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ABSTRACT

AN ANALYSIS OF THE PREPARATORY STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES
TOWARD THE APPROPRIATENESS OF THE PREPARATORY
SCHOOL PROGRAM AT THE UNIVERSITY OF GAZIANTEP

ORS, Murat
M. A. Thesis, Department of English Language Teaching
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Filiz Y. TILFARLIOGLU
September 2006, 87 pages

Needs analysis has been the first step for the design of a syllabus.In this
research we tried to find out the needs of preparatory students to design a formal
syllabus which has not been subject to research from the foundation of the
preparatory program of the High School of Foreign Languages at the University of
Gaziantep.A questionnaire was administered to 146 students from three different
levels.Data analysis was applied to find out whether there were significant differences
between the levels of the students and their beliefs. The areas of investigation were the
importance given by the students to the learning of English, the views of students
whether the Preparatory Program is adequate for them, materials used in, the beliefs
of students about learning/teaching strategies and skills and the views of students
about testing and evaluation at the High School of Foreign Languages.

Chi-square test was administered for the analysis of the data.The results
indicated that there were significant differences between proficiency levels of
students and their beliefs about the program. The need for the design of a new
syllabus was concluded from the reseach and several recommendations were made to
renew the syllabus.

Key words: Needs analysis, syllabus, foreign language
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OZET

) GAZIANTEP UNIiVERSITESI INGILIZCE HAZIRLIK
OGRENCILERILERININ HAZIRLIK PROGRAMININ UYGUNLUGUNA
KARSI TUTUMLARININ ANALIZI CALISMASI

ORS, Murat
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Ingiliz Dili Egitimi ABD
Tez Danismani: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Filiz Y. TILFARLIOGLU
Eyliil 2006,87 sayfa

Ihtiya¢ analizi, miifredat gelistirmesi icin ilk adim olmustur. Calismamizda,
kurulusundan giiniimiize kadar yapilmayan, miifredat amaciyla Gaziantep
Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Hazirlik &grencilerinin ihtiyag analizi
yapilmaya calisild.U¢ farkli seviyeden 146 ogrenciye anket uygulandi.Veri
analizinde Ogrencilerin seviyeleri ve Hazirlik Programi hakkindaki diistinceleri
arasinda fark olup olmadig1 arastirildi.Ozellikle arastirma yapilan alanlar,
ogrencilerin Ingilizce’nin ogrenilmesine verdikleri 6nem, Hazirlik programmin
onlara uygun olup olmadigi, programda kullanilan materyallerin uygunlugu,
o0grenme/Ogretme stratejileri ve dil becerileri ile Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulundaki
O0lcme degerlendirme sisteminin uygunlugudur..Veri analizinde Ki-kare testi
uygulandi.Sonu¢ olarak; Ogrencilerin seviyeleri ve Hazirlik programi hakkindaki
diisiinceleri arasinda farklar oldugu tespit edildi. Yeni bir miifredata ihtiya¢ oldugu
anlasild1 ve bu konuda Oneriler yapildi.

Anahtar kelimeler: Ihtiyac analizi, miifredat, yabanc1 dil
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

1.1. PRESENTATION

This chapter consists of the background information related to curriculum
development and syllabus design, statement of the problem, the purpose of the
study, statement of hypotheses, significance of the study, limitation of the study,

assumptions of the study, definitions of the terms and abbreviations.

1.2. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY

The need for learning a foreign language has increased from the twentieth
century onwards. The perspective of learning a foreign language has shifted from
teacher-centered approaches to learning-centered approaches. Consequently the
needs of learners have taken a considerable amount of interest by researchers. All
language programs should be designed cautiously in order to meet the desired level of
competence of students.

In language teaching, the traditional starting point of the plan of a language
program is the syllabus/curriculum. The terms syllabus and curriculum are sometimes
used interchangeably, sometimes differently. Syllabus is considered as an American
term while curriculum is widely used in Europe. In this study the aim of the
researcher is also to give the definitions of curriculum because curriculum, in a
general sense, is a general concept which consists of concept formation,
formulation of objectives, selection of content, organization, implementation and
evaluation. Syllabus, on the other hand, is concerned with the specification of the
content (Allen, 1984:54).

Institutional curricula and syllabi, generally seen as indispensable units of
second language programmes, can take various forms, can represent various theories

of learning, and can be realized in various ways.



Dubin and Olstain (1986:35) define curriculum as follows: "a broad
description of general goals by indicating an overall educational-cultural philosophy
which applies across subjects together with a theoretical orientation a language
and language learning with respect to the subject. According to Stenhouse (1975
cited in Finch 2000) curriculum is "an attempt to communicate the essential
properties and features of an educational proposal in such a form that it is open to
critical scrutiny and capable of effective translation into practice". In a more recent
definition ‘curriculum' includes the entire teaching/learning process, including
materials, equipment, examinations, and the training of teachers. In this view,
curriculum is concerned with "what can and should be taught to whom, when, and
how" (Eisner & Vallance 1974:2 cited in Finch 2000). Thus, Nunan adds to his
curriculum "elements designated by the term syllabus along with considerations of
methodology and evaluation" (Nunan 1988:14), and White et al. see curriculum as
"concerned with objectives and methods as well as content" (White et al. 1991:168).

On the other hand, Allen (1984:56) defines curriculum as "a very general
concept which involves consideration of the whole complex of philosophical, social
and educational program". A language-course contains a coherent body of
knowledge which can be broken down into a set of teaching points presented in a
certain order.

Language curriculum development, Richards says, like other areas of
curriculum activity, is concerned with principles and procedures for the planning,
delivery, management, and assessment of teaching and learning (Richards, Jack C.
1990: 1). Curriculum development processes in language teaching comprise needs
analysis, goal setting, syllabus design, methodology, and testing and evaluation .

In contrast to ‘curriculum’ Brumfit (1984: 75) summarizes °‘syllabus’ as

follows:

1. A syllabus is the specification of the- work of a particular department in a school
or college, organized in subsections defining the work of a particular group or class;
2. Itis often linked to time, and will specify a starting point in ultimate goal;
3. It will specify some kind of sequence based on

a) Sequencing intrinsic to a theory of language learning or to the structure of specified
material reliable to language acquisition;

b) Sequencing constrained by administrative needs, e.g. materials;

4. It is a document of administrative convenience and will only be partly justified

on theoretical grounds and so is negotiable and adjustable;



5. It can only specify what is taught; it cannot organize what is learnt;

6. It is a public document and an expression of accountability.
Dubin and Olshtain (1986: 35) define syllabus as:

A more detailed and operational statement of teaching and learning elements
which translates the philosophy of the curriculum into a series of planned steps
leading toward more narrowly defined audiences, particular needs, and intermediate

objectives.

Various definitions have been made in order to differentiate the two terms.
Nunan (1988:19) points out that it is necessary to address a confusion in the literature
between the terms 'curriculum' and 'syllabus', since these can at times be very close in
meaning, depending on the context in which they are used . In an other study Breen
(1987:55) defined syllabus as the meeting point of a perspective upon language itself,
upon using language, and upon teaching and learning which is a contemporary and
commonly accepted interpretation of the harmonious links between theory, research,
and classroom practice .

In another study, Brumfit (1984:75) specifies content (linguistic,
sociolinguistic, pragmatic, cultural, substantive), and also sequences the learning that
takes place, while Nunan (1988:6). takes a wider, non-specific view of "... a
framework within which activities can be carried out: a teaching device to facilitate
learning"

Designing language syllabi will guide the learners and the teachers by
"providing a practical basis for the division of assessment, textbooks and learning
time" (Hutchinson and Waters, 1996) and motivate both students and teachers by
involving them in tasks to achieve the course objectives. Yalden (1989:23) advocates
that a syllabus is required to produce efficiency, of two kinds: the first one, pragmatic
efficiency, saves time and money by planning the set of instruction with caution.
The second one, pedagogical efficiency, is related to the economy, in the
management of the learning process.

In another research, Stern (1984:5) defines syllabus as " a statement of the
subject matter, topics or areas to be covered by the course leading to the particular
examination". Some others are against a fixed syllabus; therefore a more flexible
definition is done by London School. They state that a syllabus provides the "rework
with a good deal of latitude for teaching-learning activities. Similarly, Widdowson
(1984:24) states that a syllabus "should allow learners to negotiate their own progress

through communicative activities in class with the minimum intervention from the



teacher". So it is clear that according to this definition the syllabus should only pave
the way on the side of the learner, it should not prevent creating independent learners.
In addition to these, Yalden (1987:15) makes the teaching-learning distinction clear, and
claims that "a syllabus must be seen as making explicit what will be taught, not what will
be learned". She adds that a syllabus is the specification of content, and in later stages of
development it is a statement of methodology and materials to be used at specific
instances. In contrast with Widdowson, she regards syllabus as a more limited concept.

Prabhu (1987, cited in White, 1995:55) notes that the syllabus is
concerned with the product of learning: it is a specification of what is to be
learnt, in terms of a conceptual model which aims to provide an
understanding of the nature of the subject area concerned.

Any language program which has goals and objectives focused on the learner

should have realistic outcomes. The identification learners’ needs ought to be realized
in a systematic approach which is known as needs analysis. It is expected that when
the needs are taken into consideration , a more efficient language may be realized.
Consequently when a language curriculum is to be designed to first to be considered
is to analyze the needs of learners.
As Nunan (1988:43) puts it, 'during the 1970s, needs analysis procedures made their
appearance in language planning' and 'became widespread' in language teaching. A
good syllabus then is designed after a needs assessment has been done to set out the
learning objectives which will guide the teacher.

The learning purpose can also be taken from the needs analysis so the learners
can be grouped according to the purpose of using English for further study or for
professional employment (Nunan and Lamb 1996 cited inValdez 1999: 30).

Based on the learners’ needs the instructors are able to define the content of

the syllabus, the strategies to use, the methodology to implement.

1.3. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

This study outlines the needs analysis of the students at the preparatory
program at the High School of Foreign Languages at the University of Gaziantep. The
needs analysis will be conducted to define the needs for a curriculum development .
In the existing program, the content of the course books is accepted as the
syllabus, so the program needs a syllabus sufficiently clear and structured to meet

the needs of the students and the teachers, which previously have not been



considered as important .The proficiency levels of students which is defined as”
the level at which an individual is able to demonstrate the use of language for
both communicative tasks and communicative purposes’(Bilingual/Esl Glossary
of Terms 2006) will be investigated to find out whether there are significant
differences. After the placement test which was taken by the students at the
beginning of the educational year, A level students who obtained the grades 50-59
were defined as intermediate level, ; B level pre-intermediate, their grades ranged
between 40 and 49 and C level elementary students, those who got 39 and lower .
Some recommendations will be made in the light of the results in order to carry
out the language program effectively and to improve the students' English language
skills that will help students overcome language problems they encounter after
finishing the program.
This study will address the following research question :
1Is there a significant difference between students’ proficiency levels and
their beliefs about their purposes of learning English, the appropriateness of
the Preparatory Program, the materials used at the preparatory program, the
effectiveness of learning, teaching strategies and language skills and the

appropriateness of testing and evaluation ?

1.4.PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The High School of Foreign Languages at the University of Gaziantep
provides English preparatory course for engineering students whose language of
instruction is English. Furthermore students of the Faculty of Medicine and Tourism
and Hotel Management Vocational High School attend compulsory English
preparatory classes. The current syllabus consists of a “Skill-integrated” Basic
English course. Moreover two different books are studied respectively for the
Reading Comprehension and Writing skills. The researcher believes that the
learner must be central to the teaching and learning process, and that the learners'
needs, Waters (1996 cited in Daylan 2001) suggest that learners, teachers and
administrators be consulted in the pursuit of content matching the learners' needs. This
study aims at identifying the needs of the students and proposing some contributions to
the Preparatory program at the School of Foreign Languages at the University of
Gaziantep.

Student-perceived needs, teachers' perceptions of their students' needs will be

investigated. A needs analysis research will be conducted at the university to identify



the needs, expectations and views of the teachers and the students on the existing
preparatory program, and, by the light of the analysis, to determine the needs of the
students; specific objectives and goals. One part of the research includes library and
electronic database research in order to utilize the theoretical framework of syllabus
design and major approaches to curriculum design are identified.

The other part of the research includes data collection. This will be done by the
application and analysis of a questionnaire. Data collected to see the needs the students
require from the program will be analyzed for frequencies, means and percentages.

Tables will be used to illustrate the findings.

1.5.STATEMENT OF HYPOTHESES

In the light of the purpose of this study and the problems or questions presented
above, the following hypotheses were generated:

Hypothesis # 1 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about their purposes of learning English.

There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students from different
proficiency levels about the necessity of English for students’ future careers
Hypothesis # 1.1 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the
students from different proficiency levels that a person who does not know English
is not regarded as well-educated.

Hypothesis # 1.2 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the
students from different proficiency levels about the necessity of English for
communicating with foreigners.

Hypothesis # 1.3 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that knowing English provides a better place in the
public.

Hypothesis 1.4 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the necessity of English to be successful in
students’ field of study.

Hypothesis # 2 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the appropriateness of the Preparatory

Program.



Hypothesis # 2.1  There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the
students from different proficiency levels about the adequacy of the preparatory
program in terms of length.

Hypothesis # 2.2 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the adequacy of the preparatory program in
terms of language teaching and learning.

Hypothesis # 2.3 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that the preparatory program does not reach its
aim to provide sufficient English education for students future needs.

Hypothesis # 3 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the materials used at the Preparatory
Program .

Hypothesis # 3.1 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the appropriateness of course books for
students’ levels.

Hypothesis # 3.2 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that the course books are interesting.

Hypothesis # 3.3There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the adequacy of course books and practice
books for the program.

Hypothesis # 3.4 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about that the practice book sufficiently supports
the subjects taught in the lesson.

Hypothesis # 3.5 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the necessity of using computers in the
program.

Hypothesis # 3.6 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that drills in course books are sufficient.
Hypothesis # 3.7 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that audio-visual aids foster learning.

Hypothesis # 3.8 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the
students from different proficiency levels about the necessity to use extra sources

other than the course books.



Hypothesis # 4 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the effectiveness of learning, teaching
strategies and language skills.

Hypothesis # 4.1 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that language learning does not mean learning the
rules.

Hypothesis # 4.2 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that reading texts are not interesting .

Hypothesis # 4.3 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that note taking is taught.

Hypothesis # 4.4 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that report writing is taught.

Hypothesis #4.5 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that summarizing is taught.

Hypothesis # 4.6 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that terminology of students’ subject field is
taught.

Hypothesis # 4.7 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that techniques for self study are not taught.
Hypothesis # 5 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels about the appropriateness of testing and evaluation.
Hypothesis # 5.1 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that tests measure students’ language knowledge
accurately.

Hypothesis # 5.2 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that instructions in tests are clear and sufficient.
Hypothesis # 5.3 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that tests are sufficient in terms of content.
Hypothesis # 5.4 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that multiple choice items are administered.
Hypothesis # 5.5 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students

from different proficiency levels that gap filling items are administered.



Hypothesis # 5.6 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels  that reading comprehension items are
administered.

Hypothesis # 5.7 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that speaking skill is tested sufficiently.
Hypothesis # 5.8 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that writing tests reflect the in-class activities.
Hypothesis # 5.9 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the students
from different proficiency levels that reading tests are parallel with in-class
activities.

Hypothesis # 5.10 There is a significant difference among the attitudes of the
students from different proficiency levels that listening tests reflect the in-class

activities.

1.6. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

As it was stated needs analysis has been the first step for the design of a
syllabus. There has not been a formal study to design a syllabus for the preparatory
program at the High School of Foreign Languages. Therefore the only syllabus has
been the course book used as its base. Due to his informal observations, the
researcher has noticed that the syllabus does not meet the needs of the students. The
aim of the researcher is an attempt to reveal some needs of the students and give
insights for a future syllabus.

The research consists of five areas administered in the questionnaire. The first
area was to investigate the importance given by the students to the learning of
English. The second area is to find out the views of students whether the Preparatory
Program is adequate for them. The third area was about the materials used in the
program as the researcher as an administrator at the High School of Foreign
Languages complaints about the books used in the program. The fourth area aims to
investigate the beliefs of students about learning/teaching strategies and skills. The
fifth area is about the views about testing and evaluation at the High School of
Foreign Languages.

The results of the study may be the first step of an implementation of a
syllabus needed at the High School of Foreign Languages. At least instructors will be

aware of the students’ needs perceived by the instructors or the students themselves
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and the different opinions about the Language Program at the Preparatory Program at

the High School of Foreign Languages

1.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

There are several limitations of this study .First of all, the questionnaire was
administered at the beginning of the second term of the year. The beliefs of students
may have changed since that period as time passed.

All the students at the High School of of Foreign Languages Gaziantep
University were not administered the questionnaire and a reprensentative group of
146 students out of 629 students were selected randomly.

