SULEYMAN DEMIREL UNIVERSITESI
SOSYAL BILIMLER ENSTITUSU
BATI DILLERI VE EDEBIYATI ANABILIM DALI

ADOCEP KULLANICI ALGILARI: BIR GRUP OGRETMEN
UZERINE BIiR CALISMA

Fatos UNLUCAN TOSUN

0730224064

YUKSEK LiSANS TEZI

DANISMAN
Dr. Philip GLOVER

ISPARTA-2019



T.R.
SULEYMAN DEMIREL UNIVERSITY

INSTITUTE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES

DEPARTMENT OF WESTERN LANGUAGES AND
LITERATURE

USER PERCEPTIONS OF THE CEFR: ASTUDY OF A GROUP OF
TEACHERS

Fatos UNLUCAN TOSUN
0730224064

MASTER’S THESIS

SUPERVISOR
Dr. Philip GLOVER

ISPARTA-2019



SULEYMAN DEMIREL UNIVERSITESI
SOSYAL BILIMLER ENSTITUSU

YUKSEK LISANS TEZ SAVUNMA SINAV TUTANAGI

Ogrencinin Adi Soyadi Fatos UNLUCAN TOSUN

Anabilini Dalt Bati Dilleri ve Edebiyati, Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati ABD

Tez Bashg . . .
CoBasi English Language Teachers Perceptions of The Language Used in The CEFR

Yeni Tez Baghgi! - . c THE - - . A cReup OF
(Eger degismesi énerildi ise) USER PEQ(EPWON‘S OF - CEFQ i A STUAY i3 4\’{54(‘!48RS

Sileyman Demirel Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Lisansiistii Egitim-Ogretim ve Smav
Yonetmeligi hiikiimleri uyarinca yapilan Yiiksek Lisans Tez Savunma Sinavinda Jirimiz 18/7/2019
tarihinde toplanmis ve yukarida adi gecen 6grencinin Yiiksek Lisans tezi i¢in;

X oy BIRLIGI L] oY COKLUGU?
ile asagidaki karari almigtir.
lXYapllan savunma sinavl sonucunda aday basanl bulunraus ve tez KABUL edilmistir.
[] Yapilan savunma smavi sonucunda tezin DUZELTILMESIz kararlastirilmistir.

[] Yapilan savunma sinavi sonucunda aday basarisiz bulunmus ve tezinin REDDEDILMESi4
kararlastirilmistir.

TEZ SINAV JURISI Adi Soyadi/Universitesi Kabul/Ret Imza

Siileyman Demirel Universitesi

Philip Glover, 3¢ Kabul 1
Danigman p [ Ret PQ»L’Q th
Jiird Uyesi Serkan Ertin, &Kabul CM:
y Kocaeli Universitesi [ ]Ret

[
s T Sule Okuroglu Oziin, X Kabul M
jiirl Uyest Siileyman Demirel Universitesi [ Ret - 7

oo T i B [ Kabul
Jiiri Uyesi [ Ret

et [l Kabul
Jiiri Uyesi [ Ret

1 Tez baghginin DEGISTIRILMES] ONERILDI ise yeni tez bashg) ilgili alana yazilacaktir. Degisme yoksa cizgi (-) konacaktir.

2 0Y COKLUGU ile alinan karar igin muhalefet gerekgesi raporu eklenmelidir.

3 DUZELTME Karart igin gerekgeli jiiri raporu eklenmeli ve raporu tiim iiyeler imzalamalidir.

YOK LiSANSUSTU EGITIM-OGRETIM VE SINAV YONETMELIGI Madde 9-(8) Tezi hakkinda diizeltme karari verilen
6grenci en gec U¢ ay icinde diizeltmeleri yapilan tezi ayni jiiri 6niinde yeniden savunur. Bu savunma sonunda da basarisiz
bulunarak tezi kabul edilmeyen 6grencinin yiiksekdgretim kurumu ile ilisigi kesilir.

4 Tezi REDDEDILEN o6grenciler icin gerekgeli jiiri raporu eklenmeli ve raporu tiim iiyeler imzalamalidir. Tezi reddedilen
Ogrencinin enstiti ile ilisigi kesilir.

Bu form bilgisayar ortaminda doldurulacaktir.




T.C.
SULEYMAN DEMIREL UNIVERSITESI

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Miidiirliigii

YEMIN METNI

Yiiksek lisans tezi olarak sundugum “User Perceptions of the CEFR: A Study of A Group of
Teachers” adli galigmanin, tezin proje safhasindan sonuglanmasina kadar ki biitiin siireglerde bilimsel
ahlak ve geleneklere aykin diisecek bir yardima bagvurulmaksizin yazildigini ve yararlandigim
eserlerin Bibliyografya’da gosterilenlerden olustugunu, bunlara atif yapilarak yararlanilmis oldugunu

belirtir ve onurumla beyan ederim.

= ‘Imza
Fatos LniiycAn TagAf Soyad
Tarih

lZ:C’?.Qo'I‘{




ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

First and foremost, |1 would like to express my sincere gratitude and respect for
my supervisor Dr. Philip GLOVER to whom I owe special thanks for his guidance,
encouragement and patience throughout the completion process of my thesis. It was a
great privilege and chance for me to be able to benefit from his invaluable experience,
comments and suggestions. All I have learnt from him will always shed light on my way
in life.

| feel indebted to the committee members Dr. Sule OKUROGLU OZUN and
Dr. Serkan ERTIN for their constructive feedback which helped me reevaluate my

work.

The warmest thanks go to my family. | dedicate my thesis to my husband, my
daughter and my son, who have always become the source of motivation for me. It
would be impossible to complete my thesis without their love, patience, understanding

and sacrifice. Thank you God for the gift of their presence...



(UNLUCAN TOSUN, Fatos, User Perceptions of the the CEFR: A Study of A
Group of Teachers, Master’s Thesis, Isparta, 2019)

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study is to investigate how English language teachers
understand the language used in the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR)
and how this understanding affects their viewpoints concerning language and learning.
The CEFR and various European Language Portfolios (ELP) were introduced as a
resource for learner-centred foreign language education by the Council of Europe in 2001.
There was a great deal of interest in applying the CEFR and ELP in Turkey, as well as in
many other European countries. The Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in Turkey
supported the integration of the CEFR into national foreign language curriculum and
declared that foreign languages curricula was renewed in accordance with the CEFR and
updated curricula along with related coursebooks were introduced (MoNE, 2006). A
variety of research has taken place regarding the use of the CEFR and ELP in Turkey, but
none have focused on how foreign language teachers interpret the language used in the
CEFR. The study uses qualitative methodology to analyse teachers’ knowledge of the
CEFR and how teachers understand the language in three tables (Council of Europe 2001,
pages 24-29) that form the basis of CEFR levels and ELP. The themes “CEFR
knowledge/awareness, application, assessment, its effect on teaching, the language used
and the reasons for learning/teaching English” guide the process of qualitative analysis
within the analytical framework of the study. The study results reveal that most EFL
teachers, even if they have not had training about the CEFR, implement the CEFR to
some extent through the foreign languages curriculum and coursebooks which are in
alignment with the CEFR. The language used in the CEFR level tables has been found to
be clear and understandable so that they are helpful for the users to differentiate between

different levels.

Keywords: Common European Framework of Reference, European Language
Portfolio, Council of Europe, Language used, The Ministry of National Education,

foreign language teachers.



(UNLUCAN TOSUN, Fatos, ADOCEP Kullanici Algilari: Bir Grup Ogretmen
Uzerine Bir Calisma, Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Isparta, 2019)

OZET

Bu c¢alismanin amaci, Ingilizce dgretmenlerinin Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve
Programinda (ADOCEP) kullanilan dili ne sekilde anladiklar1 ve bu anlayisin onlarin dil
ve 0grenmeye iliskin bakis agilarini nasil etkiledigini aragtirmaktir. 2001 yilinda Avrupa
Konseyi (AK) tarafindan 6grenen merkezli yabanci dil egitimi kaynagi olarak ADOCEP
ve ¢esitli Avrupa Dil Portfolyolar1 (ADP) tanitildi. Birgok diger Avrupa iilkesinin yani
sira Tiirkiye’de de ADOCEP ve ADP uygulamalarina biiyiik ilgi gosterildi. Tiirkiye’de
Milli Egitim Bakanligi (MEB), ADOCEP’in ulusal yabanci dil 6gretim programina dahil
edilmesini destekleyerek yabanci dil 6gretim programimin ADOCEP’e uyumlu olarak
yenilendigini bildirdi ve gilincellenmis miifredat ile birlikte ilgili ders kitaplar1 tanitildi
(MEB, 2006). ADOCEP ve ADP’nin Tiirkiye’deki kullanimina iligkin ¢esitli ¢calismalar
yer ald1 ancak, Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin ADOCEP’te kullanilan dili nas1l yorumladiklari
tizerine odaklanan bir ¢alisma yapilmamistir. Bu ¢aligmada, 6gretmenlerin ADOCEP
konusundaki bilgilerini ve ADP ile ADOCEP seviyelerinin temelini olusturan {i¢ tabloda
(Avrupa Konseyi 2001, ss. 24-29) kullanilan dili nasil anlamlandirdiklarini analiz etmek
icin nitel veri yontemi kullanilmistir. “ADOCEP bilgisi/farkindaligi, uygulama,
degerlendirme, Ogretim iizerine etkisi, kullanilan dil ve Ingilizce 6grenme/dgretme
nedenleri” konular1 ¢alismanin ¢6zlimsel c¢ergevesi igerisinde nitel analiz slirecine
rehberlik etmistir. Arastirma sonuglar;, ¢ogu Ingilizce 6gretmeninin ADOCEP
konusunda herhangi bir egitim almamis olsalar bile, ADOCEP’e uyumlu yabanci dil
Ogretim programlar1 ve ders kitaplart araciligiyla farkinda olmadan da olsa ADOCEP’1
belli bir oranda uyguladiklarini ortaya koymustur. ADOCEP seviye tablolarinda
kullanilan dil, kullanicilarin farkli seviyeler arasinda ayirim yapmalaria yardimci olacak

sekilde acik ve anlasilir bulunmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programi, Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu,
Avrupa Konseyi, Kullanilan Dil, Milli Egitim Bakanligi, Yabanci Dil Ogretmenleri.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background of the Study

Although the CEFR has its roots in over forty years of work on modern languages,
it has become so popular in the last two decades because of the changes in the methods
of teaching, the description of what is to be learnt and the originality of the assessment of
learning. Thus, the CEFR’s emphasis on interaction with its potential for stimulating

collaborative dialogue deserves attention.

It is important to note that the CEFR is not unique solely for being grounded in a
communicative competence theory and it is not original in its focus on learner autonomy,
both of which have already been around since the 1980s. The innovation of the CEFR is
its promotion of an action-oriented approach to pedagogy and focus on learning, teaching
and assessment as interdependent concepts (Faez, Taylor, Majhanovich and Brown,
2011).

The CEFR was developed by the Council of Europe to “provide a common basis
for the elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations,
textbooks, etc. across Europe” (Council of Europe, 2001). The Framework
comprehensively describes the ways to be followed and the necessary knowledge and
competences to be developed by learners for an effective and communicative use of a
language. It does so by using ‘Can Do Statements’ to describe L2 proficiency across five
activities reading, writing, listening, speaking production and spoken interaction at six
levels (A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2). Namely, CEFR descriptors focus on what learners ‘can
do’ at different levels rather than what they cannot do. With these specifications, it is
user-friendly and practical. That is why the CEFR has influenced the language education
not only across Europe but also throughout the world. In spite of the fact that the CEFR
has gained popularity and approval throughout the world, it is hard to talk about its
effective implementation in Turkey (Cagatay and Giirocak, 2016). This study aims to find
out, if any, the relationship between language teachers’ interpretation of the language

used in the CEFR and the effectiveness of its implementation.



It has been almost eighteen years since the CEFR, along with ELP which is a
substantive resource developed for its implementation, was first introduced in Turkey.
Turkey supported the set of goals and objectives set by the European Union (EU) in the
field of education declaring its adoption of the CEFR as the reference document in the
teaching of foreign languages (Demirel, 2005). Being a new approach, the ELP and the
CEFR were first piloted in 20 schools in two towns during the 2001-2002 academic year.
As the next step for the implementation of the programme throughout the country. The
Ministry of National Education expanded the piloting to ten towns in the 2006-2007
academic year (Sahinkarakas, Yumru&Inozu, 2010). However, apart from the in-service
teacher training programmes on the CEFR for the language teachers in pilot schools, other
kinds of teacher training programmes which could reach the remaining language teachers
were not provided in the following years. That is the reason why there is still a lacuna
whether language teachers know about the CEFR and ELP or, if so, to what extent they
know about these documents and their application. This study aims to make a contribution
to the understanding of the extent of this lacuna and to provide an insight in order to fill
the missing points, if any, as a very necessary step for an effective application.
Furthermore, the recent study investigates the perceptions of English language teachers
about the language used in the CEFR and the effect of their interpretations on language

learning process.
1.2.Statement of the Problem

Before the first draft of the CEFR was published in 1995, many language teachers
were influenced by a traditional approach. The teacher was the authority in class. Student
learning was highly controlled by teachers and limited with memorised knowledge rather
than emphasizing the real usage of the target language. It meant that the old system was
based more on testing knowledge than on language communicative competence, which
was not valid or reliable. After that, radical changes occurred and Communicative
Language Teaching rapidly became popular, which led to the communicative ability to

be the goal of foreign language teaching (Beresova,2011).

Later in 1996, with the introduction of the second draft of the CEFR, teachers
were confronted with a challenge. By describing different competences, the CEFR
became a reminder for language teachers to think over the extension of the range of their



teaching. The introduction of the CEFR promoted real interest among language
professionals in Europe. There were attempts to relate the syllabi and curricula to the
common referential levels. Throughout the CEFR research and piloting period that lasted
from 1993 to 1999, modern language teaching methods underwent a change from being
based solely on grammar and vocabulary to contextual appropriateness of language use
and the suitability of intercultural differences. These new ideas were based on referential
levels, scales, and descriptors. Many training sessions were organized all over Europe
with the aim of providing familiarisation with the levels, scales and descriptors (Beresova,
2011).

The power of the document across Europe is clear from the number of translations
of the CEFR, which has been translated into 40 languages. The CEFR and its companion
documents such as the ELP, the CEFR grids, sample tasks, illustrative samples of
speaking performances, etc. have affected the view on language teaching and testing as

well as curriculum designs.

The CEFR enthusiasm was felt in the national context of Tukey, too. The MoNE
in Turkey declared that it had changed its educational policy according to the CEFR.
There were piloting projects of the CEFR and the ELP along with teacher training
programmes. However, never has it been questioned how the teachers, as the key
implementers of it, understand the language used in the CEFR before.

That the CEFR is a comprehensive document seeking to cover a very large number
of language teaching and learning situations means that some of its ideas may be complex.
As stated by Goullier (2007), all language teachers wanting to make pedagogical choices
and decisions should be guided by the CEFR. Nevertheless, a reader may be confused by
the concepts and explanations presented in different chapters when he/she deals with the

CEFR first. It will take several readings to get a full understanding of the Framework.

Piccardo, Berchoud, Cignatta, Mentz and Pamula (2011) state that it can be
questioned whether the CEFR is “self-contained and clear enough” to be understood well
or not. If language teachers do not use it as a tool, the CEFR will have no effect on real
life practice of teaching and assessment. Teachers and learners will not be able to benefit
from it effectively. Moreover, the CEFR may become a source of concern if it is not

properly understood. Thus, this study attempts to find an answer to the question “How do



teachers, as key implementers of the CEFR, understand the language used in the
framework?”” and “How do teachers’ viewpoints affect the effective implementation of
the CEFR?”. In the present study, answers to the research questions and the problem of
the study are seeked through the qualitative analysis of the themes “CEFR
knowledge/awareness, application, assessment, its effect on teaching, the language used
and reasons for learning/teaching English” within the analytical framework of the study.

1.3. Purpose of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to investigate how English language teachers
understand the language used in the CEFR and how this understanding affects their

viewpoints concerning language and learning.

The Common Reference levels are at the heart of the CEFR. The CEFR levels
broadly describe what a specific language user can do ranging from basic A1-A2 through
independent B1-B2 to proficient C1-C2. Thus, there are six levels of language proficiency
in the framework. By providing a sound base for teachers, teacher trainers, syllabus and
course designers, educational institutions and examining bodies, the CEFR levels have
been widely accepted as the European standard for grading language users’ proficiency.
That is why the six CEFR levels have had a major impact on language education
worldwide. The reference levels have taken their place in foreign language curriculum in
Turkey, too. For instance, the current (2018) foreign languages curriculum (for 2nd-8th
grades) is intended to comply with CEFR levels. The following table (Table 1) is provided
in the recent curriculum designed for primary and secondary educational levels of

schools:



Table 1: Model English Language Curriculum (2018)

Levels . -
a . Main activities /
[CEFR] kel Skill focus .
o Strategies
(Hours / Week) o
2 Listening and Speaking
1 - - -
Al 3 Listening and Speaking TPR / Arts and
" Very Limited Reading and Writing crafts/Drama
4 Listening and Speaking
Very Limited Reading and Writing
Listening and Speaking
5 | Limited Reading
2 Very Limited Writing
[A1] Drama / Role-play
@3) Listening and Speaking
6 | Limited Reading
Limited Writing
; Primary: Listening and Speaking
3 Secondary: Reading and Writing
[A2] Theme-based
@) . Primary: Listening and Speaking
Secondary: Reading and Writing

(MEB, 2018, p.10)

Mut (2007) indicated the understanding and implementation of the CEFR in

Turkey in the following way:

Foreign language studies are very limited in Turkey in contrast to the other
members of the Council of Europe and the concepts of ELP and CEF are not fully
understood by the vast majority of people. In other words, there are serious
problems in implementation of the ELP into language learning programmes
owing to the lack of syllabi in consistent with the basic levels of CEF and tenets
of ELP. Designing appropriate syllabus for reading or any other skills will
contribute to the development of language teaching and learning projects in

Turkey in parallel with the developments in other member countries of the

Council of Europe. (pp. 3-4)

This study aims to ascertain teachers’ detailed knowledge and understanding of
the CEFR and ELP first. Secondly, it aims to analyze how teachers understand the
language used in three tables of the CEFR (Council of Europe,2001, pp. 24-29) and what




the CEFR levels mean to them. The study intends to explore the impact of this
understanding on the effective implementation of the CEFR in Turkey. It does so by

taking the example of a group of EFL teachers in Isparta.

The Council of Europe’s CEFR embodies the importance of ‘“communicative
language teaching”, “intercultural skills” and “intercultural awareness” with the aim of
helping learners to interact with speakers of other language learners and people from other
cultures (Mut,2007). Having this in mind, the study focuses on the ‘speaking’ ability, the
spoken production and interaction part of the CEFR. Illustrative samples of speaking
performances of CEFR levels are used in the study in order to get an idea about what
teachers understand about the language used in the CEFR and what the reference levels

mean to them.
1.4. Significance of the Study

Turkey has been a member of Council of Europe since 1949 and is willing to
become a member of the European Union (EU). Turkey has gone through some
educational reforms in order to satisfy the criteria defined by the EU. The Ministry of
Education (MoNE) and Council of Higher Education (CoHE) offered some changes and
reforms in the curricula including primary, secondary and higher education foreign

languages curricula.

Since the CEFR was published, it has always been of particular interest for
scientific research. Even books aiming at being a guide for understanding the CEFR were
published so that the philosophy of the CEFR becomes integrated into language education
in Europe (Piccardo, Berchoud, Cignatta, Mentz and Pamula, 2011).

The CEFR, providing a clear definition of language learning and teaching
objectives, is a guide for all teachers, teacher trainers, textbook writers, course designers,
testers who are involved in language teaching and testing. Therefore, a good
understanding of the CEFR by the users of it is a requirement for its correct and effective
implementation. Nevertheless, never before has it been questioned whether the language

used in the CEFR is understood or interpreted by the users in the way it aims to do.

Certain studies in which the students were either found not to be willing to use the
ELP without teacher support (Glover, Mirici, & Aksu, 2005) or failed to identify the target
language due to their lack of capacity for monitoring their own learning (Sert, 2006)



indicate the significance of the role of teaching, teacher support or training for the
application of the CEFR. Under the light of such valuable findings, this study aims to
investigate the current views and knowledge of English teachers in Isparta concerning the

implementation of the CEFR as well as their interpretations of CEFR levels.
1.5.Assumptions and Limitations

In this study, it is assumed that qualitative data collection tools, which aim to
provide an accurate profile of EFL teachers, are illustrative of sincere and honest thoughts
and opinions of the participants. It is also assumed that data collection results can be
generalized for all EFL teachers actively teaching at different educational levels of state
schools in Turkey.

This study is limited to eight EFL teachers teaching in the local area. The limited
number of participants in the study may not allow the results to be generalized throughout
Turkey.

Because interview questions were prepared assuming that the respondent knows
about the CEFR, certain background information related to the topic was provided for the
participants who are not familiar with the Framework for the sake of effective flow and
continuation of the interview.

The opinions of the respondents about the CEFR levels and the language used in
the CEFR tables revealed by the current study are limited to the spoken production part
of the CEFR tables and level descriptors only. They cannot be considered as
representative of all language competences defined by the CEFR.

Lastly, it is assumed that the researcher remained faithful to the ethical issues
throughout the research process.

1.6. Definitions of Terms

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR): The
Common Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment is a
guideline providing a practical tool for setting clear standards to be attained throughout
the process of language learning and for evaluating outcomes in an internationally
comparable manner. The Framework, developed by the Council of Europe, facilitates
educational and occupational mobility by providing a basis for the mutual recognition of
language qualifications for all European languages. The CEFR incorporates scales (of



proficiency for five skills: reading, writing, listening, oral interaction, and oral
presentation) on which six proficiency levels are identified and labelled as Al
(Breakthrough), A2 (Waystage), Bl (Threshold), B2 (Vantage), C1 (Effective
Operational Proficiency) and C2 (Mastery) (Maninsilla and Riejos, 2007).

European Language Portfolio (ELP): The European Language Portfolio is the
CEFR companion piece designed by the Council of Europe with the aim of promoting
autonomous and life-long learning. The ELP comprises three obligatory components
(Language Passport, Language Biography and Dossier) and it is based on the six levels
and five skills described in the CEFR (Maninsilla and Riejos, 2007).

Council of Europe (CoE): Having its centre in Strasbourg, the Council of Europe
was founded in 1949. The CoE is a body (with 47 member countries) conducting activities
which promote linguistic diversity and language learning throughout Europe

(http://www.mfa.gov.tr/avrupa-konseyi_.tr.mfa).

English as a Foreign Language (EFL): In the countries, where English is a
foreign language, English is often widely taught in schools but it does not play an essential

role in national or social life (Broughton, Brumfit, Pincas and Wilde, 2002).

Key English Test (KET): Key English Test is one of the Cambridge ESOL
examinations used to evaluate written and spoken English competences with direct
reference to the common reference levels of the CEFR as an internationally

acknowledged framework.

Ministry of National Education (MoNE): The term refers to a government
ministry which is responsible for the supervision of public and private educational

system, agreements and authorizations under a national curriculum in Turkey.


http://www.mfa.gov.tr/avrupa-konseyi_.tr.mfa

CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. The Council of Europe and Modern Languages

The term “English as a lingua franca” (ELF) is distinctive in that it is mostly a
“contact language” between persons, from different native tongue or cultures, for whom
English is the chosen foreign language of communication. In other words, ELF refers to
communication in English between speakers with different first languages or to non-
native speakers (Seidhlhofer, 2005). This explains how English has become an
international language. As more and more people learned English, the term English as a
foreign language (EFL) has emerged. EFL has been affected by Communicative
Language Teaching method whose goal is communicative competence for teaching target
language. The Council of Europe welcomed Communicative Language Teaching for its
project aiming to develop planning instruments to help teachers analyse learners’ needs

and learning objectives (Van Ek and Trim, 1991).

In 1975, the book “Threshold Level”, what is now level B1, by Van Ek and Trim
provided descriptions for the first level of communicative language competence. The
book’s strong influence on language teaching course books and its well acceptance by
communicative language programmes in Europe gave way to the publication of the book
“Waystage Level” in 1990 and “Vantage Level” in 2000. These three publications were
collected under a unique framework: The Common Framework of Reference for
Languages (Zorba, 2012).

The CEFR’s taxonomic nature necessitates trying to manage the complexity of
human language. It does so by dividing language competence into separate units. As it is
indicated by the Council of Europe (2001):

In an intercultural approach, it is a central objective of language education to
promote the favourable development of the learner’s whole personality and sense
of identity in response to the enriching experience of otherness in language and
culture. It must be left to teachers and the learners themselves to reintegrate the

many parts into a healthily developing whole. (p.1)



As is understood from the statements of the Council of Europe (2001), the very
basic concept and point of origin of the CEFR is language itself. Languages are also

integrated into lifelong learning, which is an ultimate principle of the CEFR.

Goullier (2007) states that “The Council of Europe’s CEFR is now regularly
mentioned when the subject of modern languages crops up.” The framework will enhance
the transparency and promote international co-operation in the field of modern languages.
By providing objective criteria that describe language proficiency, the CEFR promotes
the “mutual recognition of qualifications gained in different learning contexts.” (Council

of Europe, 2001).

