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ABSTRACT
The Perceptions of the Main Stakeholders of Universities Regarding
English Medium Instruction in Turkey
Alev Sezin Kahvecioglu

M.A., Program of Curriculum and Instruction
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit
June 2019

This study aimed to investigate the perceptions of students, content professors and
language instructors in 25 EMI (English Medium Instruction) universities in Turkey
regarding EMI, and whether there is a significant difference between their
perceptions. In this explanatory research, a survey research design was implemented
by collecting the quantitative and qualitative data through surveys. 205 students, 81
content professors and 45 language instructors took part in the surveys, and content
analysis was conducted to analyze the open-ended questions to obtain qualitative
data. Major findings show that all participant groups have a positive perception of
EMI, with the students showing the highest level and content professors the lowest.
The Welch ANOVA test showed that there was a significant difference between the
perceptions of students and content professors. The content analysis revealed that the
necessity to have a high level of English language skills for EMI programs is seen
both as an advantage for following recent literature, but also as an obstacle for

academic success in courses both by students and content professors.

Key words: EMI, English medium instruction, main stakeholder perceptions
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OZET
Tiirkiye'deki Universitelerin Onemli Paydaslarinm ingilizce Dilinde Ogretim
Hakkindaki Algilar
Alev Sezin Kahvecioglu

Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim
Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Tijen Aksit
Temmuz 2019

Bu ¢aligma Tiirkiye'deki egitim dili Ingilizce olan 25 {iniversitenin dgrencilerinin,
alan 6gretim elemanlarmnin ve Ingilizce hazirlik programi dgretim gorevlilerinin,
Ingilizce dilinde 6gretim hakkindaki algilarini 6lgmeyi ve algilar arasinda énemli bir
fark olup olmadigini incelemeyi amaglamistir. Bu agiklayici arastirmada karma bir
anket arastirmasi deseni kullanilmis, anketler kullanilarak nicel ve nitel veri
toplanmistir. Anketlere 205 dgrenci, 81 alan 6gretim elemani ve 45 Ingilizce hazirlik
programi 6gretim gorevlisi katilmis, nitel veri toplama amaciyla acik uglu sorularda
igerik analizi yéntemi uygulanmustir. Bulgular tiim katilimci gruplarin Ingilizce
dilinde 6gretim hakkinda olumlu bir algtya sahip olduklarin1 gostermektedir. En
yiiksek diizeyde olumlu alg1 6grencilere, en diisiik seviyede ise alan 6gretim
elemanlarina aittir. Welch ANOVA testi 6grencilerin ve alan 6gretim elemanlariin
algilar1 arasinda 6nemli bir fark oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Icerik analizi hem
ogrenciler hem alan dgretim elemanlari igin, Ingilizce dilinde 6gretim yapilan
programlarda yiiksek seviyede Ingilizce yetenekleri olmas1 gerekliliginin yeni
alanyazini takip etmek i¢in bir avantaj oldugunu, fakat ayn1 zamanda akademik

basar1 i¢in bir engel teskil ettigini ortaya ¢gikarmigtir.

Anahtar kelimeler: ingilizce dilinde 6gretim, 6nemli paydas algilart
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Introduction
This chapter introduces the background of this research, as well as stating the
problem, the purpose, the research questions and significance of this study. The
definitions of key terms and ethical considerations are also given at the end of the

chapter.

Background
English use has been expanding gradually since the second half of the 20" century.
By the end of the century, it was declared to be the main language of communication,
the lingua franca, since its use had started to exceed that of French. In turn, this
affected the language use in many fields including technology and business.
Adapting oneself to the use of technological devices, using software or
communicating on the Internet internationally are becoming gradually impossible
without having the proper skills in English. Likewise, English has become the
ultimate medium of any kind of monetary affair in a world where free market
dominates the international business. It is possible therefore to claim that English is
one of the most fundamental means that has generated a common ground for
individuals that enlarged the context of interpersonal relationships and affairs at a

global level.



Indubitably, the spread and indispensability of English in various sectors has
reflected itself also in academia. English has been the main language for academic
texts and international conferences for the past few decades. Moreover, universities
have started to be seen as a global free market where international quality education
is in high demand by international students (Coleman, 2006). Students in the world
search for education in other countries than their own, possibly for reasons that the
experience abroad and a foreign education would contribute to their likelihood of
employment. The programs these students prefer in general are in English (Gardt &
Hiippauf, 2004), due to the fact that it is a common language they can use and
understand easily. Moreover, a significant group of students that receive education in
their native countries opt for programs that are in English for the same reason of

employability (Ellili-Cherif & Alkhateeb, 2015; Kilickaya, 2006).

For universities, being able to respond to this demand requires establishment of
programs in English, with English-speaking academics, and for some institutions, a
preparatory program with language instructors of English for teaching this language
to students before they commence their undergraduate studies. As for academics, a
certain level of proficiency in English is not only a necessity for employment in these
institutions, but it also allows them to broaden their academic range, in the number of
research studies they have access to and can publish more globally. As a
consequence, tertiary level education has had to pay more attention to English due to

its international use and necessity.



This has led to an expansion of English-medium instruction (EMI) courses and
programs in universities in the world (Doiz et al., 2011; Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018).
EMI is defined as "the use of the English language to teach academic subjects (other
than English itself) in countries or jurisdictions where the first language of the
majority of the population is not English" (Dearden, 2014, p.2). In other words, EMI
is the use of English when teaching academic subjects other than English language
(Zhao and Dixon, 2017). As a result, in the contemporary world, there is a growing
interest in research in EMI needs analysis, and stakeholders' attitudes and perceptions
of EMI to understand whether for institutions around the world it is necessary,
advantageous or just the opposite, detrimental for countries' native language, culture

and academic development.

The internationalization of education and English becoming the main language of
communication, in business, technology and academia has also shown its effect in
Turkey. Selvi (2014) discusses that for the educated in Turkey, English is a sine qua
non. With the global competition of high-quality education standards, access to
academic texts and conducting globally acclaimed research, and students' possibility
of employment after graduation in a global business environment, Turkish
universities have also begun to acknowledge the necessity of EMI in their institutions
and therefore started to conduct courses and programs in the /ingua franca, English
(British Council & TEPAV, 2015; Kilickaya, 2006). As a result, EMI has also

become a phenomenon to be explored in depth in the Turkish context.



Problem
Since the 1980s, the number of institutions that offer EMI has increased globally as a
result of English becoming the /ingua franca. Although many think that it is
necessary in the growing global milieu, there are contradicting views, showing
concern about the repercussions of this practice to the culture, technological
development and language of their own country, or see it as an extraneous burden to

the students (Coleman, 2006; Ellili-Cherif & Alkhateeb, 2015).

In terms of higher education (HE) in Turkey, many universities followed the
examples of Middle East Technical University (METU) and Bilkent University, the
former the first public and the latter the first foundation university that teach using
EMI (Basibek et al., 2014). The universities in this study constitute examples of
these universities and they have adopted EMI in their institution as well for the
benefit of their students, academics and their own. On the other hand, according to
British Council and TEPAV's report (2015), although English used to be seen as a
way to access information, it can constitute an obstacle in modern Turkey, where
students are able to access textbooks and can publish research in Turkish. Due to
these circumstances, the universities in this thesis become a valuable asset to conduct
a survey research about the main stakeholders’ perceptions of this implementation to

understand what they perceive when it comes to the question of EMI.



In relevant literature, there are opposing views related to English medium instruction,
and more studies need to be conducted to see the consequences of EMI
implementation and the circumstances it constitutes in Turkey, and investigate
whether or not EMI is a useful means for the main stakeholders of Turkish

universities.

Purpose
The first aim of this study is to identify the background characteristics of the main
stakeholders of 25 EMI universities in Turkey. Another purpose of this thesis is to
investigate the perceptions of the main stakeholders, undergraduate students, content
professors and language instructors, of EMI universities in terms of their general
attitude towards EMI, reasons to favor and not to favor EMI, and whether there is a
difference between stakeholder groups. Lastly, whether there was a difference
between the perceptions of students and content professors regarding the influence of

EMI on subject learning and language acquisition was investigated.

Research questions
This research aims to answer the following questions:
1. What are the background characteristics of students, content professors and
English language instructors of universities in Turkey where the main
medium of instruction is English?

2. What are the perceptions of students, content professors and English language



instructors of universities in Turkey where the main medium of instruction is
English, regarding their experience of EMI?
3. Is there a difference between the perceptions of undergraduate students,
content professors and language instructors regarding their
a.  general attitude towards EMI
b.  reasons to favor EMI
c.  reasons not to favor EMI?
4. Is there a difference between the perceptions of students and content
professors regarding the influence of EMI on
a.  subject learning

b. language skill acquisition?

Significance
Being a quickly growing phenomenon around the world, questions towards EMI
have been rising since the end of the 20th century. To exemplify, there is research
establishing the benefits of using EMI for the institutions and the students around the
world, which also reveals that it constitutes a threat for minority languages, stating
that more statistical data is needed in this end (Coleman, 2006). On a different note,
Hu et al. (2014) claim that they found adopting EMI creates and highlights
inequalities in society and in Chinese universities. According to Doiz et al. (2011), it
also creates a divide between professions, as some programs' availability in EMI is

more widespread internationally than others, and a conscious effort is necessary to



protect the native language. They also assert that it is necessary to explore how
English plays a role in education in European countries. These problems highlight
the importance of conducting more in-depth research on EMI in higher education

around the world.

Similarly, EMI in Turkey has been introduced in foundation universities "in Istanbul,
Ankara and Izmir as well as the elite state universities" (Dearden, 2014, p.14). The
importance of the perceptions of the students, content professors and English
language instructors about the institutions' adoption of EMI is twofold. First, the data
collected from the universities in Turkey, which have adopted EMI in their
institution can help other universities and their administration in deciding whether
they should increase their EMI percentage, or make the decision to change the
medium of instruction completely (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018). In Turkey, 25
universities out of 206 have all or majority of their programs with EMI approach in
their institutions, which makes approximately 12% of all universities in the country
(OSYM, 2018; Yiiksekogretim Kurulu, 2018). According to the results of this thesis
and other similar research (Atik, 2010; Dearden, 2014; Tarhan, 2003), universities
may consider EMI as a useful method of instruction, or the opposite. As a result of
this, the percentage of institutions using EMI may increase or decrease in the future.
Second, it can also be useful to see how such practice has an effect on the main
stakeholders’ perceptions. In addition, students may benefit from the present research

to see the perceptions of other fellow students in EMI universities in the country and



the variation of perceptions according to their backgrounds to evaluate their own

situation and options.

Studies on EMI are popular internationally (Coleman, 2006; Doiz et al., 2011; Hu et
al., 2014; Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018), yet such research conducted for stakeholder
perceptions are relatively new and few (Hu et al., 2014; Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018),
especially in the Turkish context. Moreover, Macaro and Akincioglu (2018) state that
more and deeper attention needs to be given to institutional variables such as gender
and school type in "different socio-economic and cultural contexts" (p. 256).
Therefore, it is essential to add to the EMI studies in Turkey (Kilickaya, 2006), since

it is presently a phenomenon that is liable to rapid change.

Definition of key terms
In this research, the definition of EMI is accepted as “the use of the English language
to teach academic subjects in countries or jurisdictions where the first language (L1)
of the majority of the population is not English” (Dearden, 2014, p.2). In higher
education institutions (HEIs) of Turkey, the medium of instruction is Turkish (TMI)
for some departments, whereas others have varying percentages of English medium

instruction (EMI).

This present research accepts universities that are listed in the national Center of

Assesment, Selection and Placement's (OSYM) 2018 university selection guidebook



and have two or fewer faculties that did not contain the special condition indicating
that the language of education is English as “wholly EMI". Two faculties that include
one or more departments that use TMI in one or more departments are allowed due to
the fact that the majority of these faculties are law or medical studies, and it is
contextually acceptable to have these faculties' medium of instruction in the native
language of the country. For this reason, two faculties were set as the limit of

acceptability and on this basis; only 25 universities out of 206 fit this definition.

Ethical considerations
When the focus of the study was finalized, a valid and reliable survey was chosen as
the data collection instrument (Atik, 2010), due its parallelism with the purpose of
this thesis. Regarding the use of this instrument, approval of the Ethics Committee of

Bilkent University was sought and obtained.

As indicated in the Ethics Committee application, the participants of this thesis are
undergraduate students who are over 18 years old, content professors and language

instructors of 25 EMI universities in Turkey.

Because the participants were legal adults, their own permission was requested for
the use of their replies to the surveys, and their data. Before they began answering
the survey the participants saw a form for giving information and requesting their

consent, where they were informed of the purpose of the study, my name and email



address, and my supervisor. The form indicated that the results would be published
only in this thesis. In the forms, it was emphasized that their identification would not
be disclosed. They were assured that the results or their answers would not be shared
with anyone else or their university, and would not affect their performance

evaluation at the institution.

The data was stored only on my personal computer and only I had access to the data.
The participants were also informed that participation was voluntary, that they could
leave the survey any time they wanted to, and a box they could select was present

indicating that they could prohibit the use of their data if they did not want me to.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
This chapter aims to present a literature review on the effects of English-Medium
Instruction (EMI) on higher education and to provide a detailed discussion of what
the perceptions of students, language instructors, and content professors about EMI
are and whether there is a significant difference in the perceptions of these groups,

which constitute the research questions of this thesis.

In this respect, firstly, effects of globalization on higher education in the world
context will be scrutinized, which provides a basis for discussing its effects in
Turkish higher education. Following, global and contextual effects of EMI will be
discussed. The literature will be analyzed with specific focuses on language

instructors', content instructors', and undergraduate students' perceptions about EMI.

Globalization and English as a lingua franca
The use of English as a medium of instruction in many higher education institutions
(HEIs) all over the world is an output of a long process of the convergence of

geographical and cultural differences.

The literature suggests that English medium instruction is a result of globalization
and consequently of English becoming the lingua franca (Coleman, 2006;

11



Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018). The term /ingua franca basically refers to “a
vehicular language used by speakers who do not share a first language” (Mauranen,

2012, p.8).

One set of literature specifically focuses on this very relationship between
globalization and English as the lingua franca. Gray (2002) suggests that three
aspects of global development are effective in this process: (1) the rise of
transnational corporations (2) the spread of world organizations and (3) the Internet.
Coleman (2006), with a reference to Clyne (1984, 1995), also emphasizes that the
wider use of English stems from many factors such as "economic, political and
strategic alliances, ...scientific, technological and cultural cooperation, ...mass
media, ...multinational corporations, ...improved communications, and ...the

internationalization of professional and personal domains of activity" (p. 2).

