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ABSTRACT

EVALUATION OF THE MIDDLE SCHOOL ENGLISH LANGUAGE
CURRICULUM DEVELOPED IN 2012 UTILIZING STAKE’S COUNTENANCE
EVALUATION MODEL

Kaya, Suat
Ph.D., Department of Curriculum and Instruction

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK

June 2018, 353 pages

This study aimed to evaluate the middle school English language curriculum
developed in 2012 utilizing Stake’s countenance evaluation. The study, conducted in
Ankara, used one of the mixed-methods designs, sequential explanatory model, as
research design. Data were collected from two groups of teachers and students. The
first group included 349 teachers selected from all Districts of Ankara through
clustered sampling method, while the second group included 4 teachers each
representing one grade level (5- 8) who were observed and interviewed. Data were
collected with an attitude scale, a teacher questionnaire, 10 achievement tests,
interview schedules, focus group interviews, and an observation form. After opinions
were taken from the experts, teachers, and students to assure the validity of the
instruments, their reliability was measured. The quantitative data obtained with the
teacher questionnaire, attitude scale, observation form, and achievement tests were
analyzed with means, standard deviations, frequencies and percentages, while the

qualitative data obtained through interviews were analyzed through content analysis.
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The findings indicated that the students did not attain the intended objectives
regarding listening, speaking, and writing skills. The reasons behind these outcomes
revealed that the curriculum was not implemented as planned and the failure of the
curriculum was attributed to the discrepancy between the planned curriculum and the
implemented one rather than the curriculum design. In addition, the
variables/antecedents observed before the implementation of the curriculum which
included teacher-related, student-related, school-related, curricular, and TEOG exam-
related factors were found to influence the overall practice of the curriculum and the

overall outcomes.

Keywords: Middle School English Language Curriculum, Stake’s Countenance

Evaluation Model, Common European Framework for Languages
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2012 YILINDA GELISTIRILEN ORTAOKUL INGILiZCE OGRETIM
PROGRAMININ STAKE’IN UYGUNLUK-OLASILIK DEGERLENDIRME
MODELI iILE DEGERLENDIRILMESI

Kaya, Suat
Doktora, Egitim Programlar1 ve Ogretim Anabilim Dali

Tez YOneticisi : Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK

Haziran 2018, 353 sayfa

Bu calismada 2012 yilinda gelistirilen ortaokul Ingilizce &gretim programimin
Stake’in  uygunluk-olasilik  degerlendirme  modeli ile  degerlendirilmesi
amaglanmistir. Ankara’da yapilan bu calismada karma yoOntemli arastirma
desenlerinden olan aciklayict sirali desen kullanilmistir. Veriler, 2 grup 6gretmenden
ve O0grencilerden toplanmistir. Birinci grubu kiime o6rneklem yontemiyle Ankara’nin
biitiin ilgelerinden secilen 349 ¢gretmen olustururken, ikinci grubu ise miilakat ve
gozlem yapmak i¢in segilen her simif seviyesinde derse giren 4 Ogretmen
olusturmaktadir. Veriler, bir tutum 06l¢egi, bir 6gretmen anketi, 10 basar1 testi, bir
gozlem formu, 2 miilakat ve bir odak grup goriisme formu kullanilarak toplanmustir.
Araglarin gecerligini saglamak i¢in uzmanlari, o6gretmenlerin ve 6grencilerin
goriisleri alindiktan sonra giivenirlikleri 6lgiilmiistiir. Ogretmen anketi, tutum &lgegi,
gozlem formu ve basari testleri ile toplanan nicel veriler, ortalama, standart sapma,
frekans ve yiizdelikler kullanilarak analiz edilirken, goriismeler kullanilarak toplanan

nitel veriler i¢erik analizi ile analiz edilmistir.
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Aragtirma bulgulari, dinleme, konugsma ve yazma kazanimlarina ulagilamadigini
gostermistir.  Bunun sebepleri incelendiginde programin planlandigi  gibi
uygulanmadigi ve yabanct dil Ogrenmedeki basarisizligin programdan degil
planlanan program ile uygulanan program arasindaki uyumsuzluktan kaynaklandig
sonucuna varilmistir. Ayrica, programin uygulanisindan 6nce var olan Ogretmen,
Ogrenci, okul, program, ve TEOG simav1 gibi girdilerin programin uygulanigini ve

programin genel ¢iktilarini etkiledigi sonucuna varilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ortaokul ingilizce Ogretim Programi, Stake’in Uygunluk-
Olasilik Modeli, Diller i¢in Avrupa Ortak Bagvuru Metni
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter includes information about background of the study, purpose and

research questions of the study, significance of the study, and definition of the terms.

1.1. Background of the Study

Due to the fast changes and improvements taking place in science, technology and
communication, “which have a global impact” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 142),
every society is obliged to turn into a knowledge society through education (Yiiksel
& Saglam, 2014) as education is one of the distinguishing factors for the prosperity
of one country in the world (Erdem, 2009).

Education, the process of creating change in an individual’s behaviors (Yiiksel &
Saglam, 2014), occupies the most important place to transform any society. In
contrast to informal education which is “incidental [and which] everyone gets from
living with others, as long as he lives” (Dewey, 2004, p. 7), formal education is
provided at an institution called school and “in every school where teachers are
instructing students, a curriculum exists” (Oliva, 1997, p. 3), in other words, “the
institution of education is activated by a curriculum” (Oliva, 1997, p. 22). To this
connection, “success in education is almost never the result of sheer luck. It is,
instead, the outcome of careful planning” (Steller, 1983). In other words, it is
through the curriculum, one of the main constituents, that education shapes and
transforms a society towards the better, so “the quality of education mostly relies on

[how] the curricula [are] implemented” (Erdem, 2009, p. 529).



“The education system is a social institution which should be expected to change
along with other institutions. It would be more surprising, not to say disturbing, if the
education system were to stand still while all else changed” (Kelly, 2004, p. 1). As
stated in TED report (2005), in many countries, program reforms are executed and
paradigm changes are experienced once in ten years (as cited in Gelen & Beyazit,
2007). To this connection “it is important to continuously reappraise and revise
existing curricula” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p.150) as education “does not possess
a reality apart from the time, place, and mores in which it exists” (Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2004, p. 133). Especially, the dizzy improvements in science, technology,
and communication channels necessitate continuous curricular developments
(Demirel, 2012). Touching upon the inevitability of this change, Ornstein and
Hunkins (2017) compares the 20" century education with 21% century education with

the following statements.

Education in the 21 century exists in a sea of unique complexity. Education
and/or training appropriate in the 20" century is/are no longer adequate for
the 21%. While education in the last century fostered a rugged individualism
and perpetuated the myth that people could succeed on their own, this new
century requires a need for skills in collaboration and recognizing and
appreciating interdependence at myriad levels of human engagement [...]
Curriculum experiences of this century should go from didactic teacher
presentation to teacher—student, student—student, and student—outside expert
interactions (p. 209).

In addition to the other disciplines such as math, science and history, foreign
language education has been gaining more and more importance and attention in
Turkey due to the fast changes and improvements experienced all around the world.
“The trend towards globalization and internationalization has increased the
importance of being competent in communicating with people of different cultural

backgrounds” (Fritz, Mollenberg & Chen, 2002, p. 1).

Recently, English, which is the official working language of the United Nations and
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) of which Turkey is a member
(Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2006), is also the official language in more

than 50 countries and approximately 85% of international organizations use English
2



as the official language (Alptekin, 2005). According to recent United Nations
statistics, there are approximately 450 million native speakers of English and 1.7
billion non-native speakers all around the world (Candel-Mora, 2015). What is to
add, most of the scientific meetings, conferences, symposiums and the like are held
in English and most of the (approximately 2/3) literature in the various fields of
science and technology are in English and at least half of the business meetings and
agreements, and international trade are done in English (MoNE, 2006). Judging by
these facts and considering Turkey’s endeavors to enter European Union as a
permanent member that necessitates a shared communication tool to communicate,
the importance of learning English is expected to even increase considering Turkey
as a developing country in many aspects like technology, industry, tourism and trade
(Tilfarhoglu & Oztiirk, 2007). “In response to the changing economic and political
situations of the country, the government has increasingly been concerned with
educating its citizens who will be able to adopt and learn new language skills at
different levels in their educational process” (Sarigoban & Sarigoban, 2012, p.40)
and “the key to economic, political and social progress in today’s society depends on
the ability of Turkey’s citizens to communicate effectively on an international level,

so competence in English is a key factor in this process” (MoNE, 2013, p. ii).

These facts increase the general educational value of and demand for English, and
make it an important part of the school curriculum (MoNE, 2006), especially after
various cultures and societies have started to interact with each other. Thus knowing
at least one foreign language has become a crucial factor in today’s world, and
countries have begun to revise their foreign language policies accordingly (Isisag &
Demirel, 2010). Therefore, the developments and changes applied to other curricula
in order to catch up with developed countries have been applied to foreign language
curriculum in Turkey as well (Cihan & Giirlen, 2009). When the close history of
English language teaching policies of Turkey is examined, it is recognized that
foreign language curriculum has been exposed to 3 curriculum reforms since 1997.
The first one came into being in 1997, the second one followed in 2005, and third

one was developed in 2012.



To start with the first curriculum reform in 1997, “Turkish educational system
underwent a number of fundamental changes with respect to the English teaching
policy at all levels of education” (Sarigoban & Sarigcoban, 2012, p.31). This reform
increased the duration of compulsory primary education from 5 to 8 years (Akinoglu,
2008; Aksit, 2007; Bulut, 2007; Eraslan, 2013; Goziitok, 2014; Inal, Akkaymak &
Yildirim, 2014; Sarigoban & Sarigoban, 2012), so it necessitated an eight-year
unified curriculum (Goziitok, 2014). With this reform, English language teaching
started to be offered from the 4" grade onward as a standard compulsory school
subject (Kirkgdz, 2008). With this new curriculum, students started to learn a foreign
language at younger ages. As stated by Kirkgdz (2005), this curriculum introduced
the concept of communicative approach into English language teaching in Turkey for
the first time (as cited in Kirkgdz, 2007a). However, many obstacles were
encountered in the process and this curriculum couldn’t find a solution to failure in
foreign language learning despite all arrangements and in-service training (Yaman,
2010). This was attributed by Kirkgéz (2005, 2007) to the fast nationwide
implementation of the curriculum without careful piloting (as cited in Kirkgoz,
2008), which resulted in several unanticipated problems that would influence how
teachers experienced those changes in order to formulate strategies for handling them
efficiently (Kirkgoz, 2008). This reform caused a gap between current practices of
teachers and the proposals recommended in the new curriculum; this curriculum, for
example, necessitated the teachers who were previously using a teacher-centered
traditional style to adopt a student-centered approach (Kirkgdz, 2008). However,
research conducted on this curriculum revealed that the communicative language
teaching did not seem to have the expected impact on teachers’ classroom practices
because classroom activities were largely based on traditional methods of teaching
(Kirkgoz, 2007a). That is because, the teachers continued to utilize traditional ways

of teaching English. As stated by Ornstein and Hunkins (2017),

In these rapidly changing and expanding times, many educators at all levels
of schooling will have to change not only their knowledge sets regarding
curricula and their creation and delivery, but also their mindsets, and perhaps
even their personalities (p. 257).



