this regard. Again, the females might be participating more in the
classroom practices, which might lead to their being more knowledgeable about the
curriculum. Finally, the females participated in the study might be selected from high
achievers, which have not been examined but needs further investigation.

Next, the students with highly educated parents seem to have fewer problems
with the articulation of sounds, vocabulary, grammar, speaking, reading and doing
dictations followed by the students with moderately and low educated ones. Again,
students having parents with high level of English tend to experience fewer
difficulties with articulating sounds and reading than the students with medium and
low levels of English. In addition, students with highly educated parents and having
parents with high English level seem to encounter fewer problems in understanding
the grammar activities. One main reason for this might be that their parents can be
encouraging them about the significance of the course, providing guidance in their
learning strategies and their improvement of these skills.

Finally, the high achievers have fewer problems in the articulation of sounds,
vocabulary, grammar, speaking, reading and doing dictations than the medium level
and low achievers, which is quite normal considering the related literature on the
issue (Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006; Copur, 2005, Hismanoglu, 2005). What is
interesting at this point is that even high achievers were encountering troubles with
listening, speaking and writing. One reason for this might be that these skills may not
be practiced adequately in the classroom. Finally, high achievers have more positive
opinions on almost all of the content and instructional strategies than the medium

level and low achievers, which is consistent with the related literature stating the
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significance of motivation, learning styles and strategies (Aslanargu and Siingi,
2006; Copur, 2005; Hismanoglu, 2005, Kuskonmaz and Toks6z, 2004; Turanli,
2000). However, even the high achievers revealed that audio and visual materials and

role plays were not used in their classes.
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5. 2. Implications for Practice

Suggestions for practice are offered in this section regarding the curriculum
design, school and classroom contexts and teacher development based on the major
findings of the study.

The results have revealed that what teachers perceive as their curriculum is
the yearly plans and the course book. Therefore, they should be provided with a
written curriculum in which its purposes, goals and objectives are clearly defined.
Attention should be paid to make the written curriculum, yearly plans and the course-
book(s) parallel to one another. Actually, there seems to be a need for reviewing and
making changes in the present curriculum. In such an attempt, the first step should be
the needs analysis. In this analysis not only the needs and interests of the students but
also the problems that hinder the implementation of the existing one, which are
raised in the present study, should be considered. During the next step, the content
should be selected and ordered considering not only the continuity and integration
within and among grade levels but also the time allocations for the course. In other
words, alterations should be made to decrease the curriculum content so that time can
be left for review and practice. Actually the content should be selected and ordered
considering a process oriented approach which centers on tasks and activities. In
short, the purpose should be the attainment of four main skills (reading, writing,
speaking and listening) in an integrated way but not only on the attainment of
grammatical and lexical knowledge as in the present one.

The instructional design should be conducted taking into account the recent
approaches, methods and techniques in English language teaching, the school and
classroom contexts and the learner needs and interests. Learner-centered approach
can be followed. In relation to this, more communicative activities that encourage
oral practice should be involved. Specifically, more problem solving and information
gap activities, and more interactive tasks such as games, role plays and discussions
can be included. The topics of the listening and reading texts and the speaking and
writing activities should be selected considering the students’ needs, interests, and
age levels. Besides, while designing classroom activities, it should be considered to
involve those that appeal to a variety of learning styles and strategies.

Assessment and evaluation in this new curriculum model should also be

considered. In this regard, the teachers should be encouraged to incorporate a more
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process oriented assessment strategy. In other words, importance should be given not
only to the written tests but also classroom practices. In other words, the teachers
should be given autonomy to assess participation and interest of the students. One
main criticism in this regard might be teachers’ being subjective in their assessments
or their over-grading the students. However, this may have positive effects on
student motivation as the higher grades the students get, the more motivated they
become to learn and use the language. Finally, the teachers should be encouraged to
use more communicative tests by providing more guidance to them in the curriculum
guidelines. Attention should be paid to continuous course evaluation.

In the design of the new curriculum, teachers and students should be
incorporated in the process. This could be achieved in several ways. The
volunteering teachers can be selected and can be incorporated in the team who is
responsible for the curriculum design. This type of research can be carried out at
certain time intervals to investigate the problems and suggestions of teachers and
students, continuously. A questionnaire that is feasible, valid and reliable with to the
point questions can be posted on the web-site of the MONE at certain time intervals
and the interested teachers can be asked to fill it in. This might be more practical and
economical in carrying out such an investigation.

Taking into account the fact that teachers have a tendency to accept the
course book as their major syllabus, the course books should be redesigned in terms
of its objectives, content and methodologies. In the design of new course books, the
limitations of the existing ones in terms of content, layout and methodology should
be considered. The new course books should involve four components, particularly a
student book which will be studied in the course, a work book which can be used for
assignments and reviews, a CD that involves listening texts and a teacher’s book
which may help the teachers with lesson planning by providing information about
presentation and feedback techniques, meaningful examples and exercises, and
communicative activities and even readily available reliable and valid tests that
teachers can make use of while preparing their own tests. Actually, the suggestions
put forward for the new curriculum are valid for the design of the course-book(s)

The physical qualities and facilities of the schools emerged as one of the
major factors constraining the implementation process of the curriculum. In fact, they

should be equipped with the necessary audio, visual and supplementary materials
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that facilitate the teaching and learning of English. The provision of audio materials
such as cassettes, CDs, tape recorders and even videos together with visual materials
like OHPs and flash cards, and supplementary materials like resource books
involving communicative and meaningful exercises suitable for this level,
dictionaries and story books may enable each school to create their own language
laboratories. If it is not possible to spare a budget for this, the schools can be
provided with internet facilities at least for the teachers who can be trained to
produce their own materials. The MONE can provide information about the readily
available websites for teachers so that they can download their own materials. Or,
MONE may create a new website where teachers from different schools all over
Turkey can share their own materials.

Again, the classrooms for this course should be rearranged by decreasing the
number of students. The Ministry of Education (MONE) may supply schools with
reliable and valid proficiency or diagnostic English tests to be implemented at certain
time intervals in order to arrange the classrooms according to students’ level of
English so that the problems with mixed ability groups could be overcome.

A final but not the least important suggestion could be that the teachers can
be informed about the recent approaches and methods in instruction, evaluation and
assessment by continuous pre and in service training. The teachers of other fields can
be asked to attend a pre-service training in which the basic principles for ELT and
the current trends in instruction and evaluation are introduced. At the end of such
training the successful teachers can be provided with certificates that enable them to
become English teachers. Again, all the English teachers whether they are graduates
of ELT, literature or other departments should be provided with continuous in service
training sessions in the form of seminars and workshops in which the current
approaches, methods and techniques for the teaching and learning of English are
introduced. More importantly in an attempt to redesign the curriculum and course
books, the newly designed one should be introduced to the teachers by means of in

service training sessions.

5.3. Implications for Further Research
Considering the aforementioned implications for practice, in an attempt to

redesign the present curriculum, a needs assessment study should be conducted and
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similar studies like the present one should be carried out to investigate the
implementation of the newly designed English curriculum. Again, in an attempt to
make changes in the course books, other studies should be conducted to evaluate the
present course book(s). Actually, in terms of course-book(s), certain important issues
have been presented and discussed in this present study. However, there seems to be
a need for another study which focuses specifically on this dimension. It is because
the evaluation of course book was beyond the scope of this piece of study. In such a
course-book evaluation study, the opinions of not only the students and teachers but
also the writers can be incorporated.

In order to collect rich data with the purpose of improving English language
education, it may be useful to combine the findings of these survey questionnaires
with teacher and student interviews and classroom observations, which is assumed to
validate the findings of this present study. Again, considering the rich information
obtained from the eighth grades, another study can be carried out with them in the
form of interviews to get deeper information about their perceptions and problems.

The findings of this study can be triangulated by incorporating the opinions of
the school principals who participate in the implementation process by sustaining the
needed facilities for schools and classrooms and by directing the teachers towards the
policies, rules and regulations of the Ministry of Education. It may also be
triangulated by incorporating the opinions of school inspectors who are responsible
for observing classrooms to evaluate curriculum implementation.

This study has been carried out to investigate the implementation of English
language curriculum in public primary schools. However, there seems to be a need
for another investigation with private primary schools as they are claimed to be good
at teaching and learning of foreign languages. After such an attempt, the results of
the present study can be compared with the findings of a research carried out with
private schools in order to check whether similar issues are encountered in them or
not. Such kind of comparison can also help to identify how the problems encountered

in public schools are overcome in private ones if there are any solutions.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

INGILiZCE OGRETIMINE iLiSKiN OGRETMEN ANKETI
Sevgili Ogretmenler,

Bu anket Ilkogretim ikinci Kademede (6., 7. ve 8. smiflarda) uygulanan
Ingilizce Ogretimine iliskin goriislerinizi almak amaciyla hazirlanmistir. Bu
calismanin 6gretim programlarinin ve siireglerinin gelistirilmesine katkida bulunmasi
beklenmektedir. Bu nedenle sorulara vereceginiz yanitlarin eksiksiz olmasi ¢ok
Oonemlidir. Yanitlariniz arastirmaci disinda baska hi¢ kimse tarafindan okunmayacagi
gibi yalnizca aragtirma amactyla kullanilacaktir.

Anketteki kapali uclu sorulart dikkatlice okuduktan sonra segeneklerden size
en uygun olanini sorularin karsisindaki bosluklara (X) isareti koyarak yanitlayiniz.
Acik wuglu sorulara vereceginiz ayrintili cevaplar, alt basliklar hakkinda
derinlemesine bilgi elde etmekte aragtirmaciya yarar saglayacak ve aragtirmaya
derinlik kazandiracaktir. Bu nedenle acik uglu sorular1 da dikkatlice okuyup
cevaplandirmaniz1 rica ederim. Anketin degeri, sizin ne kadar icten ve dogru yanit
verdiginize baghdir. Sorular ilging bulacaginiz1 diigiiniiyor, aragtirmama yapacaginiz
katkilardan dolayi sizlere tesekkiir ediyorum.

ASLI ERSEN YANIK

Egitim Bilimleri Anabilim Dali Doktora Ogrencisi
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi / Ankara

A. KISISEL BILGILER: Asagida size ait kisisel sorular yer almaktadir. Bu
sorular ilgili kutucuga (x) koyarak yada verilen bosluga yazarak yamtlayiniz.