Flowerdew (2013) also draws attention to the relationship between English becoming
lingua franca and internationalization, which is a certain output of globalization. He
emphasizes the bond between English as a lingua franca and having “a (critical)
international perspective on the world” (p. 191). Similarly, Jenkins et al. (2011) state
that English is intertwined with globalization process and therefore English should be

grasped as “fluid, flexible, contingent, hybrid and deeply intercultural” (p. 284).

12



Considering the literature, one might argue that globalization created a world in
which individuals have the opportunity to interact with each other, and more
importantly they are obliged to share the same space in their economic, cultural or
political activities. It is reasonable therefore to claim that a common language is
necessary as a medium to enable individuals to communicate with each other, which
is supported by the fact that there are more speakers of English as a second language

than as their mother tongue (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018).

However, this does not explain why English, but not any other language, has become
the lingua franca. Crystal (2003) answers this question by proposing two
explanations: the first one is a geographical-historical explanation by which he
interrogates the movements of English in history between different geographies; and
the second one is socio-cultural explanation through which he indicates how English
"has penetrated deeply into the international domains of political life, business,
safety, communication, entertainment, the media and education" (p.30), whereas
Kerestecioglu and Bayyurt (2018) explain that among the languages that are

commonly used in the world, English is the easiest to learn.

It is for sure that globalization is not discussed in the literature solely within the
context of its effects on the fact that English is now the lingua franca, but also its
influences on language teaching and learning. With this purpose, some studies

attempt to show the links between these two concepts. To exemplify, Block and

13



Cameron (2002) argue that the conditions of language learning and teaching are
strongly shaped by globalization itself. They specifically draw attention to the
economic motivations, technological change and linguistic imperialism, stating as a
result of globalization, languages are treated as "economic commodities", and that in
this sense "English has a higher value" than some other languages (p. 7). As a result,

English has become the main language in HE (Brumfit, 2004).

English in higher education and the Turkish context
Considering the abovementioned discussion, the literature suggests that the
developments in terms of globalization indubitably show their effects on higher
education as well, which leads to a growing interest in EMI as a lingua franca and

makes it a “fast-growing trend around the world” (Tsou & Kao, 2017, p. 3).

English has become the main language of research, publication, passing information
and education (British Council & TEPAYV, 2015). Therefore, it is no surprise that
English is the main instruction language in a lot of institutions in Europe and other
countries (Bjorkman, 2011; Jensen & Thogersen, 2011), and thus it has become an
aspiration for all higher education institutions (HEIs) to become international (Doiz
et al., 2011). On this basis, for instance, Brumfit (2004) reasonably claims that it is
impossible to "deny the fact that for the first time in recorded history all the known

world has a shared second language of advanced education" (p. 166).
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Since the 1990s EMI has been growing exponentially, and according to Coleman
(2006) more and more universities have started offering wholly or partially EMI
programs in English. As a result of this, higher education institutions understand the
significance of becoming international, which is connected directly to beginning to
use English-medium instruction in higher education (Coleman, 2006). Policies of the
European Commission such as the Bologna Process, which calls for a standard of
quality in European HEIs, and Erasmus programs, which are exchange programs for
students and academics to visit other HEIs in Europe, in order to make Europe an
appealing destination for European and non-European students (Doiz et al., 2011).
These policies, added to other reasons make HEIs "almost require" to teach in

English (Jensen & Thogersen, 2011, p. 19).

Coleman (2006) notes that this is also due to English facilitating the recruitment of
international students and staff, and receiving funding for research and development,
increases the prestige of the institution, and raises the employability rates of
graduates. This in turn benefits the university by receiving a higher rating, having
academic staff who depend on publishing research, and students who need a better

proficiency in English for their professional endeavors (Coleman, 2006).

English has become the language of science and "the need to teach some subjects in
English, rather than the national language, is well understood in the sciences" due to

research and text-books being more accessible in this language rather than in other

15



languages (Graddol, 1997, p. 45). Despite the status quo of English being the /ingua
franca of education even in countries where English has no official status (Coleman,
2006; Crystal, 2004), there are some concerns regarding its expansion. The official
policies of European Union and Council of Europe promote plurilingualism and
multilingualism, and the Bologna Process indicates that it is an advocate of linguistic
diversity, yet they may be contributing to the problem of English domination, leading

to lesser use of other European languages.

Since the aim of Bologna Process is to have a standard quality of education
throughout Europe (British Council & TEPAV, 2015), one of its results may be that
it might help HE in Europe become an economic, marketized entity, which can be
exported by developing countries (Coleman, 2006; Jensen & Thogersen, 2011; Osam
et al., 2019). Coleman (2006) holds responsible the "young, mobile, educated élite,
the leaders of social change" for the global shift in language (p. 10). He warns that in
the contemporary world, the students are customers and the universities are brands,
mentioning the billions of pounds that his country expects in the form of tuition fees,
and concludes that higher education has become a "marketized and globalized
commodity" (p. 10). He also suggests that English cannot be deemed a foreign
language because of its importance in social roles. He also likens the use of English
in higher education to ‘the Microsoft effect’, saying, “once a medium obtains a
dominant market share, it becomes less and less practical to opt for another medium,

and the dominance is thus enhanced” (p. 4). Coleman (2006) categorizes the reasons
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why higher education institutions choose to teach using English as a medium into
seven categories: "CLIL, internationalization, student exchanges, teaching and
research materials, staff mobility, graduate employability and the market in
international students" (p. 4). For Coleman, learning a foreign language itself is not
the fundamental motivation for institutions that prefer EMI, but rather owing to the
relationship between the abovementioned seven factors, institutions adopt English as

a medium of instruction.

In particular, Coleman draws attention to the efficiency of CLIL (Content and
Language Integrating Learning), which refers to a learning and teaching system by
which a foreign language is taught and learned within a context. In this way, students
do not endeavor to learn a foreign language by focusing solely on it, but instead they
learn the language while practicing it in a specific content. In addition to CLIL,
internationalization is underlined as an indicator of modernization, and willingness to
provide exchange programs is emphasized in order to prepare students for better
career plans. These are, no doubt, strong reasons for universities so as to adopt
English as a medium of instruction. Likewise, universities choose to adopt EMI,
because it provides common and vast literatures that can be available only for
students and academics that can speak English, encourages the mobility of academic
staff internationally, and furnishes wider opportunities to be employed after

graduation.
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By the same token, Ellili-Cherif and Alkhateeb (2015) assert that some researchers
believe that an international language is needed to access modern ideas and
innovations in technology, and being proficient in English is a benefit for
occupational purposes and believe that a high level of English is also needed because
most reference and textbooks are in English, and has economic benefits for HEIs and

occupational benefits for students (Jensen & Thogersen, 2011).

However, not all views grasp the impact of EMI positively in an unequivocal way.
For instance, Ellili-Cherif and Alkhateeb (2015) emphasize that most graduate
programs' being offered in English causes a limitation of academic purposes if a lack
of EMI is present. Doiz et al. (2011) believe that the dominance of English in HE is
pervasive, and indicate that although EU's policies seem to support multilingualism
in programs, English speaking countries and programs in Europe use English as the
most common medium of instruction. Research in China has concluded that not all
students are able to benefit from EMI, due to only an advantaged few being able to
utilize its benefits, and speaking English shows social privilege (Graddol, 1997; Hu ,

2014).

Jensen and Thogersen (2011) also suggest that expansion of English in academia is a
democratic problem due to the fact that it might lead to a situation where only
English speakers will have access to new knowledge. This is regarded as an

important controversial issue because of the traditional perception that EMI is used
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mostly in foundation universities, in comparison to state universities (Macaro, 2015),
which coincides with Graddol's (1997) and Hu et al.'s (2014) view that proficiency in
English is a marker of status. Another reason for concern seems to be that adoption
of an international language leads learners to internalize the culture of the target
language, drawing them further from their own culture (Ellili-Cherif & Alkhateeb,
2015). Considering both positive and negative sides in the context of culture, on the
one hand, EMI provides an opportunity to get familiar with the international culture,
but on the other hand, it results with a so-called alienation to one’s own authentic

values.

Regarding the issue of globalization and how English has become the main language
of higher education as mentioned above, Turkey is not an exception. Turkey is one of
the countries in the world that attributes English an important role in its education
system and makes it compulsory in all levels of education (Kirkgdz, 2009). As Atik
(2010) argues, globalization significantly affected the language policies adopted in
Turkey and it is possible to observe the instances of these policies such as Foreign
Language and Education and Teaching Act or the Higher Education Act during the
1980s, during which time the reasons why Turkish students learned English were
mostly for educational reasons such as studying in a graduate school, becoming a
research assistant so on so forth or for more appealing professional opportunities
(Sebiiktekin, 1981). Considered in this way, Atik (2010) elucidates that "all the

reviews in English language policy and planning in Turkey can be argued to be
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implemented to achieve political and socioeconomic goals in the globalization

process" (p. 26).

Likewise, Giiler's (2004) study discusses that several developments in economic,
political and technological areas led to the outcome that in the 21st century, English
has gained a more prominent place in the educational system of Turkey. Since the
level of competition in business has increased gradually, the author argues that
Turkey made some amendments concerning education and English accordingly,
which engendered an increasing demand for getting education in institutions that

teach in English (Giiler, 2004).

In a similar vein, it is stated in the British Council and TEPAV's (2015) report that
since Turkey is trying to become one of the best 10 economies in the world by 2023,
Turkey needs universities with global standards, and since the majority of published
articles in higher education are in English, there is a necessity for the Turkish
researchers to obtain an academic level in this language. Macaro and Akincioglu
(2018) have also confirmed that internationalization of HE creates the need for

English medium instruction.

EMI in the world
Many universities around the world have been adopting English as a medium of

instruction due to various historical and economic factors (Jensen & Thogersen, 2011;
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Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018), and this is becoming a reason for concern, since the
main and only foreign language of education has become English, especially in
Europe. (Coleman, 2006; Doiz et al., 2011; Kilickaya, 2006; Phillipson, 2003). Some
Arab countries such as Qatar, UAE, Lebanon and Jordan have also adopted the use
of EMI (Ellili-Cherif & Alkhateeb, 2015). Despite some resistance these countries

offer preparatory school programs for students (Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018).

There is also a growing set of literature that focuses on EMI in Asian countries. For
instance, in his book on Japanese higher education system and the use of English,
Toh (2016) examines more complicated questions instead of straightforward ones by
suggesting analyses of the relationship between Japanese politics and the
introduction of EMI and the motivations of institutions to prefer English rather than
Japanese. In a country where modernization has not built itself by totally fighting
with the traditional values, such co-existence of English and Japanese education
system is quite interesting. In another research, Im and Kim (2015) examines Korean
HE and its internationalization process through students’ perceptions. In this way,
scholars attempt to present an analysis of the introduction of EMI in the country and
its practical reflections in higher education institutions. On the other hand, in a book
edited by Tsou and Kao (2017), Taiwan’s EMI experience is inquired in different
respects such as the design of EMI courses and programs, practices of EMI and EMI
teaching strategies, the use of EMI materials and the evaluation and progress of EMI

instructors.
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In addition, EMI is an important concern for some South American countries. To
exemplify, Martinez (2016) tries to understand EMI practices around the world in
order to suggest how Brazil can learn from other countries and how those countries’
systems can be adapted in Brazilian education institutions appropriately.
Torres-Olave (2012), with a totally different academic concern, questions the
influence of EMI on the identities of students in Mexico whose mother language is
not English. Despite different problems and questions of various research this
growing set of literature all around the world proves that EMI is gradually becoming

a more salient concern in the academia at a global level.

EMI is seen as inevitable for the orientation of the students towards the international
market for occupations (Jensen & Thogersen, 2011; Osam et al., 2019). Yet
according to Coleman (2006), the increase of EMI in European institutions causes a
decrease in contact using other languages than English, although there are more
opportunities to do so than in the past. The situation has come to such a point that
there are universities that have deliberately reduced the EMI percentage in their
programs to maintain their language in the academic field. In Qatar, policy makers
believed that adoption of EMI would bring development and progress, whereas
others from Qatari society viewed it as "a threat to the mother tongue, local culture
and national identity" and believed that it would lead to low achievement of students
(Ellili-Cherif & Alkhateeb, 2015, p. 207). This view is parallel to Jensen and

Thogersen's article (2011) in that they also mention the argument that their native
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language Danish, and cultural heritage of Denmark might be threatened by the
increase in English use, and they add that if Danish "is no longer used in prestige
domains like higher education, it will lose prestige and in time degenerate to a
second-rate language only used in the home and not for serious business" (p.20).
Another example is Germany, who has faced resistance in terms of offering EMI
programs, but they have done so in order to remain active in the international
education market (Gardt & Hiippauf, 2004). As a result, it has been seen that
governments that are in favor of the protection and promotion of the language and
culture of their nation are hesitant to make EMI legal in their state institutions, but it

is legal in foundation universities (Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018).

EMI in Turkey
English is not an official language or the second language in Turkey, yet it is widely
utilized and accepted in educational and the private sector fields, and the number of
programs using EMI is gradually increasing (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018;
Kiligkaya, 2006). The strategical decision to employ EMI programs is under the
authority of universities' higher administrations (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018;

Osam et al., 2019).

According to Basibek et al. (2014) the first higher education institution that has
adopted English-medium education (EME) in Turkey is Middle East Technical

University in 1956. Due to the question of "effective learning of one's professional
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knowledge", the Higher Education Council has issued a policy in 1996 for
universities that have adopted EME to "establish a foreign language centre" (p. 81).
Students who succeed in entering an EMI program have the choice to receive
General English (GE) courses. Some universities also choose to teach basic English
for Academic Purposes (EAP) skills to higher level students in these centers before
they begin their departmental studies (Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018) These centers
help students to reach the required level in order to follow their English-medium
lessons (Kilickaya, 2006). On the other hand, if students are able to prove their
English proficiency, they can be exempted from these centers called prep schools

(Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018).

Language of instruction in higher education has since been an ongoing debate in
Turkey, because due to integrative and instrumental reasons, and as Kiligkaya (2006)
asserts, many students choose universities that teach in English. He claims that
English is "in competition with Turkish as the medium of instruction, especially in

the institutions of higher education" (Kiligkaya, 2006, p. 2).