Depending on the research studies and particularly the one conducted by the
Department of Research and Development of Education (EARGED) (2006), the
second curriculum was developed in 2005 (Soguksu, 2013). Some international
studies, such as Pisa (2003), Prills (2001), and Timms-R (1999) indicated that
Turkey was one of the least successful countries in language teaching (Sahin, 2007),
and the justification to prepare this curriculum was declared to be Turkey’s being
among the bottom of the list of OECD countries in terms of international
examination results such as TIMMS and PISA (Goziitok, 2014). To this connection,
in the 2004-2005 academic year, the second curriculum was piloted in nine cities
and 120 schools, textbooks were prepared for the trial period, and the curriculum was
started to be implemented in 2005 and 2006 education period (Goziitok, 2014). The
changes introduced in this curriculum were part of a government policy in response
to efforts to join the EU, trying to standardize English language teaching and adapt it
to EU standards (Kirkgdz, 2007a). However, this curriculum couldn’t be a solution
to the problems related to foreign language education, either and was criticized by
researchers a lot. To illustrate, Gomleksiz and Elald1 (2011) put forward the idea that
the problems of language teaching were not overcome in Turkey, likewise Arikan
(2011) expressed that Turkey’s search for upgrading the quality of English language
teaching is still in progress. Despite the vigorous efforts and great deal of time spent
on foreign language education (Giinday, 2007), Isik (2008) also stated that low

foreign language proficiency level remained a serious problem.

In spite of continuing efforts at improving the effectiveness of foreign language
teaching in Turkey, a significant percentage of students left school without the skills
to communicate successfully in an English-language medium (MoNE, 2013),
although the main purpose was to develop students’ communicative competence in
those curricula. Therefore, the third curriculum was developed on March 30, 2012
(Goziitok, 2014), as the Turkish education/schooling system went through another
transition from the 8+4 schooling model to the new 4+4+4 model. The first four, in
this model, refers to primary education; the second four refers to middle school
education and the third four refers to high school education. “With the decision,

numbered 69 and dated 25.06.2012, of the Chairmanship of the Board of Education,
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changes were made in the weekly course schedule of primary, middle and high
schools” (Kaya & Ok, 2016, p. 492). In addition, the starting age for primary school
was decreased from 72 months to 60 months (Goziitok, 2014).

With respect to the English language curriculum, it adopted communicative language
approach and the principles of the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR), and it was put into practice in
2013-2014 academic year. As a result of this latest curriculum reform, students
began to take foreign language education from the 2™ grade onward. Therefore,
English language curriculum for all four education periods changed accordingly
intending to solve the ongoing problems related to the students’ low foreign language

proficiency.

As can be understood, Turkish educational system and curricula have recently been
undergoing some changes to help students learn more efficiently. However, it does
not seem to be a radical change as curriculum development does not always mean
creating a totally new curriculum; rather “it starts from where the curriculum is”
(Oliva, 1997, p. 40) and it means making some amendments or applying some
changes. In other words, curriculum development is “a never ending process” (Oliva,
1997, p. 37) and “an open system [...which...] is a journey to be experienced with
zest, not a destination to be arrived at and then stored and hoarded” (Ornstein &

Hunkins, 2004, p. 18).

These curricular changes mentioned in the preceding paragraphs show that the
curriculum reforms have been put into practice before these curricula have been
implemented till the end. In other words, before one circle has come to an end, some
changes and/or amendments have been put into practice. It would be expected to
encounter a drastic curricular change once in 12 years until the end of high school,
however these changes have come once in 7-8 years. Instead of changing only
curriculum so rapidly, it is necessary to focus on the implementation process of the

curriculum, because



Successful curriculum implementation results from careful planning, which
focuses on three factors: people, programs, and processes. To implement a
curriculum change, educators must get people to change some of their habits
and, possibly, views. Many school districts failed to implement their
programs because they ignored the people factor and spent time and money
modifying only the program or process. (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017, p. 257)

Any newly developed curriculum is put into practice due to the lacks and
inefficiency of the previous curriculum, and the previous curriculum’s inability to
catch up with the changing and developing age and technology (Yaman, 2010).
However, “no matter how desirable language policies may be, unless they are backed
by the will to implement them, they cannot be of any effect” (Bamgbose, 2003,
p.428), because teachers’ resistance to change is one of the most important obstacles

hindering a curriculum’s success (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017):

Often, teachers have not been able or willing to keep up with scholarly
developments. They have not stayed abreast of the knowledge explosion,
which would allow them to feel committed to curriculum change and the
implementation of new programs. Teachers frequently view change as simply
signaling more work—something else to add on to an already overloaded
schedule for which little or no time is allotted (p. 266).

In addition, “teachers’ understandings of the principles of an innovation and their
background training play a significant role in the degree of implementation of a
curriculum innovation” (Kirkgoz, 2008, p. 1860). Therefore, teachers’ perceptions of
a new curriculum, their characteristics, their will to implement a new curriculum, and
their proficiency and/or capacity to implement it should be investigated in detail. In
addition to teachers, the influence of other variables including students, schools and

education system are to be examined before any curricular change.

Any curriculum might have merit in itself, but their worth to a group of differing
people and/or an institution influenced by it usually causes a question mark, because
“there are too many gray areas in education and too many human variables that we
cannot control for and plan for in advance” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 12) and “it
is only when students learn and understand the curriculum and gain knowledge and

power to use it that the curriculum has actual worth” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p.
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99). Therefore, much research is needed to identify what happens in English
language classrooms in Turkey so that further action can take place to improve the
quality of teaching and learning (Arikan, 2011) and thus make judgments about the
worth of a newly developed curriculum and propose necessary suggestions for a

desirable revision at the very beginning.

1.2. Purpose of the Study

As the receding paragraphs indicated, the middle school English language
curriculum developed in 2012 needs continuous evaluation studies to see the
influence of those changes on the success of attaining the intended aims, goals, and
objectives in order to “improve the program under scrutiny” (Pepper & Hare, 1999,
p. 355). To this connection, the purpose of the present study was to evaluate the
middle school English language curriculum developed in 2012 in parallel with CEFR
utilizing Stake’s countenance evaluation model as the curriculum evaluation

framework.

Utilizing Stake’s countenance evaluation model as the framework, it was aimed to
evaluate both the theoretical by investigation of teachers’ views about the theoretical
curriculum design and empirical aspects of the curriculum. In other words, with this
model, it was intended to investigate the variables available before the
implementation of the curriculum which refer to the antecedents; the overall
implementation of the curriculum which refer to transactions; and finally the
expected success in terms of attainment of the objectives which refer to outcomes in
this model. Furthermore, it was aimed to find out whether this curriculum was
implemented as planned by comparing those observed antecedents, transactions and
outcomes with the antecedents, transactions and outcomes suggested in the
curriculum which could also bring to light the influence of the observed antecedents
and transactions on the observed outcomes. In this way, the overall purpose was to
find out whether the outcomes observed at the end of the curriculum implementation

resulted from the theoretical curriculum or the way it was implemented. To this



connection, the following research questions and their corresponding sub-questions

were formulated:

1. What are the teachers’ views about the middle school English language

curriculum as a whole?

2. What antecedents, transactions and outcomes were observed before, during
and at the end of the implementation of the middle school English language

curriculum in grades 5 through 8?

2.1. What antecedents were observed before the implementation of the
middle school English language curriculum in the 5%, 6%, 7% and 8"

grade classes?

2.2. What transactions were observed during the implementation of
the middle school English language curriculum in the 5%, 6™, 7% and

8" grade classes?

2.3. What outcomes were observed after the implementation of the
middle school English language curriculum in the 5%, 6, 7%, and 8%

grade classes?

3. What is the influence of observed antecedents and transactions on the

observed outcomes in the 5%, 6, 7 and 8" grade classes?
1.3. Significance of the Study
Aiming to evaluate the middle school English language curriculum developed in

2012, the present study is significant in several ways as explained in the following

paragraphs.



First and foremost, as program development is a systematic process (Erdogan, Kayir,
Kaplan, Asik-Unal & Akpinar, 2015; Oliva, 1997, p. 37; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004),
the findings of the present study conducted on the curriculum and its operation are
expected to contribute greatly to the program development process of English

language teaching policy in Turkey.

As mentioned above, the middle school English language curriculum has been
developed based on the principles of Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages. To this connection, the present study is expected to present valuable
findings with respect to the implementation process and success of the curriculum in

Turkey which can be compared with the similar curricula in other countries.

Like most of the evaluation studies, the findings of the present study are expected to
help decision makers to take actions to make this curriculum work better in order to
help the attainment of the intended outcomes. In other words, the present evaluation
study, conducted to find out whether the intended outcomes have been achieved as
one of its purposes, has been planned to arrive at some suggestions with respect to

the ways to better this curriculum.

The related literature reveals that there has been focus on either three, two or one
grade level in a single study. The present study is unique in that it is expected to
obtain valuable and various data about the operation of the latest curriculum
developed in 2012 in four grade levels (5™ ,6', 7%, and 8) in one study for the first
time. To this connection, it gives a more holistic perspective on this four-year

curriculum.

The related literature reveals that the frequently used research design is survey which
mainly makes use of similar questionnaires to obtain data. The present study is one
of the unique evaluation studies in that it utilized a mixed-methods design. With this
design, it was possible to make use of triangulation in terms of data collection
instruments which strengthened the validity of the study. To this connection,

observation forms, a questionnaire, an attitude scale, achievement tests, semi-
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structured interviews and focus group interviews for in-depth evaluation of the

curriculum were developed and conducted by the researcher.

The related literature has found out repeatedly similar problems, as a contribution to
the literature, the present study is expected to find out the reasons behind the
problems encountered during the implementation of the curriculum if any. In other
words, the present study aims to find out the possible relationship between the
variables encountered before and during the implementation process of the

curriculum and outcomes of the curriculum.

The present study is expected to obtain valuable data to show whether the failure in
foreign language education results from the curriculum itself or its actual operation
as “the test of good theory is whether it can guide practice” (Ornstein & Hunkins,
2017, p. 33). To this connection, the present study is unique in that it evaluated both
the merit and the worth of this curriculum as the previous studies have evaluated

either the merit or worth of the curriculum.

Last but not the least, the present study can be cited as an example of how to use
Stake’s countenance model as the evaluation framework for other currently
developed curricula.

1.4. Definition of the Terms

Middle School English Language Curriculum is the curriculum prepared in

accordance with CEFR for the 5", 6™, 7% and 8™ grade levels.

Curriculum Evaluation is the process of determining the merit, worth, or value of

the evaluand (Scriven, 2007) in the present study.

Evaluand refers to the thing being evaluated (Scriven, 2007).

11



Merit is the term referring to the intrinsic value of evaluands (Scriven, 2007). For
example, the merit of researchers lies in their skill and originality. Regarding
curriculum, every curriculum has a value or merit in itself depending on some
theories or philosophical stances. Therefore, merit is almost stable as it is context-
free (Lincoln & Guba, 1980). Merit, in the present study, means the theoretical
soundness of the middle school English language curriculum in terms of its intended
objectives, content, teaching and learning processes, and assessment methods and
techniques. The problems found with respect to these components will be used to

question the merit of this curriculum.