1. Gorevli oldugunuz il / ilge e
2. Yasimiz N
3. Cinsiyetiniz : Kadin () Erkek ()

5. Mezun oldugunuz Boliim : a. Ingilizce Ogretmenligi ()

b. Ingilizce Ogretmenligi disinda bir béliimden
mezun iseniz belirtiniz ........................

6. Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Deneyiminiz : a. 1-5 () b. 6-10 ()
c. 11-15 () d.16-20 ()
¢.20> ()

7. Ingilizce Ogrettiginiz Smiflar : a. 6.smf () b. 7. smf() c. 8. smif ()
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B. HEDEFLERE VE AMACLARA ILISKIN GORUSLER:

1. Asagida Ilkdgretim Ikinci Kademedeki (6., 7. ve 8. smiflardaki) ingilizce Dersi
Programlarinin ortak hedeflerine ve amaglara iliskin baz1 ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Liitfen oOgrencilerinizin belirtilen hedefleri ve amaclar1 ne
diizeyde gerceklestirdigini ilgili kutucuga carpi (X) koyarak isaretleyiniz.

=

e g o
(=] - - 19 N o=
o || O < =

a. Ingilizce sesleri dogru ¢ikarabilme.

b. Ingilizce kelimeleri dogru telaffuz edebilme.

c. Ingilizce ciimleleri dogru tonlama yaparak sdyleme.
(intonation)

d. Ingilizce ciimlelerde gecen kelimelerin anlamini
kavrayabilme.

e. Ogrendigi Ingilizce kelimeleri dogru kullanarak
climle kurabilme (sozlii/yazil1).

f. Ingilizce dilbilgisi (gramer) kurallarinin islevini
(function) ve yapisini (form) anlayabilme.

g. Ingilizce dilbilgisi (gramer) kurallarin1 dogru
kullanarak ciimle kurabilme (sozlii / yazili).

h. Giinliik iletisimde kullanilan basit climleleri degigik
anlatim bigimlerine doniistiirebilme(soru-cevap,
olumlu-olumsuz, tekil-cogul).

1. Basit ciimlelerden olusan ingilizce bir metni/diyalogu
dinlediginde anlayabilme.

i. Basit ciimlelerle Ingilizce sozlii iletisim kurabilme.

j. Basit ciimlelerden olusan Ingilizce bir metni/diyalogu
okudugunda anlayabilme.

k. Ingilizce paragraflar (kompozisyon) yazabilme.

1. Siif diizeyine uygun noktalama isaretlerini/yazim
kurallarini kullanabilme.

m. Dinledigi kelimeleri / climleleri dogru yazabilme
(dictation).

n. Ingilizce 6grenmekten zevk alma.

o. Ingilizceyi kullanmaya istekli olma.

2. Yukarida belirtilen hedef ve amaclardan ger¢eklesmeyenler varsa bunun nedeni

SIZCE TMEAIT? .o e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaeeeeeeeaaeaaaaaeeeeeeeenaaaaaaens
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C. iICERIGE iLiSKiN GORUSLER

1. Asagida ilkdgretim Ikinci Kademedeki (6. , 7. ve 8. siniflardaki) ingilizce Dersi
Programlarinin igerigine/konularina iliskin bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen
bu ifadelere ne derece katildigimz1 ilgili kutucuga (X) koyarak yanitlaymiz.

Tamamen
katiliyorum
Katiliyorum
Kararsizim
Katilmiyorum
Tamamen
katilmiyorum

a. Ogretilen kelimeler dgrencilerin giinliik hayatta
sik kullanabilecegi tiirdendir.

b. Kelime ile ilgili aligtirmalar 6grencilerin ilgisini
¢ekecek niteliktedir.

c. Gramer ile ilgili alistirmalar 6grencilerin
Ingilizce konusmasini saglamaya yoneliktir

d. Gramer ile ilgili konular 6grencilerin
anlayabilecegi diizeydedir.

e. Gramer ile ilgili konular basitten zora dogru
siralanmustir.

f. Okuma ve/ veya dinleme parcalarinin konulari
Ogrencilerin ilgisini ¢ekecek niteliktedir.

g. Okuma ve/veya dinleme pargalarinin konulari
ogrencilerin anlayabilecegi diizeydedir.

h. Okuma ve/veya dinleme pargalariyla ilgili
alistirmalar gramer bilgisini geligtirmeye
yoneliktir.

i. Okuma parcalariyla ilgili alistirmalar okudugunu
anlamaya yoneliktir.

j-  Konusma becerisine yonelik aligtirmalar
ogrencilerin giinliikk yasamu ile iligkilidir.

k. Konusma becerisine yonelik aligtirmalar
Ogrencilerin yapabilecegi tiirdendir.

1. Yazma becerisine iligkin konular 6grencilerin
ilgisini ¢ekecek niteliktedir.

m. Yazma becerisine iliskin aligtirmalar 6grencilerin
yapabilecegi tiirdendir.

2. Yukarida belirtilenler disinda Ingilizce Dersinin igerigi / konular1 hakkinda
yasadigimiz problem, eksik buldugunuz yon ya da eklemek istediginiz boyut
varsa BElIrtinIZ .......oooiuieiii
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D. OGRETIM SURECLERINE iLiSKiN GORUSLER:
1. Asagida yer alan bilgi ve becerileri nasil Ogretiyorsunuz? (Kendinizin ve

ogrencilerinizin smf i¢i etkinlikleri, kullandiginiz ydntemler ve materyaller
hakkinda bilgi veriniz.)

KELIME BILGISI:



2. Yukarida belirtilen bilgi ve becerileri &gretirken ne tiir problemlerle
karsilagtyorsunuz? (Simif i¢i etkinlikler, kullandiginiz yontemler ve materyaller,
Ogrenci vb. acilarindan.)

3. Ogrencilerinizin Ingilizce dersine karsi tutumlart nasil? (Verdikleri 6nem,
gosterdikleri i1lgi ve istek acilarindan.)

E. DEGERLENDIRMEYE YONELIiK GORUSLER

1. Ogrencilerinizi degerlendirirken ne tiir problemlerle karsilastyorsunuz? (Simav
hazirlarken karsilastigimiz giigliikler, 6grencilerinizden kaynaklanan giigliikler ve
programdan kaynaklanan giigliikler.)



2. Okulunuzda Ingilizce derslerinin degerlendirilmesine ve gelistirilmesine ydnelik
ne tlir calismalar yapiyorsunuz? (Bireysel ve diger 6gretmenlerle birlikte)

F. ONERILER

1. 6.,7.ve 8. Smiflar diizeyinde Ingilizce 6gretiminde karsilagilan sorunlar,
stiregler ve uygulamalar ile ilgili gorilis ve onerileriniz nelerdir?
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TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE ON ENGLISH LANGUAGE TEACHING

Dear Teachers,

This questionnaire is prepared to get your opinions about English language
Curriculum implemented at the 6™, 7" and 8" grades of primary schools. This
investigation is expected to contribute to the improvement of the curriculum. It is
important that you provide full answers for each question. Your responses will be
kept confidential and will not be used for any other business except for the present
study.

After you carefully read the items, please respond to them by marking them
with (x). The detailed answers provided for the open-ended questions are expected to
enable the researcher to obtain in-dept information about the given subtitles.
Therefore, please answer the open-ended questions carefully, as well. The
significance of this questionnaire depends on your honesty. I hope you will enjoy
answering the questionnaire. I would like to thank you for your contributions.

ASLI ERSEN YANIK
PhD Student in Educational Sciences Department
Middle East Technical University / Ankara

A. PERSONAL INFORMATION: The following questions are about your
personal information. Respond to them by either marking them with (x) or by
filling in the blanks.

1. Location of School (City/Town): e
2. Age e
3. Gender : Female () Male ()

4. The Faculty or Vocational School of Graduation: ..................coooiiiiii.
5. The Department of Graduation : a. English Language Teaching ()

b. If you are a graduate of any other department,
please indicate: .............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiinn.n.

6. English Teaching Experience ra. 15 () b.6-10 ()
c.11-15 () d. 16-20 ()
e. 20> ()

7. The Grade Levels Being Taught : a.6™ grade () b.7"™ Grade () ¢.8" Grade ()



194

B. OPINIONS ABOUT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES:

1. Below, there is a list of items about the common goals and objectives of the
English language curriculum of the 6™, 7™ and 8" grades of public primary
schools. Please indicate how often the following goals and objectives are
achieved by your students by marking the related box with (x).

Always
Usually
Sometimes
Rarely
Never

a. Articulation of sounds

b. Pronunciation of vocabulary items

c. Intonation of sentences

d. Understanding the meanings of vocabulary items

e. Formulating sentences with newly learned
vocabulary items (spoken/written)

f. Understanding the functions and forms of
grammatical structures

g. Formulating grammatically accurate sentences
(spoken/written)

h. Transforming sentences into various forms (i.e.
question-answer, positive-negative, singular-plural)

1. Understanding a listening text suitable for their
levels

Jj- Speaking

k. Understanding a reading text suitable for their
levels

1. Writing paragraphs

m. Using spelling and punctuation accurately

n. Doing dictations

o. Being interested in learning English

p. Being motivated to use English

2. What are the reasons for not achieving the aforementioned goals and objectives if
there are any?



195
C. OPINIONS ABOUT CONTENT

1. Below, there is a list of items about the content of the English language
curriculum of the 6™, 7" and 8" grades of public primary schools. Please
indicate to what extent you agree with the following items by marking the
related box with (x).

S
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Frequently used vocabulary items are taught

b. Vocabulary activities are interesting for the
students

c. Grammar activities encourage the improvement
of students’ speaking skills

d. Grammar content is comprehensible for the
students

e. Grammar content is ordered from simple to
complex

f. The topics of the reading and/or listening texts
are appealing to the interests of the students

g. The reading and/or listening texts are
comprehensible for the students

h. The reading and/or listening activities are for the
improvement of students’ grammatical
knowledge

i. The reading and/or listening activities are for the
improvement of students’ comprehension of the
texts

j-  The speaking activities are relevant for the real-
life situations

k. The speaking activities are applicable for the
students

1. The writing activities are appealing to the
interests of the students

m. The writing activities are applicable for the
students.

2. If you have any other problems and suggestions about the content of the English
language curriculum, please indicate them.
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D. OPINIONS ABOUT THE INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES:

1. How do you teach the following language skills? (Please inform about your and
students’ classroom practices, your approaches, methods and materials)

VOCABULARY:



2. What kind of problems do you encounter while teaching the aforementioned
language skills? (About your approaches, methods and materials, students etc.)