Moreover, according to British Council and TEPAV's report (2015) since Turkey is a
signatory state of Bologna Process, the higher education institutions in the country
are required to have a standard level of quality in order to increase the motivation,
compatibility and internationality of institutions throughout Europe. The reason for

this endeavor is to increase the number of international students in Turkey, and
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because these students would not be interested in Turkish programs, the number of
EMI courses need to increase. As a result, there are many students starting their HE
with a variety of backgrounds and English levels, which can affect their preference in
an EMI program. In other words, while students from private high schools have a
higher level of general English, students from public high schools are mostly lower

in level. (Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018).

Another reason for signing the Bologna Process was to internationalize HE in the
Turkish context, which adds to the advantages that EMI programs provide, and can
be exemplified as preparing the youth for an international economy, gaining more
prestige for the universities. (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018; Macaro & Akincioglu,
2018). Therefore, students can learn the /ingua franca in their academic context,
which will help them communicate with other cultures, and will make it easier for
Turkish students who would like to conduct academic research abroad

(Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018).

Yet, some research have revealed that in the modern context, switching to EMI might
be unnecessary (British Council & TEPAV, 2015) or worrisome in terms of its
effects on home language and culture of the country, according to some critics
(Macaro & Akincioglu, 2018), and may create some problems especially if the
reason behind adoption of EMI is not understood and accepted (Osam et al.,2019). In

a similar way, Arkin (2013) shows in his case study that the use of English as the
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medium of instruction in higher education institutions may negatively affect the

quality and quantity of instructional materials.

Also, EMI may lead to an insufficient realization of the aims if it is conducted with
instructors and students whose English levels are incompetent (Kerestecioglu &
Bayyurt, 2018). Another study (Macaro et. al 2016) analyzing teachers’ experiences
in EMI universities in Turkey indicates that the use of English can create some
language obstacles for students in the learning process. For this reason, they show
that students are eager to speak in their native language in class, as they are not
capable of using English in order to express their views or participate in discussions.
British Council and TEPAV's report (2015) concludes that mixed-medium
instruction should stop in undergraduate education, explaining that the results show it
would be easier to progress lessons if they were in the native language, which are in
accordance with the results of Ellili-Cherif and Alkhateeb's (2015) research in Qatar.
According to Kirkgdz (2005), some students worry about the impact of English on
the Turkish language. On this note, the Turkish parliament has conducted some
research to find the effects of EMI on Turkish, which revealed various problems
especially in terms of the students' experience. Therefore, the arguments against EMI
in Turkey can be summarized as that it prevents Turkish from becoming a language
of science, it is relatively more expensive than TMI, it creates an extraneous
cognitive burden for students and the graduates automatically become unequal in

qualifications. (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018; Osam et al., 2019).
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Perspectives of stakeholders

The literature shows that stakeholder perspectives vary in terms of their attitudes and
perceptions towards EMI in HEIs. To exemplify, Jensen and Thogersen (2011) have
found that teachers in the largest Scandinavian university, teachers who are younger
and those who have more hours to teach in English have a more positive attitude
towards EMI. Generally, teachers find their English level to be sufficient. In contrast,
some instructors reported problems regarding EMI, some of which are that teaching
in English requires more preparation, causes classes to be less interactive, expression
of ideas becomes more difficult and thus, teaching becomes more demanding (Jensen

& Thogersen, 2011).

Another concern of the stakeholders is whether the decision of employing EMI in
programs belongs to the institutions or the government (Jensen & Thogersen, 2011),
which shows that there is a confusion about EMI in other countries as well (Osam et
al.,2019). In Nothern Cyprus, it was found that students have very low motivation in
EMI contexts during their first year of studying, but this motivation increases on the
second year because they have learned to cope with EMI in their own way, which
leads to problems for students such as not being able to understand and follow the

courses, or having a rather shallow understanding of the input (Osam et al.,2019).

In terms of present literature in the context of Turkey regarding EMI, there are

opposing views of the stakeholders. To exemplity, Kilickaya (2006) has found in his
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study that Turkish instructors would prefer to use Turkish as a medium of instruction
in higher education, although they have some concerns about resources, students’
proficiency level and their participation, and that it would not make a difference
whether the instruction would be in English or Turkish in these issues. In his study,
he has concluded that instruction in Turkish can benefit the learning of students more

effectively.

Research has also revealed that most of the teachers that are conducting their lessons
in EMI have been teaching in English for less than 5 years and have not attended any

certification program for teaching in English (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018).

In terms of positive views in Turkey, Atik (2010) reveals in her study that students in
a foundation university in Ankara were in favor of EMI, and that there is a positive
relationship between their perceptions towards EMI and their English proficiency
levels. Similarly, Macaro and Akincioglu (2018) have found that students' motivation
for choosing an EMI program was to improve their GE level and for their subject of
undergraduate studies, and that the students believe studying through EMI is
beneficial for their professional life and are motivated. They also found that private
university teachers use more English in lessons than the teachers in state universities
and their students learned more easily through EMI, and that state university
teachers' English levels were lower than those in private universities. From a

different point of view, Kilickaya (2006) reveals that parents' main concern is
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economic, and that they want a broad education for their children, which will help

them find a well-paying position.

Notwithstanding, Atik (2010) also states that students admitted to having difficulty in
learning the content lessons in English. This might be a problem due to the fact that it
is difficult for students to have the necessary language skills by the end of their
preparatory school education if they start as zero beginners (Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt,
2018). British Council and TEPAV's (2015) study reveals that although EMI has had
valid advantages in the past, due to the availability of sufficient sources of Turkish
course books in most areas and students not having to publish in English, it is not a
convincing necessity in modern Turkey. Also, some studies conducted in engineering
education have revealed that there is no effect of different usages of medium such as
conducting the lesson using English or Turkish completely, or making a summary in
Turkish after a lesson in English, on the success rate of students (Kerestecioglu &

Bayyurt, 2018).

Taking into consideration all the literature discussed above, this thesis aims to
contribute in this or that way to the literature pertaining to the perceptions of the
main stakeholders in the universities using EMI. The literature consists of research
analyzing EMI perceptions in Turkey by conducting surveys in only one university
or one group of stakeholders, but lacks research conducted in the all universities that

use EMI with the main stakeholders. This research tries to fill this gap by presenting
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a comprehensive picture of EMI perception of the main stakeholders, which will
contribute to the academic knowledge about the effectiveness and significance of

EMI use in higher education institutions.
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD
Introduction
In this chapter the methodology of this research will be outlined in terms of the
research design, context, participants, instrumentation, data collection and data
analysis used.

Research design

The purpose of this research is to investigate the perceptions of the undergraduate

students, the English language instructors, and the content professors towards

English medium instruction (EMI) in 25 universities in Turkey that have adopted

EMI wholly, and to find out whether there is a significant difference between their

perceptions. The research questions that this thesis addresses are;

1. What are the background characteristics of students, content professors and

English language instructors of universities in Turkey where the main

medium of instruction is English?

2. What are the perceptions of students, content professors and English language

instructors of universities in Turkey where the main medium of instruction is

English, regarding their experience of EMI?
3. Is there a difference between the perceptions of undergraduate students,
content professors and language instructors regarding their
a. general attitude towards EMI
b. reasons to favor EMI
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c. reasons not to favor EMI?
4. Is there a difference between the perceptions of students and content
professors regarding the influence of EMI on
a. subject learning

b. language skill acquisition?

In order to address my research questions, a survey study design is used to collect
both quantitative and qualitative data to fully answer the research questions. This
design was chosen due to the purpose of the study, which is to produce quantitative
statistics or descriptions about the population by asking questions to a sample
(Fowler, 2014). As Fowler (2014) states, surveys help researchers obtain data about
behaviors and situations of the population by asking the sample about themselves.
For the present thesis, firstly quantitative data, analyzed by using descriptive and
inferential statistics, is utilized and afterwards qualitative data, analyzed using
content analysis, helps to enrich the numerical findings and add depth to the results.
According to this design, this thesis adopts Likert scale questions in the survey to
collect data for its quantitative method, and the open-ended questions in the survey

for the qualitative.

Context
This study is conducted in the HE institutions of Turkey that use EMI wholly.

Turkey houses a total of 206 foundation and state HEIs listed on the website of the
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Higher Education Council (Yiiksekogretim Kurulu, 2018). I have chosen to conduct
this research with HEIs due to the fact that in these, an increase in the percentage of
adoption of English medium instruction can be observed through the years (Basibek
et al., 2014; Kirkgoz, 2005). In Turkey, all universities are under the rule of the
Higher Education Council (Basibek et al., 2014). Since the mid-20th century, many
institutions have adopted EMI, which is partly due to Turkey's willingness to
become a member of the European Union, and partly to various benefits both for the
students and the institutions (Basibek et al., 2014; Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018;

Kirkgoz, 2009).

This research considers universities that are listed in the national Center of
Assesment, Selection and Placement's (OSYM) 2018 university selection guidebook
indicated as having at most two faculties where the medium of instruction is not
English as being “wholly EMI". Two faculties that include one or more departments
that use TMI in one or more departments are included in the list due to the fact that
the majority of these faculties are law or medical studies, and it is contextually
acceptable to have the first language of the country as the medium of instruction in
these faculties. For this reason, two faculties were set as the limit of acceptability
and on this basis; only 25 universities out of 206 fit this description. Today, there are
8 universities throughout Turkey that completely use EMI and 17 that use it in the
majority of their faculties (OSYM, 2018), and all of these 25 are referred to as

wholly EMI universities in this thesis. The main stakeholders of these institutions
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were chosen as the target population of this thesis due to the fact that they

experience EMI directly.

Participants
The target population of this research is the main stakeholders of universities that
use English as a medium of instruction in Turkey. The main stakeholders of
universities that have adopted EMI fully were chosen with a purposeful sampling
strategy as participants. They represent the target population for this research

because they primarily engage with the use of EMI.

The data of this very research were simultaneously collected from:
* undergraduate students,
* English language instructors,

* and content professors of 25 wholly EMI universities in Turkey.

It was expected for this survey to reach 139.143 undergraduate students and 11.239
academic members from 25 fully EMI universities in Turkey (YOK, 2018; YOK,
2018). These groups are the main stakeholders of higher education and therefore,
their perceptions towards English medium instruction provide crucial information
for all universities that have adopted EMI, or considering adopting EMI in the

Turkish context.
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Students of the EMI universities are the most immediate stakeholder group of this
study. A high majority of students in universities in Turkey are Turkish native
students from around Turkey (Kilickaya, 2006). In addition to native students, there
are also international students from various countries, which constitute 2.5% of
public and 5.85% of foundation university student populations in 2015 (British
Council & TEPAYV, 2015). Since the majority of students consist of native Turkish
students, assessing EMI perceptions of these students is a necessary endeavor. The
graduate students were excluded because the regulations regarding medium of
instruction in graduate programs may differ from the undergraduate programs, or
even within departments of the same institution. Similarly, preparatory school

students were excluded due to their lack of experience with EMI.

English language instructors working in the English language preparatory programs
are included in this thesis because their primary aim is to prepare students for the
EMI departments. Their perceptions play an important role in the sense that they
have a mediatory role between the students and content professors, as they instruct
the students with an insufficient level of English before the students are exposed to
the EMI system by their content professors. This is why their general perception
regarding EMI shows an important aspect of the situation: whether the students are

ready to face EMI or not.
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Content professors comprise the last group in the present research owing to the fact
that they are the immediate participants of EMI contexts and observers of the
implications and the effects EMI has on students. While the students' perceptions
constitute a self-reflection quality to the survey results, content professors' results
constitute an external perspective on how their students are affected by the

implementation of EMI in their institution.

Instrumentation
My research questions are mainly about the perceptions of the main stakeholders

regarding the use of EMI. In order to answer these questions, I used a survey.

A survey research is the best method in terms of its practicality with the data
collection and analysis of large numbers. According to Saris and Gallhofer (2014)
the researcher needs to ask questions to "large groups of a population... about a
topic" for the study to be named a "survey research" (p. 4). Surveys use standardized
surveys in order to provide the researcher with a general view of the information the
data presents. Survey research designs are useful to obtain data from the aggregates,
as opposed to data provided by an individual (Presser, 1984). They are conducted in
order to inform the audience and give a voice to certain groups in the public as Saris

and Gallhofer (2014) put it.
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What type of information surveys can collect is threefold. Firstly, gathering
information on attributes, such as age, sex and marital status is possible. Secondly, a
survey may direct behavioral questions in terms of when or how often an action
happens. Lastly, it may ask questions on opinions, beliefs, preferences and attitudes
in order to probe a general point of view from the sample (Aldridge & Levine, 2001).
In this context, I have collected information regarding the participants’ background

and their perceptions regarding the use of EMI in their institution.

The advantage of survey research for this study is to be able to collect as much data
as possible in a short time. Also, preparing a separate survey for each group of
stakeholder has assisted with asking the participants certain customized questions
about the research questions at hand. Survey research is the most feasible method

due to the restrictions of time and resources, considering the scope of the questions.

Asking perception questions to different participants provides the perceptions of the
main stakeholders towards EMI in higher education in Turkey. The Likert scale
survey questions provide quantitative data, which was analyzed in the light of the
research question. The open-ended questions in the survey were used to add depth

and support the quantitative findings with qualitative data.

For the purpose of this thesis, Atik's (2010) survey, which she conducted with

students of a foundation university to learn about perceptions of the students in that
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institution. She uses an adaptation of Tarhan's (2003) questions, which were used for
secondary level education students. Since Atik's survey was tested for validity and
reliability in a higher education institution with students, I have chosen her survey as
my primary source due to the similarities of our aims. In her research piloting, the
Cronbach's Alpha statistic had an alpha coefficient of .925 for the first scale of the

survey and .918 for the second.

As I conducted the study in 25 different universities and with not only students but
with English language instructors and content professors as well, I adjusted the
survey questions accordingly. For the sub-question of general attitude towards EMI
in this study, the Cronbach's alpha coefficient was 0.73 for students, 0.85 for content
professors and 0.80 for language instructors. These scores are at a good range,
according to Taber (2017). For the second sub-question of reasons to favor EMI,
students' responses showed an alpha coefficient of 0.58, content professors were
0.64 and language instructors had a coefficient of 0.84. This range is acceptable
(Taber, 2017). In terms of reasons not to favor EMI, students' coefficient was 0.67,
content professors' was 0.75 and instructors' was 0.50, which is again within the

acceptable range (Taber, 2017).