Modern languages have always had an important role. The existence of Language
Policy Division of the Council in Strasbourg and the European Centre for Modern
Languages in Graz, Austria is clear evidence for the importance of modern languages in
the Council of Europe’s overall strategy. In the history of modern language teaching in
Europe, the CEFR became a new starting point in that it constituted the first language tool

embracing all modern languages (Goullier, 2007).
2.2. The Council of Europe, The European Union and Turkey

The functions of the Council of Europe (CoE) must first be clarified in order to
be able to understand the purpose of the CEFR and the ELP. Having its centre in
Strasbourg, the CoE is a body conducting activities related to linguistic diversity and
language learning among other activities. Shortly after the CoE was founded in 1949,
Turkey was invited and it obtained founding member state status. The CoE represents the
first corporate connection that Turkey made with Europe after the Second World War
(http://www.mfa.gov.tr/avrupa-konseyi_.tr.mfa). The European Union (EU) shares
similar objectives with the CoE in the sense that they both aim permanent peace
politically and collaboration and harmonization educationally. In its attempts to achieve
full membership of the EU, Turkey needed to make educational reforms in foreign

language education so as to meet the standards set by the EU.
2.2.1. Language Education Policies in Europe

The CoE and the EU are the two organizations which shape the language policy
at a European level. The former is the older and the larger organization with 47 member

countries. The Council of Europe’s activities promote linguistic diversity and language
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learning. On the other hand, the European Union, a political grouping of 27 countries,
and its decisions also have strong impact on education policies although it does not
directly control education. Jones and Saville (2009) explain the language education policy

themes as follows:

Current language education policy themes are, of course, heterogeneous: teacher
training, lifelong and early learning, migrants and languages of schooling, the
“language friendly school,” CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning),
the use of Information and communication technologies (ICTs), and so on.
However, the theme that brings these strands together at a European level is that
of multilingualism. The key concepts of multilingualism and plurilingualism are
presented in Council of Europe (2007). Multilingualism being a fundamental
feature of European societies, language education is an important aspect of social
policy, particularly regarding notions of social inclusion and shared democratic
citizenship. The term plurilingualism, which focuses on the individual rather than
the collective, is a specifically Council of Europe concept, not used in EU
discourse. (p.52)

According to the EU whose policies aim at fostering language learning, linguistic
and cultural diversity among the citizens of the EU, it is necessary for European citizens
to know at least two languages in addition to their own in order to be able to reach the
living, studying and working opportunities across the EU member states. The
consolidation of the education policies of the Member States was the result of the
indications of the Council of Europe and the European Union about the need to have
proficiency in languages. It is surely beyond doubt that the publication of the CEFR was
a landmark in educational policies and the consolidation of language learning and

evaluation objectives (Oltra Albiach, Pardo Coy and Delgadova, 2014).

Twenty-five years before the publication of the CEFR (in 1976) the CoE and the
EU requested the State Members to promote being proficient in at least one foreign
language. The European Commission’s book “Teaching and Learning: towards the
knowledge society” (1995) proposed that citizens can express themselves in two foreign
languages at the end of compulsory schooling. The European curricula mostly refers to
the acquisition of four skills and the student as the centre of language learning process
(Oltra Albiach, Pardo Coy and Delgadova, 2014).
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As aresult of globalization, multiculturalism and multilingualism, the educational
Issues that the governments must address have become highly complex. Since education
is related to learners’ ability to use the language, governments are faced with the
requirement of inventing suitable language education policies. For this kind of language
policy discussion, the Council of Europe has promoted the learning of modern languages
in a reoriented way. The EU consists of various nations with different languages and
cultures. This means that there is a need for the integration of all these languages and
cultures and providing mutual understanding among them. The foundation of “The
Language Policy Division, The European Centre for Modern Languages and the
European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages”, which are official institutions on
language policy, by the Council of Europe targeted the avoidance of communication
barriers among member states (Zorba, 2012). The Council of Europe comprising 47
member countries with enormous linguistic diversity and cultural histories, has adopted
a policy of plurilingualism that is
not simply a linguistic policy choice at an important point in the history of

Europe, ... a matter of increasing future opportunities for young people

competent in more than two languages. It is also a matter of helping learners:

* to construct their linguistic and cultural identity through integrating into it a

diversified experience of otherness;

* to develop their ability to learn through this same diversified experience of

relating to several languages and cultures. (Council of Europe, 2001, p.134)

Thus the Council has glorified this policy in a Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR) for language learning at all levels in order to get standardization for

language learning and to promote co-operation among member states.

The Modern Languages Section modified its work after the European Centre for
Modern Languages in Graz, Austria was established. The Modern Languages Section
became the Language Policy Division and focused on language policy development to
meet immediate needs of member states. The Language Policy Division piloted reference
tools such as the CEFR and the ELP.

A symposium: Transparency and coherence in language learning in Europe:

objectives, evaluation, certification was held in Riischlikon, Switzerland in 1991. In the
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Symposium, the idea of “the introduction of a Common European Framework of
reference (CEFR) for the description of objectives and methods for language learning and
teaching, curriculum and course design, materials production, language testing and
assessment and the introduction of a European Language Portfolio(ELP), in which
individual learners could record not only institutional courses attended and qualifications
gained, but also less formal experiences with respect to as wide a range of European

languages and cultures as possible.” was put forward ( Trim, 2007, pp.37-38)
2.2.2. Language Education Policies in Turkey

Turkey became a member of NATO in 1952 and it has made official attempts for
achieving full membership of the European Union (EU). Learning English, the world’s
lingua franca of science and technology, is of great significance for Turkish citizens to
keep up with the developments in these fields. In Turkey, English has the status of a
foreign language (EFL). Kirkgoz (2007) states three periods describing the development
of foreign language education in Turkey. The first period is characterized by recognition
and introduction of English in Turkish education throughout the country; the second
period is identified with the ELT curriculum reform in 1997, which became a landmark
by introducing the concept of the communicative approach into ELT for the first time in
Turkey and the third period refers to 2005 onwards, which concerns the revision of the
1997 ELT curriculum to adapt to EU standards. This last period is concerned with the
introduction of the ELP and the CEFR in that it encouraged learner autonomy, highlighted
the importance of gaining communicative proficiency in English and proposed
performance-based assessment through portfolios. Thus, the recent curriculum is based
on the ELP and the CEFR.

Being the lingua franca, the increasing demand for learning English led the
governments in many countries in Europe and Asia to modify their educational policies
to involve English as a compulsory subject at schools from the first year educational year
on. Global demand required many countries to make necessary changes in their foreign
language education policies. Accordingly, global requirements prompted Turkey to bring
amajor curriculum reform into action in 2012. The new education system (4+4+4) divides
the educational period into four years of primary, four years of secondary and four years
of high school phases. The number of hours of compulsory English lessons offered is two
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class hours for 2", 39 and 4™ grades; three class hours for 5" and 6™ grades and 4 class
hours for 7" and 8" grades. Two class hours of elective English lesson are also available

for 51, 6™, 7t and 8" grades.

The new English Language Teaching Programme (ELTP) obliged English as a
foreign language (EFL) to be offered compulsorily at 2nd grade, which was compulsory
for 4" grades and onwards in the previous system. Focusing on meaning rather than form,
authentic communicative context, an action-oriented approach, learner autonomy, self-
assessment and cultural diversity, the new ELTP follows the principles and descriptors of
the CEFR (Gursoy, Korkmaz & Damar, 2017).

National implementations in English language education in Turkey are mainly
CEFR oriented focusing on self-assessment, action-oriented approach, cultural diversity,
learner autonomy and life-long learning principles of education. Because there are similar
educational goals across Europe, the European Commission supports the alignment of
education policies in Europe with the Education and Training 2020 Strategy (ET 2020).
The Ministry of National Education has adapted the European education policy into its
own foreign language teaching programme. In order to reach this aim, the CEFR was
introduced as a resource for the English language programme design and the ELP was
presented for the development of self-assessment through the website at
“adp.meb.gov.tr.” (Mirici, 2015).

2.3. The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages

The Council of Europe (2001) describes the CEFR as a groundwork providing “a
common basis for the elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines,
examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe.” (p.1). What language learners have to do
and what knowledge and skills they have to gain in order to be able to use a language
communicatively are also defined broadly. The cultural context in which the language is
set, levels of proficiency enabling the analysis of learners’ progress both in short and long
term on a life-long basis are covered in the description as well.

Mirici (2015) describes the CEFR as being both descriptive and prescriptive
because “it describes language levels and skills in a comprehensive manner.” All
linguistic, communicative and intercultural language competences are handled in the
CEFR. They are all described at six levels: Al, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. These levels are for
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listening, reading, writing, spoken interaction, and spoken production skills. Each level’s

content is signified in the resources by Van Ek and Trim.
2.3.1. Historical Background

The studies on language date back to 1960s, which was the time when Modern
Languages Project started in Europe. Publication of “Threshold Level” in 1975 gave way
for the production of more communicative supplements and assessment tools. Until
1990s, language teaching and learning was influenced by a traditional approach focusing
on memorised knowledge rather than the real usage of the target language for
communicative purposes. It was the study of Swiss National Science Group Project,
between 1993-1996, which led the appearance and official publishing of the CEFR in
2001 (Cagatay and Gurocak, 2016).

What has made the CEFR accessible worldwide is the fact that although it was
originally published in English and French, it is now available in more than 40 languages,
including sign language, some of which are not European languages in contrast to its
name’s reference to European languages (Siilii and Kir, 2014). In parallel with CoE’s aim
of promoting European unification and supporting social cohesion, the CEFR targeted at
promoting transparency, standardization and unity in language learning, teaching and
assessment across Europe. Thus the CEFR has influenced educational contexts in terms
of curriculum designs, standards and examination developments at a global level going
beyond the borders of Europe (Yiice, 2018).

The emergence of the communicative approach in 1970s required a certain level
of proficiency to be attained by learners to assure the use of language in real life
communication (Zorba, 2012). The communicative approach prompted the preparation
of the CEFR between 1993 and 2000 by the CoE. The CEFR was officially adopted
during the European Year of Languages in 2001. The CEFR is not a dogmatic document

imposing just a single way of teaching modern languages (Goullier, 2007).
2.3.2. Purpose of the CEFR

According to Goullier (2007), the CEFR’s essential purpose is to function as a
descriptive tool for educational institutions involved in language teaching in different
contexts to describe and compare their teaching objectives and the outcomes related to

proficiency levels. Its primary aim is “to encourage transparency and comparability in
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language teaching arrangements and language qualifications.” Targeting this goal, it

suggests:

a common methodology for analysing and describing situations and choices in language
teaching and learning; a common terminology for all languages and educational contexts;
a common scale of levels of language proficiency to assist with goal-setting learning
outcome assessment (p.6)

The Framework will further improve transparency of language syllabuses,
language courses, language examinations, course books or curriculum guidelines by
setting objectives, methods and content explicitly within a common basis. Therefore, the
Framework will enhance co-operation in modern languages at an international level. By
providing objective criteria for language proficiency level descriptors, the CEFR will help
“the mutual recognition of qualifications gained in different learning contexts”, which

will in turn aid European mobility (Council of Europe, 2001).

The CEFR actually serves the general goal of the CoE in that it promotes the
efforts of teachers and learners to apply the principles of language learning systems into
their own context; it explicitly describes realistic objectives and develops appropriate
teaching methods, materials, suitable evaluation instruments; it promotes the
development of methods and materials suitable for different types of learners to gain

communicative proficiency according to their needs (Council of Europe, 2001).

As for the implications of the CEFR for teachers, the CoE has enriched a major
tool to member States for “achieving transparency, mutual understanding and
comparability in both teaching systems and language qualifications.” Another aim of the
CEFR is to motivate modern language teachers to think about and report on their
practices, experiences, methods or techniques. The Framework serves as a common
language between teachers of different language and cultures from different countries and
it facilitates mutual understanding, mutual enrichment, comparison of teaching choices
and exchange between language teachers. While conducting the analytical approach, it
must not be forgotten to take the choices of all parties, traditions and specific teaching
contexts into account. When teachers of different languages come together in the same
school, for instance, the advantages of this tool for promoting teamwork between them

will be perceived clearly (Goullier, 2007, p.11).
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2.3.3. Implementing the Action-oriented Approach

The action-oriented approach is one of the main perspectives of the concept of
learning underlying the CEFR. The CEFR adopts an action-oriented approach by building
language teaching and learning on communicative tasks and activities (Goullier, 2007).
Its action-oriented approach is strongly linked with task-based methods. Can Do
Statements of the CEFR underlines the importance for learners to perform a task using
the target language through certain activities. That self-assessment grids and scales are
provided for the users in the CEFR displays its being planned as a practical and action-

oriented document (Council of Europe, 2001).

The ministries of education in Central and Eastern European countries began to
officially recognize the common descriptor scales for competence-based teaching,
learning and assessment, which gained popularity among language teachers. Assessing
language competence can be thought as a major change, along with teaching, which the
CEFR has brought about. Competence-based teaching and assessment in the form of
national tests has currently taken the place of the assessment way of testing only grammar
and vocabulary, using mother tongue grammar translation into a target language, which
was previously used by language teachers from Central and Eastern Europe. The current
national tests are comprised mostly of the parts reading comprehension, listening
comprehension, grammar in use, writing and speaking. Apart from depending on the goal
and requirements of each country, the parts of the national tests have to meet international
language test standards. The changes started in primary and secondary education first,
which then led the universities to go for language curricula change to prepare language
teachers for the teaching of real life use of languages and to adopt action-based approach

rather than knowledge-based (Beresova, 2011).

Piccardo et al. (2011) describes a learner from the action-oriented and intercultural
aspect as a person who can communicate effectively in both new and well-known
contexts. They are aware of intercultural perspectives and open to cultural differences.
The CEFR highlights the significance of socio-cultural knowledge and intercultural

awareness.

“Task” is a pivotal concept in the CEFR in which there is a whole chapter entitled

“Task Description”. In the chapter task-based teaching and learning is defined as “any
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purposeful action considered by an individual as necessary to achieve a given result in
the context of a problem to be solved, an obligation to fulfil or an objective to be
achieved.” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.157)

The study conducted by Faez, et al. (2011) focused on teachers’ perceptions of
CEFR-informed instruction, namely CEFR’s action-oriented approach, and their
perspectives of strengths and challenges of practising CEFR-informed instruction. The
findings of the study showed an increase in motivation, self-confidence, authentic
language use and autonomy of learners. Apart from positive reactions of teachers towards
CEFR’s action-oriented approach, the study indicated “time restriction” and “lack of
understanding the CEFR and its applicability” as major challenges teachers had to cope
with (p.11).

2.3.4. Plurilingualism and Pluriculturalism

Plurilingualism is a person’s competence of being able to communicate in more
than two languages. It is different from multilingualism which perceives each of the
specific languages in isolation. For instance, multilingualism can be achieved just through
the encouragement of pupils to learn more than one foreign language whilst
plurilingualism stresses the learner’s development of a “communicative competence to
which all knowledge and experience of language contributes and in which languages
interrelate and interact” rather than storage of them in firmly separated mental parts (Eksi,
2008; Council of Europe, 2001, p.4).

The description of “partial” competences referring to only a limited language
knowledge (e.g. gaining only receptive skills rather than productive skills) takes place in
the CEFR. On condition that such abilities are formally recognised, plurilingualism will
be facilitated through the learning of a wider variety of European languages (Council of
Europe, 2001). The opinion that a multicultural and multilingual Europe requires the
availability of more languages for learners lays the foundation of the CEFR whose
promotion of plurilingualism as an essential goal of language education policy reflects an
important development in the CoE’s viewpoint of cultural and linguistic diversity

appropriate for different learners and different languages (Zheng, Zhang and Yan, 2016).

Targeting the promotion of plurilingualism, the Council of Europe’s language

programme has recently created the ELP

18



in which language learning and intercultural experiences of the most diverse
kinds can be recorded and formally recognised. For this purpose, CEF not only
provides a scaling of overall language proficiency in a given language, but also a
breakdown of language use and language competences which will make it easier
for practitioners to specify objectives and describe achievements of the most
diverse kinds in accordance with the varying needs, characteristics and resources

of learners (Council of Europe, 2001, p.5)

It can be concluded from what has been mentioned above that from the beginning
the CEFR promotes a plurilingual approach in which learners relate a number of
languages they acquire to each other in order to develop a plurilingual competence.
Promoting plurilingualism with a view to encouraging everyone to be able to
communicate in a few languages even if they do not have a perfect mastery on these
languages is one of the essential goals of the CEFR. This does not mean low standards
for language teaching and learning. It simply means taking the reality everyone faces in
their day-to-day experiences into consideration (Piccardo et al., 2011). Based on the
communication type demanded in different contexts, the learner can “call flexibly upon
different parts of this competence to achieve effective communication with a particular

interlocutor.” (Council of Europe, 2001, p.4)

Because pluricultural competence as well as plurilingual competence is regarded
as another basic goal of language learning and teaching, plurilingualism is perceived as

the natural outcome of plurilingualism (Celik, 2012).

Coste, Moore and Zarate (2009) describe the notion of “plurilingual competence”
as deriving from the notion of plurilingualism and state that transfer of concepts from the
linguistic to the cultural level is not new. The notions of “cultural screen” or “interculture”
are other examples of the case. Thus the ELP serving as a tool allowing learners “to
monitor their own learning process on a life-long basis as well as to develop respect for
cultural identities and diversity” supports the development of plurilingualism and
pluriculturalism (Mirici, 2008, p.26).

Celik (2012) investigated whether Turkey’s foreign language objectives related to
plurilingualism and pluriculturalism are reflected in classroom instruction or not. In the
study it is stressed that although these principles are integrated into Turkey’s national

foreign language curriculum, there is little known about the implementation of them in
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practice. The study revealed that English language teachers are not familiar enough with
the ideas of plurilingualism and pluriculturalism and in spite of their belief in the
significance of intercultural competence, they think that the standardized language

curriculum does not support this approach.
2.3.5. Criticisms, Challenges and Difficulties of the CEFR

Goullier (2007) criticizes the lack of knowledge related to the CEFR. As long as
language teachers are not provided with the necessary CEFR-based knowledge and they
do not use it as a resource, the CEFR tends not to have any effects on day-to-day
instruction and assessment. It will be impossible for teachers and students to get
efficiency from it. What is more, the CEFR may just create a source of concern if it is not

understood accurately.

The aim of a preliminary survey conducted by Martyniuk and Noijons (2007)
between May and September 2006 was to reveal information about the use of the CEFR
in as many 46 member States of the CoE as possible. According to the results of the
survey about the planning and development of the curricula, the need for description of
certain extra sub-levels, the recurrence and missing details in some descriptors were the
issues related to the use of the common reference levels stated as the most severe
problems by a great number of countries. The sceptical attitude of teaching environment
towards the CEFR, the unwillingness about the acceptance of partial competences and
the lack of mediation and translation skills within common reference levels were seen as
obstacles. The conclusions of the survey related to the planning and development of
teacher training reflected that “the CEFR was mostly useful in terms of levels, scales and
descriptors and for defining the language proficiency of teachers. Better co-operation at
international level was requested, leading towards more ‘standardised’, comparable and
compatible outcomes for pre-service teacher training courses.” (p.6). Other issues raised
frequently were the unfamiliarity of teachers due to lack of dissemination and the
complexity of the document itself. The CEFR’s descriptive scheme and methodological
approach were found as difficult to access and its theoretical concept as quite complex
and challenging. Apart from the indefiniteness in some of the level descriptors, linking
examinations to the CEFR was another issue mentioned as being difficult. When it comes
to the use of the CEFR in other contexts, the problem (although it was quite an individual

20



problem) mentioned was the absence of a translation of the Framework into the local

language.

The study examining positive impacts along with difficulties and problems of the
implementation of the CEFR in Japan demonstrated that “the more it is adapted to a
specific context, the greater the possibility that the CEFR will lose its validity and the
original language proficiency scales will be altered in an unhelpful way.” (p.141). In other
words, “The more local the standard is, the less global it becomes.” (p.150). It can be
solved by creating the local standard while at the same time guaranteeing global
proficiency levels. Thus the institution-wide implementation of CEFR-based foreign

language curricula may bring about certain difficulties (Nagai and O’Dwyer, 2011).

Figueras (2012) addressed the challenges about content in terms of
comprehensiveness and usefulness of the level of descriptors. The relevance and the
validity of the descriptors were questioned from the angle of second language acquisition.
Other criticisms were related to insufficient definition in that the lack of descriptors
caused problems for testing, gaps and terminological incoherences in the CEFR.
Therefore, the Framework was found in need of clear descriptions of the proficiency

scales.
2.4. The Common Reference Levels

The reason for the CEFR to have rapidly become the standard reference for
teaching and testing languages in Europe is mostly the specification of the common
reference levels within the Framework. The publication of the “Threshold Level” which
gives the description of an “independent language user” in the 1890s became the starting
point for the CEFR levels. The “Threshold” set the ground for the specification of the two
lower levels “Breakthrough” and “Waystage” and one higher level “Vantage” (Van Ek
and Trim, 1991). They constructed the labels for the first four of the CEFR common

reference levels:
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Table 2: Common Reference Levels

C2 Mastery Comprehensive Operational Proficiency

ADVANCED
C1 Effective Operational Proficiency Adequate Operational Proficiency

B2 Vantage Limited Operational Proficiency
INTERMEDIATE

B1 Treshold Independent User

A2 Waystage Basic User
ELEMENTARY

Al Breakthrough Foundation

(Mut, 2007, p.40)

The idea of the common reference levels emerged from “natural levels” in terms
of effective curriculum and examination levels which were described during the 1991
Riischliken Symposium. Description process for the CEFR levels started in 1913 with the
Cambridge Proficiency Exam (CPE) giving the definition of a communicative mastery of
the language as a non-native speaker as C2. After that, the first Certificate (FCE), which
is still regarded as the first level of proficiency and associated with B2, was introduced
by Cambridge. The “Threshold Level” (now B1) specifying the type of language needed
to operate effectively was described by the CoE in 1970s, which was followed by the
“Waystage” (now A2). The CoE adopted the six common reference levels for the CEFR:
Breakthrough (later A1), Waystage (later A2), Threshold (later B1), Vantage (later B2),
Effective Operational Proficiency (later C1) and Mastery (later C2) (North, 2007).

Taking place at the heart of the CEFR, the common reference levels are the best-
known feature of the Framework. They make a comprehensive description of the levels
of language learning. The common reference levels are gaining more and more
importance in language teaching and assessment by providing a standard for defining
language levels. Cambridge ESOL, the Goethe Institute, The Alliance Frangaise and
certain other national bodies have adjusted their examinations according to the common
reference levels which also affect the indication of course book levels. The levels are also
widely used as a language assessment scale in some of the European countries. Through
its common reference levels, The CEFR contributes to language education policies in

Europe by producing transparency in language qualifications. This is clarified at local,
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national and European policy levels, which illustrates the adoption of the CEFR’s scale

of common reference levels broadly (Goullier, 2007).

Certain qualitative and quantitative research was conducted in order to check the
viability of the descriptors. For qualitative research, workshops with teachers were carried
out. In these workshops, teachers were asked to place each of sixty descriptors under the
headings “conversation”, “obtaining information and services” and “discussion”. An
extra heading was provided for the descriptors found as sub-standard or not found
appropriate for any of the headings. By this way, both the clarity of the descriptors and
feasibility of the categories were tested. For quantitative research the descriptors found
as clear and useful were used in questionnaires. After the data analysis, each descriptor
was assigned with a difficulty value on the scale. As the final step, it was necessary to
divide the scale of descriptors into levels in order to clarify the starting and ending points

in the levels (North, 2007).

Being rich in quantity, descriptors in the CEFR can be used as a resource for
assessment because they help practitioners with specification of tasks that can assess
communicative competence. Descriptors of communicative activities and descriptors of
competences are differentiated, which allows to make a distinction between performance
and competence assessment. Performance assessment promotes an action-oriented
approach while competence assessment addresses a particular performance targeting at
determination of generalizable competences. This distinction becomes important for
teachers when they use the descriptors of communicative activities for the provision of
performance results (rather than competence) for self-assessments or teacher-directed
assessments. Descriptors of specific competences for these assessments, which can also
be used for the elaboration of performance assessment criteria, should be positively and
specifically expressed. When used as assessment criteria, organization of descriptors is
possible in three different ways: level scales, checklists and grids. Organization of
descriptors in the form of checklists or grids makes a more detailed judgement possible
(Piccardo, et al, 2011).

As stressed previously, one of the principles that the CEFR essentially aims is to
promote transparency across Europe in the field of modern languages. Thus, the scale of
levels can be thought as the keystone within the structure. The undeniable success of the
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Framework in Europe is thanks to the fact that it proposes a common scale of language
competence levels for all languages, institutions and European countries. The scale
comprises three sections: Basic (Level A), Independent (Level B) and Proficient (Level

C). Each of the sections is divided into two levels in itself as level 1 and level 2:

Table 3: Common Reference Levels: Global Scale

C2 | Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. Can summarise
information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments and
accounts in a coherent presentation. Can express him/herself spontaneously, very
fluently and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex
situations.

Proficient

User C1 | Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit
meaning. Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious
searching for expressions. Can use language flexibly and effectively for social,
academic and professional purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text
on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors
and cohesive devices.

B2 | Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics,
including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. Can interact with a
degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers
quite possible without strain for either party. Can produce clear, detailed text on a
wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the
advantages and

Independent disadvantages of various options.
User

B1 | Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly
encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most situations likely to arise
whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken. Can produce simple
connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest. Can describe
experiences and events, dreams, hopes and ambitions and briefly give reasons and
explanations for opinions and plans.

A2 | Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most
immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local
geography, employment). Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a
simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine matters. Can
describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and
matters in areas of immediate

Basic need.
User

Al | Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases aimed
at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can introduce him/herself and others
and can ask and answer questions about personal details such as where he/she lives,
people he/she knows and things he/she has. Can interact in a simple way provided the
other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.

(Council of Europe, 2001, p.24)

In terms of teaching and assessment, it must be understood that the division into

the six levels in the CEFR scale is not sufficient alone to get an idea about a learner’s
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level of competence without observation through language activities. It is known by
language teachers that learners cannot equally achieve receptive or productive skills. It is
a known fact that learners can understand the basic elements of a written or spoken text
in a foreign language although they cannot produce it orally, for instance. That is the
reason why the scale of levels is broken down according to different language activities:

listening, reading, writing, spoken interaction, spoken production (Goullier, 2007).

Thus, a learner’s level of competence is described separately according to his or
her abilities in each language activity. For example, a learner may be at level Al in spoken
production and at level A2 in terms of his/her reading abilities in the same language or in
certain cases, learners may feel obliged to focus on one specific language activity, not the
others, due to the requirements of his/her study type. This may result in imbalance
between competence levels in different language activities, which should be regarded as
natural (Goullier, 2007).

Functioning as a comprehensive assessment tool, the six levels of proficiency
described in the Framework enables language learners to see their progress at each level.
The common reference levels of proficiency form a basis for the mutual recognition of
language qualifications by providing a system for the description of learners’ language
skills. The expression of common reference levels is in the form of “Can Do Statements”,
which make them more user-friendly than the concepts like “starter, elementary, pre-

intermediate, etc.” or numeric test scores (Mut, 2007).