Worth refers to extrinsic or system-related value, the worth of researchers to an
institution which employs them might include the income they generate through
grants (Scriven, 2007). With respect to curriculum, a curriculum can have merit
itself, but it can be thought to be worthwhile only if it can manage to enable the
students to attain the specific objectives. As put forward by Lincoln and Guba (1980)
worth can be determined only in relation to an actual context which means that the
value of an evaluand will be variable in terms of its worth depending on its use in
different contexts or at different times. If, the present study shows that the students
have attained the intended objectives, it will be possible to say that the curriculum

has worth, if not, the opposite can be put forward.

Contingency refers to the dependencies between some variables. In Stake’s
evaluation model, it is aimed to find out the dependency of outcomes on antecedents
and transactions. In other words, the mutual relationships among antecedents,

transactions, and outcomes are intended to be analyzed.

Congruence is the term referring to coherence. In Stake’s evaluation model,
congruence is used to find out the consistence between the planned curriculum and

the implemented curriculum.

Antecedents are entry behaviors (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004) and prerequisites

(Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017) which refer to any conditions that exist prior to teaching
12



and learning that may influence outcomes (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004;
Gredler ,1996; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017) before the curriculum is run (Wood,
2001). In the present study, they refer to the characteristics of the students who are
influenced by the curriculum, the characteristics of the teachers who are
implementing the curriculum, the characteristics of the school where the curriculum

is implemented, and the theoretical characteristics of the curriculum design.

Transactions refer to the process of teaching and instruction (Ornstein & Hunkins,
2004) which consists of the many encounters occurring between students and
teachers, parents and teachers, students with students, and others (Gredler,1996). In
the present study, transactions refer to all that is experienced and that is not
experienced throughout the instructional process. In other words, they refer to the

actions of both the students and the teachers.

Outcomes refer to the products of the curriculum such as achievement, attitudes and
motor skills (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). They are also concerned with the impacts
of a curriculum on teachers, administrators, counselors, and others (Gredler, 1996).
In the present study, they refer to the students’ proficiency in listening, speaking,

reading, and writing skills.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is about literature review which contains information about curriculum,
curriculum evaluation, curriculum evaluation models, Stake’s countenance
evaluation model, studies which have utilized Stake’s model, middle school English
language curriculum, evaluation studies that have been conducted on the fifth, sixth,
seventh and eighth grade English language curriculum and summary of the literature

review.

2.1. Curriculum

Depending on their philosophies; the time they lived; the people, thinkers or theories
by whom they were influenced; all the researchers or theorists of curriculum seem to
have proposed some different and at the same time similar ideas or views on
education in general and curriculum in particular. However, their overall and distinct

aim is the same: to foster learning but in different ways.

Based on the huge literature on the term curriculum, it can be put forward that the
only absolute (what does not change) is the notion of change. In other words, there is
always change and differences. The change mainly results from the varieties in
people’s philosophy, the specific time when the curriculum has been developed and
the specific context where it is implemented. Therefore, it is very difficult to develop
a comprehensive curriculum theory that can be used any time regardless of time and
anywhere regardless of specific contexts which is not a problem but a prosperity as

nothing seems to stay stable in the world.

In the world of education, many professionals such as Dwayne Heubner “ascribed

ambiguity and a lack of precision to the term “curriculum” and Elizabeth Vallance
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has suggested that “the curriculum field is by no means clear; as a discipline of study
and as a field of practice, curriculum lacks clean boundaries” (as cited in Oliva,
1997, p. 2). “Most [of curriculum theorists] have offered not a conclusive definition

but a stipulative or a working definition” (Portelli, 1987, p. 356).

Due to the variety in people’s philosophy, people have defined curriculum in
different ways focusing on different components of a curriculum. To illustrate,
Bobbit mainly focused on the needs (which he called shortages at the time) of
individuals for survival in life; Tyler concentrated on the society, the learner, the
subject matter and the objectives (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017); Dewey elaborated on
a democratic curriculum for a democratic society, and Schwab (1983) suggested the

following conception of curriculum:

Curriculum is what is successfully conveyed to differing degrees to different
students, by committed teachers using appropriate materials and actions, of
legitimated bodies of knowledge, skill, taste, and propensity to act and react,
which are chosen for instruction after serious reflection and communal
decision by representatives of those involved in the teaching of a specified
group of students who are known to the decision makers (as cited in Dillon,
2009, p. 343).

Based on Shwab’s definition of curriculum, Dillon (2009) truly concludes that it is
the questions we ask and the answers we seek that shape our conception of
curriculum, which, in a sense, results in unavoidable subjective curriculum theories
that hinders a comprehensive curriculum theory. In parallel with Dillon (2009),
Young (2013) suggests that the questions a curriculum theory addresses have “no
once and for all answers; societies change, so every generation has to ask those

questions again” (p. 101) and as a result the answers will be different from the past.

Despite all these differences with respect to various curriculum definitions
mentioned above; however, each curriculum has goals/objectives, content and
therefore methods and techniques to teach, because “a curriculum without content is

no curriculum. A curriculum without experiences cannot be delivered or encountered
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by students. And a curriculum without a planned environment cannot be

implemented by teachers” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 232).

Based on all these differing ideas, curriculum can be defined as a flexible plan,
prepared by a team consisting of teachers, policy makers, subject matter specialists,
curriculum  specialists, supervisors, sociologists, psychologists, evaluation
specialists, that gives answers to the questions starting with when, where, why, how,

and to whom what is going to be taught under the guidance of teachers.

The question marks, here, seek answers to the components of curriculum including
objectives, subject matter (content), the learners, the learning environment, the time

of practice, and the instructional process.

In this definition, flexible is crucial and it has reference to different variables and
differing ideas. To illustrate, it means that the curriculum is an unfinished product as
there will always be some unavoidable changes/development applied in order to
improve it towards the better. In this respect, curriculum creation is a matter of
continuous decision making process. Secondly, it refers to the individual differences
regarding needs, interests and experiences which are often prone to change. Thirdly,
it suggests use of various instructional strategies, methods and techniques depending

on individual differences, and the changing world as a whole.

To wrap up, the curriculum is a dynamic field, therefore this field does not aim to
provide precise answers, but to increase the understanding of its complexities
(Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017). To this connection, it is quite natural to come across

differing definitions now and in the future.

Each and every curriculum is exposed to evaluation in order to make it more
effective, because “educators query whether the curricular content and experiences
initially considered are worthy of the effort” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017, p. 292) to
find out whether the curriculum is producing the desired and intended results which

can give information about the strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum as well.
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Similar to the differing views on what curriculum is, “definitions of [curriculum]
evaluation vary” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017, p. 294), so it possible to come across
various views about what curriculum evaluation is as explained in the following

paragraphs.

2.2. Curriculum Evaluation

One of the rare subjects on which there is consensus among everyone involved in the
field of curriculum studies is that curriculum evaluation is kind of vital for
curriculum development, implementation and maintenance (Ornstein & Hunkins,
2017). However, that seems to be the end of agreement when it comes to defining
what evaluation is and as a result the way curriculum evaluation is defined has
changed through the years (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). To this connection, there are

many definitions of curriculum evaluation in literature as presented below.

It was originally conceptualized by Tyler (1949) as an essential process to
curriculum development for determining the extent to which the curriculum had
achieved its stated goals or identifying strengths and weaknesses in the Eight Year
study in 1932 (Gredler, 1996). Since then, different definitions have come out as

seen in the following paragraphs.

Ornstein and Hunkins (2004) define it as a process that is made in order to gather and
interpret data for deciding to accept, change or eliminate something in curriculum in
order to go further for worthy issues of content and learning experiences, and assess
students’ learning compared to intended learning outcomes. The purposes include
determination of the extent to which the desired results were reached, assessment of
students, teachers and parents for improvement, decision making for managers,
determination of strengths and weaknesses of the curriculum before implementation,
effectiveness of its delivery, comparison of the successes and failures with other

similar national and international curricula.
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Gredler (1996) explains that evaluation is the process of systematic data collection,
gathering information to help decision making process. Evaluations can be carried
out to make several decisions about commercial products, works of art, human
services, individuals, facilities, and equipment in education, public and nonprofit

sectors, business and industry.

According to Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004), evaluation refers to judging
the value of something. Broadly defined, it is the identification, clarification, and
application of some reasonable criteria to determine an evaluand’s value with respect
to some criteria. Value, in itself, has two aspects: merit and worth (Fitzpatrick,
Sanders & Worthen, 2004). They have some different characteristics referring to
valuing an evaluand which is simply the thing being evaluated (Scriven, 2007).
Many researchers in this field concentrate some focus on the distinction between

these two aspects of valuing as presented in the following paragraphs.

As stated by Lincoln and Guba, (1980), these two terms are sometimes used as
synonymous terms, and, at the other extreme, they are often taken as completely
independent. Among these researchers and scholars mentioned above, Ornstein and
Hunkins (2004) relate merit to “the degree to which something is accomplished or
the degree of success some person or curriculum or activity has in light of some
preset standards” (p.328). On the other hand, they think that, worth “relates to
whether the performance of a person or the impact of some curriculum or activity is
important in relation to the values implicit or explicit in one’s philosophical stance”
(p-328). According to Scriven (2007), value judgment refers to determining and
judging the merit, worth, or value of something. He defines merit as the intrinsic
value of evaluands, as opposed to extrinsic or system-related value/worth; the merit
of researchers, for example, lies in their skill and originality, whereas their worth (to
the institution that employs them) might include the income they generate through
grants, fame, etc. As suggested by Scriven (2005), experimental designs, for
example, have their own merit or value which is accepted by everyone, whereas
hypotheses and theories to evaluations of the worth of research proposals may

change depending on individuals. In other words, the designs have their own
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characteristics which refer to their merit, but it depends on an evaluator to deem
them as worthwhile or not in relation to their use for an evaluator’s philosophy or
purposes. Therefore, “Merit [...] is context-free, but worth can be determined only in
relation to an actual context” (Lincoln & Guba, 1980, p. 61). Because of this
difference, we can say that the value of an evaluand in terms of its merit will be
“almost stable whereas the value will be variable in terms of its worth depending on
its use in different contexts or at different times. As stated by Lincoln and Guba

(1980), “Change the context and you change the worth” (p. 64).

In spite of all those differing views, the primary emphasis of an evaluator is to obtain
and then provide information which can be used while making decisions about a
particular curriculum by conducting research. In other words, evaluation is a
systematic component of education in order to collect descriptive and informative
data both inside and outside the classroom to make not only judgments about but also

improvements in the curricula.

As stated by Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004), evaluation is “a maturing
profession” (p.36). In this sense, it is always open to developments and new insights
as nothing stays stable in this world of technology that is exposed to new

developments each and every day.

As aforementioned, there are various definitions of curriculum due to different aims
and philosophies, which in turn has led to different curriculum evaluation definitions.
Based on those differing ideas about what curriculum and curriculum evaluation are,
many curriculum evaluation models have emerged as presented in the following

paragraphs.

2.3. Curriculum Evaluation Models

Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004) state that the many evaluation models that
have emerged since 1965 range from comprehensive prescriptions to checklists of

suggestions; some authors opt for a systems approach, while others think that
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evaluation is just the process of identifying and collecting information to help
decision makers, while some others think of evaluation to be synonymous with
professional judgment, where judgments about a curriculum’s quality are based on

opinions of experts in the area.