When it comes to the fourth sub-question of the instrument which is about influence
of EMI on subject learning, students had an alpha coefficient of 0.91 and content

professors 0.89, which fall under the ranges of strong and reliable (Taber, 2017).
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Lastly, for the sub-question concerned with influence of EMI on language skill
acquisition, students had a coefficient of 0.65 and content professors 0.86, which fall

under the ranges of adequate and reasonable (Taber, 2017).

The survey used for this study has two parts in all three of the surveys. The first part
consists of background questions in all surveys, whereas the second part has two
scales in the Student Questionnaire (Appendix A) and the Content Professor
Questionnaire (Appendix B). In the second part, the first scale has questions about
general attitude towards EMI and the second scale has questions about course
experience. Therefore, in the Language Instructor Questionnaire (Appendix C), the
second scale of the second part was omitted due to language instructors’ lack of
experience in undergraduate EMI courses. Participant groups and the item numbers

in the survey can be seen in Table 1.

Table 1
Number of survey items for each participant group
Participant group Demographic ~ Likert scale Open-ended  Total
items items items
Undergraduate students 21 37 3 61
Content professors 15 37 3 55
Language instructors 14 18 1 33

The first part requests background information and information concerning the
participants' current university, with a Likert scale section in the background

questions to indicate the participants' perceived level of English proficiency. The
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background questions were adapted so that it would be applicable to the different
participant groups, from different universities and with diverse backgrounds. To
illustrate, the questions that Atik (2010) posed specifically for the university
students in one institution, such as the item asking for the student’s proficiency

exam score was adapted to be more general.

In the survey of this research, which examination the students used to prove their
proficiency, and their self-evaluation of their score were requested. The item asking
for the students” GPA was omitted because it was believed that it did not serve the
purpose of this research. Also, the question asking for the students’ high school type
was made more general by asking whether the students attended a public or private
high school, and if private whether it was an EMI or TMI high school. Additionally
to Atik’s (2010) background questions, because this research is more extensive in
terms of sampling, the students were asked to specify the city of their university,
whether their university is a foundation or public university, in which region they
attended high school, in which semester they were, their academic discipline,
whether they have attended the preparatory school program or not, whether they can
communicate in any other foreign language than Turkish, whether they have lived

abroad and the duration.

For the content professors’ and language instructors’ surveys, the questions that

were not applicable, for example the specific questions asked to students, were
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omitted or changed, such as the questions asking for high school information,
information regarding preparatory school and proficiency exams and their reasons
for choosing an EMI university. Instead, in addition to their university’s location and
type, information specific to their context were requested, such as their academic
position, how long they have been teaching in an EMI context, and whether English

was their native language or not.

Academic discipline was requested from content professors and students, but not
from language instructors for the obvious reason of all samples of the group
belonging to the foreign language schools and departments of their universities. The
questions of gender, knowledge of another foreign language, whether they have
lived abroad and the length of their stay, and self-evaluation of their English skill
proficiency were kept as they were all relevant to all parties. For students, the items

asking for their parents’ education level were also kept unchanged.

The second part requests the participant's general perceptions concerning EMI, using
18 Likert scale positive and negative statements. There is also one open-ended
question to give the participants a chance to reflect upon the questions, and add any

positive or negative ideas concerning the second part.

The third part, to which only the undergraduate students and content professors

replied, is comprised of 19 negative and positive Likert scale statements about their
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experience in an EMI context, focusing on the instruction process and whether EMI
courses help with language acquisition. Additionally, there are 2 open-ended
questions to give participants a chance to reflect on the positive and negative sides

of EMI courses.

The survey was conducted in Turkish for students to make sure they understand the
items clearly and respond easily. Some questions were added to the background
questions, such as the academic discipline of students, and whether they are
attending a public or foundation university, in order to identify the differences in
participant backgrounds. Students were also asked about the region of their high

schools and education levels of their parents.

For the content professors and language instructors, questions regarding high
schools, proficiency exams and parents' level of education were omitted. Some
questions were added to the background questions, such as for how long they have
taught in an EMI context. Secondly, the survey items were slightly adapted to make
them applicable to the experience of a professors or instructors, instead of students.
In language instructors' version of the survey, "Instruction Process" questions were
omitted because they do not experience content lessons using EMI in departments,
and the statements would not be applicable for them. Lastly, the whole document
was translated into English because of the possibility that EMI universities might

have a significant number of professors and instructors who may be non-native
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speakers of Turkish, and it is assumed that the professors and instructors that are

Turkish would be able to understand the items on the survey easily since they teach
in an EMI context. The survey was then translated back to Turkish by an expert and
compared with the current version, and no major differences were found in meaning

that would lead to misunderstandings.

Data collection
For the purpose of data collection, the main stakeholders, i.e. the students, content
professors and language instructors of EMI universities in Turkey were selected as
the main unit of analysis due to the fact that an increase in the number of EMI
programs can be observed in HE institutions in Turkey (Basibek et al., 2014;
Kirkg6z, 2005). To this end, all state and foundation universities were identified
through evaluating the national Center of Assesment, Selection and Placement's
(OSYM) 2018 university selection guidebook, which includes information regarding
all undergraduate programs available for that educational year. Within the scope of
this guidebook, as mentioned previously in the definition of the key terms, the
universities that have two or fewer faculties that did not contain the special
condition indicating that “the language of education is English” (OSYM, 2018),

were considered as wholly EMI.

On this basis, only 25 universities out of 206 fit this definition. Therefore, the

research was conducted in 25 universities that wholly use EMI in Turkey. This holds
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great importance for the fact that the main stakeholders in these universities
experience first hand the consequences of the practice. Obtaining information from
students, content professors and language instructors shows their background
characteristics, perceptions towards EMI, and whether there is a significant

difference in the perceptions of these three participant groups.

For the collection of data I asked for the approval of the Bilkent University Ethics
Committee for the use of the instruments for my research. After permission was
given, a list of faculty deans, vice deans and department heads was created for 25
wholly EMI universities, and their names and email addresses were found on their
official websites. Although most of the universities provided this information, there

were a few that did not disclose either their academic staff, or their positions.

The email was sent to the deans, vice deans and department heads of 4 year
undergraduate programs whose e-mails were disclosed on their institution's official

website. The number of academic staff reached can be seen in Table 2.

Table 2

Number of academic staff reached via email
Title Total No information found Reached
Dean 113 10 103
Vice Dean 133 27 106
Department Head 574 43 531
Preparatory School Head 26 1 25
Total 846 81 765
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As a result, the email was sent to 765 administrators who were then asked to forward

the surveys to academic staff and undergraduate students in their domains.

Within the allocated two weeks, 220 students, 83 content professors and 46 language
instructors completed their respective surveys. Yet for ethical reasons, in the terms
was a box that they could select if they did not want me to use their data. 15 students,
2 content professors and 1 language instructor prohibited my use of their data by

selecting this box, and these numbers are shown in Table 3.

Table 3

Number of participants that completed the survey
Participant group Replied Prohibited data use Total usable data
Student 220 15 205
Content Professor 83 2 81
Language Instructor 46 1 45
Total 349 18 331

The participants were allocated two weeks’ time for the completion and submission
of the surveys. Upon receiving the email, the participants needed to click the link to
first read the terms and then click 'Continue' to start the survey if they consented to
the terms. In the terms was a box that they could select if they did not want me to
use their data. 15 out of 220 students, 2 out of 83 content professors and 1 out of 46

language instructors prohibited my use of their data by selecting this box.
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Then, they needed to fill out the first part of the survey with items for background
information, and then the 40 perception questions for students and content
professors, 3 of which are open ended and 37 Likert scale items. The first
open-ended item asks whether the participants have any further comments on the
subject, the second one asks for positive sides of EMI and the third asks for the
negative sides. Language instructors replied 19 Likert scale items with only the first

open-ended item.

Data analysis
In this research, the quantitative data was analyzed using various tests such as
descriptive statistics, one-way ANOVA, and independent samples t-test to
investigate the perceptions of the main stakeholders, and the differences between

participant groups. Content analysis was utilized to analyze the qualitative data.

Quantitative data
The responses to the first part of the survey were transformed into quantitative data,
and descriptive analysis was utilized to describe the background characteristics of

the sample groups.

To analyze the perceptions of the sample groups, parallel to Atik’s (2010) research,
perceptions were divided into 3 sub-questions (General attitudes towards EMI,

Reasons to favor EMI and Reasons not to favor EMI) in the first scale and 2
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sub-questions (influence of EMI on subject learning and influence of EMI on
language acquisition) in the second scale, and constituted the dependent variables of
the analyses. The participant groups of students, content professors and language
instructors were the independent variables. Only the items that were clearly
indicated in Atik’s (2010) research as a part of the sub-questions were taken into
consideration in this thesis. The items that were grouped for analysis and their

respective sub-questions of the first and second scales can be seen in Table 4 and

Table 5.
Table 4
The items of sub-questions in Scale 1, replied by all participant groups
Sub-questions [tem numbers
General attitudes towards EMI item # 1
item # 3
item # 5*
Reasons to favor EMI item # 10
item# 11
item # 14
Reasons not to favor EMI item # 13
item # 15
item # 17

Note: Items with an asterisk (*) were reversed.
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Table 5
The items of sub-questions in Scale 2, replied by students and content professors

Sub-questions [tem numbers
Influence of EMI on subject item # 1 item # 6 item # 11*
learning item #2*  item# 7*  item # 12*

item # 3*  item # 8 item # 13*
item # 4* item# 9*  item # 14*

item # 5*  item # 10*

Influence of EMI on language item# 15 item#17 item# 19*

skill acquisition item# 16  item # 18

Note: Items with an asterisk (*) were reversed.

Then, all responses were entered into the SPSS program in order to run the analyses.
Some questions, as also indicated in Atik’s (2010) research, were worded negatively,
and therefore values of their responses were reversed for the analysis to work
correctly. The 5 sub-questions were grouped together on SPSS in order to calculate

their average as the perception score under that sub-question.

Firstly, descriptive statistics were used to reveal the perceptions of undergraduate
students, content professors and language instructors about each of the respective
sub-questions, and the means of sub-questions were taken into account. As Atik
(2010) has determined the test value as 3, the means of the sub-questions for each
group was evaluated accordingly. Next, Levene's test was conducted to see whether
equal variances could be assumed. As variances and sample sizes were not equal,

and there was no normality, Welch ANOVA statistics were used to analyze the
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mean difference between students, content professors and language instructors in
terms of the sub-questions of (1) general attitudes, (2) reasons to favor EMI and (3)
reasons not to favor EMI, since Welch ANOVA is seen as a valid procedure in cases
of non-homogeneity of variances, and if the distributions are not normal (Gamage &
Weerahandi, 1998), which is acceptable because in the field of education,
non-normal distributions are commonly used (Bono et al., 2017). Then,
Games-Howell post-hoc test for unequal variances was conducted to understand
between which groups the differences are. Games-Howell test was chosen for
post-hoc test because it works best with large and different sample sizes that lack

homogeneity of variances (Shingala et al., 2015).

Lastly, after checking normality in sub-questions concerning influence of EMI on (4)
subject learning and (5) language skill acquisition, it was found that variances were
not normal, upon which independent samples t-test was utilized to analyze the mean
difference between students and content professors for the sub-questions of

influence of EMI on (subject learning and language skill acquisition.

This provided me with the answer to whether perceptions of the three groups of

stakeholders from the universities in Turkey that have fully adopted EMI differ

significantly.

49



Qualitative data

Afterwards, the open-ended questions were analyzed to add more depth and to
understand the quantitative results better. In order to do this, content analysis
method was used for the first open-ended question that all three groups responded,
which asks whether the participants have any further comments on the subject of
EMI. Then, the second and third open-ended questions only students and content
professors responded, which asks respectively the positive and negative sides of
EMI, were analyzed. The process followed for this analysis can be seen in Table 6,

which was adapted from Dey’s (2005) suggested procedures to follow.

Table 6
Procedures followed for content analysis of open-ended questions (Adapted from
Dey, 2005, p.8)

Procedures Process

Managing data Data were collected in writing

Reading and annotating Data were sorted

Categorizing data Data were categorized for coding

Linking data The codes were compared and linked
Connecting categories The codes were connected with implications
Producing an account Implications were generalized

In order to achieve this, firstly, the responses were inspected to be able to categorize
them and make coding possible. Afterwards, the codes were decided on and linked

between responses.
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For this end, a theme was annotated for each response. It was then clear that all

responses from students, content professors and language instructors to the three

questions could be collected under 8 themes. These themes are "personal reasons",
"on non

"English language", "social effect", "effectiveness of lessons", "reaching sources",

"academic development", "employment" and "globalization".

For example, if the participant mentions personal aspects such as cognitive
improvement, or the cost of education, it fell under "personal reasons". If they
mention the English language, a language barrier or how EMI affects the Turkish
language, the comment fell under "English language". The comments that mention

social status or the future of the country, they were seen as "social effect" comments.

On the other hand, if they mentioned a course context or student-teacher
understanding, they fell under "lesson effectiveness". The comments that mention
sources and academic literature were under "reaching sources". If the comment is
about graduate school or the academic opportunities, they are under "academic
development", but if they mention business life or occupational situations and
opportunities, they were under "employment". Lastly, if they mention globalization,

internationalization, and an international need, then they fell under "globalization".

Because it was a more general question, the first question was also annotated for

being either a positive response towards EMI, a negative one or a neutral one. Lastly,
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the implications of the data were discussed in the thesis for generalization. All the
themes that a comment touched upon were counted, due to some very long
comments and comments that concern more than one theme. To illustrate, if a
comment is about how having a better level of English makes it easier to understand
the lecture, then this was counted both under "lesson effectiveness" and "English

language".
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
Introduction
This chapter will present the results of the data analysis for each participant group
and will respectively give the results for the background characteristics, participant
group perceptions, mean differences between participant groups and results for the
open-ended questions.
Background characteristics
Students
Of the 205 undergraduate students, 56.6% are female (n= 116) and 43.4% are male
(n= 89) which shows an almost even distribution. On the other hand, 83.4% of this
group is students of foundation universities (n= 171), whereas the remaining 16.6%
is from public universities (n= 34). Also, a large majority of the universities of the
participants is located in Ankara (84.4%, n=173), 14.6% in Istanbul (n= 30), and
only 1% in Kayseri (n= 2). In the following table, the undergraduate students’

semesters can be seen in Table 7.