The questionnaire was designed for the students at the preparatory program of
the High School of Foreign Languages and it may not be appropriate for other

institutions.

1.8 ASSUMPTIONS OF THE STUDY
In the design of the present study there are a number of assumptions. First of
all , subjects are assumed to respond to the questionnaire used in the study sincerely.
Secondly the questionnaires which are used for the purpose of this study are

assumed to be valid.
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CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1.PRESENTATION
The review of literature begins with needs analysis and its definition and the

procedures for needs analysis. The review continues with syllabus design and the
syllabus types.The syllabus types discussed in this chapter are structural,
Situational, Topic-Based,  Skill-Based, = Task-Based,Communicative  Syllabus,

Functional-Notional,Process and Eclectic Syllabi.

2.2. NEEDS ANALYSIS
2.2.1. Definition of Needs and Needs Analysis

As the learner has come to be perceived in the core of the language
teaching and learning process, it has been necessary to identify the language needs
of the learner. Learners will get the utmost benefit from the courses reflecting their
needs and purporting to achieve certain objectives based on needs analysis. Before
dealing with the identification process of the learners needs, we need to define

what need is.

Needs are defined by Richterich and Chancerel (1980:9) as "they are not
fully developed facts. They are built up by the individual or a group of individuals
from an actual complex experience. They are in consequence, variable, multiform

and intangible". They suggest that identifying needs be a continuous process.

If needs are ‘understood as specific requirements for the foreign language,
then the vast majority of learners do not have any. They are deemed to require what
the syllabus offers them, and the syllabus is likely to be closely related to the
examination, which is a highly realistic “need” for the majority of learners’

(Dickinson, 1991:88).

In an other study, needs are defined by Johnson (1990 :55) as a gap or

measurable discrepancy between a current state of affairs and a desired future



12

state. He also makes distinctions among needs of learners; such as “Felt Needs and
Perceived Needs”. Felt needs are those which learners have; they depend on the
preferences of learners. Perceived needs, on the other hand, depend on experts'
judgments and understanding of what they think learners really need .

Hutchinson and Waters (1996: 55-63) make a distinction between target needs

which are what the learner needs to do; and learning needs lacks and wants of

the learners. The analysis of target needs involves identifying the linguistic features
of the target situation or learners necessities (what is English needed for), lacks (what
learner does not know), wants (what learner feels s/he needs)’ (Hutchinson & Waters,
1996:55). Obviously, analysis of target situation needs is concerned with the
important area of language use, while learning needs cover circumstances of language
learning, i.e. why learners take course — optional or compulsory, what they seek to
achieve, what their attitude towards the course, etc.

Given the above considerations, it can be seen that needs are determined by both
what is demanded by the learners during language instruction and what they are
expected to do with the language they have learned.

There is a long history of analyzing students needs in ESL, EFL field (R.
Richterich & J-L. Chancerel 1980, Buckingham 1981, Van Els et al. 1984). All the
studies show that needs analysis plays an important role in second language or
foreign language teaching. Richterich & Chancerel( 1980:9) suggest that learners
are at the center of the teaching system.

It is important to seek a compromise between the learners’ resources
available, objectives, & curricula thought and the resources, methods of assessment
and curricula of the teaching units/institution and the society. As a result, needs
analysis can help the learners to awaken their awareness of what they need, the
teacher to adapt his teaching accordingly, the producer of the teaching materials to
develop their material to suit learners’ needs, the administrator and teaching
executives to plan and adapt learning systems.

It is worth mentioning that some authors distinguish the terms needs analysis
and needs assessment ‘which are often used interchangeably’ (Graves, 1996:12),
claiming that ‘assessment involves obtaining data, whereas analysis involves
assigning value to those data’. Obviously, as data cannot be analyzed without being
obtained, in this study we shall adhere to the common term ‘needs analysis’.

The contemporary attitude to the needs analysis poses the following requirements:
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It must be ‘interrelated with course design, materials, teaching/learning,
assessment/evaluation” and be on-going (Dudley-Evans and Jo St John, 1998:121).
A very thorough description of needs analysis is presented in (Dudley-Evans and Jo
St John, 1998:125) and covers the following areas:
A target situation analysis & objective needs
wants, means, subjective needs
present situation analysis
learners’ lacks
learning needs

linguistic and discourse analysis

Q =2 =0 W

what is wanted from the course
H means analysis

According to (Dudley-Evans & Jo St John, 1998:125), the interpretation of these
points is as follows: ‘A includes professional information about learners: what they
will be using English for; B includes personal information about learners: attitude to
English, previous experiences. C includes English language information about
learners: their current skills and experiences in language use; D defines the gap
between C and A; E includes language learning information: effective ways of
learning the skills and the language; H includes information about the environment in
which the course will be run’. According to Richards (1990: 1-2) needs analysis
serves the purposes of:

1. Providing a mechanism for obtaining a wider range of input into the
content, design, and implementation of a language program through
involving such people as learners, teachers, administrators, and

employers in the planning process.

2. Identifying general or specific language needs that can be addressed in

developing goals, objectives, and content for a language program

3. Providing data that can serve as the basis for reviewing and evaluating

an existing program.

Nunan (1990:35) explains needs analysis as "a set of procedures for
specifying the parameters of a course of study." Such parameters as he points
out, include the criteria and rationale for grouping learners, the selection
and sequencing of course content, methodology and course length, intensity and

duration. Nunan (1996:8) also explains two types of needs analysis used by
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language syllabus designers. The first one is learner analysis which is based on
information about the learner. The second one is task analysis which is employed to
specify and categorize the language skills required to carry out real world
communicative skills.

As another point of view, Tarone and Yule (1989: 33) point that the
communicative behaviour of fluent speakers of the target language is taken as a
sort of measure by means of which designers can establish what the learners need
to know about the language. The system-level needs analysis, as they consider, is
the collection and analysis of data on the linguistic and social context of the
classroom; and the attitudes and goals of typical students in the program. Strictly
system- level needs analysis would not provide specific information about the
communicative behaviour of fluent speakers. Three interrelated dimensions of the
communicative behaviour such as grammatical competence, sociolinguistic
competence and strategic competence should be examined in detail in order for the
teacher to select the aspects of language which need to be taught.

In another study Jordan (1997) pays attention to" different approaches in

needs analysis. These include a) target situation analysis, a model devised by

Munby, focuses on the learners' communication needs at the end of the

language course; b) Present-situation analysis reflects the learners' state of

language development at the beginning of the language course; c¢) Learning- centred

approaches, proposed by Hutchinson and Waters, involve "Learning as a process of
negotiation between individuals and society." Target needs obtained from an
analysis are sub-divided into "necessities", "lacks" and "wants"; d) Strategy
analysis focuses on the preferred learning styles and strategies of learners; e) Means
analysis, called by Halliday and Cooke in 1982 attempts to adopt language course to
local situations. This distinction between needs analysis and means analysis is
roughly parallel to Widdowson's distinction between goal-oriented (= how the
language will eventually need to be used) and process-oriented (= how the language
is best acquired) definitions of needs. Although Widdowson argues that the latter
may in the long run be more appropriate for ESP in his words, "the means imply the
ends" (1984: 102). The researcher will be using the former more traditional
definition of needs analysis for the present project, as it concerns a highly specific,

short-term course with an immediate end goal. f) Language audits are exercises in

defining language needs over a period of time. (Jordan, R,R.1997: 25-27)
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The importance of needs analysis can not be denied as it helps to specify the
criteria and rationale for a language course. However, there are many criticisms of
needs-based syllabus design. For example, Widdowson(1984:101) suggests that
needs-based courses will result in formulaic "phrase book." Nunan (1990:42)
criticized needs analysis as rather irrelevant because the planned curriculum will be
transformed in its implementation.

Another criticism is that there seems to be no one best method for assessing
students needs. There are various methods the syllabus planner can begin with to
assess the needs of a given population. Different researchers employ different
methods to analyse learners' needs. Needs statements thus represent judgements by
the needs analyst and the results of needs analysis can scarcely be generalized.

Brindley (1991:85) explains the necessity for consultation and negotiation
between teachers and learners. He also mentions the general view that it is almost
impossible to get learners to participate in decision making, and that the learners
cannot generally state what they want or need to learn.

Graves (1996:91) states another related problem that the students may have no
target needs, no clearly anticipated use for the skills gained through language
study. The focus of the needs analysis, as she points out, shifts to the learning needs or
subjective needs of the students so as to increase motivation and interest.

From the explanations above we may conclude that needs analysis is a type of
survey, the purpose of which is to identify the gaps between what is desired and what
is actually performed in a language program. It gives us information about learners,
the institution and the teaching staff. It can also give us reliable information about

learning condition of learners.

2.1.2. Procedures for Conducting Needs Analysis

Gathering information about needs depends upon determining areas in which data
will be collected. Before gathering information designers should seek answers for the
following questions as Richerich suggests (cited in Jordan, 1997:22):

1) Why is the analysis being undertaken?

2) Whose needs are to be analyzed?

3) a)Who performs the analysis?
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b) Who decides what the language needs are?
4) What is to be analyzed?
5) How is the analysis to be conducted?
6) When is the analysis to be undertaken?

7) Where is the course to be held?

In determining needs required from the program, Hutchinson and Waters
(1996: 54) advocate that a distinction is to be made between target needs and
learning needs. They emphasize that both the target situation needs and the learning
needs must be taken into account. The analysis of the target situation needs is
concerned with language use. But we also need to know about language learning. In
other words the target needs and learning needs must be included in a language
program in order to reach the required degree of language competence.

When learners' needs and expectations are identified and translated into
objectives that the learners are expected to achieve, any program will function
effectively.

In designing a need analysis some models and frameworks have been set up.
The best known framework is the one devised by Munby (1978). He focuses on the
students' needs at the end of a language course and target level performance.

Munby bases his model on the "Communication Needs Processor" in which
he deals with variables that affect the communication needs of the learner. He
organizes these variables as parameters. He divides these parameters into two
categories, "priori" and "posteriori" parameters, the priori parameters are;
purposive domain, setting, interaction, and instrumentality. The posteriori
parameters are; dialect, target level, communicative event, and communicative

key figure Communication Needs Processor (Munby, 1978:33)
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Figure 2.1. Communication Needs Processor (Munby, 1978: 33)

This model suggests that the syllabus specification can be directly derivable
from prior identification of the communication needs of the learner, Munby's model
displays linguistic and sociolinguistic needs of the learner but it does not show the
data collecting procedures for determining the needs of the students.

Hutchinson and Waters (1996:59) point out that analysis of target
situation needs is concerned with language use; and analysis of the learning needs
shows how people learn to do with language.In the frameworks designed by
Hutchinson and Waters (1996:59), and presented in Figures 3 and 4, researchers

should seek out appropriate choices for each question

Why is the language needed ?

How will the language be used ?

What will the content areas be ?
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Who will the learner use the language with ?

Where will the language be used ?

Figure 2.2 Target Situation Analysis Framework (Hutchinson and Waters, 1996;
59)

When learners" needs and expectations are identified and analyzed. they will be
translated into objectives; thus the language programs designed to meet the needs of

the learners and the society might result in success.

Why are the learners taking the course ?

How do the learners learn ?

What courses are available ?

What do they already know about English ?

What are their interests ?

What teaching styles are they used to ?

Where will the course take place ?
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When will the course take place ?

Figure 2.3 Framework for Analyzing Learning Needs (Hutchinson and Waters, 1996:

62)

Richterich and Chancerel, from which Jordan (1997:38) has noted, organize data
collection into three basic information categories: identification by the learner of his
needs, identification of the learners' needs by the teaching establishment and
identification of the learners needs by the user- institution.

With the spread of humanistic approaches to language teaching, the focus on
language content has shifted to the learning process. Learning how to learn has become
a goal as promoting effective communication. In a learner-centered system, for
example, needs analysis and setting of learning objectives is an ongoing process.
Negotiation and information sharing during the course is the dynamic view of learner-
centered system (Jordan, 1997:36).

Needs analysis entails the use of information to produce a syllabus, to select, adapt

and write materials, and to develop methodology and evaluation procedures-towards the

goals of the language programs.

2.2.3 Methods for Collecting Data
Needs analysis procedures generate a considerable amount of data. The

methods for gathering data are interviews, language tests, self-assessment
observations and monitoring, surveys, learner diaries, examining previous research
and case studies.
Jordan summarizes the methods as follows (Jordan,R.R.1997: 31-36)

- Advance documentation

- Language tests at home

- Language tests on entry

- Self-assessment

- Observation and monitoring

- Class progress tests

- Surveys

- Structured interviews

- Learner diaries
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- Case studies

- Evaluation

- Follow-up investigations
- Previous Research.

- Final Tests.

In needs analysis learners, teachers and administrators can be included.
Richterich and Chancerel(1980:9) insist on the importance of an agreement on these
needs between the learners, teaching establishment and the user institution. A researcher
should gather data from a variety of sources so that the findings can be confirmed across

the sources.

2.3. SYLLABUS DESIGN
Needless to say, foreign language teaching is a serious process which
progresses gradually and systematically. It should state its specifications on issues
such as language content, method, presentation, etc. As it is stated by Wilkins (1976:1)
"one of the major decisions that has to be taken in the teaching of foreign languages is
on what basis we will select the language to which the learner will be exposed and

which we will expect him to acquire".

Bases for language
syllabuses

CONTENT SKILL METHOD
FORM TOPIC LANGUAGE LEARNING PROCESS  PROCEDURAL
Structural focus | Informational Receptive/productive  Skill acquisition Learning focus Cognitive focus
focus focus Learner-led Task-based
SITUATION FUNCTION
Contextual Notional/Functional

focus focus
Figure2.4. Bases for language syllabus design (White, 1988, p. 46)

For this reason there are different approaches towards syllabus design, and as
a result of this, various syllabus types exist. Some scholars argue that different parts of

language should be taught step by step, in other words, gradually; whereas some say that
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students should be exposed to a greater variety of linguistic structures from the
beginning. Consequently, these different views lead to variety in syllabus types.

In general, all the scholars put the specification of language as the basis of their
definitions. At this point, it is beneficial to see the differences among syllabus types,
namely structural, situational, topic-based, task-based, skill-based, functional, notional,

and communicative.

2.3.1. Structural Syllabus
It was assumed by some scholars that a language consists of a finite set of rules

and the combination of these rules form the meaning. In addition, they claimed that these
rules can be learned gradually. As a result of this approach, structural syllabus emerged.
In a structural syllabus, the grammatical system of a language is the starting point. As
Richards and Rodgers (1986:76) state, it lists the basic structures and sentence
patterns which are organized according to their order of presentation. This
organization is done through the criteria simplicity, regularity, and frequency. Form and
meaning are assumed to be in a one to one relation and meaning is to be learned
together with particular grammatical forms. The lexical and grammatical meaning
of a sentence cannot convey the meaning when language is used in a social context.
Learners need to be exposed to grammatical items in different contexts, which is one
of the shortcomings of the structural syllabus.

As Crombie (1985:11) puts it, a structural syllabus is an inventory of labeled
items and units to which learners are to be gradually introduced, and the units are
labeled and grouped largely in terms of the criteria stated above. As it is easily
understood, structural syllabuses are criticized because of the lack of attention paid to
the meaning aspect of the language. Wilkins (1976:7) states that the structural syllabus
focuses on learning as the core but it ignores the distribution of that core in particular
cases. For this reason, the learners are aware of the grammatical forms, but not
able to use these forms communicatively, in appropriate situations. Crombie
(1985: 11), as well shares this view and states that
"structural syllabuses are inherently insensitive to meaning -that their categories are
grammatical rather than semantico-grammatical - and that their linear, hierarchical
organization is ill-adapted to the exploitation of the meaning potentials inherent in

structures".
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So it is clear that the knowledge of structures in a foreign language is not
sufficient in order to get the meaning of what is said or written. Then it is concluded
that a structural syllabus focuses on the grammatical aspect of the language.
Unfortunately ignoring the meaning and communicative value of the language is
intolerable in foreign language teaching if the aim is to enable learners to communicate

appropriately.

2.3.2. Situational Syllabus
As the name implies, in situational syllabuses primary importance is given to

situations. It is believed that the situations which the learners will probably encounter
constitute the basis of a situational syllabus with the suitable verbal behavior. As
Cunningsworth (1995:57) states "the situational syllabus takes 'real world' situations
as an organizing principle in selecting and grading what is to be taught". In
addition, in a situational syllabus the issues called 'the setting, the participants and
communicative goals' are of utmost importance since they determine the basic
features of the situation.