North (2009) states that the CEFR offers common reference levels to assist
communication within national and linguistic boundaries. The CEFR’s approach for
providing a conceptual framework is made up of “a taxonomic descriptive scheme
“including language use, communicative competences and language activities” and of “a
set of common reference levels” which describe proficiency categories at six levels (Al,
A2, Bl, B2, C1, C2) in the scales of illustrative descriptors. Thus, the Framework
proposes a reference tool for the elaboration of levels to adopt “proficiency stepping
stones” appropriate for different contexts. Although many people are familiar with the
common reference levels and they are also seen as curriculum levels at least in European

context, the CEFR is not regarded as a very flexible framework. (p.358)
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The CEFR had a direct effect on the adoption of transparent standards for different
instructional bodies throughout many countries in Europe. For example, Italy brought
portfolios and examinations targeting CEFR levels; Finland related teacher-centred
assessments of several instructional institutions to the CEFR between 2001 and 2007;
England adopted CEFR-based descriptors in order to promote life-long learning (North,
2009).

The CEFR was originally developed following the recommendation of the
Symposium “Transparency and Coherence in Language Learning in Europe” held in
Zurich in 1991. The essential goal of the Symposium was to relate language courses and
assessments in Europe to each other via a common framework. Till then, many course or
school certificates included statements such as “intermediate level”, “Foundation
French”, “Grade C” or “4.5”, etc. Relating such results to each other was quite hard as
the way were stated was not transparent enough. The fact that no institutions would be
able to be familiar with the meaning of every single course’s results caused a lack of
coherence in reporting results. The expectation from a common reference framework was
assisting to relate courses and exams to each other so that the “transparency and
coherence” could be attained. The CEFR aimed to provide a tool showing learners where

they are rather than telling them where they should be (North, 2007).

The fact that there was a call for guidance in the area of linking assessments to the
CEFR led the CoE to generate a manual “Relating Language Examinations to the CEFR:
Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR)”, which proposes specification of the context,
“standardisation” of the interpretation of the CEFR levels and “empirical validation” for
the results to relate to the CEFR. Being a descriptive scheme, the CEFR defines relevant
language activities and qualities along with a set of common reference levels describing
proficiency at six levels. Communicative language activities and communicative
language competences are at the core of the scheme. Communicative language activities
are set in three categories (reception, interaction and production) each of which is
subdivided for spoken and written type. Communicative language competences are set in
three categories (linguistic, pragmatic and socio-linguistic competences) each of which
has sub-headings. Learner achievement is defined by the CEFR common reference levels
through these communicative language activities and communicative language

competences in 54 illustrative scales (North, 2007).
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2.5. The European Language Portfolio

Mirici (2015) describes the ELP and its significance according to the explanations

of the Council of Europe (2001) as follows:

The ELP is a self-assessment tool based on the CEFR. It was developed by the
Language Policy Unit of the Council of Europe to promote plurilingual and
multicultural European citizenship identity through supporting learner
autonomy, plurilingualism and intercultural awareness and competence. It allows
its holders to keep the record of their linguistic and intercultural achievements

and experiences gained both inside and outside of the classroom environment.
(p-4)

Like the CEFR, the ELP was officially launched in 2001 after it was piloted in

fifteen European countries. The ELP provides language learners with the approaches and

tools offered in the CEFR. The ELP can be interpreted as a mate for learners

accompanying them throughout the language learning process. As stated by Goullier
(2007), the ELP enables users to

1)

2)

— record all their language skills, experiences in using their different languages,
stays in other countries or regions and contacts with speakers of languages other
than their mother tongue(s), so as to be able to present them to a third party;

— develop their language learning autonomy, eg. by thinking about how they are

doing things and by learning self-assessment;

— progress towards genuine plurilingualism. (pp.6-7)

The ELP comprises three parts:

Language Passport: It is a file including brief records of information about the
learner’s linguistic identity, the formal language competences attained, important
L2 use experiences, the self-assessment of the learner’s current proficiency in L2
as well as the learner’s level in languages they know or they are acquiring.
Language Biography: It encourages reflection on self-assessment and what has
been achieved. It also helps the definition of language learning goals, assists the
learner to monitor his/her progress, to record the development of his/her skills and

to reflect on intercultural experiences.
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3) Dossier: It asserts the levels and experiences through certain selected work it

contains, which reflects the learner’s language competences and achievements

best (Terzi, 2006; Goullier, 2007).

After the development of the first European Language Portfolios (ELPS) in the
mid-nineties, over fifteen Council of Europe (CoE) member states underwent the piloting
process of various ELP models between 1998 and summer 2000. A number of studies and
guides aiming successful implementation of the ELPs in various contexts followed the
introduction of the ELP in the European Year of Languages (2001) throughout Europe.
The “Guide for Developers of a European Language Portfolio” by Schneider and Lenz
(2001) is among these guides. The need for the publication of such guides is indicative of
the fact that the ELP has many implications or ways of implementation changing

according to each unique educational and teaching context.

ELPs are changeable according to the country or educational context in which
they are used. Nevertheless, all have to be examined by a European Validation committee
by whom they are assigned with an accredition number. In spite of the variety in ELPs,

they preserve their European nature (Goullier, 2007, p.7).
2.5.1. The ELP as Part of the CEFR

First, it is necessary to clarify the relationship between the CEFR and the ELP.
The two are inseparable pedagogically. The CEFR is aimed at language teaching
policymakers and the ELP is intended for learners. There is not a difference in approach
but in perspective. Therefore, each should be handled according to the specific context.
It is clear from the objectives of the ELP that this document (ELP) does not convey the
full advantages of the CEFR. It should not be forgotten that the ELP is not intended for
authors of teaching materials or language examination organizers, for instance. It should
also be underlined that the term “pupils” comprehensively refers to language learners and
ELP users. This document may be said to be intended for teachers who have pupils they
are responsible for. However, neither the CEFR nor the ELP is targeted exclusively at
schools as the Council of Europe is for all Europeans whether children, adolescents or
adults. That is why the ELP includes only some of the ideas of the CEFR and it cannot
replace a reading pf the CEFR. Making a decision about using the CEFR or the ELP for

language teachers is, in fact, making a choice about the means to reach their goals whether
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they be “the encouragement of pupil involvement in language learning, providing pupils
with the means of setting goals for themselves, developing their autonomy, recording
their language progress, valuing success” or “giving a meaning to language learning.”
That kind of learning is unattainable without embracing European and international
cultures and openness to the world as a whole. This process can be intensified by teachers
through the help of the CEFR and the ELP which present all classroom activities, teaching

and assessment from a European perspective (Goullier, 2007, p.4).

The basic motive that led to the development of the ELP is the fact that the CEFR
emphasizes individual learning, learner autonomy and life-long learning. With its format
the ELP makes recording and formal recognition of language learning and intercultural
experiences possible. Developing learner autonomy through goal setting and self-
assessment, providing a report which illustrates the learner’s achievements and
experiences are basic functions of the ELP. The need for the introduction of a European
Language Portfolio is explained by the Council of Europe (2001) in the following way:

The Portfolio would make it possible for learners to document their progress
towards plurilingual competence by recording learning experiences of all kinds
over a wide range of languages, much of which would otherwise be unattested
and unrecognised. It is intended that the Portfolio will encourage learners to
include a regularly updated statement of their self-assessed proficiency in each
language. It will be of great importance for the credibility of the document for
entries to be made responsibly and transparently. Here reference to CEF will be

particularly valuable. (p.20)

The common reference levels of the Council of Europe are crucial for the ELP.
They set the ground for learner self-assessment in the language passport and they serve a
s a reference tool for the achievement of learning objectives in the language biography.
The use of “checklists” as an instrument in planning and assessment is helpful in ELPs.
The checklists based on the common reference levels make a more detailed description
of language proficiency competences than overviews like the self-assessment grid thereby
enabling the specification of concrete objectives. Along with describing concrete and
helpful objectives, the fact that checklists allow learner self-assessment attracts many
learners and teachers (Mut, 2007; Schneider and Lenz, 2001).
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The European Language Portfolio should be regarded as one of the projects of the
Council of Europe in the field of modern languages. That is why every ELP is a tool for
carrying out the aims of the CoE such as the promotion of mutual understanding among
European citizens, transparency and coherence in language learning, respecting different
cultures and lifestyles, the protection of linguistic and cultural diversity, the development
of plurilingualism, the language learning and the capacity for autonomous language
learning. Even if it can be thought that the ELP covers the same ground as the CEFR, the
case is not so. In spite of the fact that the ELP, being one of its first practical applications,
helped the CEFR with the expansion of its basic views; it cannot be viewed as a substitute
for curriculum, course books or language exams (Schneider and Lenz, 2001).

2.5.2. The ELP and Learner Autonomy

The ELP is regarded as the CEFR companion piece designed to promote learner
autonomy. It is asserted in the CEFR that “autonomous learning can be promoted if
‘learning to learn’ is regarded as an integral part of language learning, so that learners
become increasingly aware of the way they learn, the options open to them and the options
that best suit them.” (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 141)

Another reference to the ELP made by the CEFR is through the statements of the
ability to use and organize materials for autonomous learning, the awareness of learners’
own strengths and weaknesses, being competent in the identification of one’s own needs
and goals (pp. 107-108). The CEFR also has autonomous learning among its general
approaches for modern language instruction and learning, which requires learners to
acquire a second or foreign language “autodidactically, by (guided) self-study, pursuing
negotiated self-directed objectives and using available instructional media” (p.143). As it
is understood from this statement, the teacher is recognised as a guide who can assist the
learner to develop strategic competence, to set autonomous learning objectives, to provide
him/her with appropriate instructional media and to plan the most suitable learning and

teaching strategies for the learner’s needs.

The ELP has two functions. “The Reporting Function” following the Council of
Europe’s aim of promoting individual mobility and relating national or local
qualifications to internationally accepted standards means the role of the ELP to display

the learner’s language competences. It aims at providing extra information about learner
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experiences and language achievements. “The pedagogical function” coinciding with the
Council of Europe’s focus on learner autonomy and life-long learning represents the
intention of the ELP to make language learning process more transparent for learners and
to assist them to take more responsibility of their own learning as well as developing their

capacity for self-assessment (Mut, 2007).

The action research conducted by Espana Perez (2015) in Spain aimed to analyse
and synchronize assessment and evaluation implementations with language learning and
acquisition in order to improve the quality of language learning by promoting autonomous
learning ability. The ELP was used as a reforming tool for the evaluation and assessment
system included in the research. With the intention of determining whether strategic
learning through the ELP could be a valid evaluation and assessment system, the ELP
was planned to be used as a classroom based assessment tool within this system
framework based on the vital competence “learning to learn”. Thus, a kind of student-
centred approach is adopted in the research in which student voices and active
involvement of the student in the analysis and assessment of his/her own learning process

and skills are regarded as the key point for successful learning.
2.5.3. The ELP Implementation Studies in Turkey

The Council of Europe officially launched the implementation of the ELP in 2001
with the dissemination of the “European Year of Languages”. After taking part in the
piloting phase of the ELP since 2001, The Ministry of Education in Turkey, as a member
state of the CoE, officially launched the ELP in the educational year 2009-2010. The
MoNE underwent a reform in terms of foreign languages curricula, development of the
Turkish ELP model and improvement of the quality of language instruction in the
educational system in order to fulfil the requirements of the CoE related to the ELP and
the CEFR. In an attempt to comply with the recommendations of the CoE about the
necessary support, in the introduction of the ELP, which is to be provided by the ministers
of education of all member States; The CoE Language Portfolio Special Expertise
Commission was formed under the co-ordination of Ozcan Demirel from the University
of Hacettepe. This commission presented a seminar in 2001 to thirty EFL teachers from
the ELP pilot provinces Antalya and Ankara. The piloting process of the ELP in Turkish
foreign languages educational system started at 24 piloting schools at secondary
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educational level in these pilot provinces. The introduction of the ELP went on with
organization of in-service trainings for piloting teachers and a seminar, held in 2001 in
Ankara, as a result of which a sample ELP model was established for Turkish high school
students. The sample ELP model developed by the Turkish ELP Project Committee for
high school students was published with the name “European Language Portfolio-
Avrupa Dil Gelisim Dosyas1” (Egel, 2009). The ELP implementation process started at
the beginning of 2002-2003 educational year in 20 piloting schools and in 2004, the
number became 30 throughout nine different provinces of Turkey as can be seen in detail
in the table below cited from Demirel (2005):

Table 4: Distribution of the European Language Portfolio for Secondary Education

Piloting Groups

City No. of schools No. of teachers No. of students
Ankara 12 24 486
Antalya 7 14 224
Istanbul 5 10 285
Izmir 1 2 76
Adana 1 2 80
Gaziantep 1 2 72
Bursa 1 2 48
Edirne 1 2 46
Diizce 1 2 40
Total 30 60 1,357

The second ELP Commission in Turkey was formed with the aim of designing a
junior ELP model (for children aged 05-09 and 10-14) which was piloted in 15 primary
schools.
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Table 5: Distribution of the European Language Portfolio for Primary Education

Piloting Groups

City No. of schools No. of teachers No. of students
Ankara 7 28 357
Istanbul 4 16 285
fzmir 1 4 86
Gaziantep 1 3 66
Bursa 1 3 54
Diizce 1 3 36
Total 15 56 884

(Demirel, 2005)

After the meeting in Krakow, Poland in 2000, the member States of the Council

of Europe agreed to integrate the CEFR and ELP into the foreign language

implementations in their education system. Therefore, the Ministry of Education designed

the foreign languages curricula in alignment with the CEFR. The recent curricula (MoNE,

2018), designed for grades from 2" to 8", has the following introduction section:

In designing the new English language curriculum, the principles and descriptors
of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning,
Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) were closely followed. The CEFR particularly
stresses the need for students to put their learning into real-life practice in order
to support fluency, proficiency and language retention (CoE, 2001); accordingly,
the new curricular model emphasizes language use in an authentic
communicative environment. As no single language teaching methodology was
seen as flexible enough to meet the needs of learners at various stages and to
address a wide range of learning styles, an eclectic mix of instructional
techniques has been adopted, drawing on an action oriented approach in order to
allow learners to experience English as a means of communication, rather than
focusing on the language as a topic of study. Therefore, use of English is
emphasized in classroom interactions of all types, supporting learners in
becoming language users, rather than students of the language, as they work

toward communicative competence (CoE, 2001). (p.3)

33



The recent curricula (MoNE, 2018), designed for 9", 10", 11" and 12" grades,
also claims to have been designed in accordance with the CEFR in the following lines:

This curriculum has been designed in accordance with the descriptive and pedagogical
principals of The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR).
Therefore, the language proficiency levels are reflected as A1, A2 (Basic Users) and B1,
B2 (Independent Users). The approach adapted is an action-oriented approach since in
this curriculum, the target language (English) is seen as a vehicle for communication
rather than a lesson to study. The main goal of the new 9th-12th grades English
Curriculum is to engage learners of English in stimulating, motivating, and enjoyable
learning environments so that they become effective, fluent, and self-directed users of
English. In order to achieve the goals of the curriculum and for successful
implementation, it’s of great importance that all the leading stakeholders (learners/users,

teachers, administrators, material designers) in education collaborate. (p.4)
2.5.4. The Use of the ELP to Encourage Plurilingualism in Pupils

According to the Council of Europe (2001), the CEFR supports the learning or
teaching objectives “in terms of the development of the learner’s general competence”
emphasizing the significance of these objectives towards the attainment of plurilingual
and pluricultural competence (p.135). Furthermore, in order to become “a fully competent
user of a language”, the acquisition of the knowledge and competences necessary for
carrying out tasks or activities meeting the learners’ needs in a particular context is

obligatory for them (p.131)

To put it another way, learners are required to acquire certain abilities and
competences including general competences, declarative knowledge, attitudes, skills and
know-how or ability to learn, which are specified in the CEFR. (p.135) The ability to
learn takes place in the CEFR as one of the general competences stated as “the ability to
observe and participate in new experiences and to incorporate new knowledge into

existing knowledge, modifying the latter when necessary” (p.106).

The ELP is designed to promote the key features of effective learning such as
autonomous learning and self-assessment. The ELP was developed and piloted by the
Language Policy Division of the Council of Europe, in Strasbourg, between 1998 and
2000. After that it was introduced as a tool to foster the development of plurilingualism

and pluriculturalism. The ELP takes all of the learner’s language and intercultural
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learning into consideration both inside and outside formal educational context (Mut,
2007).
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1. Introduction

The present study aims to investigate perceptions related to the language used in
the CEFR by using a qualitative method as the research technique. This chapter outlines
the methodology of the study presenting the research method, research questions, data

collection instruments and procedures.
3.2. Research Method

Being naturalistic and contextual, qualitative approaches are used by researchers
extensively. The focus of qualitative research is on the examination of a specific topic in
natural settings. Qualitative research approaches are in search of the interpretation of a
topic with respect to the meanings people bring to them. Thus, qualitative research
appears as a valuable tool for obtaining insights into experiences and the meaning
attached to them by selected individuals. In contrast to quantitative research seeking for
the answers of questions “who, where, how many, how much”, qualitative research
addresses process-oriented questions like “why” and “how”. Moreover, qualitative data
have numerous positive characteristics. The fact that they reveal natural information
enables researchers to increase their understanding of a certain topic. Additionally,
qualitative data are often obtained through the techniques such as direct observation or

interview carrying the influence of the local context (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007).
Creswell (2007) provides the following definition:

Qualitative research begins with assumptions, a worldview, the possible use of a
theoretical lens, and the study of research problems inquiring into the meaning
individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem. To study this
problem, qualitative researchers use an emerging qualitative approach to inquiry,
the collection of data in a natural setting sensitive to the people and places under
study, and data analysis that is inductive and establishes patterns or themes. The
final written report or presentation includes the voices of participants, the
reflexivity of the researcher, and a ‘complex description and interpretation of the

problem, and it extends the literature or signals a call for action. (p.37)
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Qualitative research was used in this study because a need for a more detailed
understanding of the issue ‘perceptions related to the language used in the CEFR’ was
felt after the literature review about it including quantitative theories which cannot
adequately capture the complexity of the problem being examined. This detail was
considered possible to be seized through direct interactions with people engaging in the
real life implementation of the CEFR. The need for understanding the contexts in which
the participants address or handle the issue was also felt. Beyond quantitative research
related theories providing just a general picture of issues without telling about why people
responded in the way they did, the present study carrying out qualitative research has
helped to reveal about deeper thoughts and behaviours governing the participants’
responses. For these reasons, following a qualitative approach was seen as a better fit for

the research problem of the present study.
3.3. Research Questions
The answers to the following research questions are searched in the present study:

1) What do English language teachers know about the CEFR?
2) How do teachers, as key implementers of the CEFR, understand the language used
in the Framework?

3) How does this interpretation affect their outlook regarding language and learning?
3.4. Setting and Participants

Gill, Stewart, Treasure and Chadwick (2008) state that informing the respondents
about the study details and ethical principles such as anonymity and confidentiality is
required before an interview. This will increase the likelihood of honesty. Interviews
should take place at the most suitable times and familiar locations for the interviewees.

Familiarity will help them relax, which in turn results in a more productive interview.

Having this knowledge in mind, the selection of the individuals taking part in the
interviews were made from willing ones who were considered not to be hesitant to speak
and share ideas. The selection of setting was made in a way that would make it possible
for the participants to answer freely. The interviews were conducted in the places chosen
by the participants as long as the physical setting determined was a quiet location free

from possible distractions for the audio-recording to be accurately conducted. The
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interview dates and times were also arranged according to the preferences of the

participants.

The research questions of the recent study were investigated through face-to-face
interviews with eight English language teachers actively teaching at state schools in one
of the provinces of Turkey. One of the benefits of the study is that the interviewees are
from different educational levels of schools (one is from high school, one from primary
school and six from secondary school). Thus, there are representations of all educational

levels in the study.

The researcher collected background information from the participants before the
interviews. The related information included gender, age, educational background,
department of graduation and teaching experience. Each interviewee was labelled with a
code like “P-1, P-2, ..., P-8” in order to get the consent and confidence of the participants.
In this coding system, “P” stands for the participant and the numbers stand for each
different participant. The demographic features of the participants are presented in the
table (Table.6) below:

Table 6: Demographic Features of the Participants

% = z

2 z O

& EDUCATIONAL S | | TEACHING

) GENDER | AGE E o 2

= BACKGROUND < 3 | EXPERIENCE

< L

o @) o
P-1 | MALE 36 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELT 10 YEARS
P-2 | MALE 39 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELT 13 YEARS
P-3 | FEMALE |31 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELL 7 YEARS
P-4 | FEMALE |34 | BACHELOR’S DEGREE | ELT 12 YEARS
P-5 | FEMALE |35 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELT 13 YEARS
P-6 | MALE 36 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELT 13 YEARS
P-7 | FEMALE |36 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELT 13 YEARS
P-8 | FEMALE |30 | BACHELOR'S DEGREE | ELL 6 YEARS
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3.5. Data Collection Instruments and Procedures

The research questions in the study were answered through the semi-structured
interviews conducted with eight EFL teachers teaching at state schools in one of the
provinces in Turkey. The researcher also utilized the field notes taken before and after
the interviews through face-to-face interactions with the interviewees. The data collection
instruments and the reasons why they were found as the most appropriate tools in seeking

for the answers to the research questions are explained in detail throughout this chapter.
3.5.1. Pre-testing the Research Instruments

The qualitative data collection tools (semi-structured interview and the interview)
were piloted with the aim of gaining insights for the actual interviews. The pilot semi-
structured interview lasted about fifteen minutes. Certain questions of the semi-structured
interview were detected whilst some others were improved to elicit more relevant

ansSwers.

The visual stimulus (speaking sample video) used for getting respondents’
understanding of the CEFR levels and level descriptors took about five minutes. The
interviewee watched the video by taking notes about his/her understanding of the CEFR
level descriptors present in the sample video. After watching the video, the interviewee
was asked about his/her thoughts about the speaking CEFR level in the video with his/her
reasons. The interviewee was then provided with tables of the CEFR levels (common
reference levels) related to spoken production and asked to explain and compare them
with his/her own understanding with the descriptors on the tables. Lastly, the speaking
level in the sample video was announced. The process of assessing and explaining the
speaking sample using the CEFR tables took about eight minutes. The pilot study of the

interview necessitated the improvement of certain specific interview questions.

A digital recorder was used to record all the interviews. Piloting the data collection
tools helped the researcher to obtain additional information so that they can be further
improved before the actual study.
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3.5.2. Interviews

Using interviews in research is regarded as significant in that being a part of life
itself they emphasize human embeddedness (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000, p.267).
Since the purpose of the research interview is to explore the experiences, beliefs, or views
of individuals on specific subject matters, they are most appropriate when detailed
insights from individual participants are required (Gill, et al., 2008, pp.291-295). That is
why it is crucial to take certain factors which may differ from one interview to another in
practice into account. Mutual trust, the interviewer’s control, the respondent’s uneasiness
in a possible deep questioning or the meaning of many questions’ probability of being
interpreted relatively different by different respondents are some examples of these

factors.

Research interviews employ interpersonal skills such as questioning, conversing
and listening. The main purpose of research interviews is to listen attentively to what is
being said in order to acquire more knowledge about the study topic. Another principle
of practice for research interviews is to ask questions that are likely to get as much
information about the study topic as possible. The interviewer should address aims and
objectives of the research. In a qualitative interview, questions should be neutral, sensitive
and understandable. Starting with easier questions and then proceeding to more difficult
or sensitive ones is generally the best way. This can help with generating rich data for the
further development of the interview as the respondents will feel at ease and build up
confidence (Gill, et al., 2008, pp.291-295).

Verbatim transcription of interview data, which is thought to be integral to the
analysis and interpretation of verbal data, has become a common data management
strategy in qualitative research. In many research fields since verbal data are accepted as
extremely beneficial, interviews have become an increasingly used tool for collecting
information for various purposes (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). That is why the necessity
for verbatim transcription of all audio-recorded interview data aroused for the

management of audio-recorded interview data.

Because they promote interactive dialogues between participants and researchers,
interviews have become a widely accepted means of data collection in many research

fields. Thanks to the relationship it facilitates between the parties and its emphasis on
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exploration of human phenomena, interviews have come to be a popular data collection
method. However, details related to the management of interview data and the process of
transcription are often poorly described in published research in spite of the broad
application of interviews in research studies. Although generally insufficient information
on the process of interview data transcription is provided, many researchers report in their
studies that they audio-record interviews and then transform the audiotaped data into
written text in some way. This may be considered as a gap in terms of the reliability and
validity of the research process (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). On the other hand,
description of the transcription process as well as the presentation of transcriptions are
used in order to ensure reliability and validity in the present study.

A complete transcript will probably provide the most useful data concerning how
it was transformed into written text before the analysis process. This helped to analyse
interview transcripts in order to reveal related information from attitudes and thoughts of

the respondents standing as a model that represents a wider range of the CEFR users.
3.5.3. Field Notes

The field notes are regarded as one of the major resources of qualitative research
in that they provide reflections, opinions and the researcher’s own biases through the
descriptions of people, places, conversations or activities they include. From the mental,
jotted and full types of field notes, mental field notes consisting of observations or
discussions and jotted field notes including a few words to remember an event have been
utilized in the study. The reason for not using the fully field notes which contain
everything during the study was not to interrupt the natural flow of the conversations.
Rather than descriptive field notes focusing solely on the description of observations or
scenes, analytic field notes taking account of the researcher’s feelings, interpretations,
reflections and analysis of the events in addition to descriptions were used in this study
(Catal, 2012).

Making field notes during and immediately after each interview showing thoughts
and observations can also help in the data analysis process. The researcher took notes
before and after each interview. No notes were taken during the interviews to avoid the
risk of disrupting the flow of the interviews. These notes described anything that attracted

the researcher’s attention throughout the interview process.
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3.5.4. Trustworthiness

Researchers in qualitative inquiries are generally required to show that their study
is credible, plausible and valid. Researchers often employ at least one of the validity
procedures of triangulation, member checking, peer reviews, thick description or external
audits within their study report results. Throughout the study it is assumed that validity is
not related to the data but it is mostly related to the inferences made from the data. In
contrast to quantitative research in which the concern of researchers is mostly numerical
inferences or content validity of interpretations of scores, qualitative researchers establish
a viewpoint of validity based on the views of people participating in a study. A qualitative
researcher has the assumption that reality is socially constructed within the way how
participants perceive it to be. Thus, the accurate presentation of the participants’
perceptions of reality in the study is regarded as crucial. There is a search for the ways of
making the participants actively involved in an assessment process in which the
interpretations can reflect and represent them as accurately as possible (Creswell &Miller,
2000).

The researcher tried to give a representation of the respondents’ thoughts and
feelings in a systematic but honest way. Verbatim transcriptions of audio-recordings
ensured the accuracy of representation of thoughts and meanings generated by the
participants. This assisted the verification of data accuracy without having to contact

participants directly.