Table 7

Distribution of students’ semesters

Semester n %
1-3 104 50.7
4-6 56 27.3
7-9 30 14.6
10-12 9 4.4
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Table 7 (cont'd)
Distribution of students’ semesters

12+ 6 2.9
Total 205 100

From this table, it can be clearly seen that most of the students in the study are in
their first or second year of their university life (78%). In terms of whether the
students attended preparatory school or not, 60% have stated that they have studied
in their university’s preparatory program (n= 123) and 40% have stated otherwise

(n= 82). In Table 8 below, the academic disciplines of the students can be viewed.

Table 8

Distribution of students according to their academic disciplines

Discipline n %
Engineering 85 41.5
Social and Administrative Sciences 68 33.2
Education 10 4.9
Natural Sciences 16 7.8
Art 12 5.9
Other 14 6.8
Total 205 100.0

To prove their proficiency to continue studying in their departments, a high majority
of students took their university’s institution English proficiency examination (n=
184), whereas only 10.2% stated that they passed by using other standardized
proficiency exams, such as TOEFL, IELTS or FCE. In terms of their performance
self-evaluation in these tests, 43.4% stated that they received a high score (n= 89),

33.7% said they passed with a very high score (n= 69) and the remaining 22.9%
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believed they barely received the minimum required score to pass (n= 47). In terms
of reasons to favor EMI programs, the most common reasons are to understand
research done in their field (n= 150, 73.1%), to receive quality education (n= 138,
67.1%), and because the students believed it would help them find employment

easily (n= 118, 57.5%).

As for comfortable communication in another foreign language, 15.6% said they
could communicate comfortably in a different foreign language (n= 32), and the
most common languages declared were German, French, and Russian, whereas the
other 84.4% said they could not express themselves in any other foreign language

(n=173).

Additionally, 76.6% of the students indicated that they have not lived in a foreign
country (n= 157), the rest indicated that they have, 15 of which said they lived in a
country where the native language was English (7.3%), 26 (12.6%) said they lived in
a country where the language was not English and 7 (3.4%) of the students stated
that they have lived in both an English native country and a country where the native

language was not English.

As to the students' high schools, 54.1% stated that they studied in a public school (n=

111), 24.4% in a TMI private school (n= 50) and the remaining 21.5% in an EMI
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private school (n= 44). The distribution of the regions of these students’ high schools

can be seen in Table 9 below.

Table 9
Distribution of high schools
Region n %
Central Anatolia 111 54.1
Marmara 36 17.6
Aegean 25 12.2
Mediterranean 14 6.8
Black Sea 9 4.4
Eastern Anatolia 4 2.0
Abroad 4 2.0
Southeastern Anatolia 2 1.0
Total 205 100.0

Lastly, the students were asked their parents’ education levels, the distribution of

which can be seen in Table 10. More than half of the students' mothers (n= 108,

52.7%) and fathers (n= 104, 50.7%) attended university.

Table 10
Parents’ education levels

Mothers Fathers
Education level n % n %
University 108 52.7 104 50.7
High school 45 22.0 35 17.1
Graduate school (Master's/PhD) 24 11.7 46 22.4
Middle school 15 7.3 11 54
Elementary school 11 54 8 3.9
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Table 10 (cont'd)
Parents’ education levels

Didn't finish school 2 1.0 1 0.5
Total 205 100.0 205 100.0

In terms of the students’ perceived levels of English across skills, it can be observed
in Table 11 that approximately half of the students believe that they are very good at
reading (52.2%, n= 107) and listening (53.7%, n= 110), whereas this percentage

decreases for writing (35.1%, n= 72) and even more so for speaking (29.3%, n= 60).

Table 11
Students’ perceived level of English across skills
Reading Listening Writing Speaking

Perceived profeciency

n % n % n % n %
Very good 107 522 110 537 72 351 60 293
Good 86 42.0 73 356 82  40.0 74 36.1
Average 11 54 19 9.3 44 215 56 273
Poor 1 0.5 3 1.5 7 3.4 15 7.3
Total 205 100.0 205 100.0 205 100.0 205 100.0

Content professors

In terms of the 81 content professors in this research, the gender distribution was
almost even with 50.6% being female (n=41) and 48.1% being male (n= 39), with 1
invalid response. On the other hand, the distribution of university type was not even,
with 81.5% working in a foundation university (= 66) and the other 18.5% (n=15)
in a public university. Table 12 can be seen for the city distribution of the content

professors' universities.
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Table 12
City distribution of content professors

City n %
Ankara 47 58.0
Istanbul 20 24.7
Adana 6 7.4
[zmir 5 6.2
Antalya 3 3.7
Total 81 100.0

As can be seen from this table, a large majority of the content professors were from
Ankara (n= 47, 58%), whereas a fair portion was from Istanbul (n= 20, 24.7%). The

academic rankings of the content professors of this group are given below in Table

13.

Table 13

Academic rankings of content professors

Academic position n %
Assistant Professor 26 32.1
Professor 21 259
Associate Professor 17 21.0
Instructor 17 21.0
Total 81 100.0

As can be seen from the table, the distribution of academic ranks in this group is
almost equal. On the other hand, the academic discipline question (See Table 14)
shows that the professors of Social and Administrative Sciences were the ones with

the highest number (n= 32, %39.5).
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Table 14
Academic discipline of content professors

Discipline n %
Social and Admin. Sciences 32 39.5
Engineering 16 19.8
Other 15 18.5
Medicinal Sciences 7 8.6
Education 4 4.9
Natural Sciences 4 4.9
Art 3 3.7
Total 81 100.0

When it comes to experience of the content professors in an EMI context as shown in

Table 15, the majority of content professors have more than 10 years of experience

(n= 48, 59.3 %), whereas 16% have worked in an EMI context between 7 to 10 years

(n= 13, 16%).

Table 15

Experience of content professors in an EMI context

Experience n %
More than 10 years 48 59.3
7-10 years 13 16.0
4-6 years 11 13.6
1-3 years 7 8.6
Less than 1 year 2 2.5
Total 81 100.0

According to the background questions, only 9.9% of the participants in this group

were native speaker of English (n= 8), whereas the remaining 90.1% were non-native

speakers (n= 73), most of whom are presumably Turkish. In terms of whether they
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could communicate comfortably in any other foreign language, it was discovered that
60.5% could not (n= 49) whereas 39.5% could (n= 32), and the most common

foreign language was French (n= 14), with German being the second (n= 10).

In terms of living abroad, 28.4% have lived in a country where English is the native
language and countries where it is not (n=23), 40.7% lived in an English-native
country (n=33), 18.5% lived in a country where the native language was not English
(n=15), whereas 12.3% have never lived abroad (n= 10). For those who have lived

abroad, the duration of their longest stay can be observed in the table below in Table

16.

Table 16

Duration of content professors' longest stay abroad

Duration n %
1-3 years 13 16.0
No response 11 13.6
7-11 months 5 6.2
0-3 months 4 4.9
4-6 months 3 3.7
More than 3 years 45 55.6
Total 81 100.0

As can be seen in Table 17, content professors believe that they are best in reading
and comprehension skills with 82.7% stating that their proficiency is very good (n=

67), whereas only 59.3% believe that they are very good at speaking (n= 48).
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Table 17
Content professors' perceived level of English across skills

Reading Listening Writing Speaking
Perceived profeciency

n % n % n % n %
Very good 67 8277 54 66.7 54 667 48 59.3
Good 6 7.4 16 19.8 19 235 22 27.2
Average 0 0 2 2.5 0 0 3 3.7
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No response 8 9.9 9 11.1 8 9.9 8 9.9

Total gl 100.0 81 100.0 &1 100.0 81 100.0

Also, the table shows that 1 in 3 content professors do not view their listening and
writing skills to be very good (for both cases, n= 54, 66.7%). It should also be noted
that 8 professors did not indicate their reading, writing and speaking skills

proficiency and 9 professors did not indicate their listening skill proficiency.

Language instructors

Within the 45 language instructors, 71.1% are female (n= 32) and 28.9% are male
(n=13). On another note, a vast majority, 88.9%, of the language instructors work in
a foundation university (n=40) and 11.1% in a public university (n=5). These

instructors work in the cities of Ankara (n=32, 71.1%) and Istanbul (n=13, 28.9%).

Regarding their years of experience in an EMI context, Table 18 shows that more

than half (n=25, 55.6%) had experience of more than 10 years.
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Table 18
Experience of language instructors in an EMI context

Experience n %
More than 10 years 25 55.6
7-10 years 9 20.0
4-6 years 6 13.3
1-3 years 5 11.1
Total 45 100.0

The number of native English speakers was 14 (31.1%) with the remaining 31
(68.9%) being non-native English speakers. As for whether they could speak any
other foreign language, 31.1% could (n=14), and 68.9% could not (n=31). The most
common foreign languages spoken by language instructors were French (n=5) and

German (n=3).

In terms of whether they lived in a foreign country, 14 did not live in a different
country (31.1%), 9 lived in a country where the native language was English (20%),
7 lived in a foreign country where the native language was not English (15.6%) and
14 lived in both an English-native country and a country where the native language
was not English (31.1%), with 1 person who did not. The duration of their longest

stay in a foreign country can be seen in Table 19.

Table 19

Duration of language instructors' longest stay in a foreign country

Duration n %
More than 3 years 14 31.1
No response 13 28.9

62



Table 19 (cont'd)
Duration of language instructors' longest stay in a foreign country

1-3 years 7 15.6
0-3 months 4 8.9
7-11 months 3 6.7
4-6 months 3 6.7
Total 45 100.0

Language instructors' perceived proficiency of skills in English can be seen in Table
20. According to this table, consistent with students and content professors, the
highest number of language instructors believe that their reading is 'very good' (n=

29, 64.4%), and the fewest number of instructors think their speaking is 'very good'

(n= 25, 55.6%).

Table 20
Language instructors' perceived level of English across skills
Reading Listening Writing Speaking
Perceived proficiency
n % n % n % n %
Very good 29 64.4 28 62.2 27 60.0 25 556
Good 2 4.4 3 6.7 4 8.9 6 133
Average 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Poor 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No response 14 31.1 14 31.1 14 31.1 14 31.1
Total 45  100.0 45 100.0 45 100.0 45 100.0
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Stakeholder perceptions
Perceptions of the students, content professors and language instructors regarding
sub-questions of general attitude towards EMI, reasons to favor EMI, and reasons not

to favor EMI can be seen in Table 21.

Table 21

Perceptions of main stakeholders regarding sub-questions 1, 2 and 3

Sub-question Participant group n M SD

General attitude Student 205 4.49 0.66
Content Professor 81 3.92 1.16
Language Instructor 45 4.29 0.98
Total 331 4.32 0.88

Reasons to favor EMI Student 205 4.10 0.75
Content Professor 81 3.76 0.93
Language Instructor 45 4.12 0.89
Total 331 4.02 0.83

Reasons not to favor EMI  Student 205 3.51 0.99
Content Professor 81 3.25 1.14
Language Instructor 45 3.58 0.80
Total 331 3.46 1.01

When the means of perceptions regarding general attitudes towards EMI was taken
into consideration, the descriptive statistics have shown that students have the
highest mean average (M= 4.49, SD= 0.66) compared to the test value of 3, which
means that they have a very positive attitude towards EMI. The next highest
perception belongs to the language instructors (M= 4.29; SD= 0.98) and the lowest

among the three groups belongs to the content professors (M= 3.92; SD=1.16). In
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terms of reasons why these groups favor EMI, it can be seen that instructors have the
highest mean average (M=4.12; SD= 0.89), whereas content professors have the
lowest again (M=3.76; SD= 0.93), although once more, they have all responded

positively.

As for reasons not to favor EMI, but since the statements were reversed during entry
of the values, a mean higher than 3 still indicates a positive perception of EMI. Even
so, it is apparent that this is the most debatable area, since the total mean of three
groups combined is close to the test value (M=3.46; SD= 1.01), with instructors
showing the highest perception (M=3.58; SD= 0.8) and content professors the lowest

(M=3.25; SD= 1.14).

Perceptions about influence of EMI on subject learning and language acquisition

only concern the students and content professors, and their means can be seen in

Table 22.

Table 22

Perceptions of students and content professors regarding sub-questions 4 and 5
Sub-question Group n Mean SD
Influence of EMI on subject Student 205 4.27 1.01
learning Content Professor 81 3.14 0.96
Influence of EMI on language Student 205 4.36 0.72
acquisition Content Professor 81 4.10 1.04

65



In the table, it can be seen that students think EMI influences their learning of
subjects more positively (M=4.27; SD= 1.01) than content professors do (M=3.14;

SD= 0.95).

The same principle is applicable to whether EMI influences the students' English
acquisition, in which items the students show a slightly higher level of positivity
(M=4.36; SD= 1.01) than the content professors (M= 4.1; SD= 1.04). However, it is

worth to note that both groups are positive overall with a mean higher than 4.0.

Differences between stakeholder perceptions

General attitude, reasons to favor and reasons not to favor EMI

In order to measure whether there is a significant difference among perceptions of
students, content professors and language instructors, Welch ANOVA was used, the

results of which can be observed in Table 23.

Table 23

Results of Welch ANOVA

Sub-question df; df; F
General attitude 2 91.08 8.89*
Reasons to favor EMI 2 99.53 4.45%*
Reasons not to favor EMI 2 113.92 2.06
*p<0.05

The results show that in terms of general attitude, there is a statistically significant
mean difference between the three stakeholder groups (p= 0.00). In order to see
where the mean difference is, Games-Howell post-hoc test was conducted, and it

shows that there is a mean difference between content professors and students (p=
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0.00). For reasons to favor EMI, the Welch ANOVA shows that there is also a
statistically significant mean difference here (p=0.01), and the post-hoc test shows
that it is again between content professors and students. For reasons not to favor EMI,

no significant mean difference was found between stakeholder perceptions (p= 0.13).

Influence of EMI on subject learning and language acquisition

Because only students and content professors responded the second scale,
independent samples t-test was conducted to see the mean difference between these
two groups for the influence of EMI on subject learning and language acquisition,

which are shown in Table 24.