3. What are your students’ attitudes towards the lesson? (About the significance
attributed, the motivation level etc.)
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E. OPININS ABOUT ASSESSMENT AND EVALUATION

1. What kind of problems do you encounter while assessing your students’
performances? (Your problems about the preparation of exams and your troubles
resulting from students and program etc.)

2. What kinds of procedures do you employ in your schools to evaluate and
improve the curriculum?(Individual efforts and efforts with other teachers)

F. SUGGESTIONS

1. What are your opinions about the problems, procedures and suggestions on
English language teaching and learning in the 6, 7" and 8" grades?
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APPENDIX B

INGILiZCE OGRENIMINE iLiSKiN OGRENCi ANKETI

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

Bu anket okulunuzda gordiigiiniiz Ingilizce dersine yonelik goriislerinizi
almak amaciyla hazirlanmistir. Anketin amaci Ingilizce dersini daha anlasilir kilmak,
sizlerin ilgi, istek ve beklentileri dogrultusunda verilmesini saglamak icin ¢oziim
onerileri gelistirmektir. Bu nedenle vereceginiz cevaplarin dogru ve igten olmasi
sizler i¢in 6nemlidir.

Vereceginiz cevaplar arastirmact disinda bagka hi¢ kimse tarafindan
okunmayacagi gibi yalnizca arastirma amaciyla kullanilacaktir. Bu nedenle ankete
litfen isminizi yazmayimiz. Yardimlarinizdan dolay1 ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

ASLI ERSEN YANIK

Egitim Bilimleri Anabilim Dali Doktora Ogrencisi
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi / Ankara

Asagida size ait Kisisel sorular yer almaktadir. Sorular1 dikkatlice okuyup size
uygun gelen cevabin basindaki parantez icine (X) isareti koyunuz. Bosluk
birakilan sorulara ise cevabimz yazimz.

1. Okulunuzun bulundugu il veya ilge: ........ccooiiiiiiiiii e,
2. Kaginci sinifta okuyorsunuz? : 6. sinif () 7. smif () 8. simif ()
3. Cinsiyetiniz: KIZ () ERKEK ()

4. Anneniz ve babanizin 6gretim durumu nedir?

ANNENiZ BABANIZ

a. Higbir okul mezunu degil () ()
b. Tlkokul mezunu 0) O
c. Ortaokul mezunu @) ()
d. Lise mezunu () 0)

e. Universite mezunu () ()



5. Anneniz ve babaniz ne derecede Ingilizce biliyor?
ANNENIZ BABANIZ

a. Hig bilmiyor ()
b. Biraz biliyor )
c. Orta derecede biliyor ()
d. Iyi biliyor ()
e. Cok 1iyi biliyor ()

6. Anneniz yada babaniz Ingilizce dersine ¢alisirken size

yardim ediyor mu?

0)
0
0)
0)
0)

7. Ingilizce Dersi en son karnenizde kac geldi? 5 ()

40)

EVET ()

30

20)

200

HAYIR ()

10O

8. ingilizce derslerinde asagidakilerden hangilerini yapmakta zorlamyorsunuz?

EVET

BAZEN

HAYIR

a. Ingilizce sesleri dogru gikarmak.

b. Ingilizce kelimelerin anlamlarimi grenmek.

c. Ingilizce dilbilgisi (gramer) kurallarini anlamak.

d. Dinledigim Ingilizce bir konusmay1 anlamak.

e. Ingilizce konusmak.

f. Ingilizce okudugumu anlamak.

g. Ingilizce paragraf/kompozisyon yazmak.

h. Ogretmenim Ingilizce bir sey okurken aynisini

yazmak (dikte).

9. ingilizce derslerindeki konular /alistirmalar hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

EVET

BAZEN

HAYIR

a. Ogretilen Ingilizce kelimeleri derste sik
kullantyorum.

b. Okuma parcalarindaki konular giinliik
yasantimizla iliskili.

c. Okuma pargalarinin veya diyaloglari konular1

ilging.

d. Derste daha ¢ok Ingilizce ciimlelerin kurallar:
(gramer kurallan) ile ilgili aligtirmalar
yaplyoruz.

e. Ingilizce ciimlelerin kurallar (gramer
kurallar) ile ilgili alistirmalar ilgimi ¢ekiyor.
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EVET | BAZEN | HAYIR

f. Ingilizce ciimlelerin kurallar1 (gramer
kurallarn) ile ilgili alistirmalari
anlayabiliyorum.

g. Ingilizce dersindeki alistirmalar daha ¢ok
Ingilizce konusmaya yénelik.

h. Ingilizce yaz1 yazma (kompozisyon) konular
ilgimi g¢ekiyor.

1. Bagka ([itfen yaziniz) @ ..o s

10. Asagidaki ingilizce kelime (sbzciik) calismalari size ne derece yararh
oluyor? Hic yapilmiyorsa belirtiniz.

Yararhdir | Biraz Yararh Hic
Yararhdir | Degildir Yapilmiyor

a. Ingilizce kelimelerin Tiirkce
anlamlarin1 6grenmek

b. Ingilizce kelimelerin es ve
zit anlamlilarin1 6grenmek

c. Ingilizce kelimelerin nasil
okundugunu (telaffuzunu)
O0grenmek

d. Ogretmenimizin Ingilizce
kelimelerle ilgili 6rnek
climle vermesi

e. Ogretmenimizin Ingilizce
kelimelerle ilgili resimler
veya gercek nesneler
gostermesi

f. Ingilizce kelimelerin
anlamlarini s6zliikten
kendimizin bulmasi

g. Ingilizce kelimeleri bes-on
kez defterimize yazmak

h. Ingilizce kelimeleri
kullanarak kendimizin ciimle
kurmast

1. Ingilizce kelimelerle ilgili
oyunlar oynamak

1. Bagka (liitfen yaziniz) @ ...
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11. Asagida belirtilen Ingilizce ciimleler ilgili cahismalar (Gramer Calismalari)
size ne derece yararh oluyor? Hi¢ yapilmiyorsa belirtiniz.

Yararhdir | Biraz Yararh Hic¢
Yararhdir | Degildir Yapilmiyor

a. Ogretmenimizin Ingilizce
climlelerin kurallarimi ve anlamint
(gramer kurallarini) kendisinin
acgiklamast

b. Ogretmenimizin Ingilizce
ctimlelerin kurallarini ve anlamini
(gramer kurallarini) bizim
bulmamizi istemesi

c. Ingilizce ciimleleri soru-cevap,
olumlu-olumsuz gibi degisik
sekillere doniistiirmek

d. Kendimizin Ingilizce ciimleler
kurmast

e. Ingilizce ciimlelerle ilgili bosluk
doldurma caligmalar1 yapmak

f. Baska (llitfen yaziniz) @ ..o

12. Iingilizce kelimeler ve ciimleler ile ilgili calismalar1 yaparken ne tiir
problemler yasiyorsunuz?

13. Asagida belirtilen Ingilizce divalog ve okuma parcalan ile ilgili cahsmalar
size ne derece yararh oluyor? Hic yapilmiyorsa belirtiniz.

Yararhdir | Biraz Yararh Hic
Yararhdir | Degildir | Yapilmiyor

a. Ingilizce diyaloglari
O0gretmenimizin okumasi ve
bizim dinlememiz

b. Ingilizce diyaloglari teypten
dinlemek

c. Ingilizce diyaloglar1 veya
okuma pargalarini sinifta
kendimizin okumasi

d. Ingilizce diyaloglar1 veya
okuma parcalarini evde
okuyup gelmek
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Yararhdir | Biraz Yararh Hic
Yararhdir | Degildir | Yapilmiyor

e. Ogretmenimizin Ingilizce
diyaloglardaki veya okuma
pargalarindaki zor kelimeleri
onceden dgretmesi

f. Ingilizce okumaya baslamadan
once konu hakkinda kendi
aramizda konusmak

g. Ogretmenimizin Ingilizce
diyaloglarin veya okuma
pargalarinin konusu hakkinda
ayrintili sorular sormasi

h. Baska( [Utfen yaziniz): ........c.ooiiiiiiiiii e

14. Ingilizce diyaloglar ve okuma parcalar ile ilgili ¢calismalar1 yaparken ne
tiir problemler yasiyorsunuz?

15. Asagidaki ingilizce konusma calismalar size ne derece yararh oluyor? Hig
yapilmiyorsa belirtiniz.

Yararhdir | Biraz Yararh Hic
Yararhdir | Degildir Yapilmiyor

a. Ingilizce diyaloglar
canlandirmak

b. Bir resim hakkinda
Ingilizce konugmak

c. Bir konu hakkinda grup
(kiime) halinde tartigmak

d.Baska (JGtfen yaziniz): ........coeiiiiiiiiii e
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16. Asagidaki Ingilizce yaza yazma calismalar size ne derece yararh oluyor?
Hic yapilmiyorsa belirtiniz.

Yararhdir | Biraz Yararh Hic¢
Yararhdir | Degildir | Yapilmiyor

a. Bir konu hakkinda
Ingilizce
paragraf/kompozisyon
yazmak

b. Ogretmenimiz Ingilizce bir
sey okurken aynisini
yazmak (dikte)

c. Ingilizce mektup yazmak

e. Bagka (Liitfen yaziniz): ..o e

17. ingilizce konusma ve yazi vazma ile ilgili cahsmalar1 yaparken ne tiir
problemler yasiyorsunuz?
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIREON ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNING

Dear Students,

This questionnaire aims to get your opinions about the English course given
in your school. The purpose of the questionnaire is to maket the course more
comprehensible and to find solutions in order to give it according to your needs,
interests and expectations. It is important for you to give honest answers

Your responses will not be read by any other persen except for the researcher
and will not be used for any other purpose except for this study. Please do not write
your names. Thank you for your help.

ASLI ERSEN YANIK

PhD Student in Educational Sciences Department
Middle East Technical University / Ankara

Below you will find questions about yourselves. Read the questions carefully
and mark the most suitable answer for you by putting (x) next to the questions.
Please write your answers in the blanks.

1. Location of School (City/Town): .......oooiuiiiiiiiiii e
2. What is your grade level? . 6" Grade () 7™Grade() 8" Grade ()
3. Gender : FEMALE () MALE ()
4. What is your parents’ educational level?