When the literature on curriculum evaluation is examined, it is realized that the many
curriculum evaluation models, which prove to be helpful and useful in guiding the
management of data collection and analysis (Wood, 2001) have been put under
different categories by different researchers from different countries. These
classifications/categories have been made based on 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and more criteria
(Usun, 2016). To illustrate, Gredler (1996), McNeil (2006), and Oliva (2009) used 2
categories; Townsend (2003), Vissser (2003) and Carter (2002) utilized 3 categories;
Payne (1994) used 4 categories; Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004) used 5
categories; Herman, Morris and Fitz-Gibbon (1987) used 9 categories; Farmer
(1997) used 18 categories; and Stufflebeam (1999) used 22 categories (Usun, 2016).
Some classifications have been made in Turkey as well. To illustrate, Usun (2016)
collected 35 evaluation models under 14 categories, while Yiiksel and Saglam (2014)
used 5 categories while classifying the evaluation models. Some of these
classifications, and the corresponding models are touched upon in the following

paragraphs.

To start with Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004), they grouped the evaluation
models under 5 categories depending on the purpose of evaluation. These categories
are objectives oriented evaluation approach which includes the Tylerian Evaluation
Approach, Metfessel and Michale’s Evaluation Paradigm, and Provus’s Discrepancy
Evaluation Model; management oriented evaluation approach which includes the
CIPP Evaluation Model, and The UCLA Evaluation Model; consumer oriented
evaluation approach which includes Scriven’s concerns and checklists; expertise
oriented evaluation approach which includes formal professional review systems,
informal professional review systems, ad hoc panel reviews, funding agency review
panels, blue-ribbon panels, ad hoc individual reviews, and Eisner’s educational

connoisseurship and criticism; and participant oriented evaluation approach which
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includes Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model, Stake’s Responsive Evaluation
Model, Naturalistic Evaluation, Participatory Evaluation Model, Utilization-focus
Evaluation, and Empowerment Evaluation. The models having features of objectives
oriented evaluation approach specify the purposes of some activity, and then
evaluation is planned to focus on the extent to which those purposes are achieved
(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). The models having features of management
oriented evaluation approach aim to serve the information needs of decision makers
(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004). The models having features of consumer
oriented evaluation approach aim to evaluate educational or other human services
product including “curriculum packages, workshops, instructional media, in-service
training opportunities, staff evaluation forms or procedures, new technology,
software and equipment, educational materials and supplies, and even services to
agencies” (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004, p. 21). Expertise oriented
evaluation approach recommends “professional expertise to judge an institution,
program, product, or activity” (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004, p. 112).
Participant oriented evaluation approach deems the purpose of evaluation as an
activity to portray the multiple needs, values, and perspectives of the stakeholders
affected by the curriculum including teachers, students, parents in order to make
judgements about the value of the curriculum being evaluated (Fitzpatrick, Sanders

& Worthen, 2004).

The other classification of these curriculum evaluation models was made by Gredler
(1996) with different criterion on his mind. Gredler (1996) collected the models
under two categories as the utilitarian-oriented approach and pluralist approach.
These two different orientations toward curriculum evaluation emerged in 1970s and
each viewed the task of evaluation from a different point or perspective. The
utilitarian-oriented approaches, including Provus Discrepancy model, the CIPP
model, Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Approach, and Scriven’s Goal-free
Perspective, believed the function of evaluation to be that of “providing judgmental
information about curriculums to key decision makers” (Gredler, 1996, p. 11).
Therefore “the evaluation is structured by the decisions to be made” (House, 1978, p.

4). On the other hand, the approaches including the judicial/adversarial models,
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Eisner’s educational connoisseurship and criticism approach, Stake’s responsive
evaluation perspective which are the examples of Pluralist Approach deem the
primary task of the evaluation to be that of collecting information about the changing
experiences and interactions occurring in a curriculum (Gredler, 1996). In contrast to
the utilitarian-oriented group working for key decision makers, this group aims to
convey obtained information to serve everyone affected by or associated with a

curriculum including teachers, students, and parents as well (Gredler, 1996).

Lastly, the classification made by Yiiksel and Saglam (2014) address to 5 categories
similar to the classification of Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004). These
categories are objectives oriented evaluation approach and models which includes
the Tylerian Evaluation Approach, Metfessel and Michale’s Evaluation Paradigm,
Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation Model, and Scriven (1972) evaluation model,
management oriented evaluation approach and models which includes the CIPP
Evaluation Model, and The UCLA Evaluation Model; expertise oriented evaluation
approach and models which includes formal professional review systems, informal
professional review systems, ad hoc panel reviews, funding agency review panels,
blue-ribbon panels, ad hoc individual reviews, and Eisner’s educational
connoisseurship and criticism; consumer oriented evaluation approach and models
which includes checklists of Scriven (1967); and participant oriented evaluation
approach and models which includes Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model,
Stake’s Responsive Evaluation Model, Naturalistic Evaluation, and Participatory
Evaluation Model. The characteristics of these categories are the same as the ones
suggested by Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004). In addition to these models,
Yiiksel and Saglam (2014) put the Analytic Curriculum Evaluation Model recently
developed by Demirel (2006) under participant oriented evaluation approach and
models. This model focuses on two basic components (Demirel, 2012; Yiiksel &
Saglam, 2014). The first component is the analysis of the written documents on the
curriculum, while the second component is composed of the views belonging to the

ones influenced by the curriculum (Demirel, 2012; Yiiksel & Saglam, 2014).
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As stated by House (1978), all models are based on some theoretical assumptions, so
it is not possible to come up with only one single model due to the diversity in
understanding and focus of curriculum evaluation. As Erden (1995) states,
researchers can choose the most appropriate model in terms of their purposes and
conditions among the existing curriculum evaluation models or they can develop a

new one making use of the existing ones.

The evaluation model selected for this study is Stake’s Countenance Evaluation
Model. The reasons behind this selection and further information about this model is

presented in the following paragraphs.

2.4. Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model

In this study, Robert Stake’s countenance evaluation model, which was originally
formulated for curriculum studies in the late 1960s (Deepwell, 2002), was utilized.
This model is classified as an example of evaluation models having a utilitarian
approach by Gredler (1996), while Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004) classify
it as an example of participant oriented evaluation approach. A further classification
is made by Ornstein and Hunkins (2017) who put it under the scientific-modernist

evaluation models.

No matter how it is classified, its purpose does not change at all that is it simply
“contrasts what is planned and what has occurred” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p.
342) like the program definition and installation stages of Provus model which
identifies the extent to which the implemented curriculum matched the intended
curriculum (Gredler,1996). What is added to Provus model is the examination of the
dependencies (contingencies) of outcomes on transactions and antecedents
(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004; Gredler, 1996). In other words, “one
category is expected to lead to observable and/or measurable variable in another

category” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004, p. 342).
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According to Stake, the two acts of evaluation are description and judgement: the
two countenances of evaluation (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004; Wood,
2001) and he created an evaluation framework to help the evaluators organize data
collection and make interpretations (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004; Wood,
2001).

In establishing a structure for such an evaluation, Stake developed a “matrix” system
whereby the intents, observation, standards and judgments of a program would be
developed in three data categories chronologically labelled as antecedents,

transactions and outcomes (Todd, 1992). The terms antecedents, transactions and

outcomes are explained in more detail in the following paragraphs.

Antecedents: They are called entry behaviors (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004),
background conditions (Stake, 1967) and inputs by some evaluators (Gredler, 1996)
which refer to any conditions that exist prior to teaching and learning that may
influence outcomes (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004; Gredler ,1996; Ornstein
& Hunkins, 2017, Stake, 1967) before the curriculum is run (Wood, 2001). They
include characteristics of the students prior to their lessons (Fitzpatrick, Sanders &
Worthen, 2004; Gredler ,1996; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004; Woods, 1988) such as
student aptitudes, prior experiences (Stake, 1967), “previous achievement scores,
psychological profile scores, grades, discipline, and attendance” (Ornstein &
Hunkins, 2017, p. 307). They also include teacher characteristics such as years of
experience, type of education, and teacher behavior ratings (Ornstein & Hunkins,

2017) and characteristics of the schools.

Transactions: The transactions, the classroom activities (Stake, 1967) referring to the
process of teaching and instruction (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004), are the many
encounters occurring between students and teachers, parents and teachers, students
with students, and others (Gredler,1996; Stake, 1967). They are the interactions the
students have with certain curriculum materials and classroom environment dealing

with time allocation, space arrangements, and communication flow (Ornstein &
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Hunkins, 2004). Examples include the presentation of a film, a class discussion, the
working of a homework problem, an explanation on the margin of a term paper, and
the administration of a test (Stake, 1967). In contrast to antecedents and outcomes

which are static, transactions are dynamic (Gredler, 1996; Stake, 1967).

Outcomes: They refer to the products of the curriculum such as achievement,
attitudes and motor skills (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). They are also concerned with

the impacts of a curriculum on teachers, administrators, counselors, and others

(Gredler, 1996).

These data are mainly used to describe the curriculum. There are two principal ways
of processing descriptive evaluation data for any educational program: (1) finding
the contingencies among antecedents, transactions, and outcomes; and (2) finding the

congruence between intents and observations (Stake, 1967) as shown in Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1. Stake’s lay out of statements and data to be collected by the evaluator of

an educational program (Source: Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthen, 2004).
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Intents refer to the planned-for environmental conditions, the planned-for
demonstrations, the planned-for coverage of certain subject matter, etc., as well as
the planned-for student behavior; while observations refer to what actually happens
(Stake, 1967). Contingency refers to the dependence of outcomes on antecedents and
transactions. In other words, it is the relationship among antecedents, transactions,
and outcomes. Congruence means coherence; one of the aims, in this model, is to
examine the congruence/the match between what was planned (the intents) and what

actually happens (the observations).

In a study utilizing this model, an evaluator starts by looking at the intents, which are
the planned-for conditions and behaviors (Wood, 2001), then various data are
collected to observe these intents. Next, the evaluator analyzes these data to examine
the congruence between intents and observations. The data for a curriculum are
congruent if what was intended actually happens, and to be fully congruent the
intended antecedents, transactions, and outcomes would have to come to pass (Stake,
1967). Afterwards, the evaluator examines the contingency of outcomes on
antecedents and transactions. Then, the evaluator makes public the standards by
which the effectiveness of the curriculum is to be judged (Arnold, 1990). Before
making a judgment; however, the evaluator determines whether or not each standard
is met and unavailable standards must be estimated (Stake, 1967). Finally,
judgements are made by applying standards to the descriptive data (Fitzpatrick,
Sanders & Worthen, 2004). According to Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthen (2004)
who summarizes characteristics of the process of evaluation utilizing this model, the

evaluator

(1) provides background, justification and description of the program
rationale; (2) lists intended antecedents (inputs, resources, existing
conditions), [intended] transactions (activities, processes), and [intended]
outcomes; (3) records observed antecedents, [observed] transactions, and
[observed] outcomes (including observations of unintended features of each);
(4) explicitly states the standards (criteria, expectations, performance of
comparable programs) for judging program antecedents, transactions, and
outcomes; and (5) records judgments made about the antecedent conditions,
transactions, and outcomes. (p. 134-135)
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The major strength of this approach is that the processes of educational curricula as
well as their products could be evaluated with this model (Arnold, 1990). To this
connection, this framework or evaluation model include “the conceptual framework
for the program [...], and the causal links between program activities and
intermediate outcomes” (Gredler,1996, p. 52). What is to add, assessing the
contingency and congruence of an educational program is useful when the program
fails to attain the desired goals, because using this model, it is possible to distinguish
the failure due to lack of logical contingency in the conceptual model from the
failure due to lack of congruence between the curriculum design and actual operation
(Shapiro, 1985). Suchman (1976) labels the lack of logical contingency as “theory
failure” and the lack of congruence as “program failure” (as cited in Shapiro, 1985).
Theory failure occurs when the program is based on an invalid theory of operation
whereas program failure occurs when the implemented program does not reflect the

underlying theoretical model (Shapiro, 1985).