Table 24
Mean difference between students and content professors for sub-questions 4 & 5

Sub-question F Sig t. df p

Influence of EMI on subject learning 048 049 88 154.69 0.00
Influence of EMI on language 7.11 0.00 232 284  0.04

acquisition

The fourth sub-question was whether EMI influences the learning of subjects by
students, and it was revealed that there was a statistically significant mean difference
between students and content professors' perceptions regarding this question (p=
0.00). Lastly, in the question of whether EMI influences the students' English
language acquisition, the t-test revealed that there was also a statistically significant

mean difference between the perception of students and content professors (p= 0.04).
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Open-ended questions
The first open-ended question asks if the students, content professors and language
instructors have any further comments on the subject of EMI, which was asked after
the first scale of the survey. To this question, there were 14 responses by students, 15
responses by content professors and 9 by language instructors.

The number of positive, negative, neutral and irrelevant responses can be seen in

Table 25.

Table 25

Number of comments about EMI
Group Positive  Negative Neutral Irrelevant  Total
Students 6 3 3 1 14
Content professors 4 4 2 6 15
Language Instructors 2 1 2 4 9
Total 12 8 7 11 38

Also in Table 26, the frequencies of the recurring themes can be found. As can be
seen, the theme mentioned the most by students is improving their English language
skills (n=9), whereas the most common theme mentioned by content professors was

lesson effectiveness (n= 6) under their general attitude towards EMI.

Table 26
Theme distribution for comments about general attitude about EMI
Theme Students Content Language
Professors Instructors
Improving English 9 3 3
Reaching sources 2 1 2
Lesson effectiveness 2 6 1
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Table 26 (cont'd)
Theme distribution for comments about general attitude about EMI

Academic development 0 5 1
Personal development 2 0 0
Globalization 0 1 0
Employment opportunity 0 1 0
Social effect 3 2 0

The comments that support EMI about this theme focus on the idea that Turkish
terminology in science and technology is not necessary, are not used even if created,
and therefore EMI cannot be blamed for this. To illustrate, a comment indicates, "I
do not think that it is important to produce Turkish words in areas of science and
technology. I think that staying within national boundaries will limit the development
of science and technology. Therefore, I find the use of romance words more logical",
another one states "I do not think that Turkish words are produced, or used even if
they are produced. Therefore, I do not think English medium instruction has an effect

on this".

The negative comments focus on how difficult it is to understand lessons, the
difficulty English terminology creates in understanding Turkish sources, and how
English affects the Turkish language because of the way it is seen as an indicator of
status. For example, a student said "Education in English can be very difficult for
individuals whose English is not good. There should be a better education in
preparatory school, or these students should be tolerated in lessons". Another claims,

"I think English leads to corruption due to society's perspective (glorifying English
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and seeing it as an indicator of status rather than a means of communication)".

Content professors' most recurrent theme in this question was lesson effectiveness.
The positive comments under this theme include the view that EMI helps students to
communicate with foreigners and that it helps them "extend their knowledge and
skills". Comments include one stating "Chances of being accepted by universities
abroad for graduate studies are obviously higher if the student has a decent level of
English (plus other foreign languages). If the student is a graduate of a university
which does not offer English-medium education, the exact opposite is the case",
whereas another indicates "Instruction in English is a must, whether we like it or not.
Because worldwide communication of science and technology in in English, we

cannot avoid English".

Content professors' negative comments suggest that there are some insufficiencies
such as instructors that are not proficient in English. One comment mentions
"English level of many academicians are not sufficient to teach in English. This
eventually affects understanding of the students". A content professor indicated that
he/she is "interested in teaching [his/her] field, not furthering or assessing the use of
English". There is also the idea that when native speakers of Turkish come together
to discuss an academic subject in English, it affects the depth of the conversation

negatively.
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Language instructors focused mostly on English language as well, stating the
positives as its facilitation of cultural exchange. On the other hand, the negatives
were stated as students believing they can succeed in an EMI program with an
intermediate level of English and therefore not paying attention to preparatory school
lessons. A positive view states that it is necessary "to meet global academic
standards", but others believe otherwise since in Turkey "there is little to develop"
their English level outside the classroom, it is not a successful system. The comment
also specifies "Given the right conditions it is likely to be positive for students (i.e.
access to contemporary material, facilitate cultural exchange etc.) but in many cases

it is a complete fantasy, especially in a national context like Turkey".

The second and third open-ended questions asked about the positive and negative
sides of EMI, which were only posed to students and content professors. For the
positive sides, there were 91 responses by students and 49 responses by content
professors, whereas for the negative, 80 students and 49 content professors

responded. In Table 27, the recurrence frequency of themes can be found for the two

questions.

Table 27

Theme distribution for positive and negative sides of EMI

Positive sides Negative sides
Themes Students Content ~ Students  Content
Professors Professors

English language 42 21 40 22
Reaching sources 32 17 4 0
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Table 27 (cont'd)
Theme distribution for positive and negative sides of EMI

Lesson effectiveness 0 3 41 20
Academic development 16 5 2 3
Personal reasons 11 10 4 4
Globalization 9 7 1 1
Employment opportunity 15 7 3 3
Social effect 2 1 1 1

From this table, it is apparent that in both questions the themes that students and
content professors are mostly concerned with are regarding English language, lesson
effectiveness and reaching sources. It is clear that English language is equally an
advantage and a drawback of EMI according to both students and content professors.
The positive comments on this are mostly about being able to practice it, and that if a

student's English develops, their understanding of the concept also develops.

It is interesting that students did not mention lesson effectiveness in the positive sides
at all (n= 0), but there were many comments about it in the negative sides of EMI
(n=41), parallel to content professors' responses, where they only mentioned it a few
times as a positive (n= 3), but many times as a negative (n= 20). To illustrate, a
student suggested "I have difficulty in focusing during the lesson", whereas another
states "It creates a barrier in understanding the subjects. Even if a person's language
skills are high, even if they get used to using a foreign language, because some
concepts are shaped in the mother tongue, it can be difficult to connect the newly

learned information with these concepts".
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On the other hand, reaching sources was mentioned frequently (n=32) and also
academic development was mentioned as a positive side of EMI by a considerable
number of students (n=16). To illustrate, a student stated "Science and technology
are developed in English, so it is easier to follow the developments". Also, as
advantages, it can be seen that students believe EMI will give them the opportunities
for employment and "makes it possible to work in international projects in the
future" (n=15), and personal development (n=11) such as being able to think in a
different language, cognitive development and having a wider perspective of their

area and the world.

The negative side that was most heavily mentioned as a drawback was lesson
effectiveness both by students (n= 41), and also by content professors (2=20). A
student claimed that a negative side is "not understanding the main point of the
lessons, memorizing", and a professor stated that students "are unable to give
feedback and communicate in class. They understand less". These comments were
mainly connected to the theme of language as well, because they were mostly about
how EMI creates a language barrier, which makes the students try to understand the

language first before being able to focus on the concept or the course itself.

It was also mentioned both by students and content professors that because of a
lower level of English, students were reluctant to speak in lessons, and content

professors mentioned that they do not feel genuine when instructing in a different
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language than their native one. A professor stated that they "cannot talk about the

local concepts (philosophy, jokes) as you wish in a foreign language".

Many students and content professors agree on the idea that English language should
be taught more effectively before undergraduate education, so that students can reach
a sufficient level early on. Content professors and students also mentioned that
content professors with a low level of English affect the course and their
understanding even more negatively, as in the words of a professor stating "If the

instructor's English is not sufficient, the course material may not be understood

properly".
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
Introduction
This chapter overviews the research question, its significance for the literature and
main findings pertaining to the perceptions of main stakeholders who work or study
in a university that uses English as the language of instruction in Turkey, and the
difference between their perceptions of EMI. Finally, the chapter reports the
implications of the present study for practice and further research, and its

limitations.

Overview of the study
The purpose of this research was to discover the perceptions of undergraduate
students, content professors and language instructors of EMI universities in Turkey,
and whether there was a significant difference in the perceptions between these
groups. After conducting a survey to obtain quantitative data and asking open-ended
questions within the survey for qualitative data, the analyses were conducted. This
research attempted to find answers for the questions below:

1. What are the background characteristics of students, content professors and
English language instructors of universities in Turkey where the main
medium of instruction is English?

2. What are the perceptions of students, content professors and English
language instructors of universities in Turkey where the main medium of
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3. instruction is English, regarding their experience of EMI?
4. Is there a difference between the perceptions of undergraduate students,
content professors and language instructors regarding their
a. general attitude towards EMI
b. reasons to favor EMI
c. reasons not to favor EMI?
5. Is there a difference between the perceptions of students and content
professors regarding the influence of EMI on
a. subject learning

b. language skill acquisition?

Discussion of major findings
Perceptions of students, content professors and language instructors
It was found in this research that all groups have a positive perception towards EMI,
the highest belonging to students and the lowest belonging to content professors.
Some students' comments resemble Flowerdew's (2013) views on English and
having a global perspective of the world, such as one suggesting that being able to
think in English as well "provides a wider perspective", whereas a content professor
has mentioned that "speaking, understanding, thinking in another language makes
people interested in other 'worlds'. So [EMI courses] can help students to widen their
horizons", or another who believes it contributes to "advancing thinking skills

[because] English is the /ingua franca".
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Also, the participants' perceptions are in line with the idea that English has become
the common language of education and academic sources (British Council &
TEPAYV, 2015; Brumfit, 2004; Graddol, 1997). On this topic, content professors
have indicated that "mostly, scientific papers are in English" and that "if they know
English well, they can research more from international resources". A language

instructor also noted "it is good when the majority of the literature is in English".

It can also be established that studying an EMI program will make the students have
less trouble academically in different contexts worldwide (Coleman; 2006; Doiz et
al., 2011; Jensen & Thogersen, 2011). As a language instructor put it "[EMI] is
necessary to accommodate international students and faculty, and to meet global
academic standards," and a student suggests "I think it will be very effective for
those who aim to progress academically”, and a content professors state it creates a
"chance to work abroad" and "preparing students for an international graduate
school and job market, equipping them with the necessary skills for competition in

such market".

In the light of these results, it can be suggested that the findings of this research are
not in accord with Osam et al.'s (2019) findings, who have indicated that students in
their first year of university have a low level of motivation due to EMI because
slightly more than half of the students that took part in this study were in their first

year of study (50.7%), and they have a very high perception regarding EMI. Also,
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the results negate those of British Council and TEPAV's (2015) report in that the
majority of students do not believe that EMI can be an unnecessary burden. Yet, the
finding of Kilickaya (2006), who suggests that instructors would rather teach in
Turkish and they are concerned about students' proficiency and participation level in

an EMI lesson can be seen as parallel to this research.

Perception differences between participant groups in terms of general attitudes
towards EMI, and reasons to favor and not to favor EMI

The second result of the study was that in terms of general attitudes towards EMI,
reasons to favor EMI, significant differences were found between the perceptions of
students and content professors. The third sub-question, which is concerned with
reasons not to favor EMI, does not show a statistically significant mean difference
between groups. The open-ended questions also reveal that students see many
positive sides and reasons for choosing an EMI program, which include reaching
sources, following improvements and being a part of an international standard. A
student has stated that studying in an EMI university is advantageous because "we
carry the quality of an international university, and therefore we are seen as ahead of
others in our careers". Although all participant groups' means show a positive
perception of EMI, the significant mean difference may be because of the negative

ideas of content professors regarding EMI, and their experiences in lessons.
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According to content professors' reply to negative sides, one noted that "English

may damage the local language" which is also mentioned in the literature (Doiz et
al., 2011; Jensen & Thogersen, 2011), another stated that "In a context where you
create a personal relationship with a Turkish-native student, like in a design studio,
speaking in English turns into acting in a theater play. While giving examples from
daily life and supporting them with idioms, sayings etc. in daily life makes it easier
for the student to feel the problem beyond understanding it, in a foreign language it
causes them to only think about the problem only in its primary meaning". Moreover,
the fact that it is more expensive than TMI has been stated by Kerestecioglu and

Bayyurt (2018), and also by content professors in open-ended questions.

On the other hand, Jensen and Thogersen (2011) have suggested that younger
instructors' perceptions are more positive, and according to this result, the lower
perception level of the content professors in this research might be due to the fact
that the majority of the participants have been teaching in an EMI context from 7 to

more than 10 years.

Perception differences between students and content professors in terms of
influence of EMI on subject learning and language acquisition

In terms of influence of EMI on subject learning and acquisition of the English
language, significant differences were found between the perceptions of students

and content professors. From the responses, it was seen that conducting lessons in
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English was seen both by students and content professors as a facilitator and a door
to global literature and technological development. These results are also in line
with the ideas that are supported by many researches (Coleman, 2006; Doiz et al.,

2011; Jensen & Thogersen, 2011).

On the other hand, the responses to open-ended questions show that students and
content professors see EMI as a barrier between the students and academic success
in the courses, and an extraneous burden on the students. For example, a student
states that "[Students] have trouble not because of the subject but because they

cannot succeed in [understanding] the subject in English".

British Council and TEPAYV have also suggested this in their report (2015), and
Macaro and Akincioglu (2018) have indicated that the students' different levels of
English language may affect their preferences negatively, and Macaro et al. (2016)
have asserted that foreign language use becomes an obstacle in terms of lesson
learning. Yet this "language barrier" can be bilateral. The background information
results show that the lowest skill in content professors' self-evaluation seems to be
"Speaking". This can be problematic since content professors are expected to speak
during the lessons in English, and it this problem has been mentioned in the
open-ended questions by both content professors and students. To illustrate, one
content professor stated, "Not all academicians have a sufficient level of English. So

they can't teach properly, and students cannot understand fully because of this
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language barrier", and another suggesting "If the instructor's English is not sufficient,
the course material may not be understood properly". On this topic, a student
indicated, "Everybody's English can be different, as in, a professor who cannot teach
the subject in English can be very fluent and systematic in Turkish. This is not about
the lesson being specifically in English but about the professor's personal situation".
This problem has also been mentioned Kerestecioglu and Bayyurt (2018), who warn
that if the instructors' and students' English levels are not sufficient, the aims of the

lessons may not be met.

Implications for practice
This study shows that students' level of English was not sufficient to comfortably
focus on their content lessons without trying to improve their English. This situation
decreases the effectiveness of the content lessons and therefore forces students to
memorize. To solve this issue, policy makers, such as the Ministry of National
Education or HEC, can focus on English language education before undergraduate
education, and create or change policies so that students graduate high school with a
higher level of English. This will let students have a sufficient level of English
before they reach the age to attend their departments in the university, even if they
still study in English language preparatory programs to learn/improve academic

English.
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Another implication of this study can be for English language preparatory programs
to consider giving students more time to reach a higher level of English, and make
revisions to better the quality of education in the preparatory schools, for the same
purpose to ensure that students start their departments with sufficient skill levels,

making them reap the benefits of their EMI content lessons more effectively.