MOTHER FATHER

a. Not a graduate of any school () ()
b. Primary School Graduate ) )
c. Secondary School Graduate () ()
d. High School Graduate @) 0)
e. University Graduate O ()

5. What is your parents’ English Level?
MOTHER FATHER

a. Not knows @) @)
b. Low ) )
c. Medium () ()
d. High 0O 0O

e. Very High @) )



6. Do your parents help you with English?

YES ()

NO ()
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7. What was your English grade in the last record sheet? 5() 4() 3() 2() 1()

8. What kind of difficulties do you have in the English course?

YES

SOMETIMES

NO

a. Articulating sounds (pronunciation)

b. Understanding the meanings of vocabulary

items

c. Understanding the grammatical rules

d. Understanding a listening text

e. Speaking in English

f. Understanding a reading text

g. Writing paragraphs in English

h. Doing dictations

1. Others (Please specify): ..o..oueiuiiiiii i

9. What do you think about the content and activities of English course?

YES

SOMETIMES

NO

a. I use the new words frequently in the
English course

b. The topics of the reading texts are related
to our real life

c. The topics of the reading texts are
interesting

d. Most of the time we do grammar exercises
and/or activities in the English course

e. The grammar exercises and/or activities
are interesting

f. I can understand the grammar exercises
and/or activities

g. The exercises and/or activities in the
English course are for the improvement of
our speaking skills

h. The topics of the writing activities are
interesting

1. Others (Please Specify): .o.uiiniiii i e
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10. To what extent are the following vocabulary exercises useful for you? If they
are not done, please indicate.

Useful Partially Not Useful | Not Done
Useful

a. Learning the Turkish
meanings of the new words

b. Learning the synonyms and
antonyms of the new words

c. Learning the pronunciation of
the new words

d. The use of example
sentences with new words by
the teacher

e. The use of pictures and real
objects about new words by the
teacher

f. Finding the meanings of new
words from the dictionary

g. Rewriting the new words in
our notebooks five to ten times
h. Our forming sentences with
the new words

1. Playing games with new
words

J- Others (Please Specify): .....ouineinii i

11. To what extent are the following grammar exercises useful for you? If they
are not done, please indicate.

Useful | Partially | Not Useful | Not Done
Useful

a. Teachers’ explaining the
grammar rules himself/herself

b. Teachers’ wanting us to guess the
grammar rules ourselves

c. Transforming sentences to
different forms like question-
answer, positive-negative

d. Our forming sentences with the
new grammar structures

e. Doing fill-in-the-blanks exercises
with the grammar structures

f. Others (Please Specify): ..oouiiiniiii e

12. What kind of problems do you have while doing the vocabulary and
grammar exercises?



13. To what extent are the following listening and reading activities useful for
you? If they are not done, please indicate.

Useful Partially | Not Useful | Not Done
Useful

a. Listening to the dialogues and
texts read by the teacher

b. Listening to the dialogues and
texts from the tapes

c. Reading the dialogues and texts
silently in the classroom by
ourselves

d. Reading the dialogues and texts
at home before coming to the
course

e. Our teacher’s teaching the
unknown words in the dialogues
and texts before we start reading
them

f. Talking among ourselves about
the topic of the dialogues and
texts before we start reading

g. Answering questions about the
content of the dialogues and texts
asked by the teacher

h. Others (Please Specify): ....ououiiiii i

14. 'What kind of problems do you have while doing the listening and reading
activities?

15. To what extent are the following speaking activities useful for you? If they
are not done, please indicate.

Useful Partially Not Useful | Not Done
useful

a. Acting out English dialogues

b. Talking about a picture in
English

c. Discussing a topic among
groups in English
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d. Others (Please SpeCify): ..oouuiiiiii i e

16. To what extent are the following writing activities useful for you? If they are
not done, please indicate.

Useful Partially Not Not Done
useful Useful

a. Writing a paragraph about
a given topic

b. Dictating what is read by
the teacher

c. Writing a letter in English
e. Bagka (Liitfen yaziniz): ..o

17. What kind of problems do you have while doing the speaking and writing
activities?

exams?
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APPENDIX C

TURKISH SUMMARY
(OZET)

Yabanci dil 6grenme kiiresellesmenin egemen oldugu giinlimiizde en 6nemli
gereksinimdir. Bu nedenle, yabanci dil dersleri diinyanin bir¢ok iilkesinde cesitli
egitim ve Ogretim programlarinda yer almaktadir. Diinyada var olan pek ¢ok dil
arasindan 6zellikle Ingilizce 6grenme bugiin ¢cok daha 6nemlidir. Gegmisten bugiine
Ingilizcenin etkin bir bigimde &gretimi igin cesitli kuramlar ortaya atilmis; farkli
Ogretim yaklasimlari, yontemleri ve teknikleri kullanilmistir. Richards ve Rodgers’in
(1990) da belirttigi gibi, bu d6gretim yaklagimlari, yontemleri ve tekniklerinin ortaya
cikisinda Ingilizcenin dgrenilmesindeki kisisel ve toplumsal amaglarin, egitim ve
Ogretimde ortaya c¢ikan genel kuramlar ile dilbilim alaninda yer alan yabanci dil
edinimi konusundaki kuramlarin etkisi biiyiiktiir. Ortaya ¢ikan tiim Ogretim
yaklagimlari, yontemleri ve teknikleri yalnizca sinif i¢i uygulamalari degil, ayni
zamanda konu ve beceri secimi ve dagilimlarini, 6grenim siirecinde kullanilan
materyalleri ve 6lgme-degerlendirme stirecini etkilemistir.

Ilgili yazinda yabanci dil edinimi iizerine ii¢ temel goriisten s6z edilmektedir.
Bunlardan ilki “yapisalc1” diye adlandirilan ve yabanci dil edinimini soyleyis,
dilbilgisi ve sozcik gibi yapisal olarak birbirleriyle iliskili bilgilerin kazanilmasini
iceren gorlistir. Bu gorlis, “dilbilgisi-¢eviri,” “diiz anlatim,” “kulak-dil

2 <6

aliskanligi/dinle-konus,” “sessizlik” ve “tiim fiziksel tepki” yontemlerinin temelini
olusturmustur. ikincisi, dilin islev ve anlamimin kavranmasini vurgulayan ve “Bilissel
Ogrenme” yaklasiminin ortaya ¢ikmasini saglayan “islevselci” goriistiir. Son olarak,
dil edinimini yalmizca yapisal ve islevsel bilgi ve becerilerin edinilmesiyle
siirlandirmayip, ayni zamanda sosyal iligkilerin kurulmasi ve yiiriitiilmesinin de

b 1Y

temeli olarak goren “iletisimsel” goriistiir. Bu goriis, “iletisimci,” “goreve-dayali
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ogretim” ve “tiimlesik beceri Ogretimi” yaklagimlarimin ortaya ¢ikmasi ve
kullanilmasinda etkili olmustur. Tim bunlarin yani sira belirli bir yabanci dil edinimi
kuramina dayandirilmayan, genel egitim ve Ogretim yaklasimlarindan dogan
“Telkin” ve “Grupla Dil Ogrenimi” ydntemleri Ingilizce dgretiminde rol oynamustir
(Richards ve Rodgers, 1990, s.17).

Yine ilgili yazinda, Ingilizce egitim ve 6gretim programlarmin planlanmasi
ve uygulanmasinda tiim bu yaklasim ve yoOntemlerin sentezlenerek her birinin i1yi
taraflarinin  farkli egitim durumlarinda kullanilmasini 6ngoren yontemin esas
alimmasi gerektigi vurgulanmistir. “Se¢meci” yontem diye adlandirilan bu goriise
gore, her egitim ortamma uygun tek bir yaklasim ve yontemin olmadi§i, her
yaklasim ve yontemin giiglii ve zayif yonlerinin bulundugu esas alinmistir (CEFR,
2001; Demirel, 1990; McKay, 2000). Giliniimiiz diinyasinda en yaygin kullanilan
yaklagimlar ise “iletisimsel” ve “tiimlesik beceri 6gretimi” yaklagimlaridir (Nunan,
1993).

Ancak, dzellikle Asya iilkelerinde, Ingilizce dgretiminde kullanilan “iletisimsel”
ve “goreve-dayalt Ogretim” yaklasimlarinin bu iilkelerdeki egitim durumlarina
uygunlugu halen tartigilan bir konudur (Alptekin, 2001; Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005;
Lewis ve McCook, 2002; Littlewood, 2000). Yapilan akademik ¢alismalarda ortaya
atilan bir bagka boyut ise, 6grenci merkezli bu 6gretim yaklasimlarinin daha ¢ok
ogretmen merkezli bir 6gretim sistemine aligkin Asya kiiltiiriindeki 6grencilerin
O0grenme stilleri ve stratejilerine uygun olup olmadigidir (Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005;
Lewis ve McCook, 2002; Littlewood, 2000; Liao, 2004; Zhenhui; 2001). Ancak,
yapilan calismalarin pek ¢cogunda uygun yontem ve teknikler kullanilarak 6zellikle
genc yaslardaki Ogrencilerin  6grenme stil ve stratejilerinin - degistirilip
gelistirilebilecegi de vurgulanmaktadir. Bunu saglamanin en iyi yolu Ogrenci
merkezli; iletisimi ve etkilesimi temel alan; problem ¢dzme, oyun ve arastirmaya
dayal1 etkinliklere agirlik verilen bir program oldugu belirtilmektedir (Aslanargu ve
Siingii, 2006; Cakir, 2004; Durukafa, 2000; Ergiir, 2004; Hismanoglu, 2000; Onal,
2003).

Asya iilkelerinde bu akademik tartismalar siirerken, gelismis Avrupa iilkelerinde
ise yabanci dil egitimi, dolayisiyla Ingilizce dgretimi, Avrupa Konseyi’nin ortaya
koydugu “ortak Avrupa dil ¢er¢evesi (CEFR)” ile sekillenmektedir. Bu ¢ergevenin

amaci ¢esitli diizeylerde, yabanci dil 6gretiminde edinilmesi gereken standartlar



212
ortaya koymaktir. Kisaca, c¢ercevede, belirli bir yaklasim ya da ydntem
savunulmadan degisik 6gretim durumlarinda kullanilabilecek c¢ok cesitli yaklagim,
yontem ve teknikler agiklanmaktadir (CEFR, 2001). Ancak, yapilan bir ¢alismada
cergevenin anlagilmasi ve uygulanmasinda c¢esitli sorunlarla karsilasildigi ortaya
konulmustur (LPD, 2005).