3.6. Analytical Framework of the Study

In this study, aims and objectives are set in advance and shaped by the information
requirements of the study. The structured topic of the study guides the process of the
identification and analysis of the patterns within the qualitative data derived from the
interviews. Thus, certain principles of the framework approach, which enabled the
researcher to explore data in depth for the enhancement of the analytical process, are
adopted as a means of qualitative data. In the initial stages of setting the analytical
framework, significant themes are identified thereby making the process of data analysis
transparent through the illustration of the linkage between the stages of analysis. Within
the framework approach data analysis is explicitly described, which enhances the
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credibility of findings. The principles of the framework approach coincide with the
principles of undertaking qualitative analysis. Up to now, the steps of the principles of
transcribing the interviews, being immersed within the data to obtain detailed insights of
the phenomena being explored have been completed in the study. From this section on,
principles of developing a data coding system and linking codes of data to form
encompassing categories/themes leading to the development of the research topic will be
explained and applied (Smith and Firth, 2011; Gale, Heath, Cameron, Rashid and
Redwood, 2013).

The analytical framework of the present study systematically and explicitly
applies the principles of undertaking qualitative analysis to a series of interconnected
themes guiding the process. These interconnected stages enabled the researcher to move
back and forth across the data till a coherent account was reached. This resulted in the
refinement of the following themes, which are regarded as important for the data in
relation to the research questions, leading to the development of a conceptual framework:

1) EFL teachers’ knowledge about the CEFR

2) The extent of applicability of the CEFR and the ELP

3) Integration of the CEFR and the ELP into tests or exams (The use of the CEFR
and the ELP in language assessment process)

4) Perceptions/Viewpoints of EFL teachers related to the CEFR effect on language
teaching

5) EFL teachers’ perceptions about the language used in the CEFR

6) Reasons for teaching/learning English

Each line, phrase or paragraph of the transcript was taken into account for the
development of codes and categories. All the data relevant to each category were
identified and examined through constant comparison. Throughout the analysis process
of the study, data could be examined and referenced by these identified themes (Pope,
Ziebland and Mays, 2000).

The piloting phase helped the researcher to identify certain interview questions that
needed to be improved and to obtain data necessary for estimating the requirements of
the actual study.
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The first interview phase helped to obtain data about the knowledge of EFL teachers
concerning the CEFR and the ELP. This part also gave insight into the recent course
books and the curriculum which came out to be in alignment with the CEFR. The facts
that teachers can identify parts of the CEFR-related parts of course books and that the
course books include communicative language activities are also revealed in the first
interview part. Although the course books include parts about self-assessment, they are
partially applied due to various reasons. The data helping with getting an idea about the
perceptions of EFL teachers of the CEFR effect on language teaching, of the language
used in the CEFR and of reasons for learning/teaching English could also be obtained via
the first interview part.

Visual stimulus assisted to obtain data about the perceptions of EFL teachers

concerning the CEFR level descriptors.

The second interview phase gave insight into the differences in opinions of teachers
before and after using the CEFR tables. The language used in the CEFR, which was found
to be clear and understandable in terms of users, could also be thoroughly commented on

during the second interview part.

Field notes, which were used throughout the data analysis process, shed light on the
analysis of the interviews. Field notes helped the researcher to make interpretations about
the reactions of the respondents concluded from pre- and post interview interactions.

44



CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS, RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Introduction

In this chapter, methods, data analysis and findings of the analysis of the data
obtained through the research instruments (interviews and field notes) will be presented.
The present study surveyed the perceptions related to the language used in the CEFR by
implementing interviews and field notes as data collection instruments. Reviewing the
literature (Burnard, 1991; Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009; Mayring, 2000) assisted the
researcher to decide that content analysis is the most appropriate way to analyse the data
obtained through the research instruments. The reasons for using content analysis as well
as the analysis and results of the research instruments will be discussed throughout the

chapter.
4.2. Methods of Data Analysis

In this study, a method of qualitative interview data analysis similar to the one
offered by Burnard (1991) was used. It can be described as a method of content analysis.
All of the interviews carried out were recorded in full. Additionally, the whole of each
recording was transcribed. Four out of eight interviews were conducted in Turkish, so the

transcriptions of the Turkish ones (See Appendix 11) were translated into English.

Content analysis has been used efficiently in many kinds of research applications
recently. Addressing the weaknesses of the quantitative method many studies carried out
currently use qualitative contents analysis. Among many definitions made about
qualitative content analysis is the one defined by Mayring (2000, p.2) as “an approach of
empirical, methodological controlled analysis of texts within their context of
communication, following content analytic rules and step by step models, without rash
quantification” demonstrates that the focus of the content analysis is on integrated view
of speech or texts and the specific contexts of them. Qualitative content analysis, which
does not just mean the counting of words or getting the hidden or obvious meanings from
texts, enables researchers to group the social reality related to the subject under

investigation.
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This study sample for qualitative content analysis involves texts, selected on
purpose, which were intended to inform about the research questions being investigated.
The qualitative approach adopted by the study has given way to the production of
descriptions and expressions from respondents which reflect their viewpoints about the
topic of the study. Thus, both the researcher and the readers of the study results may better
understand the perspectives and perceptions of the producers of the text. As is the case in
any qualitative content analysis, the study emphasizes special themes illustrating the
range of the meanings of the phenomenon, not the statistical importance of the occurrence

of the texts.

Qualitative content analysis has emerged as a useful alternative to traditional
quantitative content analysis especially when the purpose of a study is to make
interpretive judgements. The aim of qualitative content analysis is providing a rich
description of the social reality as they are experienced in a particular setting. If the data
is carefully prepared, coded and interpreted, the results of qualitative content analysis will
not only support the development of new theories but also validate existing theories and

provide thick descriptions of particular settings (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009).

As a transcriber the researcher has tried to describe the interview content keeping
the fact in mind that it plays a key role in both the form and accuracy of transcription. It
is accepted that transcription is a part of the data analysis process and it is advised to be
clearly disclosed in the methodology section of a study. Because qualitative research
emphasizes the exploration of values, ideas, experiences or beliefs about the topic under
investigation, data analysis techniques like conversation or discourse depend on verbatim
data transcriptions. Since the text is crucial for the research design in qualitative research,
bringing researchers closer to the data a verbatim record of the interview is definitely

useful for data analysis (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006).
4.3. Analysis and Results of the Field Notes

Both before and after the interviews, certain notes regarded as significant were
taken based on the interactions with the respondents. The field notes shed light on the
analysis of the interviews. The interpretations about the reactions and reflections of the
respondents taken from the field notes were written down in the analysis part of the

interviews. Along with the interviews the field notes were also analysed through content
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analysis and reflections based on the field notes were used throughout the data analysis
process.

The field notes helped the researcher to fill in blank spaces in the interviews.
Recording the interviews enabled the researcher to compare between the notes and the
actual responses when necessary, which allowed to reflect on the conversation to assure
adequate representation of the meanings produced by participants. Additionally, in cases
where some kind of ambiguity in meaning or inconsistencies were felt, the audio-
recording helped for the clarification of the intended meaning from the original source.
Above all, reference back to the original recordings provided the researcher with
examples to illustrate the study findings within the context of methodology section in the

form of written reports.
4.4. Analysis of the Interviews

Based on the belief that everything said in an interview is said in its unique and
special context, it would be a risk to cut out any string of words, which would change the
meaning and which would mean the ignorance of the context. Likewise, the interviews
conducted in English are presented with all grammatical and semantic mistakes made
during the natural flow of conversation by the participants. If sections of interviews were
cut into pieces, the real and whole meaning of the interview would get lost. Copies of the
complete interviews were kept for direct reference while writing up the findings. The
researcher referred directly back to the complete transcripts or original tape recordings
whenever there was something that appeared unclear. This enabled the researcher to stay

closer to the original meaning and contexts (Burnard, 1991).

The researcher wrote up the findings by using verbatim examples of interviews
which assisted to make comparisons and contrasts. In qualitative data analysis, there
appeared the problem of what to exclude from the transcription analysis. The researcher
took the presence of unusable pieces which would cause ambiguity in conveying a
message into account and interpretations were made in a way that appeared quite coherent

to the researcher.

The interview responses were interpreted and references were made in a way that
was assumed not to compromise the essence of the original meaning produced by the

study participant. The transcriptions served as the primary sources of data for content
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analysis. Presentation of quotations excerpted from interview transcriptions supplied
further description of the identified criteria and illustration of situational contexts from
which the criteria were adjusted (Zhang & Wildemuth, 2009).

After informing the participants comprehensively about the background and
nature of the study, two interview protocols each consisting of 8 semi-structured
questions prepared to be answered before watching the sample KET (Key English Test)
speaking exam video and four questions to be answered after watching the sample video
were designed. In order to be able to get the participants’ consent for the further
development of the research, one of the protocols was prepared in Turkish (See Appendix
3-4) and the other one in English (See Appendix 1-2). The participants were left free to
choose the language they would speak in the interview. They either chose their native
tongue or English. This enabled the participants to express themselves better and more

freely.

Apart from the main questions, the researcher used probes when necessary in
order to obtain further information about the research questions. The interviewees were
informed about the audio-recording process before the interviews. Each of the interviews
lasted about ten minutes on average. All of the interviewees took seventy-six minutes in
total. Each of the interviews consisted of two phases. In the first phase, interviewees were
asked about their opinions related to their knowledge and applicability of the CEFR. The
second phase conducted after watching the sample speaking video involved questions
about the CEFR level and the language used in the CEFR. The video took about four
minutes, which was kept out of recording and the time allocated for watching the video
was not included in the total interview time (seventy-six minutes). After the video the
respondents were asked about their opinions related to the level of the speaking pattern
in the video. They were not provided with the correct answer for the level. They were
provided with the tables of the CEFR level descriptors and told to read them. The tables
were in Turkish (See Appendix 6) for the interviews conducted in Turkish and they were
in English (See Appendix 5) for the ones conducted in English. They were asked whether
their opinions changed after reading the tables or not. Additionally, they gave their
opinions about the language used in the CEFR level tables. The responses from the
interviewees for each question are reported descriptively and sample comments from the

interviews are presented as data for the study.
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After the pilot interview and the first interviews, it was realized that there were
certain unexpected challenges faced concerning the background information of the
participants related to the topic. Because the first interviews were directly conducted
without providing the respondents with certain information about the research topic, they
had difficulty in commenting on the questions. That is why the respondents were provided
with the study topic and purpose along with certain exemplifications. For instance, the
copies of parts of the curriculum related to the CEFR and example pages from the current
course books (See Appendix 7-8-9-10) in alignment with the CEFR were shown to the

respondents before the interviews.
4.5. Results of the Interviews

The results of the first phase of the interviews including eight questions asked
before the respondents were provided with the CEFR tables and the second part of the
interviews including four questions asked after they watched the sample speaking video
will be presented in this section. The interviews conducted with the first four participants
(P-1, P-2, P-3, P-4) were in English and the ones conducted with the last four participants
(P-5, P-6, P-7, P-8) were in Turkish. Therefore, answers of the last four participants were

translated into English.
4.5.1. Results of the First Phase of the Interviews

The first interview question was “Have you received training concerning the
CEFR? If you have, what kind of training was that (pre-service training, in-service
training, etc.)?”. This interview question investigated the accessibility of the pre-service
or in-service trainings provided by the MoNE for English language teachers. Answers
elicited from the participants illustrate the fact that most of the English language teachers
have not had any kind of training concerning the CEFR. Six out of eight participants
stated that they do not know about the CEFR or they have not received any kind of
training about it. One of the interviewees stated that she read the CEFR on her own but
did not get any training. Only two out of eight participants stated that they received in-

service training. Here are the extracts from the interviews for the first interview question:

P1: In 2011, I guess, | received an in-service training about the CEFR for two
days. They introduced us the CEFR levels, what they include. They gave such an

in-service training for us.
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P2: No, | do not know about the CEFR. I have received no training.

P3: No, I have not received any training about it but we have been using it for five
years in-service, in my school.... That is it.

P4: No, I have never had a training. | have heard and just read it by myself.

P5: I haven 't received any kind of training. That’s why, to be honest, | do not have
much knowledge about it.

P6: Although it was not under the name of the CEFR, | received an in-service
training about this subject, about the CEFR. There are in-service training course
activities for teachers working for the Ministry of National Education. These can
be either obligatory or optional. They incorporated all of the English language
teachers into in-service training courses especially after the curriculum change.
| received an in-service training about the subject, too. They explained us what
the CEFR is, in what ways it will be useful for us, how it is explained in the
curriculum a little bit... they gave information about them. Within this context we
received a training with general lines in Isparta. | think it was a training received
by all English teachers in all cities throughout Turkey at the time of the curriculum
change. | cannot remember the year exactly, but our curriculum has changed two
or three times in the last ten years, as you also know, so course books were
accordingly changed, too. We received a seminar about it then.

P7: I haven’t received a training on this subject. I did not receive it at university,
too. Later, throughout my teaching life...I did not receive a training in the form
of a seminar, too.

P8: No, I have never received any kind of training.

The responses given by the participants to the first interview question indicate the

lack of accessibility of both of the pre-service and in-service training courses provided.

The results support the findings of previous studies related to views, perceptions,

knowledge of EFL teachers or pre-service and in-service trainings provided for them

about the CEFR. Siilii and Kir (2014) revealed in their study that foreign language

teachers need in-service training and workshops or conferences are advised to be

organized for teachers who were found either not giving importance to the issues like

culture and process-based learning strongly emphasized in the CEFR or not being aware
of these issues. Yakisik and Gurocak (2018) found that EFL teachers working at state
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schools have less knowledge about the CEFR when compared to the EFL teachers at
private schools. Yuce (2018) states that although it was repetitively reported by different
studies before, the MoNE did not take necessary steps for the problematic issue of

insufficient and ineffective CEFR-based training in terms of scope and application.

The second interview question was “How do you use the CEFR in your
teaching?”. This interview question targeted finding out the real life implementation of
the CEFR in terms of teachers (as the implementers of it), course books and the
curriculum. It also gave insight into the extent to which the course books and the
curriculum are in alignment with the CEFR. The findings reveal that both the recent
curriculum and the course books are arranged in accordance with the CEFR as it is also
asserted by the programme that an action-oriented approach enabling EFL learners to

cope with communicative problems (MoNE, 2018).

Here is the presentation of extracts gathered from the interviews for the second

interview question:

P1: In my teaching, we have activities in our course books and sometimes | create
my own activities as well. Especially regarding speaking and listening activities |
let the students interact with each other, I let the students listen to files. So they
improve their language themselves by role playing, listening to real

conversations...like this.

P2: In teaching, in my lessons | use course books and the students evaluate
themselves. They check their understanding and tick. I use like this.

P3: 1 am a primary school teacher and in 2", 3™ and 4" grades we have English
especially on speaking-based training and teaching skills, so we use it especially
in the course books. They use basic English terms and mostly speaking courses. |
use game-based teaching in my lessons. So | use in this way.

P4: In some parts of our books, there are parts we should do. For example, “e-
portfolio”, “checklists” parts...we do these parts and we use it in our teaching.
Activity types...For example e- portfolio parts. Sometimes students repair video
or video blocks, sometimes they do dialogues, pair work activities and speaking

parts.
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P5: There are parts, given in the course books, in the form of “peer assessment”,
“self-assessment”. We are conducting pair work, group work. We can use like
that, within the framework of students’ levels.

P6: In English language teaching they put the CEFR into the curriculum as it is
already contained in the curriculum in a way so that it is linked with course books.
Especially we can benefit from the CEFR about the competences according to the
class level. For example, what is a 5" grade student supposed to learn according
to the CEFR, what is expected for each competence... for basic competences...like
this...What’s more, they put some examples into the English language
curriculum...that is...let’s say example programmes. For example, a 5" grade
student should be at level B1, let’s say, he/she should learn at least... words to be
able to be a 6™ grader. | use this a bit, let me say. Now | am also studying for my
MA degree in the department of ELT. Because | am also studying for my MA
degree and it is a bit related to my topic, | use the CEFR from this perspective.
We have to use it as it is required by regulations. We have to implement the
curriculum. Yet it is the complaint of all teachers that “I cannot teach different
things as I am dependent on the curriculum.”. However, it is necessary to think
from the perspective that being stick to the curriculum does not mean necessarily
implementing what is presented in the course book sentence by sentence. You can
know the main framework specified by the CEFR and develop different activities
by yourself, which is also advised in the curriculum. Knowing only the main
framework is sufficient. And this is, in fact, related to the level of students. I think
every teacher does not have to be stick to the curriculum.

P7: I use the CEFR in English language teaching as communication...of course,
I use it in the form of question-answer technique with students, about dialogue
practice...

P8: Yes, we use. Because the curriculum objectives are specified according to the
CEFR levels. We are trying to make the students reach the CEFR levels. We see
“self-assessment” parts and “can do statements” at the end of the units of our

course books. As far as | know these activities are appropriate for the CEFR.

It can be concluded from the responses of the participants to the second interview

question that in all educational levels at state schools (primary, secondary and high school

52



levels) both curriculum and the course books have been designed in accordance with the
CEFR. Almost all of the participants mentioned the effect of course books on the
implementation of the CEFR. It is stated through the responses that the course books
include parts such as “self-assessment”, “e-portfolio”, “checklists” or “Can Do
Statements”, which are directly connected to the implementation of the CEFR and the

ELP.

The participants also mentioned activities such as role playing, listening to real
conversations, dialogue practices, pair and group works, question-answer drills presented
in the course books. This can be seen as an indication of availability of communicative
language competence principle of the CEFR in the foreign languages programme.
Another point revealed in the responses is that the targeted CEFR levels for each grade is
determined in the recent curriculum. Some of the teachers are aware of these levels

although they do not exactly know the specified level for each grade.

The responses about the activity types show that some foreign language teaching
programmes attempt to improve communicative competences of learners by putting
emphasis on language skills. The interview results reveal that the course books present

real life language samples thereby enhancing speaking and listening skills of learners.

As can be concluded from the responses, the recent curriculum and accordingly
the course books are much more compliant with the CEFR than that of the course books
of previous years. Thus, it can be stated that the curriculum tries to equip the learners with
necessary skills to cope with communicative problems that they may face in their daily
lives. The statements of the participants also illustrate that the curriculum and the course
books were prepared in line with the communicative purposes of the CEFR. Additionally,
that foreign language curriculum comprises the action-oriented approach principle of the
CEFR, which help learners to overcome communicative problems, is another conclusion

drawn from the answers.

The third interview question “Can you give specific examples of the CEFR
influence on the course books you use for teaching in your school?” targeted at the
investigation of the CEFR implementation through course books in a detailed and
concrete way. The question also searched for answers to whether the EFL programme

comprises the educational principle of “task-based learning and “project-based learning”
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of the CEFR or not. Quotations from the interviews for the third interview question are
presented below:

P1: The CEFR, of course, has influence on our course books. If we look at the old
course books, (like 3 or 5 years ago) this year the CEFR has more influence on
our course books. Especially there are self-assessment parts at the end of the
units. There are self-assessment and portfolio parts at the end of the units. So
students consider and check themselves according to the checklists and portfolios.
So, I think this is the CEFR influence.

P2: Absolutely, they are influenced. You know our course books are arranged
according to CEFR levels. So we are thinking about the levels and we are trying
to make their levels higher. So, yes we use them, they are influenced.

P3: I can see the CEFR in the self-assessment part of the books and projects and
performance home works of the students and all the course books in primary
school are designed in this way. So | can see its influence as this; mostly speaking
and project-based learning activities.

P4: The aims which we give students and their activities. For example, we use e-
portfolio part, they make dialogues for example. We make practice exams, so we
prepare them for these exams in lessons, so there are some parts for these exams
in our lesson. We should and have to do them because of the exams.

P5: As | have just said, students are grouped in two or four and they are assessing
themselves and their friends. We can use like that... It is limited but we can use
just in the parts given in the course books. There are parts ... in the form of “self-
assessment”. I mean we are using but as far as they can understand. We are
helping afterwards. For this we are using translation into Turkish very often of
course. So we can use... we can do it without translation at a rate about %50-
%60 translation and the rest by using translation. They cannot understand on
their own yet, they cannot comprehend the directions completely.

P6: Certainly, I can. As our course books... have to be written in accordance with
the curriculum, the Board of Education permits the course books according to
this. The course books are already prepared in accordance with the CEFR.
Because all of four skills reading, listening, speaking, writing are prepared

according to the CEFR and the subjects in the course books are also connected
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to this, it is automatically in the course books. Actually there is the CEFR in the
course books. And we conduct our courses appropriately.

Of course I can give an example. For example, let’s say, for writing
competence...of a 5" grader in the CEFR...there is something like this if [ am not
mistaken...a sentence like students can use the things like preparing a poster or,
I do not know, writing an invitation card basically rather than a complex essay or
paragraph. The curriculum has taken the CEFR from the parts related to the
student levels as I mentioned previously. Let’s say...in writing it says that in the
CEFR a 5" grade student (of course it does not say “the 5" grade”, which is
unique to our own educational system) for example a student at level B1 should
be able to write a simple letter, an invitation card. Because they prepare the
assessment part at the end of the unit according to this. So, in fact, we are
following it. If we are giving homework from the course book, for example, it asks
the student to prepare a simple movie poster at the end of the unit “movies”. So
we make an assessment appropriate for the CEFR.

P7: There are self-assessment parts at the end of the course books. The student
assesses himself/herself about the points “I can do this.”, “I cannot do this.”, “I
can sometimes do this” ...in the form of self-assessment. In 5" graders the
sentences begin with “I can understand...”. Their focus is always on what they
can do. There is not much about it in the 6 grades.

P8: | teach the 5" and 6" graders. There are sentences beginning with “I can” at
the end of each unit. If students think that they can do the objectives in that unit,
they put a tick; if they think they cannot, they put a cross and we are trying to
make the students gain the objectives pointed as cross again. Likewise, the student

has the opportunity to assess himself/herself in the “self~assessment” parts.

The responses to the third interview question show that teachers can identify parts

of the course books designed in compliance with the CEFR for all educational levels. It

can be inferred from the examples given about activity types presented in the course

books that the current course books provide learners with a theme (such as the context of

a concert) to talk, write, listen to or read about. This reflects the presence of

communicative language activities within the course books designed according to the

daily communicative needs of learners.
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Dialogue work, pair or group work are widely mentioned in the responses, which
Is the indication that language use for communicative purposes is emphasized in the
course books. The references made by the participants to the activity types like writing
an invitation card, writing a letter or preparing a poster are an evidence of the different
task types in everyday language use. This shows that the selection of activity types is
made according to the CEFR in that they are real life tasks or communicative pedagogic
tasks as classified by the CEFR. Additionally, performance and project works aiming to
get an idea about the learning process of learners are exemplifications of compliance with

the project-based learning principle of the CEFR.

All of the respondents agree that the CEFR influences course books for different
reasons. Some talked about its influence by exemplifying the parts of the course books
including “self-assessment”, “can do statements”, “portfolio”, “checklists” parts while
some mentioned the effect of the CEFR levels on the selection of the activity types. It is
also stated in the answers of the respondents that the CEFR is automatically in the course
books because the publication of the course books is only possible on condition that they
are in alignment with the curriculum, which itself already suggests a framework based on

the CEFR.

The responses illustrate that the foreign languages programme aims for the
development of learners in the target language regarding the task-based learning principle
of the CEFR through presentation of age-appropriate topics or activities for them. From
the examples provided by the participants on tasks or other CFER related parts of the
course books, it can be said that the course books were designed according to the task-
based learning principle of the CEFR enabling learners to accomplish a task they may

encounter in daily use of the target language.

In conclusion, the current course books can be said to be carefully planned and
designed according to the requirements of the CEFR in terms of the principles “task-based

learning”, “project-based learning”, “communicative domain” along with the CEFR

levels.

The fourth interview question was “How do you integrate the ELP and the CEFR
into the tests or exams that you use in your school?”. The question was aimed at finding

out whether the updated curriculum and related course books comprise the self-
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assessment principle of the CEFR or not and, if so, whether the English language teachers
can implement it in tests or examinations in real life classroom contexts or not. The
answers obtained from the participants show that the course books give learners the
opportunity to assess themselves in the target language through the parts such as “self-

29 13

assessment”, “portfolio” or “checklists” at the end of the units in the course books.
However, pre- and post interview interactions with the respondents reveal the fact that
they are not carried out thoroughly due to various reasons like the unwillingness of
students to assess themselves, their inability to make correct judgements about their
progress without help or misdirections of the perceptions of the learners themselves as

being always “good”. The related extracts from the interviews can be seen below:

P1: | do not integrate the ELP into tests or exams because they are routine
materials that we give points to students. But students have portfolios for
themselves. They add each work for each unit to their portfolios. | check them
after they finish. The students also check each other’s portfolio and they
contribute to their points. They can higher their points with these portfolios. But
I do not use them in exams, | use them for class-taking parts.

P2: In my lessons and exams, | use self-assessment, projects also. We always have
to use that kind of things. I do not put checklists in my exams.

P3: I haven't any idea if I am using it or not because I haven’t heard it before.
But in second and third grades we do not have any tests or exams. We use three
scales to assess students as “good, “very good” and “poor”. Only 4th class
students have exams but we don’t use any Kinds of such techniques.

P4: In high schools, we have to do practice exam. They should include speaking,
listening, reading and writing parts for basic parts of a language. But we have
difficulties while doing this because classrooms are too crowded. Especially in
speaking exam, there 35 students in a class, so we have great difficulty in this
exam.

P5: ...Portfolio works...some specific topics are given to students at the end of
each unit and we can assess them as classroom performance mark. What’s more
project works are given in the same way. Project marks are assessed once a year

in student reports. We can assess in this way.
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P6: Like this...the exams we conduct are the exams that we prepare on our own.
| do try to prepare the exams following the assessment parts within the CEFR
because they are related to the subjects in the course books as | have mentioned.
I am trying not to follow anything else apart from the CEFR much. Because we
specify the level of the students according to the CEFR, when we attempt to assess
something different, this assessment turns out to be wrong. From this perspective,
1 implement it in the tests, exams I prepare on my own. ... If you ask whether there
is a standard test we apply at school or not, the answer is “No.”. I mean an
international exam or an exam with Turkey scale for example, there is not a
common exam...we conduct appropriate for the CEFR. There is not an exam like
this for foreign languages that the MoNE recommends us, too. Just...err...for the
8" graders...because they will attend the High School Entrance exam, they are
having common pilot tests. But they are not in accordance with the CEFR because
they are exams with multiple choice questions.