It is known that language and its social context are inseparable and as Wilkins
(1976:9) states, language cannot be completely understood without reference to that
context. For instance, the expression 'well done' can be used to praise someone
when they have done something very well or with the suitable tone and intonation
it might mean just the opposite. For this reason, linguistic forms and situations must
be considered as a whole, and situational syllabuses try to find out the situations
through which the learners' needs are satisfied. As a result of this, in a situational
syllabus, the titles of the units are usually similar to At the Post Office, At a
Hotel , In a Restaurant and the like; however, the problem with this type of
syllabus is that there is not always a clear correspondence between the situations and
linguistic forms. As Wilkins (1976:12) exemplifies it might be possible to go to a post
office, not to post a letter but to ask a friend of ours who works behind the counter
whether he wants to come to a football match on Saturday afternoon. Because of
this, through a situational syllabus it is most probable that all learners' needs cannot
always be fully identified and satisfied in terms of specific or pre-selected situations.
Since these pre-selected situations cannot cover the whole language system, the
language taught will be restricted. In addition, as White (1988:63) states: " ...a

restricted range of language will be covered, the emphasis being on getting things
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done rather than learning the language system...". In brief, although situational
syllabuses pay attention to communicative values, they are limited because they are
organized according to specific situations and the structures which these situations

require.

2.3.3. Topic-Based Syllabus
As it is inferred from the title, in this kind of syllabus, the organization is

around different topics, themes or other units of content. Cunningsworth states
(1995:58) that "topic-based syllabuses take information content as the main principle
for selecting and organizing the syllabus content". It is clear that what is emphasized
in this type of syllabus is meaning rather than form. However, some scholars have
some doubts on this issue because meaning is not an easy concept. For instance,
White (1988:65) claims that "...defining what a stretch of speech or writing is about
may be very difficult in itself. It is beyond doubt that people do not express the same
topic in the same way. In addition to this, the limitation of the topic might be a

problem. As White (1988:65) states
"topics can be thought of in varying degrees of generality, some so general as to be
meaningless. Thus, topics like travel and shopping can mean many things to many
people and ultimately almost anything could be included under such context
headings".

For this reason, it could be difficult to create a common atmosphere in the
classroom. On the other hand, with a topic-based syllabus if the topics are in
accordance with the learners' needs and interests, motivation will not be a big
problem as with other syllabuses. Cunningsworth (1995:58) shares this view and
states that "topic can be of great value in keeping learners' interest and maintaining
or increasing their motivation". He also adds that 'some students may learn better
when they are focusing on content material presented through English, rather than
focusing on the language itself. In conclusion it can be said that topics make the
linguistic forms more meaningful in this type of syllabus, which may be a positive

factor in terms of the learners' motivation.

2.3.4. Skill-Based Syllabus
As it is widely accepted, the needs of the learners are of utmost importance.
What they need or what they lack in foreign language teaching is a guide in syllabus

design. For instance a specific learner group may need extra training in writing or in
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other skills. Consequently, there are some books on the market with the titles 'Reading,
Writing, Speaking...'which are used to develop that particular skill. For instance, if
the focus is reading, subskills such as extracting main points, inferring, guessing the
meaning from context, understanding implicit and explicit information, etc., might be
included in the organization of the syllabus through some criteria. As a result of this
feature, skill-based syllabuses are criticized because as Richards (2001:97) explains, the
emphasis is given to discrete aspects of performance not to the development of a more
global and integrated communicative competence. It is clear that such a syllabus
emphasizes only one component of a language which seems insufficient. However, through
integrated activities or exercises this deficiency can be minimized. In sum, in the skill-
based syllabus the book tries to make the learner be able to handle the subskills of that

particular skill.

2.3.5. Task-Based Syllabus

In contrast to other syllabuses, task-based syllabus does not emphasize
structure, situation or skill as the others do. As White (1988:102) points out, the task-
based syllabus "is associated with the work of Prabhu, who has developed a 'learning-
centered' approach to language teaching". According to Prabhu, in order to teach
structure attention should be focused on meaning; and this attention is provided through
tasks. For this reason, in a task-based syllabus, the focus is on a series of tasks which are
thought to promote the acquisition of the language. At this point it would be appropriate
to define 'task’. Nunan (cited in Melrose 1995:161) defines task as

“a piece of classroom work which involves learners in comprehending, manipulating,
producing or interacting in the target language while their attention is principally

focused on meaning rather than form".

It is clear that what is paid attention is negotiation of meaning. Yalden
(1987:66) puts it in other words and she says that in a task-based syllabus "the chief
focus of classroom work becomes the performance of tasks rather than the
language required to perform them". What Yalden claims also proves that the
structure the students use is seen as less important than their performance.
Another point significant about the task is its components. As Melrose (1995:162)
clarifies the goal of the task, input, activities, learner role, and teacher role form
these components. First of all, the goal of the task will be communicative, or socio-

cultural; and the task will involve learning how to learn or promote awareness of
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language and culture. As for input, authenticity is favored. Thirdly, activities are seen
as rehearsals for the real world, skills use or fluency/accuracy. Three types of
activities are preferred, namely information-gap, opinion-gap, and reasoning-gap
activities. Furthermore, the selection of the tasks is also important. As Clark
(1987:67) puts it, the tasks should be selected on two principles:

"that they should represent an appropriate level of challenge for the pupil,
and that they should engage the pupil's mind so that there would be a genuine
preoccupation with understanding, thinking out, doing or saying something".

Then it can be concluded that the tasks are not presented randomly. They should
follow a logical order in terms of complexity. Another point on tasks is stated by
Melrose (1995:161) as follows: "the task should also have a sense of completeness,
being able to stand alone as a communicative activity in its own right". So all the
activities, which are seen in reading books cannot be regarded as tasks such as
comprehension questions. On the other hand, activities on maps, tables, instructions
are typical examples of tasks. As a last remark on task-based syllabuses, the teacher
role is similar to that of a counselor, model or director. In sum, in task-based
syllabuses meaning and process are emphasized rather than form and product, which

is similar to " real life situations.

2.3.6. Communicative Syllabus

Since the deficiencies of syllabuses which were organized according to the
structure or situation aspect of the language are observed, in foreign language
teaching, more importance has been paid to the meaning and communicative aspect
of the language. As Richards and Rodgers (1986:71) state "the primary units of
language are not merely its grammatical and structural features, but categories of
functional and communicative meaning...". As a result of this and parallel views,
communicative and functional-notional syllabuses have come up.

In a communicative syllabus, the starting point is communicative ability
and the key words are meaning and context, ft is beyond doubt that vocabulary and
structure are crucial in teaching a foreign language but they are not sufficient for the
'‘communication’. In order to avoid the learner type who knows the rules of the
grammar of a language but who cannot use the language, communicative syllabus
with naturally communicative goals has been suggested. What the communicative

syllabus emphasizes is the communicative competence which Richards (2001:36)
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briefly defines as "the capacity to use language appropriately in communication
based on the setting, the roles of the participants, and the nature of the transaction
..." Then it can be concluded that apart from the other syllabus types
communicative syllabus gives importance to the learners, their needs, and
communication. In detail, the components of a communicative syllabus are as

follows:

1. "as detailed a consideration as possible of the purposes for
which the learners wish to acquire the target language;

2. some idea of the setting in which they will want to use the
target language (physical aspects need to be considered; as well
as social setting);

3. the socially defined role the learners will assume in the target
language, as well as the roles of their interlocutors;

4. the communicative events in which the learners will participate:
everyday situations, vocational or professional situations,
academic situations, and so on;

5. the language functions involved in these events, or what the
learner will need to be able to do with or through the language;

6. the notions involved, or what the learner will need to be able to
talk about;

7. the skills involved in the 'knitting together" of discourse:
discourse and rhetorical skills;

8. the variety or varieties of the target language that will be
needed, and the levels in the spoken and written language which
the learners will need to reach;

9. the grammatical content that will be needed;
10. the lexical content that will be needed." (Yalden 1987:86-87)

It is clear that a communicative syllabus takes every part of a language
into consideration unlike the traditional syllabus types which only pay attention to
the last two items in the list above. The most important scholar on communicative
syllabus is John Munby who has presented a detailed study of communicative

syllabus with a needs analysis.
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2.3.6.1. Munby's Model of Communicative Syllabus Design

Actually what Munby has reached at the end of his studies on communicative
syllabus is Communication Needs Processor, but prior to it, he studied on its
theoretical framework. While designing the model, Munby has ordered parameter
maps, the first layer of which gives an abstract, general idea of the most important
sections of a syllabus as is seen in Figure 1 below. The language learner, variables,
and goals are the main parts, and variables specify the goals of the language
learner. Later as Munby (1978:29) claims
"three potential dimensions of syllabus specification, seen as behaviour- domain
determinants, formal determinants, and situational determinants, will the reflect the

goals".

Theoretical framework =

 Language
learnes

e
Yarables
s

Goals

l - - 1
Behaviowr domain Formal Situational
determinants detrrminants determinards

Syllabus

Theoretcal framework

Figure 2.5 Parameter map: Layer 1 (general) (Munby, 1978:28)

In contrast to Figure 1, in Figure 2 a specific layer is presented. As is seen at
the beginning specific L2 learner and his/her categories of communication needs
are emphasized. Different from the first layer, here instead of learner goals, specific
communicative objectives are given which pay attention to contextual
appropriateness. However this one is not also complete. As Munby (1978) himself

points out for these two parameter maps.



28

Theoretical lramework

_L Specalic
[ Lz

participant

e )

Caregories of
communication needs

CommuUnicative
ohjectives 1

: !
Cognitive and Linguistic and
moar-percepivual nobverbal
skills knowledge

Specilic | -|

|
Contexiual
knowledge

Speeific
communicative
behaviaurs

Theerer - framewark
Figure 2.6 Parameter map: Layer 2 (specific) (Munby, 1978:29)

In order to eliminate the problems mentioned above, the following figure is
proposed. In this figure, participant is again the starting point. Later as Munby
(1978) clarifies his particular communication needs are investigated according
to the sociocultural and stylistic variables which interact to determine a profile

specifies the target communicative competence of the participant.
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Figure 2.7 Model for specifying communicative competence (Munby,1978:31)

For Communication Needs Processor (CNP), which is given below, Nunan
(1988:19) claims that "the most sophisticated application of needs analysis to language
syllabus design is to be found in the work of John Munby (1978)". As it is seen in the
figure, there are nine elements which have dynamic relationships among each other.

Munby (1978:36) claims that

For the first one, 'participant’, the knowledge of the participant will affect the decision
to be made in the communicative key box, and the knowledge will on age, sex,
nationality, place of residence, and language. As ‘for purposive domain' the specification

of occupational and educational purpose is required. The 'setting' parameter is responsible for
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features of physical and psychological setting of the target language. The other parameter
'interaction deals with the interlocutors of the participant. In addition, for 'instrumentality’
here one is concerned with identifying constraints on the input in terms of the
medium, mode and channel of communication." For instance, the medium may be
written or spoken; the mode may be monologue or dialogue; and the channel of
communication may be face-to-face, telephone, radio or television, etc. As for 'dialect’,
British or American or further regional varieties may be taken into consideration. At the
target level of CNP the statement of the participant's target level of command is

necessary because it will guide the further processing through the model.

For the last two parameters, Nunan (1988:20) summarizes that
communicative event refers to the productive and receptive skills which the
participant will need to master; whereas, communicative key is concerned with the
specification of the interpersonal attitudes and tones which the participant will be
required to master. After all these parameters, there is a profile which has been
systematically reached. This profile is a detailed description of particular participant
or category of participant's particular communication needs. What is important here is
that this profile does not contain any specification of the actual language forms. So,
CNP is at the pre-language stage of the process which aims communicative
competence.

Despite the fact that Munby's model is a very systematic and detailed
study, it has been criticized. As White (1988:88) puts forth "the Munby model does
not address itself to the political, economic, administrative and personnel factors which
inevitably influence planning and outcomes". However, what Munby claims is that
these points should be discussed during the syllabus content specification, not at this

level.
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Figure 2.8 Communication Needs Processor Munby (1978:33)

In sum, it can be concluded that in this model the communication needs of
the learner are given the primary importance. Later the input, is regarded as a
precondition for the syllabus specification input, which is the profile of these needs of

the learner.

2.3.6.2. Van Ek and Alexander's Threshold Level

As it is seen above, while designing a language syllabus needs analysis is
very important since it obtains information about learners which are to be used in
curriculum development. Another significant issue about language syllabus is the
level. In 1975 The Threshold Level in a European unit/credit system for modern
language learning by adults' was issued by the Council of Europe in order to clarify
the syllabus components of language courses. Van Ek and Alexander's model is the
practice part of this work. As Van Ek and Alexander (1977:1) state, "the threshold
level is an attempt to state as explicitly as possible what the learners will have to be
able to do in a foreign language". While doing so, Van Ek and Alexander base their
model on some theoretical information. First of all, this model specifies foreign
language ability as skill rather than knowledge. As Van Ek and Alexander (1977:2)
point out that
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"it analyzes what the learner will have to be able to do in the foreign language and
determines only in the second place what language forms (words, structures, etc) the
learner will have to be able to handle in order to do all that has been specified".

In addition, the objectives designed by this model are basically behavioral
objectives. It is also added that in terms of the explicitness of language learning
objectives Van Ek and Alexander (1977) state that one cannot look for absolute
explicitness because of the fact that language use is not fully predictable and
describable, and they summarize the steps followed through the specification of an

objective as follows: (Van Ek and Alexander 1977:4)

-" a general characterization of the type of language contacts which, as members of a
certain target group they will engage in;

- the language activities they will engage in;

- the settings in which they will use the foreign language;

- the roles (social and psychological) they will play;

- the topics they will deal with;

- what they will be expected to do with regard to each topic"

After giving the summary of steps towards the specification of
objectives, the components of the verbal behavior should also be mentioned.
According to Threshold Level, verbal behavior is analyzed into two components
which are language functions and notions. As they are defined by Van Ek and
Alexander (1977) functions are what people do by means of language such as
asserting, questioning, persuading, apologizing; and notions are referred,
expressed in performing such functions for instance apologizing for being late.
Finally, functions and notions are thought to be keywords for a communicative

syllabus.

2.3.7. Functional - Notional Syllabus

In fact, the communicative syllabus and functional-notional syllabus are not
different types according to many authors such as Richards and Rodgers and Yalden.
In a functional-notional syllabus the importance is given both to the structure and
meaning aspects of a language. Crombie (1985:12) makes a similar explanation and
says that "a functional-notional syllabus is a list of linguistic units to each of which is
attached a semantic and/or discourse value label", it is clear that the meaning and

communication are stressed at this point.
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In terms of distinction between notional and functional syllabuses Dubin
and Olshtain (1986:36) say that notional syllabus which was the focus in the early-
seventies, emphasized the semantic unit in the center of syllabus organization. In
other words, the starting point of this syllabus is the desired communicative capacity
as Wilkins (1976:13) states. The question asked here is what they communicate through
language. With the answer of this question the organization of language teaching would
depend on content and not on structure. And again Wilkins (1976:18) points out that for
this reason "the resulting syllabus is called a notional syllabus". A notional syllabus
gives utmost importance to the semantic content of language learning, it also constructs
objectives reached through a needs analysis. It wants to give the answer to the question
what the learners want to achieve through language. Later, as a result of this the learners
will be made to encounter with particular types of communication. As is clear,
notional syllabus develops communicative competence. Accordingly Wilkins

(1976:55) explains the aim of a notional syllabus as

"in a notional approach, the aim is to ensure that the learner knows how the different types
of meaning are expressed, so that he can then adapt and combine the different components of

this knowledge according to requirements of a particular act of communication".
This syllabus tries to give the learner the capacity to handle every
communication problem or situation appropriately.
On the other hand, the functional syllabus, as Dubin and Olshtain (1986:36) explains,
developed alongside the notional syllabus and regards the social functions of language
as the central unit of organization. In other words, the functional syllabus identifies the
communicative functions. As Cunningsworth (1995:56) explains " ...communicative
functions are selected and sequenced according to usefulness to the learner, the extent to
which they meet the learner's communicative needs". Then it can be concluded that
the first items on this list should be the most common ones which the earner will come
across in the target language. For instance, functions like introducing yourself,
describing people, expressing likes and dislikes, giving and accepting an apology, etc.
probably will not be at the end of the list. One disadvantage which should be
mentioned here is the prediction and the order of these situations, which cannot be
appropriate for every learning situation. On the other hand, it is an undeniable fact
that as Cunningsworth (1995) exemplifies the title 'making requests' makes sense to
the learner; whereas, 'the interrogative form of modal verbs followed by infinitive'

does not as much as the former one.
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A very severe criticism of notional syllabuses is made by Widdowson (1979,

cited in Yalden, 1987: 77):

The notional syllabus, it is claimed, develops the ability to do this (i.e., realise linguistic
competence as communicative behaviour) by accounting for communicative competence
within the actual design of the syllabus itself. This is a delusion because the notional
syllabus presents language as an inventory of units, of items for accumulation and storage.
They are notional rather than structural isolates, but they are isolates all the same. What
such a syllabus does not do-or- has not done to date (an important provisoes to represent
language as discourse, and since it does not it cannot possibly in its present form account
for communicative competence-because communicative competence is not a compilation
of items in memory, but a set of strategies or creative procedures for realising, the value of
linguistic elements in contexts of use, an ability to make sense as a participant-in discourse,
whether spoken or written, by the skilful deployment of shared knowledge of code resources
and rules of language use. The notional syllabus leaves the learner to develop these
creative strategies on his own; it deals with the components of discourse, not with

discourse itself.