Bu tartismalarin tam ortasinda, Asya ve Avrupa arasinda bir koprii olan Tiirkiye
yer almaktadir. Tirkiye’de, bir yandan kiiltiirel anlamda Asya’ya daha yakin olmasi
nedeniyle iletisimci yaklagimin iilkenin egitim ve &gretim durumuna uygunlugu
tartisilirken, 6te yandan, Avrupa birliginde yer alma cabalarindan dolay: ingilizce
ogretimindeki uygulamalarini CEFR’de belirtilen standartlara gore diizenleme
konusu giindemdedir (Alptekin, 2002; Aslanargu ve Siingii, 2006; Ergiir, 2004).

Aslinda, iilkemizde uzunca bir siiredir Ingilizce diger yabanci dillere oranla
daha ¢ok ilgi gérmektedir. Ozellikle, 1997-1998 yillarinda uygulanmaya baslanan
sekiz yillik kesintisiz egitime gecilmesinden sonra tiim resmi ilkégretim okullarinda
Ingilizce zorunlu ders olarak 4. siiftan itibaren okutulmaya baslanmistir. ingilizce
ders programlarinda cesitli diizenlemeler yapilmistir. Bu diizenlemelerle, ilkdgretim
ikinci kademe Ingilizce ders programlar1 amaglar, konu, 6gretim ve degerlendirme
teknikleri agisindan yeniden diizenlenmistir (MEB, 2004). Yapilan diizenlemeler,
ozellikle 6. , 7. ve 8. smiflarda okutulan Ingilizce derslerinin amag¢ ve hedefleri,
konulari, 6gretim ve degerlendirme yontem ve teknikleri agisindan bir biitiinliik ve
stireklilik gostermektedir.

Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizce 6gretiminde gegmisten bugiine “Bilissel Ogrenme” ve
“iletisimsel” yaklasimlar etkili olmus ve yaygin olarak dilbilgisi-¢eviri, diiz anlatim
ve dinle-konus yontemleri kullanilmistir (Demircan, 1990; Demirel 1990). Sekiz
yillik kesintisiz egitime gegilmesinden sonra ilkdgretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce ders
programlarinin belirtilen ilkelerinde, iletisimci yaklagimin ve se¢meci yOntemin
onemi vurgulanmistir (MONE, 2004). Kisaca, dort temel dil becerisinin (dinleme,
konusma, okuma, yazma) gelistirilmesini amaclayan, 6grenci merkezli ve gerek
biitiinclil gerekse big¢imlendirici degerlendirme yontemlerinin benimsendigi bir
Ogretim yaklasimimnin onemine deginilmektedir. Programin ilkelerinde, ozellikle
isbirlikli 6grenme yonteminin kalabalik gruplarda da uygulanmasi ile konusmaya
yonelik rol yapma, oyun ve tartisma gibi smif etkinliklerine yer verilmesi

vurgulanmaktadir. Ilkdgretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce dersi programinda yer alan
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amac¢ ve hedeflerinin ne denli gerceklestiginin, konularin amag¢ ve hedeflerin
gerceklesmesinde nasil bir rol oynadiginin ve 6nerilen tiim bu 6gretim ve Olgme-
degerlendirme yontem ve tekniklerinin ne denli uygulandiginin arastirilmasinda
yarar vardir.

Temelde Tiirkiye’deki resmi ilkdgretim okullarndaki Ingilizce 6gretimi
tizerinde yapilan arastirmalar bulunmaktadir. Bu arastirmalar program degerlendirme
calismalar ve Ingilizce 6gretimini etkileyen faktdrlerin arastirildigi calismalar olarak
siiflandirilabilir. Yapilan bu calismalar Tiirkiye’deki resmi ilkdgretim okullarinda
Ingilizce 6gretimi hakkinda dnemli bulgulara ulassa da kendi igerisinde bir takim
sinirliliklara sahiptir. Oncelikle var olan bu arastirmalar ya sekiz yillik egitime
gecilmeden oOnce belli bir sinifla (Yildiz, 1996) ya da sekiz yillik egitime
gecilmesinden sonra yalnizca 4. ve 5. smiflarla yapilmistir (Biiylikduman, 2005;
Igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Tok 2003). Bu ¢alismalar, ydntemleri agisindan da
sinirliliklara sahiptir. Bu arastirmalarin yalnizca tek bir ilde ve birka¢ okulda
yapilmis olmasi nedeniyle evreni temsil etme agisindan sinirliliklart bulunmaktadir
(Acar, 2006; Biiylikduman, 2005; Deniz, Avsaroglu ve Fidan 2006; Geng, 2002;
Igrek, 2001; Konusmaz ve Tokséz 2004; Mersinligil, 2002; Onur, 2005; Tok 2003).
Yine, oOzellikle yapilan degerlendirme ¢alismalarinin bir boliimiinde ya yalnizca
Ogretmen goriislerine ya da yalmizca 6grenci basar1 diizeylerine veya goriislerine
bakilmustir (Biiyiikkduman,2005; Igrek, 2001; Tok 2003; Yildiz, 1996).

Ilgili yazinda bir 6gretim programinin en kapsamli agiklamasi “amaglanan
program” ve “yasanan program” diye adlandirilan iki temel terimin agiklanmasiyla
sunulmustur. “Amaclanan program”, programi hazirlayanlarin belgelerinde yer alan
aciklamalarin1 igermektedir.  “Yasanan program” ise Ogrenciler, Ogretmenler,
materyaller ve sinif i¢indeki giinliik yagamdan etkilenerek bigimlenen programdir
(Oztiirk, 2003). Bu iki tanim “amaglanan” ve “yasanan” programlar arasinda
farkliliklar olabilecegini gostermektedir. Bu nedenle, uygulanmaya baslanan bir
programin amaglar, konular, 6gretim ve degerlendirme siireglerinin amacglanan
programda yer alan 6lgiitlere uygunlugu siirekli incelenmeli ve uygulama siirecinde
ortaya c¢ikan sorun ve Oneriler saptanmalidir. Bu saptamalar programin
giivenilirliginin, gegerliliginin ve etkililiginin belirlenmesinde ¢ok biiylik 6nem
tasimaktadir. Yine, Deneyimlenen programin agiklamasina bakildiginda programin

uygulanmasinda iki énemli grup ortaya ¢ikmaktadir: Ogretmenler ve dgrenciler. Bu
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nedenle, var olan bir programin incelenmesinde her iki grubun goriis ve Onerilerine
yer verilmelidir.

Ozetle, diinya’da ve Tiirkiye’de ortaya konulan tiim bu kuramlar ve arastirma
bulgular1 dikkate alinarak ilkdgretim ikinci kademe (6. , 7. ve 8. sinif) Ingilizce dersi
programinin uygulanmasinin tiim Tiirkiye’den uygun 6rneklem yontemleriyle secilen
Ogretmen ve Ogrenci goriislerine dayanilarak incelemesinde yarar vardir. Bu
baglamda, sekiz yillik egitim siirecinde, ilkdgretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce dersi
programinin nasil uygulandigina yonelik bir ¢caligmaya arastirmaci tarafindan heniiz
rastlanmamustir.

Bu arastirmanin amaci sekiz yillik kesintisiz temel egitim siirecince yer alan
ilkdgretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce dersi dgretim programmin (IDOP) etkililiginin
Ogretmen ve Ogrenci goriislerine dayanarak incelenmesidir. Bir baska deyisle,
ilkogretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce ders programlarindaki egitim siireci
incelenecektir. Bu genel amagtan yola ¢ikarak, arastirmanin alt problemleri veya
sorular1 sirastyla sunlardir: 1. IDOP’nin hedef ve konularina yonelik 6gretmen
goriisleri nelerdir? (IDOP’nin hedef ve konularma yonelik dgretmen goriisleri
calistiklar1 bolge, yas, 6gretmenlik deneyimleri ve egitim durumlarina gore farklilik
gostermekte midir?) 2. Ogretmenler IDOP’yi nasil uygulamaktadir? 3. Ogretmenler
IODP’yi uygularken ne tiir sorunlarla karsilasmaktadir? 4. Ogrenciler IODP’yi
hedefleri, konulari, 6gretim ve degerlendirme siiregleriyle nasil deneyimlemektedir?
(Ogrencilerin program hakkindaki goriisleri simif diizeyleri, cinsiyetleri, ailelerinin
egitim ve Ingilizce bilgi diizeyleri ve en son karnelerinde yer alan Ingilizce notuna
gore farklilik gostermekte midir?).

Bu aragtirma tarama modelinde betimsel bir c¢alismadir. Betimsel bir
calismada amag¢ var olan durumu {iizerinde degisiklik yapmadan oldugu gibi
tanimlamaktir. Bu arastirmada kullanilan iki temel veri toplama araci ise 6gretmen
ve Ogrenci anketleridir. Arastirmanin evreni 2004-2005 Ogretim yilinda,
Tiirkiye’deki resmi ilkdgretim okullarinin ikinci kademesinde Ingilizce dersini veren
Ogretmenlerin ve bu dersi alan 6grencilerin tlimiidiir. Aragtirmanin evreni ¢ok biiyiik
oldugundan tiimiiniin arastirilmasi olas1 degildir. Bu nedenle, ¢alisma Orneklem
lizerinde yapilmistir. Orneklemin belirlenmesinde birden fazla orneklem segme

yontemi kullanilmustir.
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Oncelikle sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyinin Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizce
egitimine etkisi géz Oniinde bulundurularak Devlet Planlama Teskilatinin
istatistiklerinden yararlanilmistir. Il ve ilgelerin sosyoekonomik gelismislik diizeyleri
dikkate alinarak, tabaka Ornekleme ve maksimum ¢esitlilik yontemleriyle
Tiirkiye’ nin yedi bolgesinden ii¢ il (bir gelismis, bir az gelismis ve bir orta derecede
gelismis i1l) ve bu illere bagh ikiser ilge (bir gelismis, bir az gelismis ilge)
belirlenmistir (DPT, 2003). Daha sonra, belirlenen il ve ilgelerin egitim
midiirliiklerine gonderilen bir {ist yazida 6gretmen ve Ogrenci anketlerinin nasil
cogaltilacag1 ve uygulanacagi agiklanmistir. Kendilerinden, bagli bulunduklar il
veya ilcelerdeki okullardan beser oOgretmeni seckisiz yontemle belirlemeleri ve
ogretmen anketlerini uygulamalar1 istenmistir. 11 ve ilce egitim miidiirlerine
gonderilen yazida 6grencileri segerken her ii¢ siniftan (6., 7. ve 8.) yeterli ve basa
cikilacak sayida 0grenciyi arastirmaya katmalar1 vurgulanmistir. Bu nedenle, 6grenci
anketlerinin aragtirmaya katilan bir 6gretmenin okulundan segilen bes 6. sinif, bes 7.
siif ve bes 8. sinif olmak {izere toplam on beser 6grenciyle uygulanmasi istenmistir.
Okullardaki 6grencileri belirlerken sistematik ornekleme yontemi kullanilarak okul
veya sinif listelerindeki ilk bes 6grencinin segilmesi istenmistir.