P7: Portfolio...at the end of the 7" grade course books, it asks for preparing a
project and putting it into portfolios. They can put the projects, products into their
portfolios.

P8: No, I cannot integrate them into my exams Because the ELP targets at self-
assessment, to tell the truth, I do not find scoring right. Because | have to give

marks in my formal exams, | cannot implement it.

The theory of the testing procedures is explained in the English language teaching

curriculum (MoNE, 2018) for the levels from the 2" grade to the 8" grade in the following

way:

The theoretical frame of testing, assessment and evaluation processes is primarily
based on the CEFR, in which various types of assessment and evaluation
techniques are emphasized. Those are heavily centered on alternative and process
oriented testing procedures. In addition, self-assessment is also emphasized, as
students are encouraged and expected to monitor their own progress and
achievement in the development of communicative competences (Bachman,
1990; CoE, 2001). To this end, each unit includes a list of achievements to be
met by the students; this will be converted to self-assessment checklists which
ask students to assess their own learning from an action-based perspective. In

other words, children are prompted to answer questions such as “What did you
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learn?”, “How much do you think you learned?” and “What do you think you can

do in real life, based on what you learned in class?” (p.6)

Likewise, all of the respondents agreed on the availability of the parts in the course
books enabling learners to manage, assess and take the responsibility of their own
learning. However, they stated that they cannot integrate the ELP into formal tests or
exams as they have to give points to students but rather they can use them for in-class

performance evaluation, for instance.

As can be seen from the quotes above, the procedures used for self-assessment are
not used in the form of summative assessments, rather they are formative assessments
which are generally low stakes examinations having little or no points value. These can
be the portfolios, for instance, into which the students add their work for each unit or new
topics. On the other hand, it is mentioned that there is project work in the form of in- and
outside-the-class tasks or formal evaluation techniques carried out through written or oral
examinations, quizzes, homework assignments helping learners to observe their progress.
They are usually summative assessments having high point value. We see these various
assessment procedures implemented in a different way for different levels of education.
For example, young learners of English (2" and 3 graders) are not tested by any
summative testing procedures. Only formative testing ways requiring the completion of
certain tasks are conducted for the assessment both in and out of the classroom, which
aim to create positive attitudes towards the target language. With the 4™ grade and
onwards, specifically for lower secondary education (from 5™ grade to the 8" grade) a
variety of testing techniques including both formative and summative procedures are
offered to assess language proficiency. For high schools, the presence of practice exams
conducted to assess the communicative competences (speaking, listening, reading and

writing) is stated in the responses.

All of the assessment types mentioned in the responses to the fourth interview
question are in line with the explicit philosophy of the curriculum which offers a diverse
range of testing designs including both process and product oriented testing techniques.
Thus, it can be concluded that the integration of the ELP and the CEFR into the tests or
exams used at schools is mostly through the course books arranged according to the
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curriculum offered by the Board of Education. In the current curriculum (MoNE, 2018)
testing, assessment and evaluation processes can be said to be primarily based on the
CEFR whose focus is on the use of alternative and process-oriented testing procedures in
addition to self-assessment. The concrete reflection of this framework of the curriculum
was observed by the researcher during the analysis of the course books in terms of the
integration of various types of assessment and evaluation techniques as well as self-
assessment emphasized by the CEFR into the course books. In almost all of the course
books for all grades, each unit consists of a list of achievements (can do statements) in
the form of self-assessment checklists through which learners can answer questions about
what they learnt, how much they think they learnt or what they can do in real life based
on what they learnt in class in order to be able to assess their own learning from an action-

based perspective (p.6-7)

As far as the responses are concerned, six out of eight participants stated that they
use self-assessment through portfolios or project works. One of the participants declared
that she has no idea about whether she is using it or not as she has not heard about the
ELP or the CEFR before and one of them said that she cannot integrate the ELP and the
CEFR into exams because she does not find scoring right for the self-assessment process.

In brief, the ELP and the CEFR take place in classrooms even if they do not appear
in the form of formal exams or they are not used deliberatively/consciously or directly by

teachers.

The fifth question “Should the CEFR influence the teaching methods, course
books and exams?” aimed to investigate perceptions and viewpoints of EFL teachers
related to the effect of the CEFR and its use on language teaching. The results show that
all of the participants agreed on that the CEFR should influence the teaching methods,
course books and exams. Although a number of teachers indicated that they did not know
what the CEFR is before the interviews, after they were provided with general
information about the CEFR along with example pages of certain course books including
the ones they use everyday and the CEFR-related parts of the curriculum according to
which they conduct their courses; all of them expressed their opinions about the necessity
of the CEFR influence on language teaching. The opinions expressed by the participants

can be found in the following quotes:
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P1: Of course the CEFR is now acknowledged by many countries worldwide, so
they influence teaching methods, course books but in our country they do not
influence exams because we and the Ministry of Education still only test reading
and comprehension. We do not have speaking and listening in our tests or exams
unfortunately but we see that the CEFR influences teaching methods and course
books. It should influence the exams that we do and the Ministry of Education
does, because to test speaking and listening is very important that’s why our
students maybe cannot speak or cannot understand what they listen easily. It is
because of this, I guess. So it should influence.

P2: Of course, | think they should influence the teaching methods, course books
and exams so that we can decide the students’ levels and so we can make their
levels higher.

P3: Yes, it should influence because at this time English should be taught
practically, so the course books and teaching methods shall be designed
according to the CEFR and primary school students use English in a very simple
way. They can use basic terms about English or they can say...tell us what they
have, what colour something is, how many...something is. So it should influence,
| think.

P4: Sometimes it should influence according to students’ aims, schools, the levels
of the students. Yes, it depends on the levels of the students, if they have a good
background information, for example we do the speaking parts greater but if they
don’t have background information we have great difficulty.

P5: ...it can, of course, be more effective on course books but for exams...I think
we need some time for this to be established. | mean, because students cannot
comprehend completely yet...because our course hours are not sufficient for this,
as well... because anxiety for marks in the exams is extremely dominant... | think
it may be not in the exams but during lessons. That is, it can be assessed as
classroom performance mark but | do not think it will be appropriate at all to
assess directly as marks. | mean there is at least a little more time for that. I think
it is just early, I mean... Because children... cannot react objectively due to their
ages, | think. I mean they say that they can do, so it becomes a bit problematic to

evaluate it with marks.
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P6: It should...and it is already influencing as I have just said. As I have said, the
course books must already...be written according to the curriculum. The writers
think about the CEFR related to the selection of the topics or activities in the
course books they will write. So, it influences. And that it influences them is what
should be. Because the CEFR is now like the thing... the main plan of the countries
in which foreign languages are taught; that is, it is something accepted
everywhere, something standardised, a standard framework. And the presence of
such a framework is necessary, | think. If there were not such kind of a
framework...it could not be...for example a person from Turkey will work in
Europe, according to what? I mean if we do not follow the CEFR, that person will
not be able to accommodate there this time. That’s why it is necessary not only
during the education but after the education as well. | say that it is necessary for
assessment and evaluation.

P7: Because the CEFR regards self-assessment as significant, it should definitely
influence because the child can see his/her missing points. It should also influence
in terms of communication as well. In fact, its expansion is good, every stage of it

will be useful for students, of course.

P8: It should definitely influence. Because there are some objectives and levels
specified and put in front of us. So somehow we need to determine whether we can

reach them or not. And this makes it much easier.

The responses indicate that the CEFR should have an influence on teaching
methods and course books for the reasons of the necessity for communicative and
practical use of the target language. Because the CEFR stresses communicative language
teaching and learning, the interviewees stated the essentiality of the effect of a world-
wide standard framework like the CEFR on language learning and instruction through
teaching methods and course books. However, it is specified that the CEFR does not
influence exams especially in Turkey because the exams conducted both by teachers and
the MoNE in secondary educational levels only test reading or comprehension skills
rather than speaking or listening, which is stated as a possible reason for failure in learning
a foreign language communicatively in Turkey. This viewpoint advocates that exams
should also be influenced by the CEFR. On the other hand, one of the respondents

ascertains the need for some more time for the CEFR to be effective on exams due to the
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reasons of insufficient course hours, high level of anxiety for marks in the exams and the
students’ not being ready for complete self-assessment without teacher support. The
alternative assessment methods offered by the CEFR are regarded as inappropriate to be
scored and an idea of using the CEFR-based assessments not in the exams but during
course hours as classroom performance evaluation because students cannot react

objectively especially in the case of self-assessment.

Some other opinions put forward the need for a standard framework and level
descriptors for the determination of the extent to which the targeted objectives are

reached.

The sixth interview question was “How do your students assess themselves using
the CEFR?”. The question searched for the availability of the ways of self-assessment
such as unit-based self-assessment tools, checklists, various European Language
Portfolios or product files. Here is the presentation of the extracts from the responses to

the sixth interview question:

P1: They keep portfolios, they do a work, a project, a study or whatever you say
at the end of each unit. They put them in their portfolios. They assess them with
each other with students and | also assess them. And at the end of each unit there
is a small self-assessment part. They do it as well, so they assess themselves. |
guess it is a CEFR method.

P2: The students use portfolios. They put their works into their files and so they
can see how they are developing. They see the beginning of herself/himself and
the end of himself/herself, so they can realize the differences.

P3: The course books have assessment parts but I don’t think students use these
parts effectively. When | help them they can assess themselves. | tell point five if
you are good or if you are not good point zero.

P4: There are some checklists in our course books. Students are usually unwilling
to do them but we ask these questions to them. They put tick for these checklists,

so they can assess themselves.

P5: ... As I have said... they can assess themselves in the self-assessment parts
comprising 5-6 sentences but to what extent it is objective is open to question... [
mean it is not that objective because children think that they are very good, they
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always tick the choices like “I can do it” or “well done”. However, more different
results may arise when we do assess, that’s why I do not think those parts are

objective.

PG6: It is possible in this way...As I have said, if I give an example from the course
book, there are now self-assessment parts, checklists at the end of the course
books. They tick the checklists like “I could learn specific skills.”, “I could learn
well.” or “I am not very good.” Which are provided through 4-5 basic lines at
the end of each unit. There is such a self-assessment part. They both fill this part
and | do tell them to assess themselves...we sometimes conduct peer assessment
as well. From this perspective... I use the CEFR.

P7: 1 conduct a quiz at the end of each unit and I collect them. I evaluate the
process of student progress.

P8: Yes, the students find the chance at the end of each unit to assess themselves
through the self-assessment parts and can do statements related to the objectives
of the unit. When | check those parts after the class hours, | also help him/her

later if he/she cannot reach the related objective.

It can be understood from the extracts above that all of the participants agreed on
the presence of the parts related to self-assessment at the end of the units in the course
books and their value with regards to the evaluation of student progress. Portfolios,
project work, checklists, can do statements are the common ways exemplified for the use
of self- assessment. Most of the participants asserted that the self-assessment parts can be
carried out effectively whilst some others pointed out the inefficiency of these parts
because of the reasons like unwillingness and inability of students to assess themselves
without teacher help. One of the participants mentioned these parts as not being objective
since the students often perceive themselves as “very good” and they always tick the

choices like “I can do it” or “Well done”.

Another way expressed by a participant was to check the self-assessment or the
can do statements parts after class hours so that she could help the student to reach the
related objective on condition that the student thought he/she could not achieve an

objective.
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The indications of the responses to the sixth question illustrate that both the
curriculum and course books enable the students to assess themselves through unit-based
self-assessment tools at the end of each unit, which is a sign of the alignment of the current
foreign language programme with the CEFR. However, how effectively it is used varies
from teacher to teacher. It can be concluded from both the interview results and pre- or
post-interview interactions with the participants that some of the teachers use the self-
assessment tools as they find them useful while some others prefer skipping the related
parts and some use them just because they take place in the course books without knowing
that they are using the CEFR.

The seventh interview question was “How do you describe the language used in
the CEFR?”. The question attempted to find out whether the participants have read the
CEFR or not, whether they are familiar with the CEFR or not and, if so, whether they had
difficulty in understanding the CEFR or not and whether the language of the CEFR is
clear enough to be comprehended by the users well or not. The interview responses to the

question are presented below:

P1: They showed/ told us in the in-service training. The language is OK. It is
understandable. There could be more explanations, examples maybe but I think it
is OK.

P2: I have not read the CEFR.

P3: I haven't read the CEFR, so I don’t have any idea about it.

P4: I think it is good, useful, especially basic parts, for example at first steps it is
useful and easy for all students so they can do it and they want to do it but in upper
levels they have difficulty, so they are unwilling.

P5: ... because I do not have much knowledge, to tell the truth, | do not know how
I can describe now. So | will not be able to help about this subject.

P6: ... It has especially two versions. In English teaching curriculum there are
both English and Turkish versions. I read it there. Do you mean the language used
in terms of shape? Understandable? | think for anyone who graduated from the
ELT or who deals with foreign languages if he/she completed his/her bachelor’s
degree...it is understandable. I mean...the references are also given. If you mean
the students, I do not think they are aware of it much...Because we do not say to

students, for example, that “You have to reach a specific level.” Or “Your level
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is this according to the CEFR.” We are not explaining to them something like
that. But they understand “can do statements”. Because the course books are
written suitable for their levels, we do not have any problems. That is...in the form
of simple sentences. Let me give an example from the 5 graders. For instance, it
says “I can...write five different words about movies.”. Because they are the
sentences suitable for their own levels, they do not experience a problem. Yes,
there can be some words they do not know. | do explain them. But the sentence
structures are generally simple, in a form they can understand.

P7: There are checklists. Some students, it changes according to their levels, can
carry out the evaluation quite well. For example, they can understand the part
“Always” and point it but some students are not aware of the case much. The
students generally can understand these sentences because the words related to
the recent topics they have learnt are used in these sentences. The sentences are
appropriate for their levels.

P8: | cannot comment on this as I haven'’t read the CEFR.

Four out of eight participants stated that they did not read the CEFR, therefore
they could not comment on the language used in the CEFR. One of the participants
answered the question as far as the information provided via the in-service training he
received is concerned. The language used in the CEFR was evaluated in terms of students
and teachers separately. Most of the comments were made on the level of descriptors
within the CEFR.

From the perspective of teachers, the language used in the CEFR is found clear
and understandable. Nevertheless, the need for more examples and explanations for a
more comprehensible framework is expressed. The students are thought as not being
aware of the levels or descriptors, for instance. Because they are not informed about a
framework like the CEFR and the levels it offers, the language used in the Framework is
evaluated according to the CEFR-related parts of the course books in the case of the
grades from the 2" to the 8" classes. “Can Do Statements” and “Checklists” are found
appropriate for the level of students. The interviewees point out the fact that certain
unknown words may appear at times and they cope with the problem either by explaining
those words or by letting the students use a dictionary. As for the students at high school,

the level of clarity in the language used is regarded as being dependent on the students’

66



levels. It is found understandable for upper levels whilst it becomes more and more

complex for lower levels.

The eighth interview question “Do you think learning English is important? Why?
Why not?” investigated the viewpoints of EFL teachers regarding learning of English.
The reason of searching for the exploration of answers to such a general question is that
different beliefs and attitudes teachers hold about learning English may influence what
and how they teach. EFL teachers’ interpretations about this question are proposed to
unearth their outlook regarding language and learning. Here are the responses of the

teachers regarding their opinions about learning English:

P1: Of course it is important. Because it is a worldwide language now. You can
communicate with everyone around the world via English so our students should
learn it as well very good. That is our hope.

P2: Yes, of course it is very important. Especially in our developing world it is
very important so people should learn English. In every part of the world English
is used so it is very important, I think.

P3: It changes. It depends on families, students, interests. But | think yes, it is
important. We are in a transcultural age, so students should explain themselves
in any language or in a second language at least. So I think yes, they should learn
English and they should practise it. Practising is much more important than
learning it.

P4: For me it is important because | am an English teacher. But if you ask this
another person or another teacher, for example a history teacher, maybe he will
say it is not important. So it changes from person to person, from perspective of
people.

P5: We are discussing it a lot with our students, too. They ask “Teacher, why are
we learning English? Let them learn Turkish if it is so necessary to communicate.”
We cannot explain this in any way. I mean... because it is a common language
used in the world, of course learning English is very important. ...Especially we
are going abroad, for example, or we are going to different cities. We need to
communicate with other people... that is, English is the only key for
communication in the world, I think we have to learn English...but...because there

is the understanding of “I understand, but I cannot speak” in our country. | mean
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more importance should be given to speaking but it is not so possible...I mean
there are exams...in the form of tests...I teach higher level of classes, for example
I am teaching 8th graders, they want to skip listening parts at once. We are not
doing so, of course, but these students understand its value later because we are
continuously getting feedback from our graduate students studying at departments
of English language teaching. They say “Teacher, we see now how right you
were” but I attribute this to exam anxiety. Okay, they learn but they have difficulty
in expressing themselves. There is a situation like this but I also think it is really
important.

P6: ...There are many kinds of answers that can be given to this. I think it is
necessary to ask a question like “Learning of what other languages apart from
English is important in your life?” instead of the question “Is learning English
important, why?” should be asked because learning English...how can I say?...
has gone beyond being a need and it has become a necessity in our country just
as the case in many other countries. Because our students are also encountering
with English at almost every field. For example, even when they want to play a
game on mobiles there appears an English menu before them. Moreover, it
sometimes makes the process more convenient for us. I mean it has come into
every field of our lives. I am not evaluating just in terms of education...that is
media, publications, | do not know, we confront with it everywhere. What do they
call it? “Lingua franca”. It has become a common language, the common
language of the world. That’s why learning it is very important, I think. Just
writing like 1 know English, at intermediate level, I know a little, I know well on
CVs does not express anything. It is necessary to learn English well. If your goal
is making a good career, | think it is necessary to add other languages besides it.
P7: Learning English, learning a language...if it were not important, they would
not say “A language is a person; two languages are two persons.”. English is a
world language. Everybody, everything is connected to English. We see English
in, 1 do not know, even a very small belonging, so it means that it is very very
important. Why is there English in everything rather than another language? Like
this, I mean...I do not know...another thing is that learning a language is

enjoyable. The person gains more self-confidence. Like this...I mean...a person
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learns cultures different from his/her own. English is different from Turkish. The
person learns a different language, comprehends different structures from every
perspective...when someone goes abroad, he/she thinks that I can do this, I can
speak...It also gives happiness...like this. English also arises in the exams
nowadays, let’s not even mention it, it is already a known fact... like this.

P8: It is definitely important in terms of being able to express oneself as an
English teacher. English is a language accepted as “lingua franca” at every part
of the world. So I believe that everyone, regardless of their age, needs to know not

only English but also a few other languages. | say that it is definitely important.

As can be seen in the expressions above, all of the participants, except for one
who stated an opinion that its level of importance is changeable from person to person,
regard learning English as very important. There is an emphasis on English as a “lingua
franca”, a world-wide language being the only key for communication around the world.
Another point stressed is the necessity of learning English in order to be able to catch up
with the improvements in our developing world. One of the CEFR’s principles
“plurilingualism” also takes place in the responses through statements of the need to learn
other foreign languages apart from English. Learning English is found important with the
reason of the enlightenment that will be gained through learning another culture, which

coincides with the CEFR’s principle “pluriculturalism”.

The matter of learning English just in theory and difficulties in practical use of
English is handled, too. The understanding “I understand, but I cannot speak” in Turkey,
along with debates and criticisms on the inefficiency of English education, is addressed.
The reasons for this problem are referred to as crowded classrooms, unwillingness of the
students who find listening or speaking parts of English courses time-consuming since
they are preparing for an exam in the form of a test consisting of multiple questions, which

are unable to assess these skills.

To sum up, EFL teachers regard learning English as important but they state that
they cannot conduct activities based on the CEFR due to various reasons like exam
anxiety, crowded classrooms or changeable levels of students although they are aware of

the fact that learning English means being able to communicate via English.
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4.5.2. Results of the Second Phase of the Interviews

After the first part of the semi-structured interview, the respondents watched a
KET (Key English Test) speaking exam video sample in level A2. The reason for the
selection of the of the sample video of an exam in level A2 was that it is a common level
specified in all educational levels’ (primary, secondary and high school) curriculum. The
questions asked after watching the video and the responses transcribed are presented

along with their results below:

The first question after watching the video was “What level is the speaking pattern
in the video?”. The question attempted to find out the perceptions of the participants
related to the CEFR levels given their background knowledge, if any, about the CEFR
levels. Responses of the interviewees to the question are presented in the following

extracts:

P1: It is the basic level, I think. Because they spoke of their daily lives, what they
like. They answered simple questions. It is like A1 or A2, between maybe. One
student was better. Gustav spoke better but the other Mexican student’s level was
a bit lower. That'’s the speaking pattern in the video, | guess. The second student
Gustav is maybe A2 but the Mexican student is AL. One of the students answered
better and the other lower.

P2: | think the pattern in the video is level A2.

P3: [ think it is Bl level. According to the teacher’s questions and she asks “why”
questions especially, so I think It is B1.

P4: Maybe at the start of the video, | think it is A1 but as it continues, it goes on
it becomes more complex. | think A2 maybe.

P5: I think it is level B1. | decided so while watching.

P6: ... When I thought about the CEFR first, it seemed to me that it could be level
A2. It seemed like Gustav spoke a bit more fluently, without waiting. But the level
of Louis seemed like Al to me.

P7: 1 think the level is Al.

P8: I thought the level as A1 when I first watched the video but as the video went

on | decided the level as A2.
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As mentioned before, after watching the sample video the participants gave their
responses to the first question about the level of the speaking pattern without being
provided with the tables of the CEFR level descriptors. Only one of the participants made
a definite decision on the level of the speaking pattern as A2, which is the level of the
sample KET speaking exam. Two of the participants stated their opinions about the level
as being between A1 and A2 asserting that the students in the video are in different levels.
Two interviewees argued about that the level is different at the start of the sample
conversation and it becomes a different level through the end of the conversation. They
declared that at the start of the video it was level Al but it seemed as level A2 as the
conversation proceeded and the sentences became more complicated. Two of the
participants expressed their opinions about the level as B1 and one of them decided on
level Al.

The conclusion that can be drawn from the assertions is that teachers do not have
common opinions on the CEFR levels in general. They either remain indecisive shuttling
between two different levels or they are delivering an opinion far from the level in

question.

The second question “Why do you think it is level ....?” aimed to investigate the
reasons the participants would set forth related to the CEFR level they expressed to be
used in the sample speaking video. The question also targeted at finding out whether the
teachers are familiar with the CEFR level descriptors which enable the users to make a
differentiation between and among different levels or not. Here are the quotes from the
participants putting forward their reasons for their assertions about the CEFR level in the

sample speaking pattern:

P1: Mexican student could not say what he actually thought of. He could not say
what he thought. He always used the same words, same patterns, that’s why I
think his level was a bit lower. But Gustav, the second student used several
different words. In one question he said that he did not understand the question
and wanted the question to be repeated. But still he answered better. That is why

his level may be A2 and Mexican student is AL.
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P2: Because both of the boys can describe simple terms, their family, other people.
They talk about other people and living conditions, their educational background,

present/recent job. So | think they are A2 level.

P3: The teacher’s questions are a bit complex for the students. She is asking the
reasons or she wants detailed information about their school, homeland for
example. So | think the level is B1.

P4: At the beginning, the basic questions “what’s your name”, “how do you
spell” .... Yes, | think because of this it is A1 but it continues it asks their father’s
job, their schools, their styles, how do you travel to school, so I think it is A2.

P5: Because | think there were a bit complex, complicated sentences. Especially
the sentences with “How long” made me think that the level may be Bl. ...But
after | saw the table, my opinion has changed.

P6: Because Louis reacted, answered slowly and after thinking a lot. Gustav
was...like more confident, it seemed to me that the words he used were wider.
Especially in his answers he gave to the questions about his family. Therefore, |
thought that Gustav is a bit better.

P7: 1 thought that the sentence structures are simple. They are not complex.

P8: The sentences started to be much more complex through the end of the video.
That he introduces himself, spells his name at the beginning...I thought that it is
level Al. Later on, because the speech became a bit more complicated with the

information he gave about his school and family, | thought the level as A2.

It can be understood from the reasons presented that some of the expressions like

“describing simple terms”, “their family”, “other people”, “living conditions”,

“educational background”, “recent job”, “their school”, “homeland”, “introducing

oneself, “spelling names” coincide with the statements used in the CEFR level descriptors

tables. The questions such as “What is your name?”, “How do you spell...?”, or the ones

beginning with “How long?” were other prompts that helped teachers make their

decisions. Additionally, the participants utilized certain other prompts like the variety or

number of patterns and words, the competence of asking for repetition, asking for reasons

or detailed information, complexity level of questions and answers, the state of

confidence, silent thinking time used by the students in the sample speaking video.
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The third question asked after the participants read the CEFR tables was “After
reading the CEFR level descriptors, what do you think about the speaking level in the
video?”. The question’s aim was to reveal any change in opinions of the participants
related to the level in the speaking video after they were provided with the tables of the
CEFR level descriptors. The results were supposed to give insight into the extent to which
EFL teachers are aware of and familiar with the CEFR levels specified in the curriculum
they implement in their daily teaching experiences. The responses of the interviewees to

the question can be found in the following extracts:

P1: They both talked about their jobs, their family and living conditions. Gustav
said that his school is far from where he lives and he comes by a taxi to school,
etc. The level of both is not the same because Gustav answered the questions
better. He gave more examples, used more phrases and sentences so Gustav is
maybe level A2. But Mexican student is between Al and A2, more Al. Because he
uses simple phrases and all the time the same phrases and sometimes could not
explain what he wanted to. So in-between Al and A2 | can say. After | read the
descriptors my opinions stay nearly the same.

P2: My opinion is the same. Their level is A2.

P3: After reading, | have changed my opinion as level A2. Because as it is written
they are describing their families, living conditions... So it is level A2.

P4: Yes, I think the same. Because it says simple phrases to describe “where |
live” and “people I know” ... simple phrases and it is A2... my family, other
people, educational background, yes because... I think the same.

P5: Now that I think it is level A2. Because, the information given there meshes
together with ... level A2. They understood easily and gave examples when the
teacher spoke slowly. He gave good answers about his school, too...Because he
gave answers to the questions having short and clear answers, | thought it is level
A2.

P6: My opinion has changed a bit. That is, | thought that both of them are level
A2. Especially when I look at the thing about spoken production here in the CEFR,
yes they are at a level that they can maintain the conversation. There was not an

interruption at least. They answered the questions, yes level A2.
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P7: After reading the sample, there are the most basic personal and family
information, shopping, jobs...I have changed my opinion as A2 after reading
them.