Depending on the results of an evaluation study, a policymaker would either have to
develop a new program (i.e., conceptual model) to attain the given goals or modify
the goals in terms of feasible outcomes for a given conceptual program model;
program failure, in contrast, does not imply the need to modify program
conceptualization or goals; rather, the problem is one of implementation (Shapiro,

1985).

Stake (1967) suggests the evaluators to answer the following questions before
attempting to use this model in order to make their evaluations more deliberate and

more formal:

1. Is this evaluation to be primarily descriptive, primarily judgmental, or
both descriptive and judgmental?

2. Is this evaluation to emphasize the antecedent conditions, the transactions,
or the outcomes alone, or a combination of these, or their functional
contingencies?

3. Is this evaluation to indicate the congruence between what is intended and
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what occurs?

4. Is this evaluation to be undertaken within a single program or as a
comparison between two or more curricular programs?

5. Is this evaluation intended more to further the development of curricula or

to help choose among available curricula?

Regarding the present evaluation study as answers to those questions, (1) it was
planned to be both descriptive and judgmental; (2) it was aimed to emphasize the
three data categories and their functional contingencies; (3) it was aimed to examine
the congruence between what was intended and what actually occurred; (4) it was
undertaken within a single curriculum; (5) it was intended to further the development

of the curriculum under investigation.

2.5. Research Studies Utilizing Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model

The studies utilizing Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model as the evaluation
framework were divided as the ones conducted abroad and the ones conducted in

Turkey. These studies are presented under the two headlines below.

2.5.1. Studies Conducted Abroad

Chertow (1970) aimed to evaluate a pilot three-week graduate seminar in
Community Development, offered as part of the Syracuse University Graduate

Program in Adult Education during the summer of 1970. The study is also an attempt
to illustrate how Stake’s Countenance Model can be utilized in a course for adults.
Sample consisted of 7 participants. Data were collected through daily notes taken by
the students, instructor’s summative questionnaire mailed to the students, interviews
with students, term papers. The findings indicated in designing an evaluation
framework, Stake's concept of rationale, inputs, transactions, and outcome furnish a
useful organizing principle. Further findings revealed complete congruence between

the intended and observed antecedents in terms of teacher, students, materials,
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administrative and support staff; the instructional process referring to transactions
ran as planned; three of the students fulfilled the teacher’s expectations, while four of
them failed in some aspects. The reason behind this failure was attributed to skill
development, as well as the application of decision-making concepts and processes.
The instructor concluded that more participatory activity, such as the well-received
role-playing and force-field analysis sessions, would help to better fulfill this goal in

the future.

Kesten and Burgess (1985) conducted a research to evaluate the impact of live
television transmissions added to the distance education system provided by
university of Regina. The evaluation mainly focused on the system delivery of this
TV Project utilizing a modification of Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model as
only description matrix was used aiming to compare the off-campus delivery of the
classes to on-campus classes. Achievement was seen as the level of grades achieved
in this class. Four instructors, 33 off-campus and 31 on-campus students participated
in the study. Data were collected through questionnaires, interviews, document
analysis and observations. Findings revealed that the project was successful in that
students attained the objectives; their needs were met, while the problems
encountered and weaknesses detected included the limited telephone communication

system, slow and late feedback, and some inappropriate educational materials.

Shapiro (1985) aimed to evaluate a worksite program in health science and medicine
utilizing Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model. Among one hundred and five high
school students who applied for the program, the top 70 scorers admitted to the
program were the sample for this study. Data with respect to antecedents were
collected when students applied for the program, observation forms were used to
gather data regarding transactions, the list of intended activities with space to
indicate whether or not the activity was observed and with what frequency. The
instrument also had space to record observed activities that were not part of the
statement of intents. Data related to the outcomes were collected through a
questionnaire about the objectives and their attitudes towards careers in health

science, mathematics, medical service, and medical science. The findings revealed
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that although the program as intended was almost fully implemented, Career
Awareness worksite program basically failed to attain the expected program
outcomes. In other words, the failure was found to be the theoretical program. Then,
an inspection of the contingency in the intents column was conducted to identify
where the theoretical problems existed and the intended transactions were found to
be inappropriate for the intended program outcomes. After changing the intended
transactions, the desired objectives were attained by the students in a subsequent

career awareness program in clinics and community hospitals.

Arnold (1990) conducted an action research using Stake’s Countenance Evaluation
Model to examine the use of hand held calculators capable of graphics, calculus and
symbolic manipulation as a means of enhancing the teaching of Mathematics at the
Senior Secondary level. The group of students who participated in the project
consisted of the thirteen students undertaking the Three Unit Mathematics course in
12" grade in 1989. Data collection instruments included an attitude scale, as pre and
post-test, to learn about (1) general attitude towards Mathematics, (2) knowledge of
the applications of Mathematics, (3) attitudes towards problem solving, and (4)
perceptions as to the place of Mathematics in their futures; observation forms; a
standard evaluation report sheet filled by students; interviews with students; and
open-ended assessment tasks. The findings revealed that such tools can bring about
improvements in concept understanding, attitudes towards the subject and confidence

in students’ abilities in this regard.

Pepper and Hare (1999) used a modification of Stake’s Countenance Evaluation
Model to evaluate the Senior Block Field Experience Program at Mississippi State
University during the Spring semester in 1997. All groups of persons who directly or
indirectly worked with the Block program or its teacher education students were
included in this evaluation. The Block students, the university Block faculty, the
graduate assistants working with the Block, the West Point School District teachers
who worked with Block students in the Fall of 1996 and Spring of 1997, the student

teachers who participated in the Block in the Fall 1996, their university supervisors,

30



and their elementary supervising teachers were asked if they volunteered to
participate. Totally, 185 participants returned the questionnaires and 58 participants
were interviewed. Data were collected through various instruments including
interviews, questionnaires, direct observations, documentation, evaluation
instruments. Descriptive statistical techniques such as means, standard deviations,
frequencies and percentages were used to analyze the quantitative data, while
qualitative data were classified according to themes. According to the findings with
respect to antecedents, the problems were found in staffing practices, the structure of
the Block, budgetary concerns and lack of time to adequately cover the necessary
material. The findings with respect to the transactions phase indicated the
weaknesses regarding the faculty’s lack of collaboration and communication in
relation to assignments, instruction, and assessments; a lack of collaboration and
communication with other, non-Block faculty in the department and a lack of
coordination with respect to courses was also identified. The findings regarding the
outcomes component revealed that the Block students were not able to use a variety
of instructional strategies in the classroom for the development of critical thinking
and problem solving skills, which is a main purpose for methods course instruction
despite of many strengths that students in the Block program demonstrated. The
failure was attributed to the findings with respect to the antecedents and transactions

components.

Wood (2001) aimed to evaluate an environmental education professional
development course using Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model as the evaluation
framework. 30 county teachers participated in the study and data were collected
through a pre-test, the post-tests, a teacher opinion survey, an expert review
questionnaire, attendance records, background information cards, the teacher
journals, and instructor journal. The findings revealed that teachers enjoyed the
course and made significant cognitive gains. Therefore, the course was found to be
effective and worthy of continued implementation. The contingency analysis

revealed that lack of materials affected teachers’ attitudes.
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Joseph (2008) used Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model as the evaluation
framework to find out whether the pre-registration nursing curricula is failing newly
qualified nurses by not adequately preparing them to cope with the complexities of
practical skills within the clinical environment in a mixed-methods research.
Participants were selected through convenience and purposive sampling methods.
Data were collected through focus group interviews, individual interviews,
questionnaires, and a quasi-experimental study in order to compare an experimental
group of which participants acquired certain skills during their pre-registration
process and a control group of which participants had not acquired those additional
skills. Favorable results for the experimental group were demonstrated indicating the
need to provide nurses with the additional skills before qualifying. Based on the
findings, nursing curricula were suggested to be underpinned by constructive
alignment theory to provide additional value to the learner, which could enable the

nurses to start their occupation ready for practice.

Utilizing an adaptation of Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model, Kalman (2016)
conducted a case study to examine the relationship between evaluation and needs
assessment and how both processes were integrated in one project. The project
involved evaluating a 10-year- old ergonomics course, which aimed to reduce or
eliminate on-the-job injuries. Stake’s countenance framework was modified to
consider both instructional and performance issues in the research design. Data
collection instruments included observation forms, focus groups with past course
attendees who were ergonomic committee members, interviews with ergonomic
teams in manufacturing plants, and reviews of course materials and other related
documents. The findings revealed the overlap between the needs assessment and
evaluation processes. They also addressed how these labels could limit perception of
the system of interest, the importance of adapting the research design to take
advantage of naturally occurring organizational events, the value of integrating both
needs assessment and evaluation perspectives, and the importance of differentiating

evaluation and needs assessment recommendations.

32



Fatima, Malik, Abid and Nayab (2016) aimed to evaluate the performance of
children with deafness in class one who had attended an Early Childhood Special
Education (ECSE) program for two years in Government Special Education Schools
for Hearing Impaired Children (GSESHIC) in Punjab. The third phase of Stake’s
Countenance Model, outcomes, was taken for the evaluation purpose. The population
of study included all 34 Government Special Education Schools for Hearing
Impaired Children located in 31 districts of the Punjab province, 6,164 children with
deafness enrolled in these schools, and 989 young children with deafness who had
got promoted to class one after studying two years in Early Childhood Special
Education program. The multi- stage sampling technique was used to select a
representative sample of schools and children with deafness. At first stage, four
schools for hearing impaired children were selected randomly from four districts
located in four zones of the Punjab province. At the second stage, 37 (50%) children
with deafness (Zone I = 12 children; Zone II = 12 children; Zone III = 7 children;
Zone IV = 6 children) who had got promoted to class one after attending the ECSE
program for two years were randomly selected for conducting achievement tests on
reading, writing, mathematics, speech and speech reading. To measure the
achievement of children with deafness after attending a two- year ECSE program,
tests in reading recognition (Urdu & English), speech reading, speech, writing (Urdu
& English), and mathematics were prepared on the basis of the syllabus of K.G. 1,
and following the pattern of sample question papers of four deaf schools (one school
from each zone) implemented in these schools. The tests were validated by a panel of
five experts from the deaf field. Necessary changes were made in tests on the basis of
experts’ suggestions and comments. Data were analyzed through ANOVA and post
hoc test of multiple comparisons. Findings revealed that he performance of young
children with deafness enrolled in GDDHS in Zone IV was significantly higher than
those studying in the other three zones, which was attributed to the hard working and
innovative principal, competent and meticulous special education teachers,
cooperation and coordination among principal, teachers, and parents, and healthy

environment of the deaf school in Zone IV.
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Sukirman, Ahmad and Mardiana (2017) used Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model
as the evaluation framework to examine the appropriateness of the real condition of
the course structure and credits on the 2010 Curriculum at English Education
Department at Alauddin State Islamic University of Makassar (called UIN Alauddin
Makassar) compared to the ideal conditions. The study was designed as a case study
utilizing purposeful sampling method to select its participants based on three criteria:
(1) the chief and secretary of English Education department as supervisors; (2) the
lecturers as the secondary implementers of the curriculum; and (3) the students as the
primary implementers of curriculum. Only data related to the antecedents part were
collected and analyzed. Data were collected with observation checklists, behavior
assessment, assessment format of the students learning outcomes, attitude
questionnaires, and interviews. Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive
statistics, while qualitative data were analyzed through descriptive analysis. Findings
indicated that the congruence between the objective conditions and the standard
actuality/objective intensity on curriculum design components with subcomponents
of the overall course structures was found to be average which suggested amendment
or revision in accordance with the BSNP (National Education Standards Agency)

standards for some of the subcomponents.