It is also criticised that the categories of meaning cannot easily be separated
from one another. Yalden (1987:28) argues that if it is possible to separate or
abstract any one, which should form the basis of a syllabus -conceptual- functional
or linguistic form.

Widdowson (1984:37) argues that how the given categories of grammar
which constitute the content units of a grammatical syllabus are to be associated
with the new categories of communicative function. He points out that the functions
are deprived of their pragmatic identity and cast in a role in which they resemble the
grammatical units that they replace. According to Widdowson, the reason for
defining "language content in notional / functional is that the emphasis is on the
objectives and not the procedures of language learning, on purpose not process".

In brief, this type of syllabus tries to form and expand the
communicative ability of the learner rather than making them memorize the rules or
the names of the rules of that language.
2.3.7.1. Finocchiaro and Brumfit's Functional-Notional Model

After giving a brief explanation of functional-notional syllabus, now it
would be appropriate to exemplify it with Finocchiaro and Brumfit's functional-
notional model.

Finocchiaro and Brumfit's functional-notional syllabus model at the very
beginning asks the questions "what do learners need to do with the anguage and

what kind of meanings do learners need to express in the language?"
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Thus as Finocchiaro and Brumfit state, a well- designed syllabus starts
with the specification of the needs of the learners. Later, the steps written below are
followed in Finocchiaro and Brumfit's (1983:75-76) functional-notional syllabus
model:

- analyze learners' target language proficiency and present communicative

needs

- survey the resources in the school and community ( people, places, materials)

- select language functions for emphasis

- choose relevant social/academic/vocational situations

- identify topics of interest to students at different age levels

-specify appropriate communicative expressions and formulas ,

structural patterns and notions.

-determine exponents of high frequency and generalizable
gather/prepare Audio-Visual material

- provide for use of school, community, other sources to ensure an interdisciplinary

approach

- dialogs and mini-dialogs for unambigious presentation and oral practice of

exponents, functional expression, structures, and notions

-grade tasks and activities for learner interpretation and performance in class

- evaluate student growth "

As it is seen, here both the language and the learner are seen as a whole.
The learners are not regarded as only intellectual beings. Their needs and interests
are highlighted. Similarly, the language is thought of as something more than a
set of rules. The communicative, interactive and functional aspects are stressed.

In sum, as Yalden (1987:87) claims a communicative syllabus,
whether it is called functional- notional or not, has these components: purpose -
setting - role communicative events - language functions - notions -discourse and
rhetorical skills-variety-grammatical content-lexical content. Thus if a syllabus is
organized in terms of these issues, it can be called communicative'. And it is clear

that the components given here are the issues which are seen in the real life.
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2.3.8 The Process Syllabus
The process syllabus, proposed by Breen(1984:55), involves taking decisions by
both teachers and students in relation", to language learning. Candlin summarises his
proposal as follows (Candlin, 1987, cited in White, 1995: 98) :
At the level of curriculum guidelines as we would find statements about learning in

general and learning of particular subject-matter, indications of learning purpose and

experience, targets and models of evaluation, role relationships of teachers and learners, as

well as banks of learning items and scripts.
The process syllabus is designed as a result of joint decisions of the teacher and
students by answering the questions "who does what with whom?, on what subject-

matter?, with, what resources?, when?, How? And for what purpose (s)?"

The process model emphasises the process and procedures rather than outcomes.
White (1995:98) considers some constraints in the process syllabus. The first one is that
there exists no evaluation of such a model in practice. Secondly, this syllabus calls for
professional competence on the part of teachers. Thirdly, it is inadequate within the
proposals for relating the syllabus to the context. Fourth is the redefinition of the roles of

the learners and the teachers.

Four levels of the process syllabus suggested by Breen(1984: 55) are as follows :

Taking decisions for classroom language learning: learners and teachers base the

syllabus by choosing appropriate procedures and content in line with needs.

Agreeing on procedure: What procedures have to be followed to reach the aims are

identified.
Selecting activities: Alternative activities appropriate to the aims are selected.

. Deciding on tasks: As a result of each activity, task will be determined

through negotiated selection.

2.3.8.1 The Language-Centered Approach
This approach is widely used in ESP. It tries to establish a direct relationship

between the analysis of the target situation and the content of the ESP course. In this
model only restricted areas of the language are taught without taking the needs of the
students into account. Hutchinson and Waters (1996: 67) criticize it because of its

weaknesses.

1. It is not learner-centered because in terms of needs analysis the
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learners should be taken into consideration at every stage of the
process, but in this approach the learner is not considered through

all stages.

2. It is static and inflexible, since it shows no ways of providing
feedback and it is not open to response to unexpected or

developing factors.

3. It seems to be systematic, but this systematization may lead us to
the belief that if the language is presented in a systematic way, it

will be learnt as it is presented.

4. Analysis of the target situation does not explicitly show how the

learner will develop competence and performance in the language.

5. Data collection techniques and the interpretation of the collected
data are not specified clearly.

2.3.9. Further Syllabus Types

In addition to the syllabus types explained above, there are some other
types which textbooks mention such as lexical, competency-based, text-based
syllabus, and process syllabus. As its name implies, in lexical syllabus a certain
number of vocabulary is identified for each level of the language learning process.
Competency-based syllabus, on the other hand, takes the competencies of the learners
as the starting point As Richards (2001:159) explains, a competency-based
syllabus is "one based on a specification of the competencies learners are expected to
master in relation to specific situations and activities". Through particular tasks and
activities these competencies are tried to be acquired by the learners. Another
syllabus type is text-based syllabus which is organized around texts. Again as Richards
(2001:163) clarifies, this type of syllabus is
"one that is built around texts and samples of extended discourse...this can be
regarded as a type of a situational approach because the starting point in planning a
syllabus is analysis of the contexts in which the learners will use the language".

As it is said, this syllabus type is similar to situational syllabus Because

of the fact that here texts are stressed instead of situations.

2.3.9.1 Eclectic Approach
Each syllabus type mentioned above regards one aspect of language earning as the
starting point; for example, structural syllabus emphasizes structure of the language,

task-based syllabus highlights tasks while designing a syllabus. What should not be
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forgotten at this point is that each syllabus type has its advantages and disadvantages. The
best thing to do is taking advantage of the beneficial sides of each syllabus type, which can
be referred as eclectic approach, in eclectic approach the designer does not subscribe
to a distinct syllabus type. As Rivers (1968:65) claims people who support eclectic
approach try to absorb the best techniques of all well-known language teaching
methods into their classroom procedures. If it is considered from syllabus design
perspective, it can be concluded that the course material should sometimes focus on
tasks, sometimes functions, etc. This diversity is also very beneficial for the
integration of the skills. For this reason, in this study, reflections of each syllabus
types can be seen. At times topics are emphasized, at times communication is

underlined.

2.3.10.Studies conducted in Turkey

In a similar study to the present study ,Toker(1999) investigated the attitudes
of freshman students and instructors toward the curriculum of the preparatory
program at the University of Gaziantep.The levels of the students were not
investigated because there is not a placement test for freshman students.The
researcher believes that levels of students indicate differences among attitudes
toward the appropriateness of the preparatory program.In another study Daylan
(2001) recommended a syllabus after a needs analysis at the Izzet Baysal
University.However the difference is that medium of education is not completely
English as in the case of the University of Gaziantep,consequently the needs may be
different for the students at the University of Gaziantep.Kuter (1998) conducted a
needs analysis for the academic English English needs in the freshman EFL
classrooms at the School of Computing and Technology, the Eastern Mediterranean
University, Gazi Magosa, Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. In a similar study
Ertay (2004) aimed to investigate the Academic English needs of the Basic
Academic English freshman students in the Sciences, the Social Sciences Disciplines
at the Eastern Mediterranean University , Gazimagusa, Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus. In both studies, a questionnaire was given to freshman students .

In his study, the researcher believes that the needs of the preparatory students

are essential to design more appropriate syllabi.
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2.4 CONCLUSION

Needs analysis, its definition and the procedures for needs analysis have been
reviewed. Syllabus design and syllabus types were investigated .The syllabus types
are structural, Situational, Topic-Based, Skill-Based, Task-Based, Communicative
Syllabus, Functional-Notional, Process and Eclectic Syllabi. The choice of the
syllabus that is implemented in a program depends on several factors.

The focus of this study is analyzing the attitudes of students from different
levels toward the appropriateness of the preparatory program at the University of
Gaziantep, consequently research on needs analysis has been essential for the
study.Syllabus types have been necessary to investigate since the aim of this study is

give insights for a syllabus renewal.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY

3.1 PRESENTATION
This chapter presents the design of the study, subjects, instruments used to

collect data, the procedure and data analysis sections.

3.2 RESEARCH DESIGN
The aim of this study is to define the educational needs of the students at the

University of Gaziantep preparatory classes and try to make recommendations for a
curriculum renewal process.The results of the research will be analyzed to determine

a syllabus needed in preparatory classes.

3.3 RESEARCH POPULATION
The subjects who took part in this study were one hundred and forty six

students at the Preparatory School at the University of Gaziantep. The population at
the High School of Foreign Languages consisted of 554 students.There were forty-
three A level students, 173 B level and 338 C level students at the beginning of the
year. Samples were chosen randomly and two A level,two B level and two C level
classes were chosen for the study. Thirty-eight of them are A level students , fifty-
three B level and fifty-five C level. After the placement test which was taken by the
students at the beginning of the educational year, A level students who obtained the
grades 50-59 were defined as intermediate level ; B level pre-intermediate, their
grades ranged between 40 and 49 and C level elementary students, those who got 39

and lower . The subjects were 18-20 years old.

3.4 INSTRUMENTS
In order to carry out this research study, a questionnaire was prepared by the

researcher . A similar questionnaire was administered by Daylan (2001) aiming to
design a syllabus for preparatory School at Abant Izzet Baysal University. Several

experienced instructors assisted for the proofreading of the questionnaires. The
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reliability analysis was carried out using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences
(SPSS) 11.0. Cronbach's Alpha test was administered and the questionnaires
indicated a result of 0,66.This result proves that the questionnaire was reliable
.However the degree of reliability is considered low. Some students may have not

taken the test seriously.

3.4.1 Questionnaire for the students
In the questionnaire design , a variety of sources were exploited such as

White’s study (1990) Richterich and Chancerel’s study (1980), Munby’s *
communication Needs Processor” (1985) and Nunan’s study (1990).

The questionnaire consists of 34 multiple choice questions and one open-
ended question. The questionnaire includes 5 parts .Section A is about the purposes
of the students for learning English, this part consists of the first 6 questions .Section
B covers views about the program in general at the preparatory school, this part
consists of 3 questions, items numbered 7,8 and 9 .Section C aims to find out the
views of students about materials, this part consists of 8 questions ,from the items 10
to 17. Section D is about the learning, teaching strategies and language skills, this
part consists of 7 questions ,from the items 18 to 24 .Section E covers testing and
evaluation, this part consists of 10 questions ,from the items 25 to 34 .The last
question allows the students to give their ideas and opinions on the existing program.

In the questionnaire the Likert scale format ,ranging from 1 to five was used .
(1) meant a complete disagreement (5) meant absolute agreement In this way the

mean score and standard deviation of each question could be calculated.

3.5 APPLICATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE
At the beginning of the second term of the academic year, in February, 2006,

after permission to administer the questionnaires in the classrooms was obtained, 146
students completed the questionnaires. Due to the difficulty of gathering all the students
in a large room at the same time, the students filled out the questionnaires in their own
class periods. The researcher was present in the rooms with the teachers in class periods
first to explain the rationale for the research and then to assist them with problems in
interpreting the meaning or format of questions. Instructions were read aloud and
students were told clearly what to do in each part. The students were told not to

write their names on the questionnaires. In order to further enhance the reliability of the
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responses, the students were assured of confidentiality. That is, they were assured that

their responses would not be used for any other purposes than for this study.

3.6 DATA ANALYSIS
Data analysis procedures were initiated when the data collection procedure

was completed .All data analyses were carried out using the Statistical Package for
Social Sciences (SPSS) 11.0.The chi-square test was administered for the significant
difference between the levels of the students. As Ekmekei (1999, p:114) stated Chi-
square test is a nonparametric test of significance used to compare proportions
actually observed with expected portions in order to see the significant difference . A
chi-square test is applied to each item on the SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences) to determine whether the results are statistically significant, as represented

by a probability value of p<0.05.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

4.1 PRESENTATION
This study aimed to define the needs of the students at the High School of

Foreign languages at the University of Gaziantep and make some recommendations
for the syllabus administered.

The questionnaire was distributed to 146 students attending the High School
of Foreign Languages.38 A level, 53 B level students and 55 C level students
participated. The level of the students was defined at the beginning of the academic
year. Students were administered a placement test. The highest proficiency level is
A, the students are considered to be at intermediate level, the next level was B level
which was considered pre-intermediate level. The lowest level was C level which is
elementary level. The responses of the questionnaire items were analyzed and
entered into computer, and their frequencies , the chi-square result were calculated
by means of SPSS. The results were then displayed in tables to enable the

comparison of the data.

4.2 FINDINGS

Table 4.1 : English is necessary for students’ future careers

Q1 zzlavelz Optians
fokally
wEly agee | agrs no Mea dEzgres | dEagres Tomal
A el Coum 3 7 38
% winin SUBJECTS 81,6% 184% 100.0%
B kel Coumt 33 19 1 53
% Whinin SUBJECTS 62.3% 3558% 15% 100.0%
Clewel Coumt 43 El 1 1 1 55
% wWhin 3UBJECTS T8.2% 164% 1.58% 1.8% 1.5% 100.0%
Taotal Coumnt 1a7 35 2 1 1 146
wiin SUBJECTSE TiT% 24 0% 1.4% T T 100.0%
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Table 4.2 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 1

Asymp. Sig.
Walus di [Z-sided)
Pasrson Chi-Squars 10,3584 ® ] 240
Likelihood Ratio 11,288 ] 85
;‘;;‘::fﬂ';'ra“r S48 1 230
N of Valid Cases 148

3. 5§ cells (50,0%) have expected couwnt less than 5. The
minimum expected cownt is 28,

When Table 4.2 is examined , the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of significance
,<their results of chi-square test is found lower than the critical table value of th
(15.5 ) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is not statistically
significant ( X20 =10.3 < th _ 15.5).1t is seen that most of the students (97,3 %) agree

that English is necessary for their careers. Nearly all of the students are aware that
the University of Gaziantep requires one year of English preparatory class which is
considered a step for a good future career. In a parallel study, Kirkgdz (2005) states
that instrumental motivation, which refers to learner wishes to acquire the language
for pragmatic, or functional needs, for example, for job or study related purposes, is

the main source for learning a foreign language.

Table4.3 A person who does not know English is not regarded as well-educated

Lo
5 levals L=l
fofally agres agnes ma Kea disagree dlsagree Total
Alevel  Counl 3 8 i Pl 2 il
% Wihin SUBJECTS To% 21.1% 10.5% 553% 5,53% 100, 0%
Blevel Counl 3 1 5] 5 L] 33
% Wihin SUBJECTS 5T% 18.9% 11.3% 4T7.2% 17.0% 100, 0%
Clewel Count a 16 5 18 il 35
% wihin SUBJECTS 14.5% 2 1% 9.1% 32T% 14,5% 100, %%
Total Comnt 14 34 15 [} 19 146
% wihin SUBJECTS 95% 23.3% 10,3% 13.5% 13.0% 100, %

Table 4.4 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 2

Azymp. Sig.
Value di [2-zided)
Pearzon Chi-Sguare g 1407 8 331
Likelihood Ratio 9,542 2 , 205
Linear-by-Linear
el t'*i‘;n 1,357 1 244
N ofValid Cazes 146

a. 3 cellz 20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count iz 3,64,

The findings in Table 4.4 reveal that there is no significant difference
2 2
between the three different levels (*, =9.1 <% 2.15.51 ) and more than half of the

students (51.8 %) disagree that a person who does not know English is not regarded
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as well-educated(Table4.3). The researcher believes that the students consider

English as a compulsory course but it is not the only condition for a good education.

Table 4.5 English is necessary for communicating with foreigners

Q3 55" levels 53
totalhy
totsllyagree|  sgres dissgres disagres Toaitsl
SUBJECTS Alevel Couwnt Z i7 ]
% within SUBJECTS B5,23% 44,7% 100 0%
Blevel Count i} b ] i 53
% within SUBJECTS 19.1% 43,1% 15% 100 0%
Clewl <Count a3 20 i i EE
¥ within SUBJECTS 80,0% B.4% 18% 1.8% 100 0%
Total C ount 2D 83 2 1 148
% within SUBJECTS 54 8% 43 2% 14% T 100 0%

Table 4.6 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 3

Aszymp. Sig.
Value di (2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Square 3,5985° [ 678
Likelihood Ratio 4 807 i 3569
N ofValid Cazes 148

4. 6 cellz (50,0%) have expeded count lezz than 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 25,
The results above show that there is no significant difference between the
levels(xzo =39 < th -15.51 ) .The students agree that English is necessary for

communicating with foreigners (98 %)(Table 4.5). Although students as future
doctors or engineers may not have had many opportunities to communicate with
foreigners ,they may encounter an increasing number of foreign counterparts in their

future career.