Ogretmen ve dgrenci anketleri hazirlanirken dncelikle arastirma sorularindan,
Ingilizce dgretimine ait yazindan ve daha onceleri gesitli arastirmalarda kullanilan
Ingilizce ders programlarmi degerlendirme anketlerinden yararlamlmistir (igrek,
2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Tok 2003). Anketler arastirma sorularina uygun olarak alt
basliklara ayrilmistir. Ogretmen ve 6grencilere ait anketlerde hem kapali uglu hem de
acik uclu sorulara yer verilmistir. A¢ik uglu sorulara yer verilmesindeki amag, kapali
uclu sorularla elde edilmesi gii¢ olan derinlemesine bilgiye ulagabilmektir. Diger bir
neden ise agik uglu sorularin anketlerin i¢ tutarliligini saglamaktaki roliidiir (Jaeger,
1988).

Bu arastirmada kullanilacak anketlerin gegerliligi ve glivenirliligi iki
yontemle saglanmistir. Gegerliligin saglanmasinda Oncelikle uzman goriislerine
bagvurulmustur. Anketlerin gecerliliginin saglanmasindaki ikinci yontem ise veri
toplama aracglarinin secgilen pilot guruplarla uygulanarak 6gretmen ve 6grencilerin
anketlerin igerigi hakkinda gériislerinin alinmasidir. Ogretmen anketleri, Ankara il
merkezinden secilen 11 okulun Ingilizce ogretmenlerine uygulanmustir. Pilot

uygulamaya 28 Ingilizce 6gretmeni katilmistir. Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinden anketleri
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cevaplandirmalar1 istenmis, her birinden anketler hakkindaki goriisleri alinmis ve
anketler dgretmenlerin Onerileri dogrultusunda yeniden diizenlenmistir. Ogrenci
anketleri ise Ankara il merkezinden secilen bir okuldaki 6. , 7. ve 8. smf
dgrencileriyle uygulanmustir. Pilot uygulama iki asamada yapilmustir. Ik asamada,
her siniftan on beser Ogrenci olmak {izere toplam 45 Ogrenciden anketleri
cevaplandirmalar1  istenmistir. Ogrenciler anketleri cevaplandirdiktan sonra
kendileriyle grup goriismesi yapilmis, anketi cevaplandirirken ne tiir giicliiklerle
karsilastiklar1 sorulmustur. Daha sonra, 6grencilerin goriisleri dogrultusunda anketler
yeniden diizenlenmistir. Yeni diizenlemeler yapildiktan sonra, ayni1 okuldan 45 farkli
Ogrenciyle (on bes 6., on bes 7. ve on bes 8. siif dgrencisiyle) anketler yeniden
uygulanmis ve ilk pilot uygulamada oldugu gibi 6grencilerin anketler hakkinda
yeniden gériisleri alinmistir. Ogrenci anketlerindeki kapali uglu sorular icin iki pilot
uygulama arasindaki giivenilirlik katsayis1 0.82 bulunmustur.

Bu aragtirma sekiz yillik kesintisiz egitime gecildikten sonra diizenlenen
ilkdgretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce ders programlarinin incelenmesi, tiim Tiirkiye’den
aragtirma kapsamina alinan o6gretmenler ve Ogrencilerle sinirhidir. Arastirmanin
yonteminden kaynaklanan diger sinirliliklar da bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle, 6rneklemin
belirlenmesi ve veri toplama araglarinin uygulanmasi il ve ilge egitim miidiirliikleri
tarafindan saglanmistir. Her ne kadar uygulanmasi istenen o6rneklem yontemleri {ist
yaziyla kendilerine iletilmis olsa da, il ve ilge egitim midirlerinin belirtilen
yontemleri nasil uyguladiklart kontrol altina alinamamistir. Ayni zamanda, gerek
Ogretmen gerekse Ogrenci anketlerinin uygulandigr kosullar (zaman, siire, yer)
arastirmacinin bilgisi ve kontrolii disindadir.

Arastirma sonucunda 6gretmenlerden ve 6grencilerden elde edilen veriler ayri
ayr1 incelenmistir. Kapali uglu sorularin incelenmesinde betimsel istatistiksel
yontemleri kullanilarak her bir soru i¢in frekans, yiizde, ortalama ve standart sapma
hesaplar1 yapilmistir. Ogretmen gériislerinin belirli 6zelliklere gore farklilik gdsterip
gostermedigi ANOVA ve T-test ile 6grenci goriislerinin belirli 6zelliklere gore
farklilik gosterip gostermedigi ise Ki-kare ile hesaplanmistir. Ag¢ik uglu sorularin
degerlendirilmesinde ise Oncelikle verilerin dokiimii yapilmig, daha sonra dokiimii
yapilan veriler, aragtirmanin amaglar ile iliskilendirilerek daha 6nceden belirlenen

temalar altinda kodlanmustir.
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Ogretmen ve 6grencilerden elde edilen bulgular birbiriyle kiyaslanarak su
sekilde ozetlenebilir. Oncelikle, programin hedeflerinden seslendirme, kelime ve
gramer bilgileri ile dinleme, konusma, yazma ve dikte etme becerileri 6gretmen ve
Ogrencilere gore orta diizeyde gergeklesmektedir. Programin hedefleri agisindan
Ogretmen ve Ogrenciler arasindaki tek goriis farkliligt okuma becerisi iizerinedir.
Oyle ki, dgretmenlere gore okuma becerisi en ¢ok edinilen beceri iken, dgrenciler bu
beceriyi orta diizeyde elde ettiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Yine, 6gretmenlere gore
duyussal alanla ilgili hedefler bilissel alana yonelik olanlara kiyasla daha cok
edinilmektedir. Nitekim 6grencilerin biiyiik bir béliimii de Ingilizceyi sevdiklerini,
gerekliligine inandiklarin1 ve ders disinda Ingilizcelerini gelistirmek igin gesitli
faaliyetlerde bulunduklarini ifade etmislerdir. Bu calismadan elde edilen programin
hedeflerine yonelik bulgular simdiye dek yapilan diger aragtirmalarin bulgulariyla
biiylik Olclide oOrtiismektedir. Diger c¢alismalarda da o6gretmenlere gore okuma
becerisi disinda hemen hemen tiim program hedeflerinin orta diizeyde gerceklestigi,
duyussal alana yonelik hedeflerin biligsel alana yonelik hedeflere kiyasla daha ¢ok
gerceklestigi saptanmistir. Ancak, bu c¢alismaya kiyasla diger arastirmalarda
ogrenciler program hedeflerinin biiylik bir boliimiiniin  gergeklestigini ifade
etmislerdir (Bilyiikduman, 2005; Igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Tok, 2003). Bunun
nedenleri diger caligmalarin 4. ve 5. siiflarla yapilmis olmasi, farkli bir programi
incelemeleri ve bu yas grubunun 6., 7. ve 8. siiflara gore program hakkindaki bilgi
ve alg1 diizeylerinin farkli olugu bi¢iminde siralanabilir.

Programin konular1 dikkate alindiginda ise 6grencilerin 6gretmenlere kiyasla
daha olumlu bir tutum sergiledikleri ve anketlerde yer alan ifadelerin pek ¢oguna
katildiklar1 goriilmektedir. Buna karsin, 68renci ve Ogretmenlerin birbirlerine
katildiklar1 noktalar da vardir. Ornegin, dgretmen ve dgrenciler programda yer alan
dinleme/okuma metinlerinin ve yazma calismalarinin 6grencinin ilgisini ¢ekecek
diizeyde olup olmadiginda kararsizdir. Yine, 6gretmen ve 6grenciler programda yer
alan sozctiklerin sik kullanilan tiirden oldugunu, dilbilgisi alistirmalarina daha ¢ok
yer verildigini ve dilbilgisi alistirmalarmin anlagilabilir oldugunu diisiinmektedir.
Ancak, ogretmenler dilbilgisi alistirmalarimin daha ¢ok konusmaya yonelik olup
olmadig1 ve bu tiir calismalarin 6grencilerin ilgilerini ¢cekecek diizeyde olup olmadigi
konusunda kararsiz kalirken, Ogrencilerin biiylik bir bolimii bu ifadelere

katilmaktadir. Programin konularina yonelik bu bulgular simdiye dek yapilan diger
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arastirmalarin bulgulartyla biiyiik Olgiide oOrtiismektedir. Diger c¢alismalarda da
Ogrencilerin 6gretmenlere kiyasla konular hakkinda daha olumlu diisiincelere sahip
oldugu saptanmustir (Biiyiikduman, 2005; igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Tok, 2003).

Ogretim siiregleri dikkate alindiginda programin hedeflerinde yer alan her
bilgi ve beceri i¢in farkli ve ¢ok ¢esitli yontem, teknik ve materyallerin uygulandigi
goriilmektedir. Ilk olarak, dgretmenler sdzciik bilgisinin dgretiminde s6zciigiin anlam
ve yapisina gore farkli sunum tekniklerine basvurduklarini ifade etmislerdir. En
yaygin kullanilan sunum teknikleri sirasiyla, resim, gercek obje ve taklit gibi gorsel
materyaller ile 6rnek climleler kullanarak anlatmak, Tiirk¢e anlamlarini agiklamak ve
Ingilizce karsiliklarin1 vermek olarak siralanabilir. Soézciik bilgisinin pekistirilmesi
icin ise kullanildig1 ifade edilen calismalar sirasiyla sozciik oyunlari, telaffuz
aktiviteleri, Ogrencilerin kendi cilimlelerini olusturmalari, sozliik caligsmalari ve
sozciiklerin bes-on kez yazilmasidir. Sézciiklerin Ingilizce karsiliklarinin verilmesi
ve sozcliklerin bes-on kez yazilmasi disinda belirtilen diger tiim ¢aligmalar 6grenciler
tarafindan yararli bulunmustur. Yine, gorsel materyaller ve sozclik oyunlarinin
siiflarinda uygulanmadigini belirten 6grenci sayist da dikkate alinacak diizeydedir.
Stiphesiz, belirtilen tiim bu O6gretim siirecleri sézclik bilgisinin ediniminde ¢ok
onemli rol oynamaktadir. Ancak, bu diizeyde sozciik oyunlarina daha fazla yer
verilmelidir (CEFR, 2001; Lewis ve Hill, 1992; Willis, 1983).