P8: I was in-between Al and A2 before reading the descriptors, | have decidedly
made up my mind about the level as A2. The descriptors helped me to differentiate
between the two.

It is remarkable that all of the participants, except for one expressing that the
students taking the KET speaking exam in the sample video are at different levels, made
their decisions about the level as A2, which was the level in the sample speaking pattern.
Thus, it can be concluded that the descriptors assisted the participants to differentiate
between the levels. The descriptors can be defined as being clearly indicated in a way that

is helpful for the users to relate the levels to the descriptors.

The results of the first three questions for the second part of the interview (the part
after watching the sample speaking exam video) are summarized in the table (Table 7)

below:

Table 7: Results of the First Three Questions for the Second Part of the Interview
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answered better
with more
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A2, Mexican
student is more
Al as he uses the
same phrases all
the time and he
sometimes

cannot  explain
what he wants to.
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P2 Level A2. Stude_nts ~can Level A2. No. reasons | o same.
describe simple available.
terms about their
family and other
people.
P3 Level B1. The . teacher"s Level A2. As it is written, Changed.
questions are a bit they are
complex for describing  their
students. She is families, living
asking for reasons as conditions,...
well as detailed
information.
P4 At the start of the | At the beginning | Level A2. Because it says Chan
. Lo . - - . ged.
video it is level Al, | basic questions like simple  phrases
as the video goes on | “What is  your like “where I
and becomes more | name?”, “How do live” and “people
complex, it is A2. you spell...?” are I know”, “my
asked. So it is Al at family”, “other
the start. But later on people”,
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bit complex, information
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Especially the together with
questions beginning level A2. They
with “How long?” understood easily
made me think the and gave
level may be B1. examples when
the teacher spoke
slowly. He gave
good answers
about his school.
Because of short
and clear
answers...
P6 Level A2. O_neof@he Louis answered | Level A2. They are at a Changed.
students is like | slowly and after level that they
Level Al thinking a lot. can maintain the
Gustav seemed conversation.
more confident and There was not an
answered with a interruption.
wider range of
words. So, Gustav is
better, level A2, |
think.
p7 Level Al. The sentence | Level A2. Basic persor_lal Changed.
structures are and family
simple, not information,
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P8 At the start | thought | I thought the level as | Level A2. | was in-between Changed.
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I decided the level as | students introduced descriptors, |
A2. themselves, spelled have decidedly
their names, Later made up my
on, when the speech mind about the
became more level as A2. The
complicated  with descriptors
the information helped me to
given about schools differentiate
and families, | between the two.
thought the level as
A2.

The fourth interview question asked after watching the sample video was “How
do you find the language used in the tables?”. The question aimed at finding out the
answer to the main research question in the study. In other words, it investigated the
perceptions related to the language used in the CEFR tables. The participants who had
background information beforehand or read the CEFR either on his/her own or in the
curriculum gave their responses according to their knowledge in addition to the tables
provided during the interviews. However, the rest of the participants who asserted that
they had no idea about the CEFR or they had not read it before although they are
somewhat familiar with the Framework made interpretations based solely on the CEFR
tables provided during the interviews. Here are the quotes by the respondents regarding

their comments on the language used in the CEFR:

P1: The CEFR explanation table is OK. | can understand it but it would be better
if it would give some more examples. There are a few examples. Because | am an
English teacher it is easy for me to understand but for a normal person, a beginner
| think they may not clearly understand what is meant to but for me it is OK.

P2: | think the language is appropriate for the level. So A2 level students can use
or can talk about those things. So it is proper I think. For students’ levels it is
quite proper and clear.

P3: For me it is not complex. It is ... can be understood but I don’t think everybody
can understand it in the same way as | think. It can be changed in a simple way
and it can be made much more clear, maybe.

P4: According to me it is easy and understandable for me but if you ask to my
students especially according to their background information they may say it is

hard, it is difficult or it is not understandable. Yes, it changes the level of the
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student I think what will they say. It changes according to their level. For me,
according to me it s clear and understandable

P5: Quite understandable, clear expressions have been given. That is, as |
compare it with my students, | think they are understandable, clear expressions
suitable for students’ speaking, comprehension and writing levels.

I am thinking of improving myself about this topic and getting information about
it. Because | did not have much knowledge. Now that | have seen that we really
use it in our course books as well. I am thinking of using it much more and getting
more information about it.

P6: ...In terms of the instructor or learner? ...Yes, the language used seems to be
more... being written for the instructors. I mean, maybe the learner can also
understand but | am looking at some words especially, | wonder whether some
words are appropriate for that level or not. Because similar words... that is, I am
not talking about the specific words. For example, the word “detail” is also used
in the level ALl. There are similarly difficult words in other levels, too. It seems
more likely to have been prepared for the instructor. I mean, it seems to me that
the sentences here can be made easier in terms of the learner. Because when you
look at one of the sentences, there is a sentence comprising 4-5 lines. Maybe the
learner may not understand exactly at what level he/she is by reading it from here.
It seems to me like it has been prepared for the instructor a bit...Some words are
difficult without using a dictionary. I mean words like “exchange”, “immediate”
arise. | think these words are a bit difficult for level A2. He/She will need to use a
dictionary.

P7: The language is not so easy. There can be shorter and more simple sentences,
more various examples can be given.

P8: I have found successful, understandable and clear. The language used is quite
simple and clear. Because now that | have understood the CEFR better, | think

that the use of it will be very useful.

Three of the participants explained that the language used is quite “proper”,

“understandable”, “clear” or “simple” in terms of the users. One of them described the

language as being “not complex” and understandable but gave an opinion about a possible
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change in order to make it more simple, which would result in a much clearer language.
One of the participants expressed that the language used is “not so easy” and advised the
use of shorter and more simple sentences along with “more various examples”. Similarly,
another participant mentioned about the necessity for more examples due to the reason
that it is not equally understandable for every user. For example, what is meant may not
be clearly understandable for a beginner while it is quite simple for the participant himself
as he is an English teacher. Another point addressed by one of the respondents is the fact
that the level of clarity or comprehensibility of the language depends on the level of the
students and their background information. That is, as expressed by the respondent, the
users of lower levels or the ones lacking the necessary background information can find
the language ‘“hard”, “difficult” or “not understandable” although it is clear and

understandable for herself.

The matter of evaluating the language used in terms of the instructor and the
learner separately was revealed by one of the respondents. It is asserted that the tables are
more likely to have been prepared for the use of the instructors most. Whilst some
expressions may be understandable for the learners, some words like “exchange” or
“immediate” may be difficult without using a dictionary for the example level A2, for
instance. Therefore, it is proposed that the expressions should be simplified since there
are instances in which a sole sentence comprises up to four or five lines, which would be

hard for learners to comprehend the intended meaning.
4.6. Discussion

As mentioned previously, a series of interconnected themes guide the qualitative
analysis process in the study. This section presents the refinement of these themes

considered as significant about the data in relation to the research questions.

The first theme is about the results regarding EFL teachers’ knowledge about the
CEFR. The study results point out that still, in 2019, six out of eight EFL teachers state
that they do not know about the CEFR and they have not had any kind of training related
to the CEFR although it exists within the curriculum and the course books they use in
their daily teaching implementations. The study results confirm that necessary steps about

the problematic issue of the CEFR-related training, which are insufficient and ineffective
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in terms of scope and application, have not been taken by the related authorities although
it was repetitively reported and suggested by various studies before.

The second theme is concerned with the extent of applicability of the CEFR and
the ELP. The study findings reveal that both the recent curriculum and the course books
have been designed in accordance with the CEFR through the adoption of an action-
oriented approach. It is clear from the explanations that the curriculum and the units
within the course books are connected to “can do statements” aiming to develop learners’
self-regulative learning skills, which illustrates the effective implementation of learner-
centred practices suggested by the CEFR and the ELP. From the activity types mentioned
by the teachers it can be concluded that there is an observable attempt to transform
teacher-centred knowledge driven courses into learner-centred communicative courses.
The foreign language programme involving course objectives in the form of CEFR can
do statements can be said to have been developed as an integrated programme for all four
skills. The reactions of teachers about the case appear to be positive towards the

implementation of a can-do statements-based curriculum.

The third theme is related to the integration of the CEFR and the ELP into tests or
exams. In other words, it is related to the use of the CEFR and the ELP in language
assessment process. As far as the study results are concerned, the ELP and the CEFR take
place in real life teaching and learning environments especially via course books even if
they do not appear in the form of formal exams. Alternative assessment methods offered
by the CEFR are found as inappropriate for the scoring of exams and the use of the CEFR-
based assessment types in the form of classroom performance evaluation rather than in
written exams is offered by the participants in the study due to the inability of students to

react objectively specifically in the case of self-assessment.

General viewpoints of the participants suggest that the teachers feel that it is not
right to score self-assessment results. This perspective is in parallel with the CEFR
principle that the proficiency level of the language user should be described by positive
and concrete behavioural terms and that “can do statements” provide information which
could not be received through the score or a grade on a test. The study results include
signs for the use of the CEFR and in particular “can do descriptors” as an assessment type

or goal-setting in the curriculum and course books. However, there should also be
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developments about how “can do descriptors” can be used for score interpretation of
exams, because teacher reactions imply that they do not have an idea about how to use

“can do descriptors” in exams.

The study results confirm the findings of previous studies in that the learning stage
includes defining the content and correlating to relevant “can do statements”, which leads
to self-assessment. One of the participants in the study stated that she checks the answers
of students to checklists/self-assessment parts after class hours in order to be able to help
them to complete the parts perceived as missing or unaccomplished by the students.
Although this is not practised consciously by the teacher, it coincides with the research
offering re-practice of a task after the completion of the task-specific self-assessment

checklists and a second completion of the checklist before a review (O’Dwyer, 2010).

The fourth theme is centred around perceptions and viewpoints of EFL teachers
related to the CEFR effect on language teaching. All of the participants in the study
expressed their opinions about the necessity of the CEFR influence on language teaching.
The requirements for communicative and practical use of the target language and the
essentiality of the effect of a world-wide standard framework like the CEFR on language
learning and instruction are among the reasons stated about the necessity of the CEFR
influence. As can be concluded from the study results, EFL teachers think that the CEFR
should have an influence on teaching methods and course books for these reasons. On the
other hand, it is pointed out that the CEFR does not have an effect on exams. Insufficient
course hours, high level of anxiety for marks in the exams and the students’ not being
ready for complete self-assessment without teacher support are the reasons considered to
hinder the effective implementation of the CEFR in the exams. In Turkey, exams almost
never test speaking or listening (except for the recent application of practice exams just
in high schools), which is stated as a possible reason for failure in learning a foreign
language communicatively. That the CEFR should also influence the exams is advocated

by this viewpoint.

The fifth theme is concerned with EFL teachers’ perceptions about the language
used in the CEFR. The language used specifically in the CEFR tables of level descriptors
was evaluated. From the perspective of teachers, the language used in the CEFR is defined
as clear and understandable. On the other hand, making possible changes in order to make
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the language simpler and clearer as well as providing more various examples on the
descriptors is proposed so as to make the tables equally understandable for every user.
That is the reason why the language used is evaluated in terms of the instructor and the
learner separately. When looked at from the viewpoint of the students, the state of clarity
of the language used is considered as changeable according to the level of students.
Although the language is found understandable for upper levels, it becomes more
complex for lower levels. The tables are perceived as to have been prepared mostly for
the use of instructors due to the presence of certain words like “exchange” or “immediate”
whose meanings would probably be hard for learners to comprehend without the support
of the teacher or a dictionary. In addition to those, for learners to be able to grasp the
intended meaning the need for simplification of the expressions, which are generally in
the form of long sentences comprising up to four or five lines, arises according to the

perceptions of EFL teachers about the language used in the CEFR.

“Can do statements” and the way they are expressed are questioned by the
researcher within the framework of revealing an idea about the language used in the
CEFR because both teachers and students are more familiar with them than any other part
of the CEFR. They can be regarded as the reflection of the level descriptors tables.
Additionally, by some previous studies like Nagai and O’Dwyer’s search (2011) “can do
statements” are believed as a starting point for the implementation of the practices and

principles that the CEFR implies.

The study results also reveal the fact that EFL teachers do not share common ideas
about the CEFR levels in general as far as their background information about the
Framework is concerned. Either they seem to be indecisive shuttling between two
separate levels or their guesses about the levels remain far from the level in question. This
is an indication of that the implications of CEFR level descriptors do not seem to be
engraved in teachers’ minds although the levels are intertwined in the curriculum and the
course books they use in daily teaching. That is why necessary trainings (in the form of
distance trainings, in-service trainings or workshops) regarding not only the CEFR but
also the CEFR level descriptors exclusively should be provided for the teachers as the

real life implementers of them.
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A remarkable result reached by the study is that all of the teachers (except for one
who claimed that the two students in the sample video are at different levels) came to an
agreement on the exact level in the sample speaking pattern after they were provided with
the CEFR tables. This is a case implying the availability of clearly defined level
descriptors which assist the users to relate the levels to the descriptors.

The sixth theme is about the reasons for teaching or learning English. Another
remarkable point related to the study results is that EFL teachers regard learning English
as very important and they are aware of the fact that learning English means being able
to use it communicatively. Among the most notable reasons stated by EFL teachers for
teaching and learning English are the widely-accepted role of English as a “lingua
franca”, the requirement of learning English to be able to keep up with the improvements
in the developing world, promoting plurilingualism because of the need for learning
foreign languages other than English as well as the need for being competent in
pluriculturalism through learning about and understanding other cultures. On the other
hand, the pre- and post-interview interactions with the teachers reveal the fact that the
pressure of learning modern languages other than English in Turkey is quite weak. While
English is a compulsory subject in schools from the second grade on, other modern
languages are taught at only some private schools in Turkey. That is why it is hard to talk

about the exact presence of the CEFR’s impact to promote plurilingualism in Turkey.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1. Introduction

This chapter presents a general overview of the study by providing a brief look at
the CEFR and EFL teachers’ perceptions about the language used in the CEFR
(exclusively the CEFR tables). The study findings are also briefly assessed and lastly
implications and recommendations for further research are presented in the chapter.

5.2. Overview and Assessment of the Study

In parallel with the rising popularity of Communicative Language Teaching,
which regards communicative ability as the main goal of foreign language teaching, the
CEFR was published by the Council of Europe as a framework emphasizing the real-life
usage of the target language and communicative competence by describing different
language competences. Apart from putting emphasis on communicative competence and
learner autonomy, which have been popular in language learning and instruction since
the 1980s, the CEFR brought the innovation of an action-oriented approach and common

referential levels, scales and descriptors.

The CEFR and its companion documents like the ELP have influenced the view
of language teaching and testing as well as curriculum design in Turkey, as is the case
throughout Europe. Turkey’s desire to achieve full membership of the EU and
significance of learning English as a “lingua franca” in order to keep up with the
developments in science and technology in the world were among the reasons for Turkey

to modify its foreign languages education policy according to the CEFR.

All language teachers were advised to take the CEFR as a guide for making
pedagogical choices or decisions. However, it was emphasized that the CEFR should be
understood well by both teachers and learners to be able to benefit from it effectively on
real life practice of teaching and assessment. Therefore, the recent study attempts to find
an answer to the question of whether the CEFR is known sufficiently for an effective
application and whether it is clear enough to be understood or not. The answer to this

question found at the end of the study is that six out of eight EFL teachers said that they
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do not know about the CEFR or have not received any kind of training about it, which
illustrates the lack of accessibility of both pre-service and in-service training courses
provided. Although there were applications related to bringing the foreign language
curriculum and course books in compliance with the CEFR, there seems to be deficiencies
in the provision and accessibility of necessary trainings to all EFL teachers who are the
key implementers of the CEFR.

Firstly, the background of the study explaining the appearance and importance of
the CEFR with their reasons and objectives was dealt with. The problem leading to the
study was stated in terms of the application of the CEFR and teachers as key implementers
of it. The purpose of the study was clarified as investigating EFL teachers’ understanding
of the language used in the CEFR and the effect of this understanding on language and
learning. The significance and uniqueness of the study as well as assumptions and

limitations about it were defined.

Secondly, the relationship between the CEFR and the CoE along with their
connection with modern language teaching was explained. The relationship among the
Council of Europe, the European Union and Turkey was clarified in terms of
understanding the purpose of the CEFR and the ELP. Language education policies in
Europe and in Turkey were handled. The CEFR was defined with its goals and
innovations, historical background and purpose of the CEFR as well as the action-
oriented approach it adopts were reviewed. The notions of plurilingualism and
pluriculturalism, which are taken as a basic goal of language learning and teaching by the
CEFR, were defined. Criticisms, challenges and difficulties of the CEFR were dealt with.
The Common Reference levels, the best-known feature of the CEFR for becoming the
standard reference for teaching and testing languages, and their content was presented.
The ELP was defined along with the parts it is comprising, the relationship between the
ELP and the CEFR was made clear through the explanations about the ELP as part of the
CEFR. The use of the ELP with the aim of promoting learner autonomy and encouraging

plurilingualism in pupils was explicated.

Thirdly, the methodology of the study was outlined. A qualitative research
approach was adopted in search of the interpretations of the language used in the CEFR
with respect to the meanings EFL teachers bring to them. Qualitative data was obtained
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through the interviews conducted with EFL teachers currently teaching at different
educational levels of state schools. Interviews and field notes were used as data collection
instruments. Research instruments were pre-tested before the actual interviews.
Interviews consisted of two parts. In the first part, participants answered eight questions
prepared with the aim of eliciting their knowledge about the CEFR and the ELP as well
as their viewpoints regarding language and learning. After the first part of the interview,
participants watched the sample KET speaking exam video and answered four questions
related to their opinions about the level in the video and the language used in the CEFR
tables. Verbatim transcription of all audio-recorded interview data was used as data
management strategy. The researcher utilized the interviews and field notes in order to

find the answers of the research questions in the study.

One of the main intentions of the study was to explore and analyse how teachers
understand the language used in the tables of the CEFR and what the CEFR levels mean
to them. According to the qualitative research results, it was revealed that EFL teachers
show indecisiveness about the exact level of a sample speaking exam prepared in
alignment with the CEFR levels. Only one of the participants made a definite decision
about the exact level in the sample whilst the others remained in-between two levels or
made incorrect guesses. However, their reasons about their decisions on the level were
compatible with some of the statements used in the CEFR level descriptors although they
cannot relate them to relevant levels. Given that EFL teachers lack the sufficient
knowledge of both the CEFR and CEFR levels, CEFR-based language teaching can be
said to be far from effective implementation in Turkey. Therefore, before EFL teachers
are donated with the necessary and detailed knowledge about the Framework, it is not
possible to talk about the relationship between the EFL teachers’ interpretations about the
language used in the CEFR and the effectiveness of its implementation. Nevertheless, it
can be said that teachers are implementing the CEFR and the ELP consciously or
unconsciously via the CEFR-based curriculum and the course books. The ones who know
about the CEFR tend to carry out a more effective application. The ones who do not know
about the CEFR also play a role in the implementation of the CEFR as far as the
curriculum and course books require them to make their applications accordingly. In sum,
given that different beliefs and attitudes teachers hold about learning English may

influence the way they teach and their interpretations unearth their outlook with regards
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to language and learning. EFL teachers regard learning English as important but it is
stated that it is not always possible to conduct activities based on the CEFR because of
various reasons like exam anxiety, crowded classrooms and changeable levels of students
although teachers are aware of the fact that learning English means being able to

communicate via English.

As for the evaluation of the language used in the CEFR tables after being provided
with the tables, the language was found to be clear and understandable in general. The
language was evaluated in terms of the instructor and the learner separately. The CEFR
tables are perceived as being prepared for the use of the instructors most as they include
certain words and expressions which may be hard or too long to comprehend for learners
without teacher or dictionary support. On the other hand, it can be concluded that the
language used in the CEFR can be described as being clearly indicated and
comprehensible in a way that they are helpful for the users to differentiate between levels
and to relate the levels to the related descriptors.

In brief, findings of the present study reveal that EFL teachers are aware of the
CEFR levels by name although they do not know the Framework as a notion. If they are
given the chance of being donated with the necessary and detailed knowledge about the
Framework, the CEFR can be implemented effectively and thoroughly. At this stage, it
can be said that the CEFR is applied partially since its implementation seems to be limited
with just the “can do statements” part of the Framework rather than being used in the
form of assessment. Lastly, CEFR levels appear not to be fully understood by teachers.
Teachers seem to underestimate the levels assuming that the levels require too much from
learners, which also hinders the effective implementation of the CEFR.

5.3. Implications and Recommendations for Further Research

The study results imply that EFL teachers’ attitudes towards the basic ideas of the
CEFR are positive and current foreign language programmes in Turkey are based on the
approach advocated by the CEFR. However, teachers encounter certain educational
challenges during the implementation process. For instance, the expectations of students
or parents may oblige teachers to prepare learners for certain exams, which obviously do
not correspond to the main principles of the CEFR. Another factor can be the complexity
of the CEFR itself, which probably hinders its effective implementation. Although it is
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intended to be comprehensible for everyone, pre- and post-interview interactions in the
study reveal that some of the teachers who are familiar with the CEFR either learnt/heard
about it from outside sources rather than the original document itself or found the reading
of it hard to pursue till the end. Furthermore, most of the teachers do not know the CEFR
itself while some of them find it difficult or not right to take the CEFR assessment-related
issues into account fully for formal exams and classroom assessment of learners’

competence although they are familiar with the levels of competence.

This study has taken just the speaking (spoken production) part of the CEFR tables
as a sample for obtaining interpretations of EFL teachers related to the language used in
the CEFR or CEFR level tables specifically. Further research can be done on the other
parts (reading, listening, writing) so as to get an idea about teachers’ views related to the

CEFR level of written KET exam samples, for instance.

Analysis of the first theme ‘knowledge of EFL teachers about the CEFR’ revealed
the implications that the CEFR is a global framework appealing to all teachers throughout
the world although it was essentially proposed at a European level and it has worldwide
validity. Although the teachers do not know the CEFR as a notion, they are aware of the
levels. They apply the principle of the CLT, which actually forms the basis of the idea
behind the CEFR. As for the recommendations which may be helpful for furture
researchers related to the elicitation of the first theme, they can select equal numbers of
teachers from the ones who know about the CEFR and who do not, so that perceptions
and interpretations of these two distinct groups could be compared. In this study,
randomly selected teachers were interviewed. That is why, there occurred a condition of
imbalance in terms of the numbers of teachers who are familiar and who are not familiar
with the CEFR, which hindered to make comparisons between these two groups of
teachers. Additionally, interviews with more EFL teachers in number or even group
interviews may help to generalize the results for larger educational contexts. Action
research can also be recommended to be conducted with a group of volunteer teachers
who do not know about the CEFR yet. They can be offered a training programme about
the CEFR. Pre- and post-training programme differences about the changes in teachers’

viewpoints regarding language and teaching can be analysed.
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Analysis of the second theme ‘the extent of applicability of the CEFR and the
ELP’ has implications regarding the implementation of the Framework. The effect of the
CEFR and the ELP can be said to be embedded in the educational system through the
adoption of an action-oriented approach and learner-centred practices within the
coursebooks and the curriculum. On the other hand, study results imply the existence of
a partial application since EFL teachers mostly implement just the “can do statements”
parts of the CEFR during the courses rather than using them for assessment. From the
perspective of teachers, it may be seen as a matter of regarding the CEFR or the ELP as

a learning tool rather than an assessment tool.

According to the analysis of the third theme ‘integration of the CEFR and the ELP
into tests or exams (the use of the CEFR and the ELP in language assessment process)’,
the study results imply that scoring self-assessment results is not found right, which is
compatible with the CEFR principle of describing the proficiency level of the language
user with positive and concrete behavioural terms. “Can Do Statements” provide
information which could not be received through the score or a grade on a test and they
take place in the curriculum and course books. However, teachers seem not to have an
idea about how to use “can do descriptors” in exams. That is the reason why certain
developments are required about how “can do descriptors” can be used for score
interpretation of exams. Further study offering suggestions for the ways of using “can do

descriptors” for score interpretation of exams can be done.

Analysis of the fourth theme ‘perceptions and viewpoints of EFL teachers related
to the CEFR effect on language teaching’ revealed that EFL teachers have positive views
regarding the essentiality of the effect of a world-wide standard framework like the
CEFR. The CEFR influence can be observed on teaching methods and course books
whilst exams are not truly influenced by the CEFR because they hardly ever test
communicative competence. This case is regarded as the possible reason for failure in
learning a foreign language communicatively. Thus, the recent application of practice
exams in high schools can be expanded through the testing of speaking or listening in

primary and secondary education as well.

Analysis of the fifth theme ‘EFL teachers’ perceptions about the language used in
the CEFR’ revealed the indecisiveness of teachers about the levels implying that CEFR
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level descriptors cannot easily be differentiated by teachers. Therefore, necessary training
(in the form of distance trainings, in-service trainings or workshops) related both to the
CEFR and CEFR level descriptors exclusively should be offered for teachers. In addition
to this, certain changes should be made in order to make the language used in the CEFR
tables simpler and clearer. More various examples of the descriptors should also be

provided so as to make the tables equally understandable for every user.

Analysis of the sixth theme ‘reasons for teaching and learning English’ implies
that learning English communicatively is regarded as quite important by teachers with the
reasons of the necessity of learning a “lingua franca” and the promotion of plurilingualism
and pluriculturalism. Teaching of other modern languages except for English may also be
expanded through state schools, which is now available at only some private schools in

Turkey.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Interview Questions (The First Phase)

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

Have you received training concerning the CEFR? If you have, what kind of
training was that (pre-service training, in-service training, etc.)?

How do you use the CEFR in your teaching?

Can you give specific examples of the CEFR influence on the course books you use
for teaching English in your school?

How do you integrate the ELP and the CEFR into the tests or exams that you use in
your school?

Should the CEFR influence the teaching methods, course books and exams? Why?
Why not?

How do your students assess themselves using the CEFR?

How do you describe the language used in the CEFR?

Do you think learning English is important? Why? Why not?
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Appendix 2: Interview Questions (The Second Phase)

1) What level is the speaking pattern in the video?
2) Why do you think it is level ?

3) After reading the CEFR level descriptors, what do you think about the speaking
level in the video?

4) How do you find the language used in the tables?
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Appendix 3: Goriisme Sorulari (1. Boliim)

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
8)

Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cergeve Programi (ADOCEP) konusunda egitim aldiniz
mi1? Aldiysaniz, ne tiir bir egitimdi?(hizmet 6ncesi egitim, hizmet i¢i egitim, Vs.)
ADOCEP’i Ingilizce dgretiminde nasil kullantyorsunuz?