Table 4.7 English is necessary for reading articles ,magazines etc.

facs = lvels
otally agres agres no idea dizagres Tol
Alewel  Cownt 16 18 ] ] L]
% within SUBJECTS 42.1% 4T 4% 54% 53% 100.0%
Blewel Count 18 v 2 [:] ]
% within 5UBJECTS 340% BB 8% 3% 100.0%
Clewel Count 18 25 [:] [:] 55
% within 5UBJECTS 327% 45 5 0,5k 0,5% 100,0%
Taotsl Count EZ Fi+] 10 14 145
% within SUBJECTS I55% 47 5 @.8% 5% 100.0%
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Table 4.8 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 4

Asymp. Sig.
Value di (2-gided)
Pearzon Chi-Sguare 30043 [ BTT
Likelihood Ratio 4,058 G 669
Linear-by-Linear
Assuda;;run e L LTk
N of Walid Cazes 146

a. 4 cellz (33,3%) have expected count lezs than 5. The
minimum expected count iz 2,60.

The data in Table 4.8 states that there is no difference between A,B and C
levels related with the necessity of English for reading articles, magazines, journals
and the like (“o =3.1 <%, _15.51 ) . 83.5 % of the students agree that English is
necessary for reading articles ,magazines, journals, papers and related materials in

English(Table 4.7) .In order to be up to date in their future careers ,students should

be able to read documents about their occupation in English.

Table 4.9 Knowing English provides a better place in the public

Qs 55 Tavel =
otallyagres|  agres o idea dizagres | disagres Total
Alewel  Count 11 i [i] 3 [1] Z k5]
% within SUBJECTS 2BE% 42.1% T.9% 158% 5,3% 100,0%
B leval  Count 3] 21 5 i3 B B3
% within SUBJECTS 113% 35.6% 3.4% 24.5% 151% 100,0%
Clewel Tount 12 24 ] T 4 EE
% within SUBJECTS 218% 431 6% 4 5% 2T% 7.3% 100,0%
Totdl Count FE) &1 & i) 14 148
% within SUBJECTS 155% 41,8% 0k 1T8% 5.6% 100,0%

Table 4.10 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 5

Asyvmp. Sin.
YWalue df (2-sided)
Pearsan Chi-Square g7738 = 28
Likelihood Ratio 9,787 280
pintah B O I S
M ofvalid Cases 146

a. 2 cells (13,3%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 3,64,

The results in Table 4.10 clearly show that there is no significant difference
2 2
between the levels (¢, =9.7<*,_15.51 ). 60 % of the students agree that English will

provide a better place in public(Table 4.9). This can be justified by the requirements
of the employers who see English as a necessity to hire employees. Consequently a

good occupation may provide a better place in public.
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Table 4.11 English is necessary for the success in students’ field of study

Qb zz7levels
ol
oy ages agnes no kea disages | disages Toral
Akl  Cownt 18 13 ] 1 38
% wiin SUBJECTS 4T 4% MI% 158% 26% 100,0%
B kvl Cownt a 16 12 16 1 53
% wiin SUBJECTS 15,1% 0NI% 226% 30 2% 1.9% 100,0%
Clevel Cownt 16 21 ] T 5 55
% wihih SUBJECTS 29,1% 3B2% 109% 12.7% 9.1% 100,07
Total Count 1z 50 24 24 & 145
% wihih SUBJECTS 28.5% 2% 164% 16.4% 1% 100,

Table 4.12 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 6

Asymp. Sig.
Value di (2-=ided)
Pearzon Chi-Sgquare 27 2774 ] Ry
Likeliho od Ratic 28 387 3 R
Linear-ty-Linear
F@ud;}irun 4,361 1 RixT)
M ofvalid Cazes 145

a. 3 cellz (20,0%) have expected count lezsthan 5. The
minimum expeded count iz 1,585

It can be concluded from the results in Table 4.12 that there is a significant
2 2
difference between the levels (*, =27.2> %, _15.51 ) A level students as having the

highest level of proficiency agree that English is necessary to be successful in their
field of study .Among B level students , 54.7 % of students disagree or do not have
an idea about that issue and 54 % of C level students disagree or do not have an
idea(Table4.11). This may partly due to the fact that half of the A level students are
students of English Language and Literature department and their field of study is

obviously related to English.

Table 4.13 Preparatory program is adequate in terms of length.

Q7 ="kvalk 3TS
fotally
wtally agree | agnee o Mea dizagree | disagrees Tatal
SUBJECTS A kel Cownt 12 17 & 3 338
% winin S3USJECTS FE%R 44 T% 15.8% 7.9% 100.0%
B kwl Couwnt [} 28 10 & 1 53
% winin S3USJECTS 11.3% 52.8% 1859% 15.1% 1.9% 100.0%
Clkvel Couwnt 14 15 1 ] ] 35
% wihin SUBJECTS 5% I7.5% 20.0% 16.4% 10.9% 100.0%
Tatal Count 32 =3} 27 20 T 146
e Wihin SUBJECTS 21.9% i1.1% 18.5% 13.7% i5% 100.0%




Table 4.14 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 7

Azvmp. Sig.
WValue di (2-=ided)
Pearzon Chi-Square 17 6653 024
Likelihood Ratio 15,350 013
Linear-by-Linear
Assuu::’at?;n e L8
N ofVvalid Cazes 1456

a. 3 cellz 20,0%) have expected count lezzthan 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 1,82
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When Table 4.14 is examined, it can be seen that there is a slight difference

2
between the levels (¥, =17.6> th - 15.51 ) While the majority of A level

students(76.3 %) and B level students (64.1 %) agree, a high proportion of C level

students (47.3%) have no idea or disagree (Table 4.13). A level students have 4 hours

of class everyday whereas B and C level students have 5 hours of instruction. A level

students complain that even four hours

is too much for them because they are

administered the same final exam as B and C level students and it is not possible for

the successful students to take a proficiency exam at the end of the first semester and

be freshmen students the second semester. Especially C level students who are at the

lowest level of proficiency may not find the length of the preparatory year sufficient.

Table 4.15 Language program in the preparatory program is not sufficient to meet

the students’ future needs

QB zzlawels
totalhy
otallyages| agres noides | disagres | disagres Tata

Akvd Count r) ] 13 10 ] X
% within SUBJECTS 10,5% 21,1% 34, 7% 263% T.5% 100,0%

Elkevd Count 13 5] 11 4 ] £3
% within SUBJECTS 24 5B 43 4% 20,8% TE% 3.8% 100, 0%

Clevel Count 18 [E] 10 ] ER
% within SUBJECTS 32T 14 5% 18.2% 4.5% 100,0%

Totd Count 35 1] 4 22 5 146
%% within SUBJECTS 24,0F: 34, 7% 233% 15,1% 3.4% 100,0%

Table 4.16 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 8

Azymp. Sig.
Walue di (2-zided)
Pearzon Chi-Sgquare 19,878 2 g b
Likeliho od Ratio 21,628 ] 005
Linear-bw-Linear
F@sud;{un 12,025 1 Ry
M ofvalid Cazes 145

a. 3 cellz (20,0%) have expedced count lezzthan 5. The
minimur expected count iz 1,30
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Application of chi-square test indicates that there is a statistical difference
2
between the students. Since the critical table value ( *,_ 15 .5)being at p= 0.05 level

is lower than the observed value(Table 4.16), there is a significant difference

4

2
between the groups *,=19.8>%,_15.51). A minority of A level students agree with

that item while B level students and C level students agree in higher proportions
67.9% and 67.2% respectively .A reason for these findings may be that the A level
students consider themselves as being at adequate levels to meet their future needs
while B and C level students do not have that self-confidence. A remarkable
proportion of students 23.3 % do not have an idea which is understandable because

they may not know what their future needs may be (Table 4.15).

Table 4.17 the preparatory program is adequate in terms of language teaching and
learning

Q5 = lewlz
fotally
fotzlly agree agres no kdea disagres | dlsagres Tatal
SUBJECTS Alkkwl Cownt H 13 El 1 35
= Winin SUBJECTS 13,2% 2% 23.T% 28.9% 100,0%
5 kel Cownt 1 10 15 el [ 53
% Winin SUBJECTS 158% 18 9% 28.3% 39,6% 11.3% 100,0%
Clevel Cownt ' ] 10 18 16 T 55
whin 5UBJECTS T.3% 18.2% 2.T% 28.1% 12, 7% 100.0%
Total Couwnt 10 33 42 48 13 146
whin 5UBJECTS 6.8% 226% 28.5% 32,9% 8.9% 100.0%

Table 4.18 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 9

Azymp. Sig.
“alue di (2-zid ed)
Pearzon Chi-Sguare 13627 ] 052
Likelihood Ratio 18,902 ] 031
Linear-bw-Linear
F@sud;}irun 4,354 1 037
N ofvalid Cazes 1486

a. 6 cellz (40,0%) have expected count lezs than 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 2,50.

According to the results in Table 4.18 , there is no significant difference

2 2
between levels (¥, =13.6< *, _15.51 ). 41.8% of the students disagree and 28.8%

have no idea (Table 4.17). One of the main purposes for conducting that study by the

researcher was the perception that the students were not satisfied by the program.
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Table 4.19 books are appropriate for students’ levels

Q10 33 lavalz
toitally
otallyagres|  agres noides disagres | disagres Totsl
SUEJECTS Alevel Count T 3 ] Z [ 5
% within SUBJE CTS 1B4% 65,8% TE% B.3% 25% 1000%
Blevel Tount z z 16 11 3 £
% within SUBJE CTS 18% 15.8% 30.2% 208% ET% 1000
Clewl Count [] 24 12 T [ BR
% within SUBJE CTS 10.5% 43,6% 21,8% 127% 0,5% 1000%
Totsl Count 15 ] 3 20 10 146
% within SUBJE CTS 103% 47.5% 21,3% 13.7% 68% 100.0%

Table 4.20 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 10

Azymp. Sig.
Walue di (2-gid ed)
Pearzon Chi-Square 18,7122 2 011
Likelihood Ratic 20,5971 a Joor
Linear-by-Lingar
ﬁ@sud:?irun 6,015 1 14
M ofvalid Cazes 148

8. 4 cellz (25,7%) have expeced count lezzthan 5. The
minimum expected count iz 2,60.

There is a significant difference (XZO =19.7< xzt -15.51 ) between the levels as
it can be seen in Table 4.20. While A level students agree that books are appropriate
for their levels (84.2%) B and C levels disagree (Table 4.19). This may be because of
the inefficiency of the placement test administered at the beginning of the year.
Many students who studied English as a preparatory class at their high schools start

at the C level which supposed to be the elementary level.

Table 4.21 Course books are interesting

Qll 5 levels &n
oy
wialy agree | agee iodea | diagres | okagres Total
Akel  Cownt 2 10 & 14 4 B
% wWhin 3UBJECTS 5.4% 26.3% 21.1% 36.8% 10.5% 100.0%
5 kel Cownt el 13 18 13 53
% whinin 3UBJECTS 17.0% 24.5% 34.0% 24, 5% 100.0%
Clevel Cownt 3 18 5 17 12 55
% whinin 3UBJECTS 55% 32.7% 9.1% 30.9% 21.8% 100.0%
Total Count 5 kT 26 49 29 146
% whinin 3UBJECTS 3.4% 25.3% 17 8% 33.6% 19, 9% 100.0%

Table 4.22 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 11

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 12,021 g 150
Likelihood Ratio 14.441 g .07
Linear-by-Linear
Assncia?inn 033 L i
M of Valid Cases 146

a. 3 cells (20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,30.
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The findings in Table 4.22 indicate that there is no significant difference between
the levels ("20 =12.02< th =15.51 ).All levels disagree that books are interesting
(53.5%) or have no idea (17.8%) Students consider course books as obligatory
components of the program ,consequently they may not see it for pleasure (Table
4.21). Kitao (http://iteslj.org/Articles/Kitao-Materials.html ) argues that Content
English textbooks should be useful, meaningful and interesting for students. While
no single subject will be of interest to all students, materials should be chosen based,

in part, on what students, in general, are likely to find interesting and motivating.

Table 4.23 Course books and practice books are adequate for the program

QI0 = levals
okl
ttally agree | agree nokiea | disagree | disagres Tatl
Alkwl Count 2 1 11 3 1 3B
% whin SUBJECTS 53% 95.3% I59% Ta8% 26% 1000%
Blewl Count 13 22 13 3 55
% winin SUBJECTS 24.5% 41.5% 24.5% 94% 100.0%
Clevel Cownt 4 = 18 3 ] =5
% winin SUBJECTS TAi% 400% R2T% 10.9% 9.1% 1000%
Tokal Count [ ] 31 n 11 146
% winin SUBJECTS 41% I8 A% Ma% 15, 1% T5% 1000%

Table 4.24 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 12

Azymp. Sig.
Walue di (2-zid ed)
Pearzon Chi-Sgquare 15 9953 2 030
Likelihood Ratio 19,163 g 014
Linear-by-Linear
ﬁ@sud;{un 867 L 352
M ofValid Cazes 1458

4. § cellz (40,0%) have expeced count lezsthan 5. The
minimum expecsd count iz 1,58

A significant difference can be concluded when the results are examined as
shown in Table 4.24 (XzO =16.9> th _15.51 ).While A level students agree that the
course books are adequate for the program (60.6%) B level students have no idea in
41.5 % frequency and and C level students have no idea 32.7% respectively (Table

4.23). It can be concluded that A level students were placed at the most appropriate

level and they know that the books are appropriate for the program
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Table 4.25 The practice book sufficiently supports the subjects taught in the lesson.

Q13 3z levelz
toitally
otallyagres|  agres no idea disagres | disagres Tota
Alevel Count ] L E ] £
%% within SUBJECTS Th% 55, 3% 13.2% 21.1% 20% 100.0%
Blevel CTount 1 iE 14 F] 10 Gl
%% within SUBJECTS 15% 35,8% 2E47% 0% B, 9% 100,0%
Clewel Count ) 20 ] 15 T BE
%% within SUBJECTS T3% 35 .4% 16,4% 273% 2. 7T% 100)0%
Taotd Count 5 4] ] iz 18 148
%% within SUBJECTS 5.5% 41,1% 15.2% 215% 2.3% 100,0%

Table 4.26 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 13

Aszymp. Sig.
Value di (Z-zided)
Pearzon Chi-Square 12,945 114
Likelihood Ratio 14,208 T
ﬂ:uﬂ;ﬁ?:a'"em 2,920 088
M ofValid Cazes 148

4. 4 cellz (26,7} have expected count lezsthan 5. The
minimum epected count iz 2,08

2
There is no significant difference between the levels (Xzo =12.94<*,_15.51)

when Table 4.26 is examined. The minority of the students disagree that the practice

book supports the lessons (34.2%) (Table 4.25). The practice book used at the

moment is detailed and satisfactory for most of the students.

Table 4.27 computers are necessary to use in the program

Ql0
zz’levels totzly
otallyagres|  agres no idea dizsagres | disagres Tata
Avel CTount 16 14 3 4 1 35
% within SUBJECTS 421% 35.8% T.5% 10,5% 28% 100,0%
B level Count 15 18 11 ] 1 B3
% within SUBJECTS 283% 34,0% 20,8% 15.1% s 100,0%
Clewel Count 25 13 7 [3] 4 ER
% within SUBJECTS 45 B 238% 2.T% 05% T.3% 100,0%
Tota Count 55 45 21 18 [3] 146
% within SUBJECTS I8 4% 30,8% 4,4% 23% 4.1% 100.0%

Table 4.28 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 14

Asymp. Sig.
“Walue di (2-=mided)
Pearzon Chi-Square g 2062 ] 325
Likelihood Ratio 9,320 ] 316
M of‘alid Cazes 148

a. 4 cellz (26, 7%) have expedsd count lezzthan 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 1,58.
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When the Table 4.28 is examined , it is seen that there is no significant
2 2
difference between the levels (* , =9.2< *, _15.51 ) .All levels agree that computers

are necessary for the program (69.2%) It can be concluded that the students need the
audio visual and interactive characteristics of computers for language learning (Table
4.27). Kang (1999) mentions the use of Computer-assisted instruction (CAI) as it
appeals to varied learning modalities and consequently meets the diverse needs of
individual students. With CAI, students can learn at a comfortable pace and interact
directly and continually with computers that provide immediate feedback. Teachers

can use CAI to enrich or supplement the basic instruction.