Dilbilgisi ediniminde yaygin olarak tiimevarim yontemi kullaniimaktadir.
Ogretmenlerin pek ¢ogu dilbilgisi kurallarin1 6rnek ciimleler vererek, formiillerle,
kimi zaman Tiirkge ve kimi zaman da bilinen Ingilizce dilbilgisi kurallariyla
kiyaslayarak agikladiklarini belirtmislerdir. Tiimdengelim yontemi ise diger yonteme
kiyasla daha az 6gretmen tarafindan uygulanmaktadir. Zaten pek c¢ok 6grenci de
timevarim yoOntemini tiimdengelim yoOntemine kiyasla daha etkili bulmaktadir.
Dilbilgisinin gelistirilmesi i¢in en ¢ok bosluk doldurma, eslestirme gibi anlamh
calismalar uygulanmaktadir. Daha az kullanildig1 ifade edilen ¢alismalar ise sirasiyla
ogrencilerin kendi ciimlelerini olusturmalar1 ve 6grencilerin verilen climleleri farkli
anlatim bigimlerine doniistiirmeleridir. Ogrencilerin biiyiik bir boliimii tiim bu
calismalar1 yararli bulmaktadir. {lgili yazin dikkate alindiginda belirtilen tiim bu
Ogretim siireglerinin yerinde ve gerektigi kadar kullanilmasi dilbilgisinin ediniminde
cok onemli rol oynamaktadir (CEFR, 2001; Lewis ve Hill, 1992; Willis, 1983).

Ogrencilerin tiimevarim yontemini tiimdengelim ydntemine tercih etmeleri de Asya
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kiiltiiriindeki 6grencilerin 6grenme stil ve stratejileri lizerine yapilan ¢alismalarin
bulgularin1 dogrular niteliktedir (Gupta, 2004; Hu, 2005; Lewis ve McCook, 2002;
Littlewood, 2000; Liao, 2004; Zhenhui; 2001).

Gerek Ogretmenler gerekse Ogrenciler dinleme becerisinin en az gelisen
beceri oldugunu ifade etmis ve Ozellikle Ogretmenler kitapta yer alan dinleme
metinlerinin daha ¢ok okuma becerisini gelistirmek i¢in kullanildigini belirtmistir.
Siif ici etkinliklerde i¢ ice gecen bu iki beceriye yonelik 6gretim siireglerinin
beraber tartisilmasinda yarar vardir. Bu baglamda, Ogretmenlerin biiyiik bir
cogunlugu metinleri 6nce kendilerinin yiiksek sesle iki ya da li¢ kez okuduklarini, bu
esnada Ogrencilerin kitaplarindan telaffuz ve tonlamaya dikkat ederek takip
ettiklerini belirtmislerdir. Kullanilan ikinci yontem ise Ogrencilerin sirayla ya da
diyaloglarda yer alan rolleri iistlenerek metinleri okumalar1 ve diger 6grencilerin
kitaplarindan takip etmeleridir. Sessiz okuma yontemi en az basvurulan yontemdir.
Yine, 6gretmenlerin bazilar1 6grencilerden metinleri evde okuyup bilmedikleri
sozciiklerin anlamlarin1 bularak derse hazir gelmelerini istemektedir. Okuma
sonrasinda, bazi &gretmenler tarafindan telaffuz caligmalari ve/veya okudugunu
anlamaya yonelik soru-cevap tiiriinden ¢alismalar yapilmaktadir. Bilinmeyen anahtar
sozclklerin onceden Ogretilmesine, konu hakkinda fikir edinilmesini saglayan
tahmine yonelik okuma 6ncesi ¢aligmalara ve 6zellikle konugma ve yazma becerileri
ile biitlinlesmeyi saglayan okuma sonrasi ¢aligsmalara oldukca az yer verilmektedir.
Ogrenciler dgretmenin sesli okumasi ve metinlerin evde okunmasi disinda belirtilen
yontemleri ¢cok yararli bulmaktadir. Baz1 6grenciler, dinlemeye yonelik ders arag ve
gereclerinin, okudugunu anlamaya yonelik sorularin, 6n okuma ve son okuma
caligmalarinin siniflarinda kullanilmadigini ifade etmektedir. Oysaki ilgili yazinda
tim bu smuf ici etkinliklerin gerekliligi defalarca vurgulanmaktadir. Yine, okuma
becerisinin gercek hayatta sessiz okuma seklinde yapilan bir c¢alisma oldugu
belirtilmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda, okuma becerisinin konusma ve yazma becerileriyle
kaynastirilmasinda 6n-okuma ve son okuma g¢aligmalarinin 6nemi biiyiiktiir (CEFR,
2001; Lewis ve Hill, 1992; McDonough ve Shaw, 1998; Willis, 1983).

Ogretmenlere gore konusma becerisinin gelistirilmesi i¢in kullamlan iki
teknik rol yapma ve tartigmadir. Bazi G6gretmenler bu teknikleri ne sekilde
uyguladiklar1 konusunda detayli bilgi de vermislerdir. Rol yapma teknigi bazi

Ogretmenler tarafindan iki 6grencinin kitaptaki diyaloglart okumalar1 olarak, bazi
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Ogretmenler tarafindan Ogrencilerin bu diyaloglara benzer diyaloglar yazip
canlandirmalar1 olarak belirtilmistir. Yine, tartisma teknigi bazi Ogretmenler
tarafindan grup calismalar1 olarak uygulanirken, bazi 6gretmenler tarafindan soru
cevap seklinde uygulanmaktadir. Ogrencilerin biiyiik bir béliimii konusma
becerisinin gelistirilmesine yonelik bu ¢aligmalari yararli bulurken, bazilar1 ise bu tiir
caligmalarin siniflarinda uygulanmadigini ifade etmislerdir. Oysaki ilgili yazinda
iletisimci bir yaklagimin temel unsurunun konusmaya yonelik, 6grenci merkezli ve
isbirlikli 6grenmeyi saglayan bir yaklagim oldugu vurgulanmaktadir. Yine, ilgili
yazinda bu tiir etkinliklerin daha yaygin kullanilmasinin Ingilizce 6gretimine olumlu
etkisi ozellikle belirtilmektedir (Aslanargu and Siingii, 2006; Cakir, 2004; Durukafa,
2000; Ergiir, 2004; Hismanoglu, 2000; Moon, 2000; Philips, 1997; Sunel, 1994).
Yazma becerisinin gelistirilmesinde kullanilan teknikler sirasiyla paragraf
yazma, dikte calismas1 ve mektup yazmadir. Ogretmenlere gére paragraf ve mektup
yazma calismalar1 daha ¢ok serbest yazma olarak uygulanmaktadir. Cok az sayida
Ogretmen Ogrencilerine gerekli yonlendirmeyi saglayarak kontrollii yazma teknigini
uyguladiklarini belirtmislerdir. Ogrencilerin de biiyiik boliimii bu {i¢ tiir yazma
calismalarini ya bazen yararli bulmakta ya da bunlarin hi¢ kullanilmadigin
belirtmektedir. Zira pek ¢cok 6gretmene gore, yazma becerisi de dinleme becerisi gibi
sinif igerisinde en az iizerinde durulan beceridir. Ilgili yazinda baslangi¢ diizeyindeki
Ogrencilerin yazma becerisinin gelistirilmesi i¢in kontrollii yazma tekniginin
kullanilmas1 onerilmektedir (Lewis ve Hill, 1992; McDonough ve Shaw, 1998).
Ogretmenlerin yartya yakini dgrencilerinin Ingilizce dersine karsi olumlu bir
tutum igerisinde bulunduklarmi belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenlere kiyasla daha fazla
sayida dgrenci Ingilizceyi sevdiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Ogretmenler 6grencilerinin
dersi sevmelerini saglamak i¢in Ingilizce bilmenin 6nemini vurguladiklarini, ilgi
cekici etkinlikler ve materyaller kullanarak dersi eglendirici bir hale getirdiklerini ve
Ogrencilerinin kendilerini sevmelerini saglayarak sinif icerisinde pozitif bir atmosfer
olusturduklarini belirtmiglerdir. Ayni1 zamanda, ogrencilerinin derste ne kadar
basarili olurlarsa o kadar olumlu tutumlari oldugunu da vurgulamiglardir.
Ogretmenlerin izledikleri bu yontem ve teknikler basarili olmaktadir, ¢iinkii pek ¢ok
ogrenci Ingilizceyi bu nedenlerden dolay1 sevdiklerini ifade etmislerdir.
Ancak, dgretmenlerin tigte birinden fazlas1 6grencilerinin derse kars1 olumsuz