ADOCEP’in okulunuzdaki Ingilizce 6gretimi i¢in kullanilan ders kitaplar
tizerindeki etkisine 0rnek verebilir misiniz?

Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu (ADP) ve ADOCEP’I okulunuzda kullandiginiz testler
ve sinavlara nasil entegre ediyorsunuz?

ADOCEP 6gretim yontemlerini, ders kitaplarini ve siavlari etkilemeli mi?
Neden?

Ogrencileriniz ADOCEP’i kullanarak nasil 6z-degerlendirme yapiyorlar?
ADOCEP te kullanilan dili nasil tanimlarsiniz?

Ingilizce 6grenmek dnemli midir? Neden?
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Appendix 4: Goriisme Sorulari (2. Boliim)

1) Videodaki konusma 6rneginin seviyesi nedir?

2) Neden............... seviyesi oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

3) ADOCEP seviye tamimlayicilarini okuduktan sonra, videodaki konusma
Orneginin seviyesi hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

4) Tablolarda kullanilan dili nasil buldunuz?
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Appendix 5: CEFR Self-Assessment Grid

Al A2
U Listening I can recognise familiar words and I can understand phrases and the
N very basic phrases concerning highest frequency vocabulary
D myself, my family and immediate related to areas of most immediate
E concrete surroundings when people | personal relevance (e.g. very basic
R speak slowly and clearly. personal and family information,
S shopping, local area, employment).
T I can catch the main point in short,
A clear, simple messages and
N announcements.
D Reading I can understand familiar names, I can read very short, simple texts. |
| words and very simple sentences, can find specific, predictable
N for example on notices and posters information in simple everyday
G or in catalogues. material such as advertisements,
prospectuses, menus and timetables
and | can understand short simple
personal letters.
S Spoken I can interact in a simple way I can communicate in simple and
P Interaction provided the other person is routine tasks requiring a simple and
E prepared to repeat or rephrase direct exchange of information on
A things at a slower rate of speech and | familiar topics and activities. | can
K help me formulate what I'm trying handle very short social exchanges,
| to say. | can ask and answer simple | even though I can't usually
N questions in areas of immediate understand enough to keep the
G need or on very familiar topics. conversation going myself.
Spoken I can use simple phrases and I can use a series of phrases and
Production sentences to describe where 1 live sentences to describe in simple
and people | know. terms my family and other people,
living conditions, my educational
background and my present or most
recent joh.
W Writing I can write a short, simple postcard, | I can write short, simple notes and
R for example sending holiday messages relating to matters in
| greetings. | can fill in forms with areas of immediate needs. I can
T personal details, for example write a very simple personal letter,
| entering my name, nationality and for example thanking someone for
N address on a hotel registration form. | something.
G

(Council of Europe, 2001)
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B1 B2
U Listening I can understand the main points of | I can understand extended speech
N clear standard speech on familiar and lectures and follow even
D matters regularly encountered in complex lines of argument provided
E work, school, leisure, etc. | can the topic is reasonably familiar. |
R understand the main point of many | can understand most TV news and
S radio or TV programmes on current | current affairs programmes. | can
T affairs or topics of personal or understand the majority of films in
A professional interest when the standard dialect.
N delivery is relatively slow and
D clear.
| Reading I can understand texts that consist I can read articles and reports
N mainly of high frequency everyday | concerned with contemporary
G or job-related language. | can problems in which the writers adopt
understand the description of particular attitudes or
events, feelings and wishes in viewpoints. | can understand
personal letters. contemporary literary prose.
S Spoken I can deal with most situations I can interact with a degree of
P Interaction likely to arise whilst travelling in an | fluency and spontaneity that makes
E area where the language is spoken. regular interaction with native
A I can enter unprepared into speakers quite possible. | can take
K conversation on topics that are an active part in discussion in
| familiar, of personal interest or familiar contexts, accounting for
N pertinent to everyday life (e.g. and sustaining my views.
G family, hobbies, work, travel and
current events).
Spoken I can connect phrases in a simple I can present clear, detailed
Production way in order to describe descriptions on a wide range of
experiences and events, my dreams, | subjects related to my field of
hopes and ambitions. | can briefly interest. | can explain a viewpoint
give reasons and explanations for on a topical issue giving the
opinions and plans. | can narrate a advantages and disadvantages of
story or relate the plot of a book or | various options.
film and describe my reactions.
W Writing I can write simple connected text on | | can write clear, detailed text on a
R topics which are familiar or of wide range of subjects related to my
| personal interest. | can write interests. | can write an essay or
T personal letters describing report, passing on information or
| experiences and impressions. giving reasons in support of or
N against a particular point of view. |
G can write letters highlighting the
personal significance of events and
experiences.

(Council of Europe, 2001)
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C1l c2
U Listening I can understand extended speech I have no difficulty in understanding
N even when it is not clearly structured any kind of spoken language, whether
D and when relationships are only live or broadcast, even when delivered
E implied and not signalled explicitly. | at fast native speed, provided | have
R can understand television programmes | some time to get familiar with the
S and films without too much effort. accent.
T Reading I can understand long and complex I can read with ease virtually all forms
A factual and literary texts, appreciating | of the written language, including
N distinctions of style. | can understand abstract, structurally or linguistically
D specialised articles and longer complex texts such as manuals,
| technical instructions, even when they | specialised articles and literary works.
N do not relate to my field.
G
S Spoken I can express myself fluently and | can take part effortlessly in any
P Interaction spontaneously without much obvious conversation or discussion and have a
E searching for expressions. | can use good familiarity with idiomatic
A language flexibly and effectively for expressions and colloquialisms. I can
K social and professional purposes. | can | express myself fluently and convey
| formulate ideas and opinions with finer shades of meaning precisely. If |
N precision and relate my contribution do have a problem I can backtrack and
G skilfully to those of other speakers. restructure around the difficulty so
smoothly that other people are hardly
aware of it.
Spoken I can present clear, detailed | can present a clear, smoothly-
Production descriptions of complex subjects flowing description or argument in a
integrating sub-themes, developing style appropriate to the context and
particular points and rounding off with an effective logical structure
with an appropriate conclusion. which helps the recipient to notice and
remember significant points.
W Writing I can express myself in clear, I can write clear, smoothly-flowing
R wellstructured text, expressing points text in an appropriate style. | can write
| of view at some length. | can write complex letters, reports or articles
T about complex subjects in a letter, an which present a case with an effective
| essay or a report, underlining what | logical structure which helps the
N consider to be the salient issues. I can recipient to notice and remember
G select style appropriate to the reader in | significant points. | can write
mind. summaries and reviews of professional
or literary works.

(Council of Europe, 2001)
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Appendix 6: ADOCEP Oz-degerlendirme Tablosu

Al A2

A Dinleme Benimle, ailemle ve yakin | Beni dogrudan ilgilendiren
N cevremle ilgili tanmdik sozciikleri | konularla iliskili kaliplari ve ¢ok
L ve ¢ok temel kaliplari, yavas ve net | sik kullanilan sozctikleri
A konusuldugunda anlayabilirim. anlayabilirim. (Ornegin; En temel
M kigisel ve ailevi bilgiler, aligveris,
A yerel cevre, meslek). Kisa, net,

basit ileti ve duyurulardaki temel

diisiinceyi kavrayabilirim.

Okuma Katalog, duyuru ya da afis gibi | Kisa ve basit metinleri
yazili metinlerdeki bildik adlari, | okuyabilirim. ilanlar, kullanim
sOzciikleri ve ¢ok basit tiimceleri | kilavuzlari, moniiler ve zaman
anlayabilirim. cizelgeleri gibi basit glnlik

metinlerdeki genel bilgileri
kavrayabilir ve kisa kisisel
mektuplari anlayabilirim.
K Karsimdaki kisinin sOylediklerini | Bildik konular ve faaliyetler
0} Karsilikli daha yavas bir konusma hizinda | hakkinda dogrudan bilgi
N Konusma yinelemesi ve sOylemek | aligverigini gerektiren basit ve
U istediklerimi  olusturmada bana | aligilmg islerde iletisim
S yardimer olmasi kosuluyla, basit | kurabilirim. Genellikle
M yoldan iletigim kurabilirim. O anki | konusmay: siirdiirebilecek kadar
A gereksinime ya da c¢ok bildik | anlamasam da kisa sohbetlere
konulara iliskin alanlarda basit | katilabilirim.
sorular ~ sorabilir ve cevap
verebilirim.

Sozli Yasadigim yeri ve tamidigim | Basit bir dille ailemi ve diger

Anlatim insanlart betimlemek ic¢in basit | insanlari, yasam  kosullarimu,
kaliplart ve timceleri | egitim ge¢cmisimi ve son igimi
kullanabilirim. betimlemek i¢in bir dizi kalip ve

tiimceyi kullanabilirim.

Y Yazil Kisa ve basit tiimcelerle kartpostal | Kisa, basit notlar ve iletiler
A Anlatim yazabilirim. yazabilirim. Tesekkiir mektubu
z Ornegin; Tatil kartpostaliyla selam | gibi ¢ok kisa kisisel mektuplar
M gondermek gibi. yazabilirim.
A Kigisel bilgi igeren formlar

doldurabilirim Ornegin: Otel kayit

formuna isim, uyruk ve adres

yazmak gibi.

(Council of Europe, 2001)
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B1 B2
A Dinleme Is, okul, bos zaman vb. ortamlarda | Giincel bir konu olmas: kosuluyla
N stirekli karsilasilan bildik | uzun konusma ve sunumlari
L konulardaki net, standart | anlayabilir, karmasik tiimcelerle
A konusmanin ana hatlarmi | yapilan tartismalar1 takip
M anlayabilirim. Giincel olaylar ya da | edebilirim. Televizyon haberlerini
A kisisel ilgi alanima giren konularla | ve  giincel  olaylara iliskin
ilgili. radyo ve televizyon | programlarin gogunu
programlarinin ~ ¢ogunun  ana | anlayabilirim.  Standart  dilin
hatlarim yavas ve net oldugunda | kullanildigi  filmlerin  gogunu
anlayabilirim. anlayabilirim.

Okuma Meslekle ilgili ya da giinliik dilde | Yazarlarin belirli tutum ya da
en sik kullanilan sozciikleri igeren | goriisii  benimsedikleri, — giincel
metinleri ~ anlayabilirim. ~ Kisisel | sorunlarla ilgili makaleleri ve
mekFupIarcja bellrtll_e_n _olay, duygu raporlari okuyabilirim.
ve dilekleri anlayabilirim. B o

Cagdas edebi diizyaziy1
anlayabilirim.
K Dilin konusuldugu iilkede seyahat | Ogrendigim dili anadili olarak
0 Karsilikla ederken ortaya konusan  kisilerle  anlagmayi
N Konusma ¢ikabilecek bir ¢ok durumla baga | miimkiin kilacak bir akicilik ve
U cikabilirim. Bildik, ilgi alanima | dogallikla iletisim kurabilirim.
S giren ya da giinliik yasamla ilgili | Bildik konularlardaki
M (Ornegin; aile, hobi, is, yolculuk ve | tartismalarda, kendi goriislerimi
A giincel olaylar gibi) konularda aciklaylp destekleyerek etkin bir
hazirlik  yapmadan konusmalara | rol oynayabilirim.
katilabilirim.

Sozli Deneyimlerimi, hayallerimi, | Ilgi alanima giren gesitli konularda

Anlatim umutlarimi, isteklerimi ve olaylari agik ve ayrintih bilgi verebilirim.
betimlemek igin ¢esitli kahiplari | Cesitli segeneklerin  olumlu ve
yalin bir yoldan | 5jumsuz
blfbinnebaglayablhnm. N yanlarmm1 ortaya koyarak bir konu
Dustince  ve  planlara iliskin | paviinda eoriis bildirebilirim.
aciklamalar1 ve nedenleri kisaca
siralayabilirim. Bir Oykilyii
anlatabilirim, bir kitap ya da filmin
konusunu aktarabilirim ve
izlenimlerimi belirtebilirim.

Y Yazili Bildik ya da ilgi alamma giren | flgi alamma giren ¢ok gesitli

A Anlatim konularla baglantili bir metin | konularda  anlagilir,  ayrintili

z yazabilirim. Deneyim ve | metinler yazabilirim. Belirli bir

M izlenimlerimi betimleyen kisisel | bakis agisina destek vererek ya da

A mektuplar yazabilirim. karsi ¢ikarak Dbilgi sunan ve
nedenler ileri siiren bir kopozisyon
ya da rapor yazabilirim. Olaylarin
ve deneyimlerin benim igin
tasidiklar1 6nemi 6n plana ¢ikaran
mektuplar yazabilirim.

(Council of Europe, 2001)
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C1 Cc2
A Dinleme Acgikga  yapilandirilmamis  ve | Ister canli ister yaymn ortaminda
N iligkiler  agikga  belirtilmemis | olsun, higbir konusma tliriini
L sadece ima edilmis olsa bile uzun | anlamakta zorluk ¢ekmem. Sadece
A konugmalari anlayabilirim. | normal anadili konusma hizinda
M Televizyon  programlarmi  ve | ise, aksana aligabilmem igin biraz
A filmleri fazla zorluk ¢ekmeden | zamana ihtiyacim olabilir.
anlayabilirim.

Okuma Uslup farkliliklarini da ayirt ederek | Kullanim  kilavuzlari, uzmanlik
uzun ve karmagik, somut ya da | alanina yonelik makaleler ve
edebi metinleri okuyabilir, ilgi | yazinsal yapitlar gibi soyut, yapisal
alanimla alakali olmasalar bile | ve dilbilgisel agidan karmagik
herhangi bir uzmanlik alanina giren | hemen hemen tim metin tiirlerini
makale ve uzun teknik bilgileri | kolaylikla okuyabilir ve
anlayabilirim. anlayabilirim.

K Kullanacagim sozciikleri ¢ok fazla | Hi¢  zorlanmadan  her  tiirli
o Karsilikli aramaksizin, kendimi akict ve | konusma ya da tartismaya
N Konusma dogal bir bigimde ifade edebilirim. kat]labilir; deyimler ve konusma
U Dili, toplumsal ve mesleki amaglar | diline ait ifadeleri anlayabilirim.
$ igin esnek ve etkili bir sekilde | Kendimi akict bir sekilde ifade
M kullanabilirim. ~ Dtslince  ve | ¢debilir, anlamdaki ince ayrmtilar
A fikirlerimi agik bir ifadeyle dl}e kesin ve dogru bir bigimde
getirebilir -~ ve ~ karsimdakilerin | o 1ayabilirim. ~ Bir  sorunla
konusmalartyla iliskilendirebilirim. kargilasirsam,  geriye  doniip,
karsimdaki insanlarin fark
etmelerine firsat vermeyecek bir
ustalikla  ifadelerimi  yeniden

yapilandirabilirim.

Sozli Karmagik konulari, alt temalarla | Her konuda baglama uygun bir

Anlatim biitiinlestirerek, acik ve ayrintili bir | Gslupla ve dinleyenin 6nemli
bicimde betimleyebilir, belirli | noktalari ayirt edip animsamasina
bakis agilar1 gelistirip uygun bir | yardimci olacak sekilde
sonugla konusmami | konusmamu etkili ve mantiksal bir
tamamlayabilirim. sekilde yapilandirabilir, agik, akici

bir betimleme ya da karsit goriis
sunabilirim.
Y Yazili Goriiglerimi ayrintili bir bigimde, | Uygun bir {slup acik, akici
A Anlatim actk ve iyi yapilandirilmis | metinler yazabilirim. Okuyucunun
z metinlerle ifade edebilirim. Bir | énemli noktalar1 ayirt edip
M mektup, kompozisyon ya da rapor | ammsamasina yardimer  olacak
A yazabilirim. Onemli oldugunu | etkili, mantiksal bir
diigiindiigiim  konular1 6n plana | yapilandirmayla bir durum ortaya
gikararak ~ karmagik  konularda | koyan karmagik mektuplar,
yazabiliim. Hedef belirledigim | raporlar ya da makaleler
okuyucu kitlesine uygun bir @islup | yazabilirim.
segebilirim. Mesleki ya da edebi yapit 6zetleri ve
elestirileri yazabilirim.

(Council of Europe, 2001)
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Appendix 7: Sample CEFR-related Part of the 7th Grade Coursebook Moonlight by
MoNE (2018/2019 Educational Year)

Self-check 2

Vocabulary

1 Complete the sentences. Use the words in the box.

athletics gymnastics karate swimming Judo surfing
1. In Women's ....ocoisncsvnssinnnnry they compete on four pieces of apparatus.
2. One hundred metres is the shortest race I .ocnecrescescrn .
3. They bullt a new .o pool for the Olympic Games.
4. He threw him onto the mat and won the ... competition.
5. You need big waves for

6. Judo and ..o are martial arts from Japan. (3 points x 6=_._____/18)
Comprehension

2 Read the paragraph and mark the sentences T (true) or F (false).

11-vear-old Jonathan Potts is one of Britain's karate kids. He goes to a sports centre twice a week.
He takes off his grey uniform and puts on white trousers and a white jacket. Then he stands with the other
students, bows to his teacher and the lesson begins.

Karate is a Japanese word. It means “empty hands.” You don’t need any equipment for karate - just
vour hands and feet. But it is also important to think in karate.

Karate is becoming very popular with British children. Even small children aged 5 or 6 can do karate.
It is an exciting sport, and it is not dangerous.

Jonathan wears a white belt. It is for beginners. He wants to get a black belt in the future.

i. Jonathan Potts is cieven vears oid. ..... 5. British children like karate. .....
2. He does karate at school. ..... 6. Small children can do karate. .....
3. Karate is a Chinese word. ..... 7. Karate is dangerous. .....
4. It means “empty head.” ..... 8. Jonathan has got a black belt. .....
(4 points x 8 = ....../32)

o[ [50

My progress so far is...

: : ; : ,\. U\
= e o
[] ] ]
brilliant quite good not great
UNIT 2
34
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Appendix 8: Sample CEFR-related Part of the 5" Grade Coursebook by MoNE
(2018/2019 Educational Year)

UNIT 1

R

+ Prepare your timetable showing your class schedule.

CAN-DO-STATEMENTS LIST

Colour the correct boxes for you. Sometimes Meed help!

| can understand personal information.

| can intreduce myself and meet other people.

| can read picture stories, conversations and cartoons about
personal information.

| can ask personal questicns o people.

I can read timetables.

| can tell the names of countries, nationalities and languages.

| can give personal information about myself and my
friends.

ololcle|le ool
oloole e
4B)[0B)L0B) B[R] 4B (B

16
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Appendix 9: Sample CEFR-related Part of the 8" Grade Coursebook Upswing by
MoNE (2018/2019 Educational Year)

7 FRIENDSHIP

I::I::::ZZIZZIIIZ:Z:'@_:IZ::Z:Z::Z::Z::::I::

1 ‘Work in pairs. Write a dialog and then act it out. Follow the information below.

Imagine that your partner is your best friend. You invite him/her home and he/she comes over to
your house. Then your dialog starts. While you prepare the dialog, you should divide it into three parts.

Part 1
Welcome your fiiend and let him/her
come in.

Part 2

Serve food/drinks and chat. You may
offer to do something fim at home.

Part 3
Say goodbye and invite him/her to
come over again.

g Self - Assessment

How well can you do these things? Check (/) the boxes.

Ican... ery Well| OK | Not Yet
understand offers and invitations. [}
accept and refuse invitations. []
understand texts about friendship.

write a letter apologizing for not attending an event/activity.
leange ideas and information with my friends.

L ERENE
E L IR0
8

20
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Appendix 10: Sample CEFR-related Part of the 10th Grade Coursebook by MoNE
(2018/2019 Educational Year)

SELF EVALUATION CHECKLIST

Tick (V) the correct column.

THEME 1: SCHOOL LIFE With no help With some help  With a lot of help

| can identify expressions about
school/everyday life and free time
activities in short recorded texts.

| can ask and answer questions
in daily conversations using the
correct intonation.

| can introduce myself and others
individually, in pairs or small
groups.

| can talk about free time activities.

| can exchange personal
information about school/everyday
life and free time activities in pairs
or small groups.

| can understand short texts about
school/everyday life and complete
diagrams using the information in
them.

| can describe myself, my family
and my habits in a paragraph.

22
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Appendix 11: Transcriptions of the Interviews Conducted in Turkish

Katilimci 5 / Goriisme Sorular: (1. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cergeve Programi (ADOCEP) konusunda egitim aldiniz m1?
Aldiysaniz, ne tiir bir egitimdi? (hizmet 6ncesi egitim, hizmet i¢i egitim, vs.)
Herhangi bir egitim almadim, o yiizden pek bir bilgim yok agikg¢asi.

ADOCEP’i ingilizce 6gretiminde nasil kullaniyorsunuz?

Ders kitaplarinda verilen boliimler var peer assessment seklinde, self-assessment
seklinde. Pair work, group work yapiyoruz. O sekilde kullanabiliyoruz.
Ogrencilerin seviyesi ¢ergevesinde. ..

ADOCEP’in okulunuzdaki Ingilizce &gretimi igin kullanilan ders kitaplar:
tizerindeki etkisine 6rnek verebilir misiniz?

Yine az dnce dedigim gibi 6grenciler ikili ya da dortlii sekilde gruplandiriliyorlar
ve kendilerini ve arkadaslarin1 degerlendiriyorlar, o sekilde kullanabiliyoruz....
Yine sl oluyor ama sadece ders kitaplarinda verilen bdliimlerde
kullanabiliyoruz. Self-assessment geklinde... bdliimler var. Yani yapiyoruz ama
anlayabildikleri kadariyla yapryorlar. Daha sonra yardimci oluyoruz. Tabii Tiirkge
ceviri ¢ok kullantyoruz bunun ig¢in, yapabiliyoruz yani... %50-60 c¢eviri
kullanmadn, diger kismini1 da ¢eviri kullanarak yapabiliyoruz. Kendi baslarina
evet heniiz anlayamiyorlar, yonergeleri tam kavrayamiyorlar.

Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu (ADP) ve ADOCEP’I okulunuzda kullandiginiz testler ve
siavlara nasil entegre ediyorsunuz?

... Portfolio ¢aligmalari... Her {inite sonunda belirli konular veriliyor 6grencilere
ve bunlar ders i¢i performans notu olarak degerlendirebiliyoruz. Bir de ayni
sekilde proje 6devleri veriliyor. Proje notlar1 da yilda bir kez karneye isleniyor. O
sekilde degerlendirebiliyoruz.

ADOCEP ogretim yontemlerini, ders kitaplarin1 ve sinavlart etkilemeli mi?
Neden?

... Ders kitaplarinda, tabii, daha etkili olabilir ama sinavlarda bunun... yerlesmesi
i¢cin sanirim biraz siireye ihtiyacimiz var. Yanicocuklar heniiz tam anlamiyla
anlayamadiklari icin... ders saatlerimiz de bunun i¢in ¢ok yeterli olmadigi igin...
siavlarda not kaygisi da ... son derece hakim oldugu i¢in bence sinavlarda degil
de derste, ders esnasinda olabilir. Yani, bu ders i¢i performans olarak
degerlendirilebilir... ama direk not olarak ben pek saglikli olabilecegini
diistinmiiyorum. Yani en azindan birazcik daha siiresi var. Heniiz erken diye
diislinliyorum yani... ¢linkii ¢ocuklar ... yaslar1 dolayisiyla sanirim bdyle ¢ok
objektif de davranamiyorlar, yani yapabildiklerini sdyliiyorlar. Onu notla 6l¢gmek
biraz sikintili oluyor o yiizden.

Ogrencileriniz ADOCEP’i kullanarak nasil 6z-degerlendirme yapiyorlar?

Yani dedigim gibi, az 6nceki gibi... {inite sonlarinda yer alan 5-6 ciimlelik self-
assessment boliimlerinde kendilerini degerlendirebiliyorlar ama ne kadar objektif
oldugu tartisilir... Yani ¢cok da objektif degil. Clinkii ¢cocuklar kendilerinin ¢ok iyi
oldugunu diisiiniiyorlar, hepsine “I can do it.” ya da “well done” gibi kisimlari
isaretliyorlar fakat biz dlgiince, tabii, daha farkli sonuglar ¢ikabiliyor. O yiizden
cok objektif oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum yani o kisimlarin.

ADOCEP’te kullanilan dili nasil tanimlarsiniz?

Yani ¢ok fazla bilgim olmadigi i¢in simdi nasil tanimlayacagimi pek bilemiyorum
acikeasi... o yiizden bu konuda pek yardimci olamayacagim.
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8)

Ingilizce 6grenmek énemli midir? Neden?

Biz dgrencilerimizle de bunu ¢ok tartistyoruz. “Ogretmenim biz niye Ingilizce
Ogreniyoruz?” diyorlar. “Onlar tiirkge 6grensinler madem iletisim kurmamiz ¢ok
gerekliyse diyorlar. Bunu bir tiirlii anlatamiyoruz. Yani, Diinya’da kullanilan
ortak bir dil oldugu igin tabii ki ingilizce grenmek ¢ok dnemli... 6zellikle yurt
disina ¢ikiyoruz mesela ya da farkli sehirlere gidiyoruz. Diger insanlarla iletisim
kurmamiz gerekiyor... yani iletisimin tek anahtar1 Diinya’da ingilizce oldugu i¢in
Ingilizce 6grenmek zorundayiz diye diisiiniiyorum. Yani... ama tabii bizim
tilkemizde ¢ok fazla “anliyorum ama konusamiyorum’ mantig1 oldugu i¢in, yani
daha c¢ok konugmalara agirlik verilmeli ama bu da iste pek miimkiin olmuyor...
yani smavlar oluyor, test seklinde oluyor... ben de biiyiik siniflara giriyorum,
sekizlere giriyorum mesela. Hemen konugma boliimlerini, dinleme boliimlerini
geemek istiyorlar. Tabii 0yle bir sey yapmiyoruz ama ¢ocuklar bunun daha sonra
kiymetini anliyorlar ¢iinkii mezun olup gelen Ogrencilerimiz... silirekli geri
doniitler aliyoruz onlardan. Bazi Ingilizce dgretmenligi okuyan &grencilerimiz
var. “Hocam ne kadar hakliymigsiniz.” Diyorlar ama iste bunu biraz smav
kaygisina bagliyorum ben. Ogrenmekte, tamam, 6greniyorlar ama kendilerini
ifade etmekte zorlaniyorlar. Maalesef boyle bir durum s6z konusu ama gergekten
¢ok onemli oldugunu diisiiniiyorum ben de.