Table 4.29 Drills in thecourse book are sufficient

Q15 33 levelz
totally
tolly agree | agres no kea dizagree | disagres Tomal
Akl Couwnt & 16 [ T 3 38
% winin SUBJECTS 15.8% 21% 15.5% 18,4 % T9% 100, 0%
B kewl Couwnt 1 10 10 23 ] 53
% winin SUBJECTS 1.9% 18.9% 18,%% S4% 17.0% 100, 0%
Clkwel Cownt 1 ] ] 23 13 55
% whnin SUBJECTS 1.8% 16.4% 16,4% 41.58% 23.6% 100, 0%
Tatal Cownt 3 35 25 53 25 146
% whnin SUBJECTS 5.5% 24 0% 17.1% 36.3% 17.1% 100, 0%

Table 4.30 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 15

Azymp. Sig.
“Walue di (2-sided)
Pearzon Chi-Sguare 25,0307 ] ooz
Likelihood Ratie 23,682 2 003
Linear-ty-Linear
= 17,425 1 000
M ofValid Cazes 145

4. 3 cellz (20,0%) have expected count lezsthan 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 2,08

When looked at Table 4.30, it can easily be seen that there is a significant
difference between the levels (¥ o =25.03> %, _15.51 ) .While the majority of A level
students agree (57.9% ), B and C level students are not satisfied with the drills in the
course book(Table 4.29). This can be explained by the proficiency level of the

students. While A level students may not need many drills because they are at a

higher level, B and C level students may need more drills to practice the subjects.
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Table 4.31 Reinforcement of learning by audio visual aids

S16
oty
iotally agree ages mo idea disagres disagres Total

SUBJECTE Akwl Counl F=1 10 ) 1 38
% wiltiin SUBJECTS 605% 26,3% 105% 2E% 100,0%

B kewl Count ] 17 ) 1 1 53

% winin 3USJECTS S656% 32 1% 7.5% 19% 1.9% 100.0%

Clevel Count ki 12 1 1 3 55

% winin 3USJECTS 69,1% 21,8% 1.8% 1.5% 55% 100.0%

Tatal Counl Ell ] 9 3 4 146
% winin 3USJECTS 623% 26, T 6.2% 2.1% 2.7% 100.0%

Table 4.32 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 16

Azymp. Sig.
Value di (2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Sguare 7 5362 3 A&
Likelihood Ratio & 685 2 370
Linearby-Linear
Azzo n::iat?ru n 032 1 i
N ofWalid Cazes 145

4. 9 cellz (50,0%} have expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count iz | 78

The results in Table 4.32 reveal that there is no significant difference between the
levels ("20 =7.53< th =15.51 ).This shows that there is a strong need among students
for audio-visual aids (89%) Audio visual materials may be appealing for different
learning styles (Table 4.31). Howard (2004) points out that Teaching materials form
an important part of most English teaching programmes. From textbooks, videotapes
and pictures to the Internet, teachers rely heavily on a diverse range of materials to

support their teaching and their students’ learning.

Table 4.33 Using extra resources other than the course book is necessary

Q17 sz levelz
toitally
otallyagres| agres no idea disagres | disagres Totd
Alkewel  Count 0 14 F1 15
% within SUBJECTS 52 B 35,8% 10.5% 100,0%
Blevel Tount 6 6 1 £
% within SUBJECTS 49.1% 43,1% 15% 100,0%
Clewel Count 38 14 1 ] ]
% within SUBJECTS B8.1% 25.5% 18% 3.68% 100,0%
Totsl Count Bd 4 £ > [ 145
% within SUBJECTS BT.5% Tk 14% i T 100,0%
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Table 4.34 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 17

Asymp. Sig.
Value di (2-zided)
Pearzon Chi-Sgquare 19 0522 ] 015
Likelihood Ratio 19,823 ] 011
P e 1,678 1 195
M ofValid Cazes 145

a. 9 cellz (60,0% ) have expeded count lezz than 5. The
minimum expected count iz 25,

When Table 4.34 is examined, the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of
significance ,their results of chi-square test is found greater than the critical table

2
value of * (15.5) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is statistically

2 2
significant *,=19.0>*,_15.5). Most of the students (94.5 %) agree on the need of

extra resources .However , some of A level students (10.5%) have no idea (Table
4.33). This result may be due to the higher proficiency level of these students and

they may not need supporting material.

Table 4.35 Language learning does not mean only learning the rules

Q18 szl velz
totslhy agres|  sgres no ides dissgres Totsl
Alevel Count K] T 38
% within SUBJECTS 81,6% 18,4% 100,0%
Blevel Count 43 13 2 53
% within SUBJECTS B1.1% 15,1% 3.8% 100,0%
Clewl Count 45 3 i EE
% within SUBJECTS B9 1% 1% 1,8% 100,0%
Total Count 123 0 = 1 198
. within SUBJECTS B4, 2% 13, 7% 1,43 T 100,05

Table 4.36 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 18

As=ymp. Sig.
Value di (Z2-zided)
Pearzon Chi-Square 89572 3 325
Likelihood Ratic 7,849 & 245
Linear-by-Linear
Assl:n:ia::t,}irun 223 1 S
M ofValid Cases 145

a. 6 cellz (50,0% ) have expeded count leszthan 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 28

Application of chi-square test indicates that there is no statistical difference
between the students .Since the critical table value ( %~ 15.5)being at p= 0.05 level
is greater than the observed value ng =6.9 ,there is no significant difference between
the groups (Table 4.36) . All the groups agree that language does not only mean
learning the rules(Table 4.35). One problem about grammar based as Rabbini

(http://iteslj.org/Articles) states is that the grammatical syllabus focuses on only one
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aspect of language, namely grammar, whereas in truth there exist many more aspects

to language.

Table 4.37 Reading texts in the course book are not interesting

Qg wlavEls
wtall
tatally agree agres na ldea disagree | dlsagrees Tata
A leve Countt 5 a9 10 13 1 38
% Wi SUBJECTS 132% 23T% 26.3% M2% 26% 00.0%
B leve Count 14 17 13 3 1 33
% Whin SUBJECTS XAk 321% 245% 15.1% 19% 00.0%
Cleve 2 0 2 16 1 35
= Winin SUBJECTS 164% I64% 164% 201% 18% 00.0%
Tala Count 23 48 32 T k] 145
% wWinin SUBJECTS 122% 315% 219% 253% 21% 00.0%

Table 4.38 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 19

Aszymp. Sig.
Valus df (2-sided]
Pearzon Chi-Square 85378 8 378
Likelihood Ratic 8873 & 303
Linear-by-Linear
ﬁesudat?;n 725 L 394
M ofvalid Cazes 145

a. 3 cellz (20,0%) have expected count les= than 5. The
minimum expected count is 78

When Table 4.38 is examined , the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of

significance ,their results of chi-square test is found lower than the critical table

value of th (15.5 ) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is not

2
statistically significant ( Xz@ =8.5<*,_155 ).Only (27.4 %) of the students disagree

that the reading passages are not interesting (Table 4.37).

Table 4.39 Note taking is taught

=y
oty
wozly agree | agres ] dizagrze | dlzagres Total

SUSJECTS A Rvel  Count 3 3 ] ] 1 33
% whin SUBJECTS Ta% 34% 23T% 25T% 10,5% 100.0%

B level Cownt 1 1 12 15 1 53

% Wil SUBJECTS 19% 20.8% 225% 0% 20.8% 100.0%

Clevel Cownt 13 12 20 10 53

% whin SUSJECTS 236% 218% FAk 18.2% 100.0%

Toil Count i kT 33 i 25 146
% wihin SUSJECTS 27% 25,5% 225% 322% 17.1% 100.0%
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Table 4.40 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 20

Amymp. Sig.
“alue df (2-sided)
Pearzon Chi-Sgquars § G542 3 285
Likelihood R atic 10,050 8 262
Linearby-Linear
ﬁ@suc:iat?:n 4622 L -
M ofValid Cazes 145

4. 3 celle (20,0%) have expecied count less than 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 1,04

Application of chi-square test indicates that there is not a statistical difference
between the students .Since the critical table value ( th - 15.5)being at p= 0.05 level

is greater than the observed value ,there is not a significant difference between the
groups (Table 4.40) . 49.3% of the students disagree that note taking is taught (Table
4.39).Khan (2005) points out the benefits of note taking as “ Note-taking is a very
useful practice as it enables the reader to preserve relevant information for future use.
Usually we cannot remember a great deal of new information without writing some
of it down. This act of taking notes often helps us remember information when we

need to take an examination, write an essay, or prepare a report.

Table 4.41 Report writing is included in the program

21 =levels
toitalhy
totslhy agres|  agres no ides | disagres | disagres Taotal
Alewel Tount [] 18 B ] 3 3B
% within SUBJECT S 15,8% 42,17% 3.2% 21, 1% T.5% 100.0%
Elewvel Count z i2 11 20 = £l
% within SUBJECT 5 3,8% 28 208% 3T T 15, 1% 100,0%
Clenel Count 2 15 14 5] 5 ER
% within SUBJECT 5 3.8% 32, T 255% 28.1% 5. 1% 100,0%
Total Count 10 45 30 44 16 145
% within SUBJECT 5 B,8% 31,5 20.5% 30, 1% 11,0% 100,0%

Table 4.42.i Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 21

Azymp. Sig
Value di (2-zided)
P earzon Chi-Sgquare 13,757 ] ,0ga8
Likelihood Ratio 12,981 ] 112
Linearby-Linear
Assudat?run = 1 126
N ofValid Cazesz 148

4. 4 cells (26, 7%} have expected count lezs than 5. The
minimum expected count iz 2,60

Table 4.42 clearly indicates that there is no significant difference between the

levels since the critical table value ( th - 15.5)being at p= 0.05 level is greater than

2
the observed value (*, = 13.7 % ) .61.6 % of the students disagree or have no idea
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that report writing is included in the syllabus (Table 4.41) . It can be concluded that

449% of the students do not agree that they learn to write report.

Table 4.43 Practices about summarizing are included in the program

022 ss'levels

fotally
wiEly agee | agres na ldea disagree | disagres Total

&level  Count 3 13 [] [] ) EH]

% winin SUSJECTS T9% 34.2% 23.7T% 23.T% 10.5% 100.0%

B kevel Cownt 15 14 20 1 33

% winin SUSJECTS 28.3% 26 4% T T.5% 100.0%

Clevel  Couwnt 2 20 5 23 -] 35

% winin SUSJECTS 36% 36.4% 2.1% 41.5% 9.1% 100.0%

Tota Count 5 i3 23 52 13 146
% Wk SUBJECTS I4% 329% 19.2% HE% 89% 100.0%

Table 4.44 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 22

Asymp. 5.
Walus of [2-sided)
Fearson Chi-Square 117732 5 182
Lkelihood R atic 13897 ] 090
Linear-by- Linsar
Fﬁi[}d;?bn 08 L 400
M of Vaid Cases 148

8 Goek (40,0%) have epected count less than &, The
minimum expected countis 1,30,

Application of chi-square test indicates that there is no statistical difference

between the students .Since the critical table value ( th = 15.5)being at p= 0.05 level

is greater than the observed value

4

o =11.7 ,there is no significant difference

between the groups (Table 4.44) .The majority of the students disagree that the

summarizing skill is taught. The course book includes activities about summarizing

as a reading activity. The syllabus does not include any separate lesson to teach

summarizing.

Table 4.45 Terminology of students’subject field is taught

totally
wialy ages | ages no kdea diages | disagree Totl

SUBJECTS Alkwel Coumt 1 5 8 14 12 B
% WRhin SUBJECTS 26% 13, 2% 21.1% I65% 26,3 100.0%

B level Cou 3 3 2 T B =3

% WRhin SUBJECTS 5.7% 5.7% 3,8% 132% T1.T% 100.0%

C el  Cou 1 5 2 12 k- o5

% WRhin SUBJECTS 1.5% 9.1% 3.6% 215% 63,6% 100.0%

Tatal Cou 5 13 12 33 83 146
% WRhin SUBJECTS I4% §9% 8.2% 226% 56,8% 100.0%
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Table 4.46 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 23

Asymp. Sig.
Value di (Z2-sided)
FPaarson Chi-Sgquars 2747 ] g
Likelihood Ratio 26,726 ] Rl
Linear-byLinsar
Aaaacial?::-r 6,436 ! 011
M of Valid Cases 148

3. 9 cells (80,0%) havwe expected count less than 5. The
minimum expected count is 1,30.

When Table 4.46 is examined , the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of
significance ,their results of chi-square test is found greater than the critical table

2
value of * (15.5) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is statistically

significant ( Xzo =27.1 >X2t - 15.5 ). B level students 84.9% and C level students
85.4% disagree that the terminology of their fields is taught. However the frequency
for A level students is lower (63.1%) (Table 4.45). 20 of the A level students are
students of English Language and Literature, consequently besides being the medium
of instruction, English is also the main focus of their study and this may be the

reason for the lower frequency of disagreement among A level students.

Table 4.47 Techniques for self-study are not taught

24 1z7lewmls
totalhy
otally sgres|  agres noides | disagres | disagres Totd

Alevd  TCount T 11 5 14 [ iz
% within SUBJECTS 18, 4% 28,5% 132% 5B 2,6% 100,0%

Blewd Count 11 i E] = [} &
% within SUB.JECTS 20,8% 15,5% 17.0% 15,1% 11,3% 100,00%

Clevel Count 14 8 B 10 ] EE,
% within SUBJECTS 25, 5% 28,1% 14.5% 182% 12, 7% 100,0%

Tatal Cownt 3z 45 e 12 14 145
% within SUBJECTS 21,50 3.5% 151% 215% 3.6% 100.0%

Table 4.48 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 24

Azwymp. Sig
Value di (2-zided)
Pear=on Chi-2guare 8 2r# & 320
Likelihood Ratio 9, 481 & 303
N of'alid Cazes 145

a. 1 cellz (8,7%) have expeded count lezs than 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 3,54,

Application of chi-square test indicates that there is no statistical difference

between the students. Since the critical table value ( th = 15.5)being at p= 0.05 level

2
is greater than the observed value *, =9.2) there is no significant difference

between the groups when Table 4.48 is examined. The majority of the students (53.4
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%) agree that self-study techniques are not taught (Table 4.47). The researcher
believes that in order to be independent learners, the students may be instructed to

study individually.

Table 4.49 Tests measure students’ language knowledge accurately

25 g3 levels
totalhy
totally agres agres no idea disagres disagres Tatal

Alevel  Couont 4 16 fi 10 i 38

% within SUBJECTS 10,5% 42,1% 15,8% 6,3% 5,3% 100,0%

Blevel Count 2 4 12 n ili] &3

% within SUBJECTS 38% 17,0°% 22 6% AT 12.9% 100,0%

Clewel  Count z 14 0 16 13 it

% within SUBJECTS i 255 18.2% 9,1% 136 100,0%

Total Count ] 20 23 4 5 146
% within SUBJECTS 555 26,75 19,2% 31.5% 17.1% 100,0%

Table 4.50 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 25

Asymp. Sig.
Vaue di [Z-sided)
Pearson Chi-Sguare 13,9162 B J0E4
Likelihood Ratio 14,397 ] o7z
Linesr-by-Linear R . .
Aszsociation  —— L
M ofValid Cases 145

3. 3 gells {20,0%) have expected count less than 5. The
miinimum expected count is 2,08,

When Table 4.50 is examined , the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of

significance ,their results of chi-square test is found lower than the critical table

value of th (15.5 ) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is not

2
statistically significant ( Xz@ =139 <*, _155). Generally the students (48.6 %)

believe that tests do not measure their language knowledge accurately. However A
level students slightly think differently as 52.6% of them agree that tests measure
their language knowledge efficiently (Table 4.49) .This may be due to the fact that A
level students the highest proficiency level and they have a better background than
the other two levels. It can be seen that 19.25 of the students do have an idea about
that issue because the questionnaire was administered at the beginning of the second

term and a greater number of exams are administered the second term.
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Q26 z2lavels
totalhy
otally agres|  agres no idea dizagres | disagres Taotd
Alevel Tount [5] 23 4 5 ik
% within SUBJECTS 5B 80,5% 10,5% 122% 100, 0%
B leval Count 4 4 T [3] 2 h3
% within SUBJECTS T5% B4.2% 3,.2% 12% 3.8% 100,0%
Clewel  Count T ] 10 ] ER
% within SUBJECTS 18% 49.1% 14.5% 182% 16,4% 100,0%
Total Count 11 T} g =3 T 138
% within SUBJECTS T5% ET.5% 3.0% 14.4% T.5% 100.0%

Table 4.52 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 26

Azymp. Sig.
Value (2-sided)
Fearzon Chi-Sguare 17,733 a D23
Likelihood Ratio 19,622 & 012
;‘Q;:gﬁ;#"ear 12,684 1 000
N ofvalid Cazes 146

a. 7 cellz (46, 7%) have expected count lezsthan 5. The
minimum =xpected count iz 2,88.