2.5.2. Studies Conducted in Turkey

Various studies have been conducted to evaluate different curricula using Stake’s
Countenance Evaluation Model in Turkey as well. When these studies are examined,
they haven’t utilized this model as the only evaluation framework; instead they have
combined it with another model depending on their purposes as presented in the

following paragraphs.

In his study, Sahin (2007) utilized Stake’s Countenance Evaluation Model with
Provus’s Discrepancy Evaluation Model (DEM) together to assess the qualities of
2004 Turkish curriculum. Curriculum intents were derived from the documents of
the Ministry of National Education; performance criteria were gathered through

teachers’ perspectives and standards were examined through literature. Data were
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collected through a questionnaire developed by the researcher. The results showed
that the intents of 2004 Turkish curriculum were congruent with the standards of
constructivist curricula. And the level of achievement of what were intended in 2004
curriculum was also found to be very high in teachers’ perspectives. In other words,
what were intended by the curriculum were achieved to a great level in all aspects.

Demirbas (2008) utilized a combination of these two models like Sahin (2007) to
compare the previous and the current science curriculum in a survey. The population
was composed of all science teachers in Kirsehir; while sample included 71 teachers
attending the in-service training about the new curriculum. The findings indicated the
achievement level of the students and the instructional process of the new curriculum

were better than the previous one.

In another study, Sahin (2010) used a combination of these two models to evaluate
the mathematics curriculum developed in 2004 for grades 1 to 5 in terms of
constructivist theory. 4500 teachers were selected from the seven geographical
regions in Turkey. A similar questionnaire developed by the researcher in 2007 was
utilized. The findings revealed that the intents of mathematics curriculum were
congruent with the standards of constructivist curricula. In addition, it was found to

be efficient in enabling students to attain the objectives.

Bayat (2012) aimed to evaluate initial reading writing curriculum using Stake’s
Countenance Evaluation Model in a mixed-methods design. The population was
composed of all teachers (N= 89) and first grade students (N= 2015) in a county of
Bolu; while 22 teachers selected through maximum variation sampling method and
50 students selected with simple random sampling method constituted the sample for
this study. Data were collected through observation forms, interviews and
achievement tests to measure students’ reading and writing performance. Qualitative
data were analyzed through descriptive analysis, while quantitative data were
analyzed with frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations. Findings
revealed that students’ reading, writing and comprehension skills were adequate,
teachers were found to be competent and effective in terms of the materials, methods

and techniques, and the assessment methods and techniques used by them, however
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the teachers did not utilized games which could make the instructional process more
entertaining. In addition, the teachers encountered some difficulties with respect to
the objectives, content, phonics based sentence method, teaching cursive script,
parents, assessment methods, inspectors, school administrators during the curriculum
implementation. In other words, some objectives were found to be above students’
level, and they were revealed to be difficult to measure; the content was found to be
incongruent with the objectives, and above students’ level, and there was insufficient

parent involvement.

2.6. Middle School English Language Curriculum

Turkish education system went through a transition from the 8+4 schooling model to
the 4+4+4 model in 2012. The first four, in this model, refer to primary education;
the second four refer to middle school education and the third four refer to high
school education period. The new system necessitated a new curriculum, because
English instruction started to be provided from 2™ grade onward as different from
the previous system according to which foreign language education was provided
from 4" grade onward. Another change stipulated by this system was that 5" graders
were accepted in the primary education in the past, while they are in middle school
education level now. Further information about this new curriculum is presented in

the following paragraphs.

The middle school English language curriculum has been designed based on the
principles and descriptors of CEFR (MoNE, 2013), which is “a common basis for the
elaboration of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks,
etc. across Europe” (CoE, 2001, p. 1). It was developed by the Council of Europe
aiming “to achieve greater unity among its members” (CoE, 2001, p. 2). To this
connection, it was “intended to overcome the barriers to communication among
professionals working in the field of modern languages arising from the different

educational systems in Europe” (CoE, 2001, p. 1).
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CEFR mainly emphasizes the importance of putting the students’ learning into real-
life practice; accordingly, it stresses use of language in an authentic communicative
environment (MoNE, 2013). In other words, the overall aim is to enable citizens to
interact with each other either through writing or speaking, which is also suggested
by communicative approach. According to communicative approach, as suggested by
Larsen- Freeman and Anderson (2011) and Richards (2006), “the focus is not
necessarily on grammatical structures and linguistic functions, but on authentic use
of the language in an interactive context in order to generate real meaning” (as cited
in MoNE, 2013, p. iii) and the primary function of the language is communication
(Richards & Rodgers, 2001). To this connection, the language should be presented as
a means for communication rather than a subject to be learnt or an academic

requirement to be met (MoNE, 2013).

An action-oriented approach has been adopted, and plurilingualism and
pluriculturalism which refer to knowledge about different languages and cultures

(CoE, 2001), are emphasized in this curriculum (MoNE, 2013).

Table 2.1 presents model English language curriculum that has been prepared based
on CEFR (MoNE, 2013). As seen in Table 2.1, the model is divided into 3 learning
stages and the primary aim is to foster students’ listening and speaking skills in all
grade levels while reading and writing are incorporated in higher grades as students

become more advanced (MoNE, 2013).

The skills marked as very limited are used in instruction for less than 10 words at a
time for the specific grade level; on the other hand, skills marked as limited are used
for no more than 25 words at a time for the grade level indicated; accordingly, at the
5" and 6™ grade levels, as students continue to develop their language skills,
exposure to reading is upgraded to the sentence level (MoNE, 2013). The older
students who have formed the necessary foundation for an understanding of literacy
issues are exposed to reading and writing as an integral aspect of language learning

in the 7" and 8" grades (MoNE, 2013).
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There are 10 units in each grade level and these units are composed of interrelated
themes that have been chosen to reflect issues familiar to young students (MoNE,
2013). In addition, cultural issues are emphasized in parallel to CEFR’s emphasis on

cultural diversity.

Table 2.1
Model English Language Curriculum from 2" to 8" Grades
Levels Stages Grades Ages Skill Focus
2 6-6.5 Listening and speaking
Al 3 7-7.5  Listening and speaking
1 Very limited reading and writing

4 8-8.5  Listening and speaking
Very limited reading and writing
5 9-9.5 Listening and speaking
Al Limited reading
2 Very limited writing
6 10-10.5 Listening and speaking
Limited reading
Very limited writing
7 11-11.5 Primary: Listening and speaking
A2 3 Secondary: Reading and writing
8 12-12.5 Primary: Listening and speaking
Secondary: Reading and writing

Regarding instructional design, at stages 1 and 2, comprising the 2" - 4" and the 5 -
6" grades, similar methods, techniques, activities and language functions are given;
these are expected to be adapted to suit the activities specified for each level, while at
stage 3, additional methods, techniques, activities and language functions are used
along with those suggested at stages 1 and 2 (MoNE, 2013). The methods,
techniques and activities suggested for the 5™ and 6™ grades include communicative
tasks, drama/miming, flashcards, games, labeling, listening, real-life tasks,
reordering, role-play and simulations, speaking, story-telling, TPR, cognates,
drawing and coloring, matching, question-answer, synonyms and antonyms, arts and
crafts, chants and songs (MoNE, 2013). In addition to the techniques and activities
suggested for the 5™ and 6™ grades, reading comprehension questions, skimming and
scanning, guessing word meaning from context are suggested for the 7™ and 8"

grades (MoNE, 2013).
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The instructional materials and texts suggested for the 5™ and 6™ grades include
advertisements, captions, cartoons, charts, conversations, illustrations, notes and
messages, picture dictionaries, poems, postcards, posters, rhymes, songs, stories,
tables, maps, signs, notices, puppets, fables, lists, fairy tales (MoNE, 2013). In
addition to the materials suggested for the 7" and 8" grades, diaries/journal entries,
jokes, personal narratives, biographical texts, children’s encyclopedia, e-mails,
letters, news reports, brochures, phone conversations, recipes, catalogues, SMS,

weather reports are suggested for the 7" and 8" grades (MoNE, 2013).

With respect to the suggested assessment methods and techniques, self-assessment,
peer assessment, student portfolios, written exams, oral exams, quizzes, homework

assignments and projects are suggested (MoNE, 2013).

Based on CEFR standards, the learning environment is characterized by the

following features (MoNE, 2013):

* Communication is carried out in English as much as possible.

+ Communication is focused on the creation of real meaning.

+ Students listen and speak just as they would in a target language community.

* Students use their developing English skills in every aspect of learning.

* Students are continuously exposed to English through audio and visual
materials.

* Enjoyment of language learning is fostered through activities such as arts and
crafts, Total physical response, and drama.

» Students are taught to value their mother tongue and feel validated in using it
as needed while they move forward on their journey in English.

* L1 usage is not prohibited or discouraged, but it should be employed only as
necessary (i.e., for giving complex instructions or explaining difficult

concepts).
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Students are supported and guided by smiling teachers who “understand”
what they are saying.

Teachers are present in the classroom mainly for communicating in English
(and, if necessary, in Turkish).

The focus of learning is on deepening communication, rather than on
completing curricular items within a given period of time.

Errors are not addressed during communication, so as not to disrupt the flow;
problem areas are noted by the teacher and addressed at a later time through
practice and reinforcement.

Students frequently encounter materials that have previously been covered in
order to reinforce what they already know.

Students develop high motivation for learning by completing challenging, yet
achievable activities.

Students produce materials to share with the rest of the school and the outside
world.

Parents are encouraged to be part of the process and are kept up-to-date on
their child’s learning through parent-child meetings.

Students develop communicative skills in English by “doing things with the

language” rather than by “learning about the language.”

When these features are examined, it is clear that the curriculum adopts

communicative language teaching approach. It is also clear from these features that

the role of the teacher is specified as facilitator of the learning process, while the

students are expected to play an active role throughout the learning process.

2.7. Evaluation Studies on the 5%, 6%, 7" and 8" Grade English Language

Curriculum

This section presents information about the evaluation studies which have been

conducted on the 5%, 6, 7" and 8™ grade English language curriculum since 1997.
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When these studies are examined, it seen that the vast majority of these studies have

not utilized a curriculum evaluation model as presented in the following paragraphs.

2.7.1. Evaluation Studies Conducted Without a Curriculum Evaluation Model

Harman (1999) conducted a survey to examine the problems encountered during the
implementation of foreign language curriculum in primary schools in Sanlurfa, a
city located in southeastern Turkey. The population was composed of the teachers
and 6, 7™ and 8™ grade students, while 384 students and 29 teachers were selected
randomly as the sample for this study. The data collection instrument was a
questionnaire developed by the researchers through the answers gather with the help
of interviews, which included open-ended questions, with teachers and students. The
instrument was used as it is after expert opinion. Reliability of the instrument was
not calculated. Data were analyzed through descriptive statistics techniques such as
frequencies and percentages. According to the findings, the objectives were not
attained as expected in the curriculum due to crowded classrooms, lack of materials
and insufficient time; the objectives were consistent; the content cannot be applied in
real life, it was not appropriate for students’ age and level; the most frequently
utilized methods and strategies included group work, lecturing, games, question-
answer, demonstration, role-playing and memorization; written examinations were

used to assess learning outcomes.