Katilimci 5 / Goriisme Sorular: (2. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

4)

Videodaki konusma 6rneginin seviyesi nedir?

Bence B1 oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. izlerken o kaniya vardim.

Neden ............... seviyesi oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Ciinkii biraz kompleks, karisik ctimleler vardi. “How long?” Iu ciimleler 6zellikle
B1 olabilecegini diisiindiirdii bana... Ama tabloyu gordiikten sonra fikrim degisti.
ADOCEP seviye tanimlayicilarint okuduktan sonra, videodaki konusma
orneginin seviyesi hakkinda ne diisliniiyorsunuz?

Artik A2 oldugunu diislinliyorum. Ciinkii orada verilen bilgilerle birlikte...A2
uyusuyor... Tane tane konustugunda 6gretmen kolayca anlayip érnekler verdiler.
Ailesiyle ilgili sorularda... giizel cevaplar verdi, okuluyla ilgili olan sorularda
yine ayni sekilde... Kisa ve net cevabi olan sorularla ilgili cevaplar verdigi igin
A2 oldugunu diisiindiim.

Tablolarda kullanilan dili nasil buldunuz?

Gayet anlagilir, net ifadeler verilmis. Iste ogrencilerin konusma, anlama
seviyelerine, yazma becerilerine... ger¢i biz sadece konusma metnine gore
degerlendiriyoruz ama digerlerini de ben kendi 6grencilerimle karsilastirdigim
i¢in net, anlasilir ifadeler kullanildigini diisiintiyorum.

Katilimci 6 / Goriisme Sorular: (1. Boliim):

1)

Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cergeve Programi (ADOCEP) konusunda egitim aldiniz mi1?
Aldiysaniz, ne tiir bir egitimdi? (hizmet 6ncesi egitim, hizmet i¢i egitim, vs.)

Bu konuda, CEFR konusunda, yani ADOCEP adi altinda olmasa da hizmetigi kurs
faaliyetleri oluyor milli egitimde calisan Ogretmenlere. Bunlar zorunlu da
olabiliyor, istege bagli da. Bu konuda aldim, 6zellikle miifredat degisikligi
olduktan sonra Ingilizce &gretim programinda, hizmet ici kurslara Ingilizce
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2)

3)

Ogretmenlerinin hepsini dahil ettiler. Orada bize biraz anlattilar iste bu CEFR
nedir... ne isimize yarayacak, miifredatta nasil anlatilmis, onunla ilgili bilgiler
verdiler. Bu baglamda aldik, genel hatlariyla, Isparta’da. Sanirim zaten biitiin
Tiirkiye’de, biitiin illerde Ingilizce ogretmenlerinin miifredat degisikligi
oldugunda aldig1 bir kurstu. Yilin1 tam hatirlamiyorum ama bizim miifredatimiz
son on yi1l i¢cinde iki-li¢ defa degisti, siz de biliyorsunuz, dolayisiyla ders kitaplari
da degisti. O zaman almistik bununla ilgili seminer.

ADOCEP’i Ingilizce dgretiminde nasil kullantyorsunuz?

ADOCEP’i ingilizce dgretiminde, zaten miifredatimizin, dgretim programimizin
icinde oldugu i¢in ders kitaplariyla iliskilendirilmis bir sekilde Ogretim
programia koymuslar. Ozellikle CEFR’1 sinif diizeyine gore, iste 5. smiftaki bir
ogrenci, attyorum, Ingilizce becerilerinde ADOCEP’e gére ya da CEFR’a gore
diyelim neleri 6grenmeli, hani beklenen nedir, her beceri i¢in iste ana beceriler
icin o sekilde, oradan yararlanabiliyoruz. Hatta Ingilizce dgretim programina
ornek... bazi 6rnekler d ekoymuslar yani daha dogrusu 6rnek programlar diyelim.
5. smif 6grencisi iste su diizeyde, attyorum, CEFR’da B1 diizeyine sahip olmali,
en az su kadar kelime ogrenerek 6. sinifa gegmeli gibi. Oradan ben biraz
yararlantyorum diyeyim. Simdi kendim de yiiksek lisans yapiyorum ayrica,
Ingilizce &gretmenligi boliimiinde. Kendim de yiiksek lisans yaptigim icin,
konumla da biraz ilgili oldugu i¢in bu bakimdan kullaniyorum CEFR’1. Zaten
yonetmelik geregi de kullanmak da zorundayiz. Ogretim programini uygulamak
zorunday1z. Gergi biitiin 6gretmenlerin sikayetidir “Miifredata baglh kaldigim i¢in
farkli seyler 6gretemiyorum” diye ama su baglamda diisiinmek lazim, miifredata
bagli kalmak demek illa atiyorum bir ders kiabindaki seyi ciimlesi ciimlesine
uygulamak degil, o CEFR’1n iste ADOCEP’in belirledigi ana gerceveyi bilip siz
kendiniz, zaten orada 6gretim programinda da yaziyor, kendiniz farkl aktiviteler
gelistirebililrsiniz. Sadece ana cergeveyi bilmek yeterli. O da iste biraz diizeyi
oluyor ¢ocuklarin, ona gore aslinda her 6gretmen miifredata bagli kalmak zorunda
da degil diye diisliniiyorum.

ADOCEP’in okulunuzdaki Ingilizce 6gretimi icin kullanilan ders kitaplari
tizerindeki etkisine 6rnek verebilir misiniz?

Tabii, verebilirim. Zaten bizim ders kitaplarimiz... Ozellikle bu ogretim
programina uygun sekilde yazilmak zorunda oldugu i¢in Talim Terbiye ona gore
ders kitabina izin veriyor. Zaten CEFR’a gore hazirlanmis ders kitaplari. Tiim o
four skills iste reading, listening, speaking, writing hep CEFR’a gore hazirlandigi
icin, zaten ders kitabinda isledigimiz konular da bununla bagli oldugu icin
otomatikman ders kitaplarinda olmus oluyor., aslinda ADOCEP var ders
kitaplarinda. Biz de ona uygun sekilde dersleri isliyoruz. Ornek verebilirim tabii,
mesela attyorum CEFR’da diyelim ki 5. simif 6grencisi writing’de diyelim yazma
becerisinde... sdyle bir sey gegiyoe yanlis hatirlamiyorsam, climle geciyor iste
basit sekilde 6grenciler complex essay ya da paragraph degil de mesela bir poster
hazirlama ya da ne bileyim bir davetiye yazma gibi seyleri kullanabilirler diyor.
Bunu surdan almis 6gretim programi, CEFR’I hani demin demistim ya 6grenci
seviyeleri ile ilgili boliimleri var, atiyorum writing’de demis ki, CEFR’da tabii 5.
siif demiyor o bizim egitim sistemimizde oldugu i¢in, orada seviye olarak diyor
mesela B1 seviyesindeki bir 6grenci writing’de en azindan basit bir mektup, bir
davetiye yazabilmeli. Zaten bununla ilgili bu iinitelerin sonundaki degerlendirme
kisimlarin1 da buna gore hazirladiklar1 i¢in dolayisiyla aslinda ona uymus
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4)

5)

6)

7)

oluyoruz. Biz 6dev verdigimizde ders kitabindan 6dev veriyorsak, mesela diyor
ki {initenin sonunda “movies” diye bir linitemiz var “filmler” {lnitesi. Basit bir
film afisi hazirlasin 6grenci diyor, dolayisiyla bu... ADOCEP’e uygun bir
degerlendirme yapmis oluyoruz.

Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu (ADP) ve ADOCEP’I okulunuzda kullandiginiz testler ve
sinavlara nasil entegre ediyorsunuz?

Soyle...kendi yaptigimiz sinavlar bizim kendi hazirladigimiz simavlar az once
sOyledigim gibi kitaptaki isledigimiz konularla ilgili oldugu icin bir de bu
CEFR’m i¢indeki degerlendirmelerle ilgili, ben kendi adima konusayim, onlara
uyarak sinav hazirlamaya c¢alisiyorum. CEFR’1n disinda bir sey ¢ok izlememeye
caligtyorum. Zaten dgrencilerin seviyesini de bu CEFR’a gore belirledigimiz i¢in,
farkli bir sey 6lgmeye kalktigimizda yanlis oluyor yaptigimiz degerlendirme. O
bakimdan, kendi hazirladigim testlerde, sinavlarda onu uyguluyorum. Ha... sdyle
derseniz ki “Standart bir test var m1 uyguladiginiz bunun i¢in okulda?” ... yok.
Hani uluslararasi bir sinav ya da Tiirkiye 6l¢ekli, attiyorum ADOCEP’e uygun bir
sinav hani ortak olarak yaptigimiz bir sey yok. Ha...Milli egitimin bize 6nerdigi
Oyle bir yabanci dil i¢in bir sinav da yok. Sadece sey oluyor 8. siniflara yonelik,
onlar LGS smnavina girecekleri i¢in ortak deneme sinavlart oluyor. Onlar da
¢oktan se¢gmeli oldugu i¢in ¢ok uyumlu olmuyor.

ADOCEP ogretim yontemlerini, ders kitaplarini ve smavlart etkilemeli mi?
Neden?

Etkilemeli... Zaten etkiliyor da az once sdyledigim gibi. Dedigim gibi ders
Kitaplar1 zaten... Ingilizce dgretim programma uygun yazilmak zorunda oldugu
i¢in, dolayisiyla yazarlar ADOCEP’I diisiinerek hani konularin ya da etkinliklerin
seciminde o sekilde kullaniyorlar yazacaklart ders kitaplarinda. Dolayisiyla
etkiliyor. Etkilemesi de dogru. Ciinkii CEFR hani tiim yabanci dil 6gretilen
ilkelerin artik bir seyi gibi... ana bir plan1 gibi, yani her yerde kabul edilen bir
sey, standartlagmis bir sey, standart bir ¢cergeve. Boyle bir ¢ergevenin de olmasi
lazim bence. Boyle bir ¢erceve olmazsa iste, sey olmuyor... uluslararasi bazda
atityorum Tiirkiye’den bir kisi Avrupa’da ¢alisacak, neye gore? Hani biz o CEFR’a
uymazsak bu sefer orada uyum saglayamayacak. Onun i¢i¢ gerekli yani. Sadece
egitimde degil, egitim sonrasibnda da gerekli. Olgme ve degerlendirme icin de
gerekli diyorum.

Ogrencileriniz ADOCEP’i kullanarak nasil 6z-degerlendirme yapiyorlar?

Soyle miimkiin oluyor. Dedigim gibi, yine kitaptan Ornek verirsem, ders
kitaplarinin sonunda artik... self-assessment kisimlar1 var, checklistler var, her
initenin sonunda dort-bes ana hattiyla o iinitedeki belli becerileri 6grenebildim,
iyidgrenebildim ya da iste ok iyi degilim gibi o checklistleri isaretliyorlar. Oyle
bir 6z-degerlendirme kismi var. Hem onu dolduruyorlar, hem ben sdyliiyorum
kendinizi degerlendirin diye... akran degerlendirmesi de yapiyoruz bazen. O
bakimdan ADOCEP’I de kullanmis oluyoruz.

ADOCEP’te kullanilan dili nasil tanimlarsiniz?

Yani 6zellikle iki versiyonu var. Bu hem Ingilizc edgretim miifredatinda, hem
Ingilizce hem Tiirkce versiyonu da var. Orada okudum. Kullanilan dil. .. hani sekil
acisindan m1 diyorsunuz? Anlasilir? Bence Ingilizce 6gretmenliginden mezun
olan ya da yabanc1 dille ugrasan biri eger hani lisansin1 tamamladiysa, anlasilir.
Yani... referanslar da verilmis zaten. Ogrencileri kastediyorsamz, onlarm ¢ok
haberi oldugunu diisiinmiiyorum. Hani biz ¢iinkii 6grencilere bir sey anlatirken
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8)

hani buradaki gibi soyle anlatmiyoruz hani “Sizin belli bir diizeye gelmeniz
lazim” iste “ADOCEP’te sizin diizeyiniz sudur” ... Oyle ablatmadigimiz igin.
Ama “can do statements” 1 anliyorlar. Onlar zaten seviyelerine uygun yazildigi
icin kitaplar, onda hi¢ bir sikint1 yasamiyoruz. Yani basit climleler seklinde.
Zaten, attyorum mesela beslerden 6rnek vereyim: “I can write five different words
about movies” diyor mesela. Kendi diizeylerine uygun ciimleler oldugu igin bir
sikint1 gekmiyorlar. Yine ufak tefek hani bilmedikleri kelimeler olabiliyor. Onlar1
ben sOyliiyorum. Ama genel olarak climle yapilar basit, onlarin anlayabilecegi
sekilde.

Ingilizce 6grenmek 6nemli midir? Neden?

Yani artik simdi buna bir siirii farkl1 cevap verilebilir. Bence “Ingilizce grenmek
onemli midir, neden?” sorusunun yerine “Ingilizce disinda hangi dilleri dgrenmek
sizin hayatmizda énemli?” gibi bir soru sormak lazim. Ciinkii, Ingilizce 6grenimi
yaa... lilkemizde de bir siirli iilkede oldugu gibi artik bir nasil diyeyim... bir
ihtiya¢ olmaktan c¢ikti, gereklilik oldu yani. Ciinkii hemen hemen her alanda
Ingilizce ile dgrencilerimiz de karsilasiyor. Bugiin en basit, atiyorum, cep
telefonundan bir oyun oynayacaklar1 zaman bile karsilarina Ingilizce bir menu
geliyor. Hatta bazen o bize kolaylik da sagliyor. Yani artik hayatimizin her alanina
girmis. Sadec egitim agisindan bakmiyorum yani basin, yayin, ne bileyim her
yerde karsimiza cikiyor. Iste ne diyorlar? Lingua franca... ortak bir dil olmus.
Diinya’nin ortak dili. Ogrenmek artik o yiizden ¢ok 6nemli diye diisiiniiyorum.
Sadec CV’lere hani “Ingilizce biliyorum”, “Orta seviyede”, “Az biliyorum”, “Iyi
biliyorum” ...bence bir sey ifade etmiyor. ingilizce yi iyi 6grenmek lazim. Eger
heddefiniz iyi bir kariyer yapmaksa, onun disinda baska dilleri de eklemek lazim
diye diisiiniiyorum.

Katilimci 6 / Goriisme Sorular: (2. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

4)

Videodaki konusma 6rneginin seviyesi nedir?

Yani ilk CEFR’1 diisiindiigiimde sanki A2 olabilir gibi geldi. Gustav biraz daha
sanki akici, beklemeden konusuyor gibi geldi. Ama Louis’inki sanki daha A1 gibi
geldi.

Neden ............... seviyesi oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Ciinkii Louis ¢ok diisiinerek ve yavas reaksiyon Verdi, cevap Verdi. Gustav boyle
daha kendinden emindi, kullandig1 kelimeler daha genis gibi geldi bana. Ailesiyle
ilgili 6zellikle sorulara verdigi cevaplarda. O yiizden gustav biraz daha iyi gibi
diistindiim.

ADOCEP seviye tanimlayicilarint okuduktan sonra, videodaki konugma
orneginin seviyesi hakkinda ne diisliniiyorsunuz?

Degisti biraz. Yani ikisi de A2 seviyesinde diye diisiindiim. Ozellikle burada o
spoken interaction’la ilgili seye baktigimda ADOCEP’deki, evet, o conversation’1
devam ettirecek seviyedeler yani. Kesinti olmadi en azindan bir interruption
olmadi. Sorular1 cevapladilar. A2, evet.

Tablolarda kullanilan dili nasil buldunuz?

Kendi... yani egitimci agisindan m1 yoksa Ogrenen agisindan mi? ... Evet,
kullanilan dil sanki daha cok... &greticiye yonelik yazilmig gibi. Yani belki
O0grenen de anlayabilir ama bazi kelimelere bakiyorum 6zellikle, baz1 kelimeler
acaba o seviyeye uygun mu? Ciinkii o kelimelerin benzeri yani 6zel kelimelerden
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bahsetmiyorum. Mesela “detail” kelimesini A1’de de kullanmis. Atiyorum iste
diger seviyelerde de benzer zor kelimeler var. Sanki biraz daha 6greticiye yonelik
hazirlanmig gibi. Yani buradaki ciimleler Ogrenen agisindan biraz daha
basitlestirilebilir gibi geliyor. Ciinkii climlenin birine bakiyorsunuz 4-5 satirlik
climle var. Belki anlayamayabilir 6grenen hangi seviyede oldugunu buradan tam
okuyarak anlamayabilir. Sanki Ogretici acisindan hazirlanmis gibi geldi bana
biraz... Sozliik kullanmadan bazi kelimeler zor. Yani “exchange”, “immediate”
gibi kelimeler gegiyor. A2 seviyesi i¢in bu kelimeler bence biraz zor. Sozliik

kullanmasi gerekir.

Katilimci 7 / Goriisme Sorular: (1. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cergeve Programi (ADOCEP) konusunda egitim aldiniz mi1?
Aldiysaniz, ne tiir bir egitimdi? (hizmet 6ncesi egitim, hizmet i¢i egitim, vs.)

Bu konuda bir egitim almadim, iiniversitede de almadim. Daha sonra 6gretmenlik
hayatim boyunca seminer olarak da almadim bir egitim.

ADOCEP’i Ingilizce 6gretiminde nasil kullantyorsunuz?

ADOCEP’I ingilizce 6gretiminde communication olarak, iletisim anlaminda tabii
ki ¢cocuklarin birbirleri ile soru sorup cevap vermesi olarak kullaniyorum. Dialog
konusunda, soru cevap ornekleri...

ADOCEP’in okulunuzdaki Ingilizce 6gretimi igin kullanilan ders kitaplart
tizerindeki etkisine drnek verebilir misiniz?

Ders kitaplarinin sonunda kendini degerlendirme bdliimleri var. Cocuk kendisi
hakkinda “sunu yapabilirim”, “sunu yapamam”, “sunu bazen yapabilirim” gibi
konularda kendini degerlendiriyor self-assessment seklinde. Cilimleler “I can
understand” ile bagliyor, hep yapabildikleri {izerine besinci smiflarda. Altinci
smiflarda ¢ok yok.

Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu (ADP) ve ADOCEP’1 okulunuzda kullandiginiz testler ve
sinavlara nasil entegre ediyorsunuz?

Portfolio... Yedinci siniflarin kitaplarinin sonunda proje hazirlayip portfolionuza
koyun diye bahsediliyor. Hazirladiklar1 projeleri, {irtinleri portfoliolarina
koyabiliyorlar.

ADOCEP 06gretim yontemlerini, ders kitaplarini ve sinavlari etkilemeli mi?
Neden?

Tabii ki ADOCEP kendini degerlendirmeye 6nem verdigi i¢in, ¢ocuk kendi
eksiklerini gorebildigi i¢in etkilemeli. Yine communication’da da etkilemeli.
Aslinda ¢ilimi giizel, tabii ki her bir asamasi ¢ocuklara faydali olur.
Ogrencileriniz ADOCEP’i kullanarak nasil 6z-degerlendirme yapiyorlar?

Her {inite sonunda quiz yapip bunlar1 biriktiriyorum. Ogrenci gelisim siirecini
degerlendiriyorum.

ADOCEP’te kullanilan dili nasil tanimlarsiniz?

Checklists var, baz1 6grenciler (seviyeye gore degisiyor) cok iyi degerlendirme
yapabiliyor. “Always” boliimiine Ornegin anlayip isaret koyabiliyorlar ama
bazilar1 ¢ok farkinda degiller. Ogrenciler genelde anlayabiliyorlar bu ciimleleri
clinkii en son 6grendikleri konu ile alakali kelimeler kullaniliyor bu ciimlelerde.
Ciimleler seviyelerine uygun.
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Ingilizce 6grenmek énemli midir? Neden?

Ingilizce 6grenmek, dil 6grenmek hani “Bir dil bir insan, iki dil iki insan”
demezlerdi 6nemsiz olsaydi. Ki ingilizce Diinya dili. Herkes, her sey Ingilizce ile
alakali. En ufak bir ... ne diyeyim esyada bile Ingilizce goriiyoruz. Demek ki ¢ok
¢ok dnemli. Neden neden baska bir dil degil de her seyde bir Ingilizce var? ...O
sekilde yani bir de ne bileyim dil 6grenmek zevkli olur, insanin kendine giiveni
artar. Bu sekilde yani ...kendinden farkli kiiltiirleri tanir insan. Ingilizce
Tirkgeden farkli. Farkli bir dil 6grenir, farkli dil yapilarini1 kavrar, her agidan...
Iste yurt disina gittigi zaman “ben bunu yapabiliyorum, konusabiliyorum”. O da
bir mutluluk verici...bu sekilde... Zaten giiniimiizde Ingilizce smavlarda ¢ikiyor,
ondan hi¢ bahsetmeyelim zaten bilinen bir sey... o sekilde.

Katilimci 7 / Goriisme Sorular: (2. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

4)

Videodaki konusma drneginin seviyesi nedir?

Bence seviye Al.

Neden ............... seviyesi oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Ciimle kaliplarinin kolay oldugunu diistindiim, complex degiller.

ADOCEP seviye tamimlayicilarint okuduktan sonra, videodaki konugma
orneginin seviyesi hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Ornegi okuduktan sonra A2’deki en temel kisisel ve ailevi bilgiler, alig-veris,
meslek var. Onlar1 okuyunca fikrimi A2 olarak degistirdim.

Tablolarda kullanilan dili nasil buldunuz?

Dil ¢ok kolay degil. Daha kisa ve daha basit climleler olabilir. Daha cesitli
ornekler verilebilir.

Katilimci 8 / Goriisme Sorular: (1. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cergeve Programi (ADOCEP) konusunda egitim aldiniz mi1?
Aldiysaniz, ne tiir bir egitimdi? (hizmet 6ncesi egitim, hizmet i¢1 egitim, vs.)
Hayir, hi¢ egitim almadim.

ADOCEP’i Ingilizce 6gretiminde nasil kullantyorsunuz?

Evet, kullantyoruz. Miifredat kazanimlart ADOCEP seviyelerine gore belirlendigi
icin biz de ADOCEP seviyelerine 0Ogrencileri ulastirmaya ¢alisiyoruz.
Kitaplarimizin iinite sonlarinda 6z degerlendirmeler ve “can do statements”
goriiyoruz. Bu etkinlikler ADOCEP’e uygun bildigim kadaryla.

ADOCEP’in okulunuzdaki Ingilizce &gretimi igin kullanilan ders kitaplari
tizerindeki etkisine 6rnek verebilir misiniz?

Besinci ve altinci siniflara giriyorum. Her ilinite sonunda “I can” ile baslayan
ciimleler var. Ogrenciler o iinitedeki kazamimlari yapabildiyse “tick”,
yapamadiysa “cross” atiyorlar ve biz de “cross” olan kazanimlar1 tekrardan
Ogrenciye kazandirmaya calisiyoruz. Ayni sekilde self-assessment kisimlarinda
ogrenci kendini degerlendirme sans1 buluyor.
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Avrupa Dil Portfolyosu (ADP) ve ADOCEP’I okulunuzda kullandiginiz testler ve
sinavlara nasil entegre ediyorsunuz?

Hayir, sinavlarima dahil edemiyorum. Ciinkii ADP 06z degerlendirmeyi
hedefledigi i¢in acikc¢ast ben puanlama yapmayr dogru bulmuyorum. Resmi
siavlarimda da not vermek durumunda oldugum i¢in uygulamiyorum.

ADOCEP ogretim yontemlerini, ders kitaplarini ve simavlart etkilemeli mi?
Neden?

Kesinlikle etkilemeli. Ciinkii, 6nlimiize konulan bazi hedefler ve belirlenen
seviyeler var. Dolayisiyla, bizim bunlara ulasip ulasamadigimizi bir sekilde
saptamamiz gerekiyor. Bu da, bunu daha ¢ok kolaylastiriyor.

Ogrencileriniz ADOCEP’i kullanarak nasil 6z-degerlendirme yapiyorlar?

Evet. Ogrenciler her {inite sonunda iinite kazanimlarryla ilgili “can do statements”
ve “self-assessment” larda 6grenci kendini degerlendirme saansi buluyor. O
kisimlar1 ders sonrasinda kontrol ettigimde, eger cocuk bu kazanimi
saglayamadiysa, sonrasinda ben de yardimei oluyorum.

ADOCEP’te kullanilan dili nasil tanimlarsiniz?

ADOCEP’i okumadigim i¢in yorum yapamiyorum.

Ingilizce 6grenmek énemli midir? Neden?

Kesinlikle onemlidir. Bir ingilizce dgretmeni olarak oncelikle kendini ifade
edebilme adina su an Diinya’nin her yerinde “lingua franca” olarak Kabul edilmis
bir dil Ingilizce. Dolayisiyla, yediden yetmise herkesin sadece Ingilizceyi degil,
birkag dil bilmesi gerektigine inaniyorum. Kesinlikle 6nemlidir diyorum.

Acikgasi, ¢cok bildigim bir konu degildi. Ben de sizinle bir seyler 6grendim,
tesekkiir ediyorum.

Katilimci 8 / Goriisme Sorular: (2. Boliim):

1)

2)

3)

4)

Videodaki konugma 6rneginin seviyesi nedir?

Videoyu ilk izledigimde seviyenin Al oldugunu diisiindiim ama video devam
etttikge A2 olduguna karar verdim.

Neden ............... seviyesi oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?

Ciimleler sonlarda iyice karisiklasmaya bagladi. Basta kendini tanitmasi, ismini
spell yapmasi...Al seviyesi diye diisiindiim. Sonrasinda okulu ve ailesi ile ilgili
verdigi bilgilerle konusma biraz daha karmasiklastigi i¢cin A2 seviyesi oldugunu
diistindiim.

ADOCEP seviye tamimlayicilarint okuduktan sonra, videodaki konusma
orneginin seviyesi hakkinda ne diisliniiyorsunuz?

Tanimlayicilart okumadan 6nce A1 mi A2 mi diye gidip gelirken, okuduktan
sonra A2 olduguna kesin karar verdim. Tamamlayicilar ikisi arasinda net ayirim
yapmama yardimeci oldu.

Tablolarda kullanilan dili nasil buldunuz?

Basarili, anlagilir ve net buldum. Kullanilan dil gayet basit ve net. ADOCEP’i su
an daha 1yi anladigim i¢in kullanilmasinin ¢ok da faydali olacagini diisiinliyorum.
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