As shown in Table 4.52 , the results reveal a significant difference . The

findings indicate that at 0.05 level of significance ,their results of chi-square test is

2
found greater than the critical table value of L. (15.5) ,thus the difference of the

attitudes of three groups is statistically significant ( Xzo =17.7 > 3 - 15.5) .C level

students react differently than the two other groups, probably as being the lowest

proficiency level they may not understand the instruction as clearly as their

counterparts in the two other levels . As Howard (http://www.paaljapan.org) states

“For instructions to be effective, they should be written in language that is

appropriate for the target learners, and the use of the correct metalanguage can assist

with making instructions more concise and efficient.”

Table 4.53 Tests are sufficient in terms of content

totalhy
otaly agres| agres noides | disagres | disagres Totd

Alewd  Count 4 [E] ] ] 1 3B
% within SUBJECTS 0,5 50,0 23T%h 2% 25% 100,0%

Blewd Count 2 14 11 [:] A3
% within SUBJECTS 41,53 25,43 208% A% 100,0%

Clevel Count Z 2 15 11 5 Bh
% within SUBJECTS 3,6% 40,0% 27.3% 200% 1% 100,0%

Totd Count & 63 1B 7 12 148
¥ within SUBJECTS 1.1% 43.2% 26,0% 185% 8.2% 100.0%
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Table 4.54 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 27

Azwmp. Sig
Walue di (2-=ided)
Pearzon Chi-Square 961%F 8 293
Likelihood Ratic 11,139 a 154
Linearby-Linear
Asz=pdation 3,191 1 074
M of\Valid Cazes 148

a. § cellz (40 0%} have expected count lezs than 5. The
minimum expected count iz 1,58
Application of chi-square test indicates that there is no statistical difference

2
between the students. Since the critical table value ( * _ 15.5)being at p= 0.05 level

is greater than the observed value (X20 = 9.6) , there is no significant difference

between the groups (Table 4.54) . 47.3% of the students agree that tests are sufficient
in terms of content.26 % of the students have no idea, therefore it can be concluded

that students have no idea about the contents of the tests (Table 4.53).

Table 4.55 Multiple choice items are mostly administered in tests

Dptions
T total

selels otally sges| agres noides | disagres -:iaa-;ti_.a Totsl
Alevd TCount 16 15 ] 1 15
%% within SUBJECTS 42 15 47 4% TE% 2 6% 100, 0%
Elevd Count Z ] ] K] [ &l
% within SUBJECTS 43,4% 41,5% T .5% ET% 1.9% 100, 0%
Clevel Count 21 28 2 3 ]
% within SUBJECTS 38, 2% B0, 9% B% 35% 5.5% 100, 0%
Tota Count 4] 2] 5 ] 5 148
% within SUBJECTS 41,1% 45,8% 3.4% BE% 3.4% 100, 0%

Table 4.56 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 28

Asymp. Sig.
Value di (Z-sided)
Pearzon Chi-Square G 90F 2 247
Likelihood Ratio 7,501 2 AT4
kg:;é ;'-i’;h'" =ar 080 1 764
N of‘alid Cases 146

a. 9 cellz (60,0%) have expeded count leszthan 5. The
minimum expeded count iz 1,30

When Table 4.56 is examined , the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of

significance ,their results of chi-square test is found lower than the critical table

value of th (15.5 ) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is not

statistically significant ( Xzo =69 < th - 15.5 ). 87.7% of the students agree that

multiple choice items are administered in tests during the year in the form of 5
midterm exams,20 quizzes and one final exam (Table 4.55). These items are

especially used in 5 Midterms and in the Final exam at the end of the year
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Table 4.57 Gap filling items are mostly administered in tests

totalhy
otallyages| agres noides | disagres | disagres Taotal

SOEJECTS Alevd Count 15 ] F £
% within SUB.JECTS 39, 5% 55, 3% 53% 100,0%

Blewd Count 1R ] ] E = £1
%% within SUBJECTS 34 0FL 52 &% 1,.5% 5T% 15 100,0%

Clevel Count EE] B B B ] EF
% within SUB.JECTS 24 B 5D, 5% 3.6% 3F% T3% 100,0%

Taotd Count 7 i ] 3 B 145
% within SUBJECTS a5 6 52,7% 4 1% 34% 41% 100,0%

Table 4.58 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 29

Azymp. Sig.
“alue df (Z2-zided]
Pearzon Chi-Sguare 5 453% ] a7
Likelihood Ratio 7 032 3 el
Linea-by-Linear
As==gciation s 1 L
N ofvalid Cases 145

a. 9 cellz (60,0%) have expected count lezsthan 5. The
minimum expected count iz 1,30
Table 4.58 clearly shows that there is no significant difference between the

2
levels since the critical table value ( *, - 15.5) being at p= 0.05 level is greater than

the observed value (X20 = 9.6) . 88.3% of the students believe that gap filling items

are administered in tests (Table 4.57). These items are used in quizzes especially and

occasionally in Midterms but not in the Final exam.

Table 4.59 Reading comprehension items are mostly administered in tests

Q30 zzlawels
totalhy
otallyages| agres noides | disagres | disagres Tata
Alewd  Uount 15 ] [ 1 £
T within SUBJECTS 33 FRL EE. 3%, 2EL 2R 100,0%
Blewd Count 13 T 1 4 z 53
% within SUBJECTS 35,85 ED.S% 1.5% TE% 5% 100,0%
Clevel  Count 23 2T ] 3 BE
% within SUBJECTS 41,85 43 1% 16% 5 5o 100,0%
Taotal Uount BT 75 4 3 £ 1458
%% within SUBJECTS 33, 0FL B 4% 2T% 14% 14% 100,0%

Table 4.60 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 30

Asymp. Sig.
Value di (Z2-zided)
Pear=zon Chi-Square 7288 & 306
Likelihood Ratic 9,690 & 287
Linear-bw-Linear
F@suda:?irun 140 1 708
N ofvalid Cazes 146

a. 9 cellz (60,0%) have expected count lezsthan 5. The
minimum =xpected count iz 1,04,

When Table 4.60 is examined , the findings indicate that at 0.05 level of

significance ,their results of chi-square test is found lower than the critical table

value of th (15.5 ) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups is not
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2 2
statistically significant ( Lo=72<% _155)90.4 % of the students agreed that

reading comprehension items are administered in all midterms and in the final exam
(Table 4.59). During the educational year, some quizzes also consist of reading
comprehension items. Reading comprehension items consist of open ended

questions and multiple choice questions.

Table 4.61 Speaking skill is tested appropriately

Q31 zlewmls
totalhy
otalyages| agres noides | disagres | disagres Totd

Alevd TCount 4 12 11 £ [ =)
% within SUBJECTS 10,5% 31.6% 285 13.2% 15.8% 100,0%

Blewd Count 1 18 14 1z x|
% within SUBJECTS 20,8% 30F% 254% 228% 100,0%

Clevel Count 4 3 10 11 75 3
% within SUBJECTS 7.3% 3.1% 18.7% 200% 45 5%, 100,0%

Totd Count g 28 7 0 43 148
% within SUBJECTS 55% 18,7% 253% 205% 285% 100,0%

Table 4.62 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 31

Azymp. Sig
Value di (2-zided ]
Pearson Chi-Square 22 751 2 004
Likelihood Ratio 25,51 8 iyl
= 12,774 1 000
N ofvalid Cases 146

a. 3 cellz (20,0%) have expected count lessthan 5. The
minimum expeced count iz 2,08

Application of chi-square test indicates that there is a statistical difference

2
between the students . Since the critical table value ( *,_ 15 .5)being at p= 0.05 level

2
is lower than the observed value (¥, =22.7) , there is a significant difference

between the groups (Table 4.62) . A level students agree in greater frequency than
the two other levels (42.1 %) This may probably be due to the fact that they are
administered more frequently than the other two levels in terms of speaking. In
general 50% of the students disagree that speaking skill is administered appropriately
(Table 4.61). A level students are administered from the first midterm, B level
students from the second midterm and C level students from the second semester. At
the time of the administration of the questionnaire, C level students did not take any
speaking tests. The testing of speaking is a complex matter as Heaton(2003 p:88)
states” At all stages beyond the elementary levels of mimicry and repetition it is an
extremely difficult skill to test, as it is far too complex a skill to permit any reliable

analysis to be made for the purpose of objective testing.”



Table 4.63Writing tests measure writing skill efficiently

532
otaly
wally agree | agres no kiea dizagree | dis=gres Total

SO TS A Rwel  Cout 16 17 3 1 1 38
% winin SUBJECTS 42.1% 44 7% 7.9% 25% 2.6% 100.0%

B kwvel Cown ] 26 11 8 d 53

% winin SUBJECTS T.5% 49.1% 20.5% 15.1% T.5% 100.0%

Clhkwvel Cownt ] 25 15 3 3 55

% winin SUBJECTS 16.4% 455% 3% 5.5% 5.5% 100.0%

Tatal Count -] 65 -] 12 8 146
% whinin SUBJECTS 19.9% 46 6% 19 9% 8.2% 5,5% 100,0%

Table 4.64 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 32

A=ymp. Sig.
‘walue df [2-zided)
Pearson Chi-Square 24,7349 2 o0z
Likelihood Ratio 23920 g ooz
Linear-bry - Linear
Fesocigtion AR ! 00
M of walid Cazes 1

level of significance ,their results of chi-square test is found greater than the critical

2
table value of *, (15.5) ,thus the difference of the attitudes of three groups 1is

2 2
statistically significant (* , =24.2>%,_ 15.5 ) (Table 4.64). 86.1% of A level students

agree that writing is tested efficiently (Table 4.63). The frequency is higher than B
and C levels’. A level students are exposed to writing activities more often than the
two other levels, consequently they are more prepared than B and C level students at
tests; this is probably the explanation for the findings. Two years ago ,portfolio

assessment was included in the syllabus, and in the final test of 2006 a writing

a. § cells (40,0%) have expected count lessthan 5. The

minimum expected count is 2,08.

The findings show that the groups react differently. They indicate that at 0.05

section was administered for the first time.

Table 4.65 Tests of reading are parallel with in-class activities

Qij 3 levels T
tofally agree( agee noldea [ disagres | disagres Total

Al Count 11 i 3 3 i 38

‘o wihin SUSJECTS 28.9% S2.6% T9% T9% 26% 100.0%

B lewel Count 1 17 10 14 1 a3

% WRRih SUBJECTS 1.5% 321% 188% X4d% 20.5% 100.0%

Clevel Count [3 7 15 i 9 55

‘o wihin SUSJECTS 10,9% 30.9% 3% 145% 16.4% 100.0%

Total Count 18 34 28 23 21 146
% WRhih SUBJECTS 12, 3% 37, 0% 19.2% 17.1% 14 4% 100.0%
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Table 4.66 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 33

Azymp. Sig
Value df (Z-=zided)
Pearzon Chi-Square 31,178 3 ,000
Likelinood Ratic 33 506 2 000
Linear-bw-Linear
F@.s-:lciat:i‘:n 9,262 1 002
M of'alid Cazes 148

4.1 cells (§,7%) have expected count lessthan 5. The
minimum e<pected count iz 4,68

Application of chi-square test indicates that there is a statistical difference

2
between the students since the critical table value ( *,_ 15.5) being at p= 0.05 level

2
is lower than the observed value (* , =31.1) , there is a significant difference between

the groups (Table 4.66) . A level students agree that the reading tests are parallel with
in-class activities while B and C level students agree in lower frequencies;34 % and
49.3% respectively (Table 4.65). It can be concluded that there is a higher
parallelism with in-class activities than the B and C levels. As Heaton(2003, p:105)
states “what is still urgently required in many classrooms test is a greater awareness
of the actual processes involved in reading and the production of appropriate exercise
and test materials to assist in the mastery of these processes.” The researcher believes
that the Reading skill is the one that takes the greatest proportion in the syllabus
because the course book consists of many reading passages and there is a separate

reading book that is used in the program.

Table 4.67 Listening tests reflect the in-class activities

Q34 s5levels T
wotally agree| agres nao kea disagree | dlsagres Tatal

Alevel Count 12 18 i 3 1 ]

% Wi SUBJECTS 31.6% A7 A% 10.5% Ta% 26% 100, 0%

Blevel Coumt 2 18 15 14 4 i3
% wihin SUBECTS 38% 34 0% 28.3% A% 7.5% 100, %

Clevel Count 2 15 14 10 14 55
% Wk SUBJECTS 36% 27.5% 25.5% 18.2% 25.5% 100, 0%

TomEl Coumt 16 51 x) 27 19 146
% whin SUBJECTS 11, 0% 34 .59% 22 6% 18.5% 13.0% 100, %

Table 4.68 Chi-square table between the levels of the students for item 34

Aymp. Sig.
‘Walue df [2-zidad)
Pearzon Chi-Square 40,9739 2 i)
Likelibood Ratio 28074 8 o
e more |
M of Walid Cases 146

a. I cells (13,3%) have expected count lessthan 5. The
minimum expected count is 4,16,
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As shown in Table 4.68, the results reveal a significant difference. The

findings indicate that at 0.05 level of significance ,their results of chi-square test is

2
found greater than the critical table value of L. (15.5) ,thus the difference of the

2 2
attitudes of three groups is statistically significant ( *, =40.9>*, _ 15.5 ).A level

students show a higher frequency (79%) than B level(37.8%) and C level (30.9 %)
that the listening tests reflect the in-class activities (Table 4.67). It can be concluded
that in the A level tests, listening comprehension items reflect the in-class activities
more than the other two levels. As an instructor, the researcher has heard various
times from the students that it was difficult to understand the listening tests.
Listening tests are only administered in 4 midterms. Considering listening tests as a
problematic area Coombe (1999) argues that even in nonassessment situations, most
classroom listening activities center around some pre-listening task followed by
listening to a monologue or conversation and answering some form of
comprehension questions that are then evaluated. Feedback consists of students
comparing their answers with a "correct" answer.

Question 35
What are the lack and deficiencies (if any) of the preparatory program? Please

write your suggestions.

The last question is an open ended question. The lack and deficiencies and
probable suggestions should be stated.

A level students especially mention the technological deficiencies of the
program. For instance, they could not use the projection machine .They stated that
they need to have a native speaker instructor because they wanted to hear authentic
English from a native speaker. They also mentioned the need for a computer
laboratory for more audio-visual resources and interactive activities. The last
deficiency mentioned by the A level students is that it is not possible to pass as a
freshman student the second term of the preparatory year after taking a proficiency
test at the end of the first term. The problem is due to the deficiencies of the
departments of the students.

B level students mentioned the need for technical English, especially
terminology from their fields. They required more speaking activities and find the
present syllabus too rule based and that communication is more important in today’s

global world.
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C level students also mentioned that ESP (English for Specific Purposes) is
necessary in order to pursue their future education. They emphasize that Listening
comprehension activities should be increased. They complain about the proportion of
grammar in the program. They claim that C level is boring due to the fact that
although C level is the lowest level, many students are not at the right level. The
previous year a fourth level addressed the ‘real beginners’, D level, it consisted of 30
hours of instruction for the real beginners .However due to the lack of instructors,
real beginners, false beginners and even students of higher levels are in the same
levels. Especially students of higher proficiency level students complained that the
program was boring because especially the first term is considered as the right
program for these students. C level students also complained that it is not possible to
be able to be a freshman student the second term of the preparatory year after taking
a proficiency test at the end of the second term. However, the researcher believes that
even if there were such an application, it would not be appropriate for C level

students.
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CONCLUSION

1. Presentation
This final chapter will firstly present the summary of the present study.

Secondly, based on the preceding chapters, a number of conclusions will be
presented on the research findings. The last section will make recommendations with

respect to the current study.

2. Purpose of the Study
This study aimed at identifying the needs of the students and proposing some

contributions to the Preparatory program at the School of Foreign Languages at the
University of Gaziantep.

The comparison and analysis of the subjects’perceptions were considered to be
the starting point in designing a new syllabus model .

The target language requirements of the students were specified by means of

needs analysis reflecting the views of the students.

3. Discussion of the Study
When literature is reviewed ,it can be said that needs analysis has been the

starting point for syllabus design studies. Valdez(1999) stated that the strength of a
syllabus based on students’ needs first and foremost starts from where the students
are and builds on their knowledge and experiences. It provides the basis for
structuring the syllabus around the language proficiency, the learning preferences,
and the purposes for learning the second language. Furthermore, Needs analysis does
give valuable information for teachers and linguists to understand the learners’ needs
and attitude of language the target language.