Another issue that was mentioned in the results is that the content professors do not
feel genuine in speaking a foreign language during their instruction, or their own
level of English may not be sufficient to give effective instructions. As an
implication to solve this issue, institutions may consider offering in-service training
for their academic staff to make them more accustomed to teaching lessons in

English as suggested by content professors and students in open-ended questions.

The results of this study also show that EMI does not only concern HEIs but is also
an issue that concerns the government as well, as stated by many of the stakeholders
EMI is necessary simply due to globalization, or because students and teachers may
want to conduct research abroad, and raise the standards of the HEIs in Turkey.
Therefore, Turkish policy makers should consider EMI issues to stay active in the
global market of academic education, just as other countries' policy makers do, since
it is an issue that not only HEIs but also governments are concerned with around the
world (Gardt & Hiippauf, 2004; Jensen & Thogersen, 2011; Macaro & Akincioglu,

2018).
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Implications for further research
Firstly, this research focuses on the students, content professors and language
instructors of EMI universities. For further research, the perceptions of other
stakeholders can be taken into account. Other stakeholders such as parents,
managing administrators or decision-making bodies such as rectors and university
boards, or government policy makers such as HEC officials would add more depth
into the perspectives regarding issue of EMI, letting researchers see the issues from

a wider perspective.

Additionally, the main focus of this research is EMI universities on the other hand it
would be useful for research to be conducted including a comparison of similarities
and differences between EMI and non-EMI or Turkish-medium instruction
programs in Turkey, which would shed more light on the status quo and might
improve programs using either or both media of instruction. Such research would
also contribute to the decision process of changing the medium of instruction

according to the outcomes.

Moreover, this research collected data through online surveys. Yet online surveys
cannot always reach the depths of the issue, such as the reasons why the participants
have such perceptions. For this purpose, other qualitative data collection techniques
such as in-depth interviews with stakeholders, student and/or teacher journals, or

field observations, whose data can be analyzed using content analysis, can be
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conducted to shed more light into the reasoning and other related ideas of the
stakeholders regarding their perceptions, and let them convey their thoughts and

perceptions individually.

Other implications for further research include conducting research with higher
numbers of participants, since this one was conducted with 331 participants. Also,
this was a survey research and the data was collected in a short time, yet longitudinal

studies could be used to receive more holistic results.

Limitations
The first limitation of this study is that it was practically difficult to pursue such
research with all stakeholders, such as parents, and the managing administrators and
decision-making bodies such as the rectors, and government policy makers such as
YOK officials, due to restrictions in time. Therefore, the participants of this research
only include the students, content professors and English language instructors in the
8 universities that have fully adopted EMI, and 17, which use EMI in the majority of

their faculties in their institution in Turkey.

The present research makes use of surveys as its main data collection instrument.
Aldridge and Levine (2001) give two main drawbacks for this. The first is the
lacking control of variables, as would be possible in an experiment, due to the lack

of a possibility to employ laboratory conditions. The second criticism of surveys
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they mention is participant bias, due to the participants' awareness of taking part in a

study, which might lead to artificial responses (Aldridge & Levine, 2001).

Another limitation is that the surveys were sent through email to the deans,
department heads and language school heads, and although who should take the
surveys is specified in the email, it cannot be controlled whether the correct
participants reply the surveys. Due to time restrictions, other stakeholders' accounts
were not taken, in-depth interviews and observations could not be conducted, and a

longitudinal study was not possible in the case of this research.
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APPENDIX A: Student Questionnaire
Ogrenci Anketi

Degerli 6grenciler,

Bu anket, Thsan Dogramaci Bilkent Universitesi Egitim Programlari ve
Ogretim yiiksek lisans programi gergevesinde, egitim dili Ingilizce olan
{iniversitelerde, 6grencilerin ve dgretim elemanlarinin ingilizce dilinde
ogretim hakkindaki diislincelerini 6l¢gme amagh tezim i¢in hazirlanmistir.
Anketi doldurmaniz yaklasik 5 dakikanizi alacaktir. Bu anket
kapsaminda;
* Kimliginiz kesinlikle a¢ik ifade edilmeyecektir.
* Cevaplarmiz okul tarafindan bilinmeyecek ve Ogrencilik
haklariniz1 etkilemeyecektir.
* 18 yasii doldurmus olmaniz gerekmektedir.
* Anketten istediginiz zaman ayrilabilirsiniz.
o Istediginiz takdirde sonuglar sizinle paylasilacaktir. Bu durumda,
asagidaki e-mail adresinden bana ulasabilirsiniz.
* Verilerinizin arastirmamda kullanilmasina izin vermeme hakkina
sahipsiniz. Bu durumda liitfen asagidaki kutucugu isaretleyiniz.
U Ankette verdigim cevaplarin ve verilerimin kullanilmasini
istemiyorum.
* Arastirmam i¢in ek bilgi saglamak amaciyla kisa bir miilakata
goniillii olursaniz, size ulasmam i¢in liitfen e-mail adresinizi ve
telefon numaranizi paylaginiz.

e-mail: telefon: +90 (5 )

Yukaridaki sartlar1 kabul ediyorsaniz, ankete baglamak i¢in Devam

butonuna tiklayimniz.

Katkilariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.
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Alev Sezin Kahvecioglu
MA. Bilkent University/ Curriculum and Instruction
e-mail: sezin.cirak@bilkent.edu.tr

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit

I. BOLUM: Kisisel Bilgiler
1. Cinsiyetiniz: [JK [JE

2. Universitenizin tiirii: [ Vakaf [ Devlet

3. Universitenizin bulundugu sehir:

[ Istanbul ) Ankara [ Izmir [J Diger:

4. Su anda boliimiiniizde kaginci yariyiliniz?

1 1.-3. [14.-6. 17.-9. 010.-12. 012+

5. Boliimiiniiziin bilimsel alani:

[J Miihendislik (] Tip Bilimleri [ Sosyal ve Idari Bilimler
[ Egitim ) Fen Bilimleri [] Sanat 1 Diger:

6. Hazirlik okudunuz mu?

L] Evet L[] Hayir

7. Boliimiiniize gegerken dil yeterliliginizi nasil kanitladiniz?
1 Kurum hazirlik atlama sinavi ~ [J TOEFL [ IELTS
JFCE ] Diger:

8. a. Dil yeterlilik sinavindan ge¢me notunuzu nasil degerlendirirsiniz?

[ Cok yiiksek [ Yiikksek [ Sinirda basarili

8. Ingilizce disinda herhangi baska bir yabanci dilde rahat iletisim

kurabiliyor musunuz?

L/Evet [/Hayir
9. a. Cevabimiz ‘EVET’ ise hangi dil/diller ile rahat iletisim kurabildiginizi
belirtiniz:



10. Daha 6nce anadili Ingilizce olan veya olmayan baska bir iilkede
yasadiniz m1?
(Uygun olan tiim secenekleri isaretleyiniz)
] Bagka bir iilkede yasamadim.
[ Anadili Ingilizce olan bir iilkede yasadim.

[ Anadili ingilizce olmayan bir iilkede yasadim.

10. a. Eger baska bir iilkede yasadiysaniz liitfen en uzun siire kaldiginiz
tilkede ne kadar siire kaldiginiz1 igaretleyiniz.

(1 0-3ayll 4-6 ay 1 7-11 ay

0 1-3yil [ 3 yildan fazla

11. Lisenizin okul tiirii ve egitim dili:

] Devlet kurumu

1 Ozel kurum (ingilizce)

1 Ozel kurum (Tiirkge veya baska bir yabanci dil)

12. Liseyi nerede okudunuz?

T Yurtdist
) Marmara Bolgesi ' Ege Bolgesi ) I¢ Anadolu Bolgesi
"1 Ege Bolgesi 1 Akdeniz Bolgesi  [] Dogu Anadolu Bolgesi

] Karadeniz Bolgesi [ Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi

13. Annenizin egitim durumu: (En son bitirdigi egitim kurumu/diizeyi)
Anne: ] Okul bitirmemis 1] Tlkokul ) Ortaokul
] Lise

[ Universite ) Lisansiistii (master/doktora)

14. Babanizin egitim durumu: (En son bitirdigi egitim kurumu/diizeyi)
Baba [ Okul bitirmemis [ Ilkokul 1 Ortaokul [ Lise

[ Universite ] Lisansiistii (master/doktora)

15. Egitim dili Ingilizce olan bir iiniversiteyi dncelikli segme nedenleriniz
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nelerdir? (Birden fazla secenek isaretleyebilirsiniz.)

[IKaliteli bir egitim almak i¢in

ingilizceyi daha iyi 6grenmek igin

[1Ogrenim dilinin Ingilizce olmasi kendi alanimda yapilan ¢alismalari
anlamami saglayacagi igin

[ Alanim1 Ingilizce okumak is bulmami kolaylastiracagi igin

CJAilem istedigi igin

"JPuanim uygun oldugu i¢in
"IDiger
(Liitfen
BEIITINIZ)...ccciiiiiiii ettt e e e et e et e et e e e nreeeaneas

16. Asagidaki her bir dil becerisi i¢in yeterlik diizeyinizi uygun secenegi

isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

COK Y1 : Duydugum ve okudugum her seyi kolaylikla anlayabiliyor,
farkli ve karmagik konularda iyi yapilandirilmis kompozisyon
yazabiliyor, ana dili konusan insanlara giinliik konugmada kendimi
akic1 ve dogru sekilde ifade edebiliyorum.

IYI: Farkli konulardaki metinlerin ve konusmalarm ana fikirlerini
anlayabiliyor, bazi konularda a¢ik kompozisyonlar yazabiliyor, ana
dili konusan kisilerle ¢ok caba sarf etmeden belli bir akicilikta iletigim
kurabiliyorum.

ORTA: Giinliik dilde sik kullanilan ciimle ve ifadeleri yaptigim
okumalarda ve duydugumda anlayabiliyor, basit konularda kendim

ve ¢cevrem ile ilgili tanimlar yapabiliyor, yavas ve agik
konusuldugunda karsidaki kisi ile iletisim kurabiliyorum.

ZAYIF: Giinliik dilde basit ciimle ve ifadeleri yaptigim okumalarda
ve duydugumda anlayabiliyor, kendi kisisel bilgilerim hakkinda basit
climleler yazabiliyor, yavas konusuldugunda nerede yasadigi ve

sahip olduklar1 seyler gibi konularda karsimdakiyle

konusabiliyorum.
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Dil becerisi

Cok iyi

Iyi

Orta

Zayif

Okuma

Dinleme

Yazma

Konusma
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II. BOLUM: Yabana dille 6gretim

1. Genel Tutum

Asagidaki ifadelere katilma derecenizi uygun se¢enegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.

(5) Tamamen katilryorum

(2) Katilmiyorum

(4) Katilyyorum

(3) Kararsizim

(1) Hi¢ katilmiyorum

buluyorum.

YABANCI DILLE OGRETIME S
N

[LISKIN iIFADELER g S
s N = S S

¥ 3 3 o > =

GENEL TUTUM S § | S g >
X | & e e T

1. Ingilizce ile 6gretimi yararl 3

2. Universitede Ingilizce ile dgretim

gereklidir.

3. Universitede sayisal dersler

Ingilizce yapilmalidir.

4. Universitede sozel dersler

Ingilizce olarak okutulmalidr.

5. Tiim {iniversitelerde Ingilizce
ile

Ogretimden vazgecilmelidir.

6. Ingilizce ile 6gretim yapmak
yerine Ingilizcenin daha etkin

ogretilmesi gerekir.

7. Ingilizce ile 6gretim, dgrencilerin
alan derslerindeki basarisini

olumsuz etkiler.
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8. Genel olarak sayisal ve sozel
derslerinin Ingilizce yapilmasini

uygun buluyorum.

9. Ogrencilerin Ingilizce temeli daha
saglam olursa sayisal ve sozel

derslerindeki basarilar1 artar.

10. ingilizce ile 6gretim dgrencilerin
biligsel (zihinsel) gelisimine katki

saglamaktadir.

11. ingilizce ile 6gretim yapan bir
kuruma devam etmek toplum
icerisinde kisiye sayginlik

kazandirmaktadir.
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12.Ingilizce ile 6gretim hedef dilin
(6rn. Ingilizce) kiiltiiriinii tanimaya 5 4 3 2 1

katk1 saglamaktadir.

13. ingilizce ile dgretim say1sal ve sdzel
derslerinin verimliligini olumsuz S 4 3 2 1

olarak etkilemektedir.

14. ingilizce ile 6gretim, dgrencilere
bu dili kullanim ortamt yarattig1 igin,
Ingilizcelerinin gelismesini

saglamaktadir.

15. ingilizce ile 6gretim yaraticiligs

siirlamaktadir.

16. Ingilizce artik uluslararasi bir dil
haline geldiginden, Ingilizce ile 6gretim |5 4 3 2 1

kiiltiirel agidan yozlasmaya yol agmaz.

17. ingilizce ile 6gretim bilim ve
teknoloji alanlarinda Tiirk¢e

o 5 4 3 2 1
sozctiklerin iretilmesini olumsuz yonde

etkilemektedir.

18. Ingilizce ile dgretim yabanci dili

ogretmek icin etkili bir yontemdir.

Yukaridaki ifadeler ile ilgili olarak eklemek istediginiz goriislerinizi liitfen

belirtiniz.

2. Ogretim Siireci

Asagidaki ifadelere katilma derecenizi uygun se¢enegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.
Ifadede belirtilen bir durum sizin kurumunuzda gecerli degilse ve hi¢ olmadiysa, o
ifadeyi “GD”(Gegerli Degil) olarak isaretleyiniz. Liitfen cevapsiz ifade

birakmayiniz.
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a) Alan Derslerinin 6grenilmesi

YABANCI DiLLE OGRETIME

[LISKIN IFADELER
OGRETIM SURECI

Tamamen
Katiliyorum
Katiliyorum
Kararsizim
Katilmiyorum
Hic
katilmiyyorum

Gegerli degil

1. Derslerin Ingilizce olmasi
derslerdeki basarimi olumlu

yonde etkiliyor.

konuyu Ingilizce olarak
anlattiginda kavramakta zorluk

cekiyorum.