tutumlar igerisinde bulunduklarimi ifade ederken dortte birine yakini ise
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ogrencilerinin dersi bazen sevdiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ogretmenlere kiyasla ¢ok daha
az sayida Ogrenci Ingilizceyi sevmediklerini belirtmistir. Ogretmenlere gore,
Ingilizce dersine karsi olumsuz tutumlarin nedenleri 6grencilerin  dersteki
basarisizliklari, Ingilizce konusulan kiiltiirlere karsi dnyargilari, Ingilizce bilmenin
oneminin kendileri ve aileleri tarafindan yeteri kadar anlasilmamasi ve gergek
hayatta Ingilizceyi kullanacaklari ortamlarin olmamasidir. Aym zamanda, Ingilizce
bilgisinin ulusal sinavlarda oOl¢lilmemesi ve yeni not sistemine gore Ogrencilerin
dersten kalmayacaklarin1 bilmelerinin de derse ilgiyi azalttigt belirtilmistir.
Ogretmenlere kiyasla ogrenciler, dersi sevmemelerinin nedenleri olarak derste
basarisiz olmalarmi, Ingilizce kullamlan iilkelerin kiiltiirlerine kars1 nyargilarini,
gercek hayatta Ingilizceyi kullanma olanaklarinin bulunmamasini ve dersin oldukca
sikict gegmesini gostermektedirler. Ogretmenlerin 6grencileri motive etmek igin
kullandiklar1 bu yontem ve teknikler ilgili yazinda onerilen yontem ve tekniklerle
tutarlidir (Aslanargu and Stingti, 2006; Deniz, Avsaroglu and Fidan, 2006; Durukafa,
2000; Ergiir, 2004; Koning, 1991; Onal, 2003). Ancak, derse kars1 olumsuz tutumlari
oldugunu ifade eden 6grencileri de kazanmak i¢in daha fazla sinifta uygulanmalidir.
Tiim bunlarin yani sira, 6gretmenler ve 0grenciler, programin uygulanmasi
sirasinda cesitli giicliiklerle karsilastiklarini da ifade etmislerdir. Karsilastiklart bu
giicliiklerin hedeflere ulagsmakta, 6gretim yaklagim, ydntem ve tekniklerinin
uygulanmasinda, 6lgme ve degerlendirme ydntemlerinin kullanilmasinda etkili
olduklar: belirtilmistir. Ogretmenler tarafindan karsilasilan en biiyiik sorun ders arag
ve gereglerinin yetersizligidir. Ogretmenler dzellikle gérsel materyallere; teyp, kaset,
CD ve video gibi dinleme becerilerini gelistirmekte kullanilabilecek ders arag ve
gereclerine ve sozliik, oykil kitaplar1 ve kaynak kitaplar gibi materyallere sahip
olmadiklarindan sikayetgilerdir. Ikinci problem ise Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 tarafindan
diizenlenen ders kitaplaridir. Ders kitaplar 6zellikle konu se¢imleri ve dagilimlar
acisindan elestirilmektedir. Bu baglamda, dinleme ve okuma metinlerinin
ogrencilerin ilgi ve ihtiyaclaria uygun olmadiklari, ¢ok fazla bilinmeyen sozciik ve
yapt igerdikleri ve hatta bazi ciimlelerin hatali oldugu belirtilmektedir. Ayni
zamanda, dilbilgisi ve sozciik bilgisinin gelistirilmesine yonelik iletisimsel, anlamli
ve mekanik caligmalarin da yetersiz oldugu vurgulanmaktadir. Bu baglamdaki diger
elestiriler ise kitaplarin baski ve gorsel acidan yetersiz oldugu, her sinifta farkl

kitaplarin kullanildig1 ve 6gretmen kitaplarinin bulunmadigidir.
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Programin uygulanmasi agisindan Ogrenciler de giicliikler yaratmaktadir.
Ogretmenlere gore Ogrenciler Ingilizcelerini gelistirmek icin yeterli ¢abayi
gostermemektedir. Bunun yani sira, Ogrencilerin 6zellikle sozciik ve dilbilgisi
eksiklikleri ve ana dillerinde dahi okuma ve yazma becerileri konularinda sorun
yasamalar1 belirtilen baslica sorunlardir. Zira 6grenciler de simif etkinliklerini
gerceklestirmekte ve o6zellikle sinavlarda sozciik ve dilbilgisi eksiklikleri nedeniyle
sorunlar yasadiklarini ifade etmislerdir. Ogretmenlere gore bu problemin nedenleri
programin ¢ok yiiklii olmasi, buna ragmen ders saatinin azlig1 nedenleriyle yeteri
kadar alistirma ve tekrar yapilamamasidir. Bu sorunlar yalnizca siif igi etkinlikleri
degil, smavlarin hazirlamasi ve uygulanmasini da etkilemektedir. Ogretmenler hangi
konularin 6lcililmesi gerektigi konusunda sorunlar yasamakta ve Ogrencilerinin
siavlardaki basarisizligini yeteri kadar alistirma yapilamamasina baglamaktadir.
Diger bir neden ise, ingilizce 6gretmeni sayismin azhigi, Ingilizce derslerine alan
disindan Ogretmenlerin girmesi ve Ozellikle alt kademede 6gretmen yetersizligi
nedeniyle derslerin islenememesidir.

Son olarak sinif ortamindan kaynaklanan giicliikler de yaganmaktadir. Bunlar
sirastyla simiflarin kalabalik olusu, smiflardaki égrencilerin ingilizce diizeylerinin
farkliligi ve smiflarin fiziksel kosullarmin derse uygun olmadigi seklinde ifade
edilmigtir. Siniflarin kalabalik olmasi, 6gretmenlerin her bir 6grenciyle yeteri kadar
ilgilenmesini, 6dev ve smavlarin giivenilir sekilde kontrol edilip geribildirim
verilmesini engellemektedir. Ogrenciler arasindaki diizey farkliliklar1 da yalmizca
siif etkinliklerinde degil, sinavlarin hazirlanip uygulanmasinda da sorunlara neden
olmaktadir. Ogretmenler sinavlari hazirlarken hangi diizeyi temel alacaklari
konusunda ¢eliskiler yasamaktadir. Yukarida belirtilen ve 6grencilerden, kitaplardan,
programdan ve sinif ortamindan kaynaklanan bu sorunlar alt kademede yapilan diger
calismalarda da saptanmustir (Acar, 2006, Biiyiikkduman, 2005; Geng, 2002; Igrek,
2001; Mersinligil, 2002). Ancak, bu caligmayi1 digerlerinden farkli kilan bu
sorunlarin ne tlir uygulamalar1 nasil etkiledigi konusunda verilen detayl bilgilerdir.

Arastirma sorularindan biri de 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin hangi 6zelliklerinin
programin uygulanisinda etkili oldugudur. Bu baglamda, ogretmenlerin baglh
bulunduklar1 bolge programin telaffuz, tonlama, dilbilgisinin dogru kullanildigi
climlelerin olusturulmasi, konusma, okuma ve yazma becerilerine ulasilmasi

konularinda o6gretmenler arasinda farklilik olusturmaktadir. Kisaca, i¢ Anadolu
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bolgesinden katilan 6gretmenler diger bolgelerden katilan 6gretmenlere kiyasla, bu
hedeflere daha cok ulasildigini ifade etmektedirler. Yine, 23-28 yaslar1 arasinda
bulunan ve 1 ile 5 yillik 6gretmenlik deneyimine sahip Ogretmenler diger
Ogretmenlere kiyasla, seslendirme, dinleme ve okuma becerilerine iligkin hedeflerin
daha ¢ok gerceklestigini ifade etmislerdir. Ogretmenlik deneyimi 5 yildan az olan
ogretmenler diger d6gretmenlere kiyasla konusma, yazma, yazim kurallarinin dogru
kullanilmas1 ve dikte etme hedeflerinin daha ¢ok gerceklestigini belirtmislerdir. Ayni
zamanda, diger dallarmn ogretmenleri Ingilizce Ogretmenligi ve Ingiliz dili ve
edebiyat1 bolimlerinden mezun olan O6gretmenlere gore kitaplardaki metinlerin
ogrencilerin ilgilerini ¢ekecek diizeyde oldugunu ifade etmislerdir.

Ogrencilerin 6zelliklerine bakildiginda ise okuduklari sinif, cinsiyetleri,
ailelerinin egitim ve Ingilizce diizeyleri ve basar1 durumlar1 karsilastiklar: giicliikleri,
konular, 6gretim ve degerlendirme siireclerini etkilemektedir. Kisaca, 8. siniflar 7. ve
6. smiflara kiyasla, dinleme ve yazma becerilerinin ger¢eklesmesinde daha g¢ok
sorunla karsilasmakta ve gorsel-duyussal materyaller ile oyun ve rol yapma gibi
iletisimsel etkiliklerin siniflarinda uygulanmadigini savunmaktadirlar. Yine, 8.
simiflar, diger siniflara kiyasla ingilizceye kars1 daha olumsuz tutuma sahip olup, ders
ve sinavlarda daha c¢ok sorunla karsilasmaktadirlar. Bunlarin yani sira, erkek
ogrenciler kiz 6grencilere kiyasla sozciik ve okuma becerilerini gerceklestirmekte
daha zorlanmaktadir. Yine, erkek 6grenciler kiz 6grencilere gore, programin konusu
ve Ogretim teknikleri agisindan daha olumsuz diisiincelere sahiptirler. Ailelerinin
egitim durumlar ve Ingilizce diizeyleri iyi olan dgrenciler, program hedeflerinin pek
cogunu gerceklestirmekte ve dilbilgisi alistirmalarini anlamakta daha az sorun
yasamaktadirlar. Son olarak, Ingilizce dersinde basarili olan 6grenciler orta diizeyde
basarili olanlara ve basarisiz olanlara kiyasla, programin hedeflerinin hemen hemen
tamamini gerceklestirmekte daha az gii¢lik yasamakta ve programin konu ve
Ogretim siirecleri hakkinda daha olumlu diisiinmektedir. Bu anlamda karsilasilan en
ilging sonug ise basarili 6grencilerin de dinleme ve yazma becerilerinde sorunlar
yasamalari, gorsel ve isitsel ders ara¢ ve geregleri ile oyun ve rol yapma gibi
etkinliklerin siniflarinda pek uygulanmadiklarin1 savunmalaridir.

Tiim bu arastirmalar ilkdgretim ikinci kademe Ingilizce ders programlari
hedefleri, konulari, 6gretim ve degerlendirme siirecleri acilarindan yeniden gézden

gegirilerek gerekli diizenlemelerin yapilmasi gerektigini gostermektedir. Ozellikle
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programin konular1 azaltilarak sinif igerisinde ve siniflar arasinda daha fazla tekrar
ve biitlinliik saglanmali. Ders kitaplar1 yeniden diizenlenerek yukarida belirtilen
sorunlar giderilmeli. Okullar gerekli ders ara¢ ve geregleriyle donatilmali ve
siiflarin fiziksel kosullari iyilestirilmelidir. Tiim bunlarin yani sira, 6gretmenlere
hizmet i¢i egitim verilerek Ingilizce 6gretiminde kullanilan ve programda yer alan
yeni ve en etkili 6gretim ve degerlendirme yaklasim, yontem ve teknikleri
tanmitilmalhidir. Bu c¢alismanin sinirliliklart g6z 6niinde bulundurularak ve konu
hakkinda daha ayrintili bilgi edinilmesi i¢in daha sonraki ¢aligmalarda dgretmen ve
ogrencilerle goriismeler yapilabilir ya da smf ici gozlemlerle programin

uygulanmasi hakkinda daha derinlemesine bilgi edinilebilir.
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