In a recent study Daylan (2001) administered a needs analysis for a syllabus
design for the students at the preparatory school at Abant Izzet Baysal University.She
also designed a syllabus to be used at the preparatory school at Abant Izzet Baysal
University. In an other research METU (Middle East Technical University)
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(www.metu.edu.tr) started a curriculum renewal project.The administration of the
METU School of Foreign Languages (SFL) initiated a Curriculum Renewal Project
in 2002 with the aim of evaluating the courses offered by the Department of Basic
English (DBE) and the Department of Modern Languages (DML) and reviewing the
curricula of both departments respectively in the light of the findings. The project
was based on the principle that change is one of the most pertinent features of
organizational life and any change in the environment needs to be reflected in the
instruction being conducted in an educational institution. The American Embassy
(www.ankara.usembassy.gov) worked with 3 universities in Turkey Middle East
Technical University, Anadolu University and Hacettepe University. In June of 2002
and during the 2002/2003 academic year academic specialists Susan Johnston and
William Grabe worked with the Department of Basic English and the Department of
Modern Languages at METU to revise the curriculum, moving away from a focus on
discrete grammatical points to a focus on academic language and critical thinking. In
June of 2002 and 2003 academic specialist Susan Johnston worked with the Basic
English Program at Hacettepe University to develop a curriculum, write a mission
statement, and design a curriculum and revise assessments and administrative
practices to ensure successful language and non-language outcomes. The objectives
of the curriculum development project were to:

e clarify for the multi-dimensional curriculum development process that
should take place in language programs including needs analysis, the
establishment of goals and objectives, syllabus design, materials and test
development, teacher development, implementation, and on-going
evaluation);

e evaluate and confirm the process within the educational setting of the
Basic English Program at Hacettepe University;

e assist in finding ways to involve as many program participants as possible
in the process

e suggest alternative approaches to program issues;

e support the curriculum team members in their efforts to develop a sound
and outstanding curriculum for their program.

The American Embassy language specialists also worked with Anadolu University.

At Anadolu University Dr. Johnston worked with all teachers of English in addition
to teachers of other departments to revamp the program and to revise the
administration and examinations accordingly. The 100 teachers drew detailed goals

and objectives with a focus on critical thinking.
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The study has produced a number of conclusions that can be drawn from
the results. The results and findings of the study were presented in Chapter IV.
However, more general conclusions can be drawn from the findings presented in the
previous chapter. The first hypothesis was whether there will be a significant
difference among the three levels of students for purposes of learning English.

The results indicated that there is no significant difference for important
purposes for learning English among A, B and C levels for the following items:” For
future success in students’ career” and “to communicate with foreigners” , thus it
can be assumed that getting to know people from other cultures enhances the
possibility of personal development. The three groups also responded with very
high scores to the purpose " to read articles, papers and materials" related to their
area of study. This response implies personal development and development in
career. The students are also aware that they need to learn English to be able to
function effectively in their departments, particularly A level students, being at
the highest proficiency level, agree in higher degree than B and C levels with
compared to that statement. The students did not agree that “A person who does
not know English is not regarded as well-educated”. One reason for this belief may
be because students give more importance to their departments as a sign of good
education.

The second hypothesis was whether there will be any significant difference
among the three levels of students for the appropriateness of the preparatory
program. The results indicated that there is a significant difference among A and B,
C levels students in terms of the length of the program and the belief that the
preparatory program is not sufficient to meet the students’ future needs. It can be
concluded that while A and B level students as being at higher proficiency levels,
regard the length of the program adequate. While B and C level students agree that
the preparatory program is not sufficient to meet the students’ future needs, A level
students disagree with this statement, since they have the highest proficiency level
among all levels. There is no significant difference for the adequacy of the
preparatory program in terms of language teaching and learning. All the levels
disagree or have no idea that the program is adequate in terms of teaching and
learning. This result indicates that the majority of students are dissatisfied with the

program.
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The third hypothesis was whether there will be a significant difference among
the three levels of students for the appropriateness of the materials . Allwright (1990)
argues that materials should teach students to learn, that they should be resource
books for ideas and activities for instruction/learning, and that they should give
teachers rationales for what they do. From Allwright's point of view, textbooks are
too inflexible to be used directly as instructional material. O'Neill (1990), in contrast,
argues that materials may be suitable for students' needs, even if they are not
designed specifically for them, that textbooks make it possible for students to review
and prepare their lessons, that textbooks are efficient in terms of time and money,
and that textbooks can and should allow for adaptation and improvization.In an other
study Kitao (1997) states that it is true that in many cases teachers and students rely
heavily on textbooks, and textbooks determine the components and methods of
learning, that is, they control the content, methods, and procedures of learning.
Students learn what is presented in the textbook, and the way the textbook presents
material is the way students learn it. The educational philosophy of the textbook will
influence the class and the learning process. Therefore, in many cases, materials are
the center of instruction and one of the most important influences on what goes on in
the classroom.
The results revealed that there is a significant difference among the levels of

2

the students for ” appropriateness of books for students’ levels”, ” Adequacy of
course books and practice books for the program”, ” Sufficiency of Drills in the
book”, ” The necessity of using extra resources other than the course book™. It can be
concluded that A level students agree that books are suitable for their levels (84.2%)
B and C levels disagree . While A level students agree that the course books are
adequate for the program (60.6%) B and C level students have no idea 41.5 % and
32.7% respectively. While the majority of A level students agree (57.9% ), B and C
level students are not satisfied with the drills in the course book. It can be inferred
by the higher proficiency level of students. Furthermore, some of A level students
(10.5%) have no idea whether it is necessary to use extra resources to supplement.
This result may be due to the higher proficiency level of these students and they may
not need supporting material.

The results indicated that there is no significant difference among the three

levels for the items: “Course books are interesting”, “The practice book sufficiently

supports the subjects taught in the lesson”,” Necessity for using computers in the
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program”,” Reinforcement of learning by audio visual aids” . All three levels
disagree that books are interesting (53.5%) or have no idea (17.8%) and consider
course books as obligatory components of the program. The minority of the students
disagree that the practice book supports the lessons (34.2%). The practice book used
at present is detailed and satisfactory for most of the students. All levels agree to a
certain extent that computers are necessary for the program (69.2%) and they believe
they need the audio visual and interactive features of computers for language
learning. This reveals that there is a strong need among students for audio-visual aids
(89%).

The fourth hypothesis was whether there will be a significant difference
among the three levels of students for the effectiveness of learning, teaching
strategies and language skills. It has been observed that there is only a significant
difference among the three levels for “Terminology of students’ field is taught” . This
showed that only A level students believe that terminology is taught as 20 of the A
level students are students of English Language and Literature, consequently besides
being the medium of instruction, English is also the main focus of their study and
this may be the reason for the lower frequency of disagreement among A level
students. There is no significant difference for “Language learning does not consist
of only learning the rules”,” Reading passages are not interesting”, “Note taking is
taught”, “Report writing is included in the learning/teaching process”, “Summarizing
is taught”, Techniques for self-study are not taught” .The results indicated that all
three levels’ students have parallel considerations for the effectiveness of learning,
teaching strategies and language skills. The majority of students think that the note
taking, summarizing, report writing and self study skills are not taught or have no
idea about the subject. On the other hand, reading passages are not considered as
interesting for most students. They also agree that grammar does is not equivalent to
language.

The fifth hypothesis was whether there will be a significant difference among
the three levels of students for the appropriateness of testing and evaluation .

The results revealed that there is a significant difference among the levels of the
students for the items” Instructions in the test are clear and sufficient”, “Speaking
skill is tested appropriately”,” Writing tests measure writing skill efficiently”, Tests
of reading are parallel with in-class activities”, “Listening tests reflect the in-class

activities”. It can be concluded that especially for the testing of four skills reacted
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differently and also instruction seem to be understood better by A and B levels while
C level students experienced difficulties. A level students agree in greater frequency
than the two other levels (42.1 %) for the speaking tests. A level students are exposed
to writing activities more often than the two other levels, consequently they are more
prepared than B and C level students at tests. A level students agree that the reading
tests are parallel with in-class activities while B and C level students agree in lower
frequencies. A level students show a higher frequency (79%) than B level(37.8%)
and C level (30.9 %) that the listening tests reflect the in-class activities. It can be
concluded that in the A level tests, listening comprehension items reflect the in-class
activities more than the other two levels. There is no significant difference for the
content of tests, and for the item types in tests. It can be concluded that the same

types of tests are administered for all levels.

RECOMMENDATIONS
In the light of this study the following recommendations can be taken into

consideration:

In general it can be observed that students are not satisfied with the
preparatory program as the majority of them believe that their education at the High
School of Foreign Languages will not be sufficient to meet their future needs and is
not sufficient in terms of learning and teaching. The length of the program may be
reconsidered, particularly for C level students who believe that the present length is
no sufficient due to the fact that some of them are considered real beginners and five
hours of instruction may not be sufficient for them.

Materials used at the preparatory program are not considered interesting by
the students; therefore before future material selection is made, a needs analysis may
be administered to the students to find out the areas of interest of the students. Extra
materials other than the course book may be needed as both students and teachers
find that the course book is insufficient in terms of drills. The use of audio visual aids
reinforces learning according to both students and instructors, so there may be more
emphasis on audio visual materials. Moreover, Computers have been used in
language learning for many years all over the world. Levy (1997) stated that
Computer-Assisted Language Learning (CALL) emerged in the 1960s to investigate
how computers can be applied to foreign language instruction in a tertiary education

setting. However, the High School of Foreign Languages program will not be
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computer assisted Language learning lessons until the beginning of 2006-2007
academic calendar.

A strong need for terminology in accordance with students’ fields is
perceived by the students. However, as instructors are not experts of technical fields,
instructors from the Engineering Faculty or from the Medical Faculty may assist
students in this regard. A few hours of technical terms instruction may be integrated
in the syllabus. Study skills such as note take taking, report writing and summarizing
may be taught to the students as formal instruction.

Testing and evaluation have been delicate issues for the High School of
Foreign languages for many years. There is a Testing Office responsible for
producing all tests at the preparatory program. However, there have not been any
research carried out to evaluate the testing system, or to find out the problems at the
Testing Office. Thus, Professional help is required to renew the system.

Testing of Speaking and Listening should be reconsidered as it was observed
that there is strong disbelief by students that they were tested appropriately.
Consequently, the following recommendations can be taken into consideration in the
further studies:

A syllabus design research may be conducted for the preparatory program of
the High School of Foreign Languages at the University of Gaziantep . A further
needs analysis may be conducted to find out the interests of the students and these
needs may taken into consideration when designing a syllabus. A curriculum renewal
project may be started to renew the whole curriculum, thus a formal research may be
conducted. As it is mentioned above the American Embassy in Turkey gives the
opportunity for assistance to the institutions when required. Language officers have
given assistance to several Universities in Turkey and at least some in-service
training seminars may be organized .

Finally, students complained that they were not placed at the correct levels.
A new placement system may be implemented in the program in order to place
students in adequate levels. Further studies may be conducted about this issue as the

researcher believes that it is a crucial issue to place students in the correct levels.
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APPENDIX A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS (TURKISH VERSION)

Degerli Ogrenci,

Bu anket , sizlerin yabanci dil 68renimi ve hazirlik programindaki sorunlara
karsi genel tutumunuzu belirlemek amaciyla hazirlanmistir.Verdiginiz bilgiler
1s18inda hazirhik programinin miifredatinda gelistirme calismalart yapilacaktir.Bu
anketten elde edilen veriler yukarida sozii edilen amaclar disinda baska bir amagla

kullanilmayacaktir.

Sizlerin katkisiyla bu ¢alisma miimkiin olacaktir.Bu yiizden, liitfen anketteki
sorulara dogru ve her tiirlii endiseden uzak olarak yanit veriniz.Liitfen her madde

karsisinda verilen 5 secenekten en uygun olanini igaretleyiniz.

Katkilariniz icin simdiden tesekkiir ederim.

Murat ORS
Ingiliz Dili Egitimi Ana Bilim Dali
Yiiksek Lisans Ogrencisi
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ANKET
gl & g g
£z & & = £ E
A 23 % | 3| % | 43
1 Ingilizce gelecekteki is hayatinda basarili
olabilmek icin gereklidir
2 Ingilizce bilmeyen bir kisinin iyi bir egitim
aldigimi diistinmiiyorum
3 Ingilizce yabancilarla iletisim kurmak icin
gereklidir
4 Ingilizce yabanci yayinlar (kitap,dergi, Tv vs)
izleyebilmek icin gereklidir.
5 Kisinin ingilizce bilmesi toplumda daha iyi bir
yer edinmesini saglar
Ingilizce dgrencilerin kendi branslarinda basarili
6 . e -
olabilmeleri i¢in gereklidir
B
7 | Hazirlik programu siire olarak yeterlidir.
8 Hazirlik programinda egitim 6gretim agisindan
yeterli oldugunu diistiniiyorum.
Hazirlik programinda verilen Ingilizce egitimi
9 | ogrencilerin gelecekteki ihtiyaglarini
karsilamakta yeterli degildir.
C
10 Hazirlik programinda kullanilan ders kitaplari
ogrencilerin seviyesine uygundur
11 | Ders kitaplari ilgimi ¢ekmektedir
12 | Ders kitaplar1 programa uygundur
13 Calisma kitab1 derste islenen konular1 yeterince
desteklemektedir
14 Programda bilgisayar kullanmina gereksinim
vardir
15 | Kitaplardaki alistirmalar yeterlidir
16 Gorsel-isitsel araclar( resim,kasetcalar vs..)

o0grenmeyi pekistirmektedir
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17 | Kitabin disindaki kaynaklarin kullanilmasi gereklidir
D
18 Dili 6grenmek sadece dilbilgisi 6grenmek
demek degildir
19 | Okuma pargalari ilging degildir.
20 | Not tutma becerisi 6gretilmektedir
Rapor yazma becerisine egitim siirecinde yer
21 . .
verilmektedir.
2 Ozet gikarma becerisi ile uygulamalar
bulunmaktadir.
Ogrencilerin alanlar ile ilgili kavramlar
23 | o . .
ogretilmektedir
24 Ogrencilerin kendi kendilerine nasil
calisacaklart 6gretilmemektedir
25 Sinavlar 6grencilerin yabanci dil diizeyini dogru
bir sekilde 6l¢mektedir
26 | Sinavlardaki aciklamalar yeterli ve anlagilirdir
27 | Simavlar icerik agisindan yeterlidir
Asagidaki soru tiirleri kullanilmaktadir
28 | coktan se¢cmeli
29 | bosluk doldurma
30 | okuma anlama sorular1
31 | Konusma becerisi yeterince 6l¢iilmektedir
Yazma ile ilgili sinavlar dersteki uygulamalari
32
yansitmaktadir
33 Okuma ile ilgili sinavlar dersteki uygulamalara
paraleldir
34 Dinleme anlama sinavlari ders igerigine uygun
bir sekilde sorulmaktadir
Hazirlik programinda sizce varolan (eger varsa)
35 | eksiklikler nelerdir?Liitfen onerilerinizi

belirtiniz
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APPENDIX B QUESTIONNAIRE FOR STUDENTS (ENGLISH VERSION)

Dear student,

This questionnaire has been prepared to find out your general attitude towards
language learning and problems at the preparatory program.In the light of this study,
curriculum research will be realized.The data will not be used for any purposes
except, the one stated above.

This study will be realized with your contributions.For this reason, please
answer the questionnaire accurately and without any worries.Please mark the most
appropriate option.

Thank you for your contributions.

Murat Ors
ELT department
M. A student
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g g
=
& F 3 3
2 @ & £ 25
A E g > g ER
2 4 2 B 2%
1 English is necessary for future success in
our careers
A person who does not know English is not
2
regarded as well-educated
3 English is necessary for communicating
with foreigners
English is necessary for reading articles
4 | ,magazines, journals, papers and related
materials in English.
5 Knowing English provides a better place in
the public
English is necessary to be successful in our
6 | -
field of study.
B
7 Preparatory program is adequate in terms of
length.
3 Preparatory program is perceived adequate
in terms of language teaching and learning.
The preparatory program does not reach its
9 | aim to provide sufficient English education
for students future needs.
C
10 Course books are appropriate for students’
level
11 | The course books are interesting
Course books and practice books are
12
adequate for the program
13 The practice book sufficiently supports the
subjects taught in the lesson
14 Using computers in the program is

necessary




86

15

Drills in course books are sufficient

16

Audio-visual aids foster learning (pictures,
tape-recorder etc..)

17

It is necessary to use extra sources other
than the course books.

18

Language learning does not mean learning
the rules

19

Reading texts are not interesting.

20

Note-taking is taught

21

Report writing is included in the program.

22

Practices about summarizing are included in the
program.

23

Terminology of students’ field is taught

24

Techniques for self-study are not taught

25

Tests measure students’ language
knowledge accurately.

26

Instructions in tests are clear and sufficient

27

Tests are sufficient in terms of content

28

Multiple choice items are administered in tests

29

Gap filling items are administered in tests

30

Reading comprehension items are administered
in tests

31

Speaking skill is tested sufficiently

32

Writing tests reflect the in-class activities

33

Reading tests are parallel with in-class practices

34

Listening tests reflect the in-class activities

35

What are the lack and deficiencies(if any) of the
preparatory program? Please write your
suggestions.
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