2. Derslerde 6gretim eleman1  bir

GD

3. Derslerde 6gretim elemaninin
Ingilizce olarak anlattig1 konular

Tiirk¢e’ye ¢evirmesini istiyorum.

GD

4. Derslerde Ingilizce olarak soru

sormakta zorluk ¢ekiyorum.

GD

5. Derslerde Ingilizce olarak
sorulan s6zlii sorulara cevap

vermekte zorluk ¢ekiyorum.

GD

6. Derslerde Ingilizce olarak
sorulan yazil sorulara cevap

vermekte zorluk ¢ekiyorum.

GD

7. Derslerde 6gretim elemant
sorulara Ingilizce olarak cevap
verdiginde cevabi anlamakta

zorluk ¢ekiyorum.

GD

8. Derslerde ingilizce olarak
islenen bir konuyu Ingilizce
olarak 6zetlemekte zorluk

c¢ekmiyorum.

GD




9. Derslerde kullanilan Ingilizce
kaynaklar1 anlamakta zorluk

cekiyorum.

GD

10. Derslerde terimlerin hem
Ingilizcesi hem Tiirk¢esini
ogrenmek bana arti bir yiik

getirmektedir.

GD

11. Derslerin Ingilizce olmasi yeni

Ogrenilen terimlerin ve
kavramlarin aklimda kalmasini

zorlastirtyor.

GD
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12. Derslerin Ingilizce 6gretilmesi

beni ezbercilige yoneltiyor.

GD

13. Derslerdeki kavramlar1 ancak

Tiirkge olarak 6grenebilirim.

GD

14. Sinavlarin Ingilizce
yapilmasi bagarimi olumsuz 5 4 3 2 1

yonde etkiliyor.

GD

15. Derslerin Ingilizce olarak yapilmasmnin olumlu yénleri sizce

nelerdir? Litfen belirtiniz.

16. Derslerin Ingilizce olarak yapilmasinin olumsuz

yonleri sizce nelerdir? Liitfen belirtiniz.

b. Dil becerileri: Derslerin Ingilizce yapilmasi.....

17. Ingilizcedeki dinleme becerimi

gelistiriyor.

GD

18. Ingilizcedeki okuma ve
okudugunu anlama becerimi 5 4 3 2 1

gelistiriyor.

GD

19. Ingilizcedeki yazma becerimi

gelistiriyor.

GD

20. Ingilizcedeki konusma becerimi

gelistiriyor.

GD

21. Tiirkgemi gelistirmeme engel

oluyor.

GD

104




APPENDIX B: Content Professor Questionnaire

Dear Professor,

This questionnaire was prepared for my thesis within the scope of Ihsan

Dogramaci Bilkent University, Curriculum and Instruction Master's

Program, with the purpose of exploring the perceptions of the main

stakeholders of universities where the medium of instruction is English

(EMI).

It will take approximately 5 minutes to complete the questionnaire.

In terms of this questionnaire;

O

e-mail:

Your identification will never be disclosed.

Your answers will not be shared with the school and will not
affect your working rights.

You can leave the questionnaire any time you want.

The results will be shared with you if you request them. In this
case, you can reach me via the e-mail address stated below.

You have the right to forbid the use of your data in my research. If
this is the case, please select the box below.

I do not allow the use of my answers in the questionnaire or my
data.

If you would like to volunteer for a short interview to provide me
with further information please share your e-mail address and
phone number below.

mobile: +90 (5 )

If you accept these terms, please click "Next" to begin the questionnaire.

Thank you for your contribution.

Alev Sezin Kahvecioglu

MA. Bilkent University/ Curriculum and Instruction

e-mail:

sezin.cirak@bilkent.edu.tr
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Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit

PART I: Personal Information
1. Gender: JFemale [1Male
2. University type:  [J Public ' Foundation
4. Where is your university?
() Istanbul [ Ankara [ Izmir [] Other:
5. Your academic position:
] Instructor ] Assistant Professor
] Associate Professor  [] Professor
6. Which academic discipline are you teaching?
] Engineering [J Natural Sciences ] Medicinal Sciences

[1 Social and Administrative Sciences [ Education [] Art [1Other:

7. How long have you been teaching in an English medium instruction (EMI)
context?

"l less than 1 year  [] 1-3 years [] 4-6 years

11 7-10 years "l more than 10 years

8. Is English your native language?

[ Yes .l No

9. Can you communicate comfortably in any other foreign language than
your native language and English?

Yes LINo

9. a. If your answer is 'Yes', please indicate in which language(s):

10. Have you ever lived in a country where the native language was or was_
not English? (Choose all that apply)

' No, I have never lived in a different country.

7] Yes, I have lived in a country where the native language was English.

"] Yes, [ have lived in a country where the native language was not English.
10. a. If your answer is "Yes', what was the duration of your longest stay:

] 0-3 months 1 4-6 months ] 7-11 months

[ 1-3 years ") more than 3 years
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11. If you are not a native speaker of English, please indicate your

proficiency level for each skill below by selecting the appropriate choice.

VERY GOOD: I can understand everything I hear and read easily,
write a well-structured essay about different and complex subjects, and
express myself fluently and correctly in daily speech with native
speakers.

GOOD: I can understand the main ideas of text and speech of
different subjects, write clear essays about some subjects, and
communicate with native speakers with a certain level of fluency,
without much effort.

AVERAGE: I can understand sentences and phrases commonly
used in daily language in texts and in speech, describe myself and/or
my surroundings when talking about basic subjects, and
communicate when I am spoken to slowly and clearly.

POOR: I can understand basic daily language sentences and phrases
in texts and in speech, write basic sentences about my personal
information, and talk about where someone lives or what they have

when [ am spoken to slowly.

Skill Very Good Good Average Poor

Reading

Listening

Writing

Speaking
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PART II: University Instruction in English

1. General Attitude

Please indicate your level of agreement with the statements below by selecting the

appropriate choice.

(5) Completely agree  (4) Agree  (3) Neutral

disagree

(2) Disagree

(1) Completely

STATEMENTS ABOUT
UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION
IN ENGLISH

GENERAL ATTITUDE

Completely Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Completely Disagree

1. I find instruction in English

beneficial.

2. Instruction in English is necessary in

universities.

3. Numerical courses in universities

should be conducted in English.

4. Verbal courses in universities should

be conducted in English.

5. Instruction in English should be

abolished in all universities.

6. English should be taught more
effectively instead of teaching in

English.

7. Instruction in English affects students'

W
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success in content lessons negatively.

8. In general, I find it appropriate that
numerical and verbal lessons are

conducted in English.

9. Students will be more successful in
numerical and verbal courses if their

foundation in English is stronger.

10. Instruction in English contributes to

students' cognitive development.

11. Studying in an institution that
teaches in English will make a person

earn respect in the community.
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12. Instruction in English contributes to
the introduction of the culture of the |5 4 3 2 1

target language (eg. English).

13. Instruction in English affects the
effectiveness of numerical and verbal 5 4 R] 2 1

lessons negatively.

14. Instruction in English improves the
students' English because it creates an 5 4 3 2 1

area of use for this language.

15. Instruction in English limits

creativity.

16. Because English has become an
international language, instruction in
English does not lead to cultural

degradation.

17. Instruction in English affects the
production of Turkish words in the
areas of science and technology

negatively.

18. Instruction in English is an effective

way to teach a foreign language.

Please add below if you have any other opinions about EMI.

2. Instruction Process

Please indicate your level of agreement with the statements below by selecting the
appropriate choice. If a situation in the statements is not valid in your institution or has
never existed, please select "N/A" (Not Applicable). Please do not leave any statement

unanswered.
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a) Teaching Content Lessons

STATEMENTS ABOUT
UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION
IN ENGLISH

INSTRUCTION PROCESS

Completely Agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Completely Disagree

Not Applicable

1. The lessons' being English
affects the success of students in

lessons positively.

9]

N

>

2. When I teach in English,
students have difficulty grasping
the subject.

N/A

3. Students ask me to translate the
subjects that I teach in English into
Turkish.

N/A

4. Students have difficulty asking

questions in English.

N/A

5. Students have difficulty
answering the oral questions I ask

in English.

N/A

6. Students have difficulty
answering the written questions I

ask in English.

N/A

7. When I reply questions in
English, students have difficulty

understanding my reply.

N/A

8. Students do not have difficulty
making an English summary of a

lesson I taught in English.

N/A
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9. Students have difficulty
understanding the English resource |5 4 3 2 1 N/A

materials I use in lessons.

10. Learning the terms both in
English and Turkish brings an 5 4 3 2 1 N/A

extra burden to students.

11. Lessons' being in English

makes it difficult for students to
5 4 3 2 1 N/A
remember newly learned terms and

concepts.
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12. The lessons’ being in English N/
leads students to learning by 5 4 3 2 1 A
memorization.
13. Students can only learn the N/
. _ . S 4 3 2 1
concepts in lessons in Turkish. A
14. The exams' being held in N/
English affects the success of 5 4 3 2 1 A
students negatively.
17. What do you believe are the positive sides of teaching lessons in
English? Please indicate them below.
16. What do you believe are the negative sides of teaching lessons in
English? Please indicate them below.
b. Language SKkills: The lessons' being taught in English...
17. Improves students' Listening
4 3 2 1 N/A
skills in English.
18. Improves students' Reading and
o ‘ 4 3 2 1 N/A
comprehension skills in English.
19. Improves students' Writing skills
_ _ 4 3 2 1 N/A
in English.
20. Improves students' Speakin
P r & 4 3 2 1 N/A
skills in English.
21. Prevents students from improving
4 3 2 1 N/A
their Turkish.
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APPENDIX C: Language Instructor Questionnaire

Dear instructors,

This questionnaire was prepared for my thesis within the scope of Ihsan
Dogramaci Bilkent University, Curriculum and Instruction Master's
Program, with the purpose of exploring the perceptions of the main
stakeholders of universities where the medium of instruction is English
(EMI). It will take approximately 5 minutes to complete the questionnaire.
In terms of this questionnaire;
*  Your identification will never be disclosed.
* Your answers will not be shared with the school and will not
affect your working rights.
* You can leave the questionnaire any time you want.
* The results will be shared with you if you request them. In this
case, you can reach me via the e-mail address stated below.
* You have the right to forbid the use of your data in my research. If
this is the case, please select the box below.
L1 1 do not allow the use of my answers in the questionnaire or my
data.
* If you would like to volunteer for a short interview to provide me
with further information please share your e-mail address and
phone number below.

e-mail: mobile: +90 (5 )

Thank you for your contribution.

Alev Sezin Kahvecioglu
MA. Bilkent University/ Curriculum and Instruction
e-mail: sezin.cirak@bilkent.edu.tr

Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Tijen Aksit
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PART I: Personal Information

1. Gender: "IFemale [1Male

2. University type:  [J Public ' Foundation

4. Where is your university?

(] Istanbul [ Ankara (] Izmir [] Other:

5. Your academic position:

] Instructor ] Assistant Professor

1 Associate Professor [ Professor

7. How long have you been teaching in an English medium instruction (EMI)
context?

"I less than 1 year  [] 1-3 years [] 4-6 years

1 7-10 years ") more than 10 years

8. Is English your native language?

JYes L[INo

9. Can you communicate comfortably in any other foreign language than your

native language and English?

LYes LINo
9. a. If your answer is 'Yes', please indicate in which language(s):

10. Have you ever lived in a country where the native language was or was_
not English? (Choose all that apply)

' No, I have never lived in a different country.

7] Yes, I have lived in a country where the native language was English.

"] Yes, [ have lived in a country where the native language was not English.
10. a. If your answer is "Yes', what was the duration of your longest stay:

] 0-3 months 1 4-6 months [J 7-11 months

[ 1-3 years ") more than 3 years

11. If you are not a native speaker of English, please indicate your

proficiency level for each skill below by selecting the appropriate choice.
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VERY GOOD: I can understand everything I hear and read easily,
write a well-structured essay about different and complex subjects, and
express myself fluently and correctly in daily speech with native
speakers.

GOOD: I can understand the main ideas of text and speech of
different subjects, write clear essays about some subjects, and
communicate with native speakers with a certain level of fluency,

without much effort.

AVERAGE: I can understand sentences and phrases commonly
used in daily language in texts and in speech, describe myself and/or
my surroundings when talking about basic subjects, and
communicate when I am spoken to slowly and clearly.

POOR: I can understand basic daily language sentences and phrases
in texts and in speech, write basic sentences about my personal
information, and talk about where someone lives or what they have

when [ am spoken to slowly.

Skill Very Good Good Average Poor

Reading

Listening

Writing

Speaking
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PART II: University Instruction in English
1. General Attitude

Please indicate your level of agreement with the statements below by selecting the
appropriate choice.
(5) Completely Agree  (4) Agree (3) Neutral (2) Disagree (1) Completely

Disagree

STATEMENTS ABOUT
UNIVERSITY INSTRUCTION
IN ENGLISH

GENERAL ATTITUDE

Completely Agree
Completely Disagree

Agree
Neutral
Disagree

1. I find instruction in English beneficial.

D. Instruction in English is necessary in

universities.

3. Numerical courses in universities

should be conducted in English.

1. Verbal courses in universities should |5 4 3 D 1

be conducted in English.

5. Instruction in English should be

abolished in all universities.

6. English should be taught more

[
-—
3]
N
—

efficiently effectively instead of teaching
in English.

7. Instruction in English affects students' |5 4 3 2 1
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success in content lessons negatively.

8. In general, I find it appropriate that
numerical and verbal lessons are

conducted in English.

0. Students will be more successful in
numerical and verbal courses if their

foundation in English is stronger.

10. Instruction in English contributes to

students' cognitive development.

11. Studying in an institution that teaches
in English will make a person earn

respect in the community.
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12. Instruction in English contributes to
the introduction of the culture of the S 4 3

target language (e.g. English).

13. Instruction in English affects the
effectiveness of numerical and verbal |5 4 3

lessons negatively.

14. Instruction in English improves the
students' English because it creates an S 4 3

area of use for this language.

15. Instruction in English limits

creativity.

16. Because English has become an
international language, instruction in
English does not lead to cultural

degradation.

17. Instruction in English affects the
production of Turkish words in the
areas of science and technology

negatively.

18. Instruction in English is an
affective way to teach a foreign S 4 3

language.

Please add below if you have any other opinions about EMI.
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