Koydemir (2001) conducted a descriptive survey to investigate the influence of some
characteristics of teachers teaching in the 4" and 5™ grade classrooms on students’
attitudes towards foreign language. The population included all teachers and all the
4™ and 5™ grade students in Izmir. Through purposive sampling, 72 English teachers
and 2456 students were selected as the sample for this study. Data collection
instruments were observation form, attitude scale, a questionnaire about teachers’
characteristics. The reliability of the observation form sustained by the correlation
between the observation results of the supervisor and the researcher, which was
found to be 95%, while the validity was satisfied through item-test correlation and

the values were above .20. The validity of the scale was satisfied through the
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opinions of expert and English teachers, then factor analysis was conducted and three
factors were attained. The Cronbach’s Alpha values were found to be .89. Data were
analyzed through descriptive and inferential statistics techniques including
frequencies, percentages, t-tests, One-way ANOVA, Two-way ANOVA and Duncan
test. The findings indicated that teachers did not implement student-centered
activities and methods; teachers’ experience and teachers’ roles and methods
influenced students’ attitude, while their educational status and gender did not

influence the attitude.

Mersinligil (2002) conducted a survey to investigate the 4" and 5% grade English
language curriculum through the views of teachers, students, and administrators. The
population of this study included all schools (N=152) located in Seyhan and Yiiregir
towns of Adana. Two-stage random sampling method was utilized, and the sample
was composed of 705 students, 136 teachers, and 146 administrators. Questionnaire,
interview, and observation form were used as data collection instruments.
Questionnaires and observation forms were pre-tested before actual implementation
and their final form were given with the help of expert opinions as well. However,
there is no mention of reliability aspects of these instruments. The data were gathered
in one month with the help of 29 undergraduate students. Qualitative data were
analyzed through content analysis and they were presented with frequencies, while
quantitative data were analyzed through both descriptive statistics techniques
including frequencies and percentages, and inferential statistics techniques such as
chi square. The findings related to the objectives revealed that half of the objectives
were not achieved and there was a significant difference between the perceptions of
the teachers and the students: teachers’ views were more negative in contrast to
students’ views. This failure was attributed to students’ background characteristics
like their family’s cultural, social, economical conditions and their negative and lack
of attitude towards English, Turkish incompetence. Similar to the findings related to
objectives, the findings related to content showed that there was a significant
difference between the perceptions of the teachers and the students: teachers’ views
were more negative in contrast to students’ views. Half of the teachers found the

content interesting, appropriate for students’ level, and congruent with objectives. In
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addition, the content was found to be overloaded with respect to students’ level and
age. The findings related to methods and activities indicated that role-play, games,
singing songs, drawing, pair and group works were seldom used. Also, there was a
significant difference between the perceptions of the teachers and the students:
teachers reported they utilized various methods while students supported the
opposite. The teachers evaluated themselves in a more positive way. Teachers used
Turkish more than English. There was teacher-centered teaching. The findings
related to materials indicated that apart from the board, other materials were very
rarely utilized. Although teachers reported that they used various materials
frequently, the observation results and students indicated the opposite. The findings
from observation and student questionnaire related to assessment indicated that the
four skills were not assessed and only written exams were utilized by the teachers,
while teachers reported the opposite. In addition, the findings showed that there was
not too much cooperation between teachers and parents. The important suggestions
for further studies included evaluation studies to investigate the effect of social,
cultural and economical conditions on the implementation and success of this

program and more qualitative methods to gather data.

Erdogan (2005) conducted a survey to evaluate the English curriculum that is
implemented at the 4™ and ™ grades of primary state schools through the views of
the teachers and the students. The sample consisted of 40 students from different
primary schools and 130 teachers from various public primary schools in Mersin,
however the sampling method is not mentioned in this study. Data collection
instruments included a questionnaire developed by the researcher taking standards of
the curriculum and related literature and semi-structured interviews with teachers.
There is no mention of reliability and validity of the instruments. Data were analyzed
through frequencies and percentages. Data from students’ interviews were classified
and then frequencies and percentages were reported. The time allocated for the

implementation of the program was found to be inadequate.

Biiyiikduman (2005) conducted a survey to examine teachers’ views about general

features and components of English language curriculum developed in 1997. The
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population of the study includes all the teachers teaching the 4" and 5% grade
curriculum all the primary schools located in Istanbul during 2000-2001 education
year. 54 teachers were selected as the sample for this study through cluster sampling
method, the counties selected were Besiktas, Fatih, Kagithane, Kadikdy and
Umraniye. Fatih, Kagithane and Umraniye are low SES regions, while Besiktas and
Kadikdy are high SES regions. Data collection instrument was a questionnaire
developed by the researcher, of which validity was satisfied through expert opinion.
Cronbach’s Alpha values of the questionnaire was found to be .92. Data were
analyzed through descriptive statistics techniques like frequencies and percentages.
The findings revealed that time is insufficient to cover the content; students had
positive attitudes towards English; the curriculum did not guide adequately;
objectives were appropriate for students’ age and level; there was lack of audio-
visual materials; objectives related to reading were attainable, but the ones related to
listening, writing and speaking were not possible to attain, which was attributed to
characteristics of low SES region and crowded classrooms; the pictures in the book
made it easier to understand; reading texts were understandable; the content was not
consistent with objectives; the strategies, methods and techniques show that the
curriculum has communicative approach and is learner-centered; the assessment
types are found to be appropriate for assessment of four skills, but it is not possible

to assess the four skills simultaneously.

Er (2006) conducted a survey to evaluate the English language curriculum of 4" and
5" grade primary schools in terms of objectives, content, teaching-learning process
and evaluation, and to propose suggestions about these aspects. The population of
this research consists of 4™ and 5™ grade English teachers and inspectors of public
primary schools from the seven geographical regions of Turkey (Mediterranean,
Eastern Anatolia, Aegean, South-eastern Anatolia, Central Anatolia, Black Sea and
Marmara Regions). Multi-phase sampling method was utilized for sample selection.
At first, the population was divided into seven sub-divisions based on geographical
regions. Then, two cities from each region were selected randomly out of a list
including cities. The final sample was composed of 593 English teachers and 535

inspectors. Data collection instrument was a questionnaire, including four parts about
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objectives, content, teaching-learning process and evaluation, which was developed
by the researcher. During the development process, expert opinion was taken, and it
was pretested with 25 teachers. Then factor analysis was conducted and 3 factors
were attained: aim, teaching-learning process and evaluation. Data were analyzed
through frequencies and percentages. According to the findings related to the
objectives, problems occurred in obtaining (realizing) the aims and specific
objectives of cognitive, affective and psychomotor domains; objectives were
attainable and consistent with each other. In terms of content, the content was found
not to be entertaining and interesting; it was not appropriate for different activities;
listening and reading skills were focused on most, while speaking skill was the least
emphasized skill; the dialogues included more daily speech than students’ feelings
and thought; the content was found to be consistent with objectives, the allocated
time was not enough to cover the content, and the content included redundant
knowledge and details. Regarding findings about teaching and learning process, the
necessary materials were not available at schools; methods and techniques were
suitable for enabling the objectives to be attained; activities were not consistent with
objectives; the allocated time for activities was not adequate; the most frequently
utilized technique and material were repetition and board, respectively. Findings
about measurement and evaluation component indicated that the evaluation did not
contain out-of class studies, self-assessment was used by the students; it did not have
enough guidance and necessary information for the teachers; the proposed evaluation
procedures were consistent with objectives and content; the most frequently utilized
exam type was “fill in the blanks” exam, while short answer exam type was the least
frequently utilized one. For further research, observation and interview with students

were suggested.

Akiizel (2006) conducted a descriptive survey to investigate the foreign language
education in order to find out the causes of the failure and to put forward suggestions
to solve this problem. The population of this study was composed of all 22 primary
schools located in Seyhan and Yiiregir counties in Adana, while the sample was
composed of 290 students, 60 parents and 47 English teachers. There is no mention

of sampling method. Questionnaire was used as data collection instrument. There is
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no mention of instrument development process, reliability and validity insurance.
Data gathered from the participants were analyzed through descriptive statistics
techniques such as frequencies and percentages. The reasons behind the failure
included crowded classrooms, parents’ education level, failure in Turkish language
courses, lack of contribution from parents, lack of audio-visual materials, parents’
knowing no foreign language, lack of foreign language laboratory, lack of

cooperation with parents and inadequate time.

Ersen-Yanik (2007) conducted a survey to investigate the process of English
language education at the sixth, seventh and eighth grades of public primary schools
in Turkey through the views of English teachers and students. The actual population
of this study was all the English teachers implementing and all the students studying
the English language curriculum offered at the sixth, seventh and eighth grades of
public primary schools in Turkey during the 2004-2005 school year. Two-stage
random sampling was used to select a representative sample which was composed of
368 teachers and 1235 students from 7 regions (21 cities and 42 towns) of Turkey.
Parallel survey questionnaires designed for teachers and students were the main data
collection instruments utilized in this study. These questionnaires had both close-
ended and open-ended questions for in-depth analysis. To satisfy the validity of the
questionnaires, expert opinion was taken and pilot-testing was conducted. After
being revised in light of experts’ suggestions, the Teacher Questionnaire was pilot-
tested with English teachers of 11 schools selected from Ankara. The test-retest
reliability coefficient of the student questionnaire for the close-ended questions was
.82. Once the teachers’ and students’ opinions, problems and suggestions about the
questionnaire were taken, necessary changes were made and the final versions of the
two questionnaires were produced. Both descriptive statistics techniques such as
frequency distributions, percentages, means and standard deviations, and inferential
statistics such as t-test and ANOVA were used to analyze quantitative data collected
through close-ended questions. The qualitative data obtained from open-ended
questions were coded under thematic categories at first, then the codes were
converted to frequencies and percentages. The findings, according to perceptions of

the teachers and the students, indicated that the implementation process of the
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English language curriculum showed differences in relation to the facilities of
schools and classrooms, teacher and student characteristics and perceptions. Majority
of the curriculum goals were attained at a moderate level and there were some
problems with the selection and ordering of curriculum content. Various types of
teacher-centered and learner- centered instructional strategies were implemented
depending on the language skill to be taught and learned, and the students had
positive attitudes towards most of these instructional strategies. The main problems
encountered in the implementation process resulted from the lack of materials and
resources, the course-book, the learners, the classroom environment and the
curriculum. These problems influenced the attainment of goals, classroom practices
and the assessment procedures. Teachers’ perceptions of curriculum goals and
content differed in relation to school location, age, teaching experience and
educational background. Students’ perceptions of the curriculum differed in relation
to their grade levels, gender, parents’ educational and English level and previous
English grade. For further research, it was suggested to combine the findings of these
survey questionnaires with teacher and student interviews and classroom

observations, which is assumed to validate the findings.

Kirkgoz (2007b) conducted a case study to examine the micro-level implementation
of the government’s new language policy in a particular context. In other words, it
was aimed to find out the extent to which the policy impacted schools and the extent
to which teachers were able to adapt new ideas into their teaching. The participants
included were 50 teachers. Classroom observation, interviews and a questionnaire
were used to collect data and the data were analyzed through content analysis.
Research findings reveal that the communicative language teaching proposed by the
MOoNE did not seem to have made a real and expected impact on teachers’ beliefs or
on classroom practices, and that a gap between the objectives proposed by the
curriculum and the actual classroom instructional practices of teachers existed. It has
been found that teachers’ methods of ELT have been inspired largely by traditional
language learning theories that consider linguistic knowledge as something to be
internalized rather than meaning to be socially constructed through communicative

activities such as games, songs and dialogues.
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Kirkgoz (2008) conducted a 2-year case study (2003-2005) to examine teachers’
instructional practices, and the impact of teacher understandings and training upon
their implementation of the Communicative Oriented Curriculum (COC) initiative in
the context of a major curriculum innovation in teaching English to young learners in
Turkish state schools. 32 teachers instructing 4™ and 5" grade students participated in
the study. Observation and interview schedules were used to gather data. Data were
analyzed with content analysis. The findings revealed that there is considerable
variation among the instructional practices of teachers involved, their understandings
towards what constitutes an effective way of teaching English to young learners, and
teachers’ prior training experiences. In addition, teachers’ understandings and their
prior training had an impact on the extent of their implementation of the curriculum
and there was a gap between the planned curriculum and the implemented

curriculum.

Kul-Sarica (2009) aimed to examine language levels of 8" graders in state primary
schools in Kuyucak, Aydin according to Common European Framework (CEF)
criteria and content in terms of reading and writing skills and knowledge of grammar
and vocabulary in her descriptive survey. The population is reported to be all the
primary schools in Turkey, and the sample is reported to be 209 students learning
English as a foreign language at Kuyucak, Aydin in 2008-2009 academic year. Data
collection instruments included document analysis about the curriculum, a
questionnaire used to collect data about the achievement perceptions of English
language learners at the 8" grades and a proficiency test prepared to test student’s
language levels according to Common European Framework criteria. An already
existent KET for Schools Sample Exam was adapted and utilized in order to find out
the language levels of the participants. To measure the students’ perceptions, the
researcher constructed a student questionnaire which was translated and adapted
from A2 level of the CEF and administered it to the participants. The instruments
were pretested in two classes with 38 students, Cronbach’s Alpha values were found
to be .78. Expert opinion was during the process to satisfy validity of the instrument.

The findings revealed that the curriculum was influenced by CEFR criteria; English
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language levels of the 8™ grade students in terms of reading, writing, vocabulary and
grammar are Al according to the CEF criteria and content; only 5% of the 8" grade
students (10 students) in state primary schools could reach the goals of the
curriculum in terms of reading and writing skills and knowledge of vocabulary and
grammar in contrast to students’ perceptions which showed that 23% of the 8™ grade
students; the students are not autonomous enough to make decisions about their own

learning proficiency.

Erkan (2009) conducted a survey to investigate the problems witnessed during the
implementation of the 4™ and 5™ grade English language curriculum which has been
constructed on constructivism. The population of this study was all English teachers
(N= 346) teaching those curricula in Sehitkamil and Sahinbey counties of Gaziantep
city, while the sample was composed of 93 English teachers selected through simple
random sampling. Data collection instrument was a questionnaire developed by the
researcher based on related literature and interviews with 18 English teachers. The
questionnaire had 8 items about objectives, 9 items about content, 14 items about
teaching-learning process, 11 items about evaluation process,11 items related to
general views about the curriculum and open-ended questions. The instrument was
pilot-tested with 42 participants, and the reliability of the instrument was calculated
through Cronbach’s alpha, which yielded a value of .91. Quantitative data were
analyzed through frequencies, percentages, M-Whitney U and Kruskal Wallis tests,
qualitative data about answers to open-ended questions were analyzed through
content analysis. The findings indicated the curriculum was developed based on
constructivism; the teachers did not understand the curriculum adequately due to lack
of in-service training; social-economical status has not been considered; there was
lack of materials; time was insufficient to cover the content; the infrastructure is
unsuitable for constructivism; the content of the 5™ grade book was found to be
inappropriate for students’ level, the proposed activities cannot be utilized due to
crowded classroom; there was little student participation; lastly the individual and

regional differences were not taken into account while developing this curriculum.
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Ormeci (2009) aimed to evaluate the English language curriculum implemented at
the 4", 5% and 6™ grades in a survey. The population was all English teachers
implementing this curriculum in Burdur, while the sample consists of 70 teachers
whose selection method is not mentioned. Data collection instrument included
questionnaire. Expert opinion was taken for content validity, but there is no mention
of reliability. Data were analyzed with frequencies, percentages and t-test. The
findings revealed that the curriculum was applicable, but some problems were
reported during the implementation process which include insufficient time to cover
the content, large class size, difficulty of developing learner autonomy, the objectives
were found to be above students’ level, overloaded content, content above students’

level, teacher-centered instruction, no focus on alternative assessment techniques.

Giines (2009) aimed to determine teachers’ opinions on the components of the 5%
grade English language curriculum and its implementation in her descriptive study.
The population of this study included 1625 English teachers teaching in the 4% 5",
6, 71 and 8™ grade classes in all counties of Ankara, however 288 teachers were
selected as the sample of this study through simple random sampling method, and 9
teachers were selected through convenience sampling method for interviews. Data
collection instruments were a questionnaire and interviews developed by the
researcher. The questionnaire included 3 parts, the first part about objectives was
composed of 10 items; the second part about teaching-learning process was
composed of 22 items; the third part about assessment methods was composed of 16
items. During the development process, expert opinion was taken, and it was
pretested with 6 teachers in order to satisfy the instrument’s validity. The reliability
of the instrument was calculated through Cronbach’s alpha, which yielded a value of
.94. Something to bear in mind, this value is the result from the actual sample of this
study not another sample. 15 interview questions were formulated with the help of
expert opinion. During data collection process, some participants who were not
planned as the actual sample of this study were included in the sample, they are
among 288 participants, which might have distorted the simple random sampling
method. Data gathered through the questionnaire were analyzed through frequencies

and percentages, while data gathered through interviews were analyzed with content
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analysis. The findings related to objectives revealed that the objectives were
adequate to reach the general aims, the objectives related to the four language skills
were equal in number and level; they were consistent with each other; apart from the
objectives related to writing and reading skills, they were found to be generally
appropriate for students’ level and age; the objectives related to speaking were not
attained by the students; the number of teachers who found the objectives related to
listening skills to be attainable and not to be attainable were almost equal. According
to the findings related to the content and teaching-learning process, the content was
consistent with objectives, and appropriate for students’ age and level, interesting for
students; reading texts were appropriate for English culture and applicable to the real
life setting. The activities were applicable in and outside class; they enabled students
to learn efficiently, participate actively, and become autonomous learners. In
addition, some activities took too much time and some materials were not brought by
the students due to economical factors in underdeveloped counties, which caused
problems. The materials were found to be generally reachable and appropriate for the
classroom environment and student age, and level. With respect to assessment
techniques and methods, they were found to be consistent with objectives; however,
the teachers had difficulty implementing them as the program did not have sufficient
information about it. Except for writing and reading skills, listening and speaking
skills were not assessed adequately. Experimental studies were suggested to develop

listening and writing skills.

Yaman (2010) conducted a descriptive survey to evaluate the English language
curriculum of 4™ and 5" grade primary schools through teachers’ perceptions in
terms of objectives, content, teaching-learning process and evaluation. The
population of this study was all English teachers teaching in the 4™ and 5" grade
primary schools located in Sehitkamil and Sahinbey counties in Gaziantep province.
There were 346 teachers in these counties, however the sample included 121 teachers
(about one-third of the population) selected through simple random sampling
method. Data collection instrument was a questionnaire, including four parts about
objectives, content, teaching-learning process and evaluation, which was developed

by the researcher. During the development process, expert opinion was taken, and it
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was pretested with 40 teachers and the final instrument had 50 items. Data were
analyzed through frequencies, percentages and chi square to find the difference
between groups. According to the findings, this program will yield different
problems in different regions of Turkey, regional differences have not been taken
into account; there was lack of materials; time was inadequate for delivery of content
and activities; the activities cannot be performed in crowded classroom; objectives
were not appropriate for students’ level; the program cannot develop four language
skills equally. In terms of participant characteristics, female teachers had more
positive perceptions of the curriculum than the males; teachers graduated from ELT
department had more positive perceptions of the curriculum than the graduates of
English Language and Literature department; the teachers teaching in both the 41
and 5" grades had more positive perceptions of the curriculum than the ones who
teach in either only the 4" or only the 5™ grades. Last but not the least, more than
half of the teachers did not have in-service training about this curriculum, so they
had to find their own ways to learn about it. For further research, a qualitative study

including observation and interview with students were suggested.

Donmez (2010) conducted a qualitative research to examine the views of teachers
and students about the implementation of the new 8" grade English language
curriculum in public primary schools and the challenges and/or problems faced by
the teachers and students in the implementation process. The sample of this study
was composed of 10 English language teachers and 73 8" grade students selected
through purposeful sampling method. The data were collected through in-depth
interviews with the English language teachers and focus group interviews with the
8" grade students. During the instrument development process, expert opinion from
four curriculum specialists and two English language teachers were taken.
Trustworthiness of the research, which refers to credibility, consistency and
dependability or reliability, is reported to be satisfied through triangulation of data
sources: teachers and students. The data were collected in three weeks and analyzed
with a qualitative data analysis software called Nvivo 8. The findings revealed that
the participants had negative views about some aspects of the new English language

curriculum due to the challenges encountered during the implementation; the
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teachers did not implement the suggested alternative assessment and evaluation
techniques and learner-centered instructional methods and strategies in their classes;
the challenges hindering the effective implementation of the new English language
curriculum were reported to be lack of necessary materials, large class size,
insufficient class hours, lack of gradual implementation of the curriculum, lack of
guidance and support for the teachers in implementing the curriculum and Level
Determination Exam (SBS). For further research, studies including observation to
cross-check the perceptions, and studies to examine the curriculum outcomes are

suggested.

Tekin-Ozel (2011) aimed to examine, in her mixed-methods design research, the
views of teachers about English language curricula implemented in elementary
schools in order to find out the challenges and the reasons of these challenges they
encounter during the implementation process, also the views of students about the
process of English lessons were investigated. The population of this study consists of
2800 English teachers and 308.481 students from public primary schools in the
central districts of Ankara in 2009- 2010 education year. The sample consists of 61
English teachers and 61 students who were selected through multi-phase and
stratified sampling methods. Data collection instruments were semi-structured
interviews and observation forms developed by the researcher. During the instrument
development process, related literature was reviewed, expert opinion was taken, and
it was pretested with six teachers and six students to satisfy its validity. To satisfy
reliability, the results of two data collectors were compared and the reliability was
found to be 96%. The interviews with the teachers and students lasted for 1 hour and
a quarter, while 10 observations were done for one class hour of each teacher. Data
were analyzed through content analysis and then the results were coded and
presented through frequencies and percentages. According to the findings, the
teachers did not investigate the program to learn about it and they learnt about the
program with the help of teachers’ guide book, so there is lack of in-service training;
lack of physical infrastructure and materials made it difficult to reach the objectives;
there were teachers who did not know about constructivism; constructivism was

difficult to implement due to some reasons such as unawareness of teachers, students
53



and parents, crowded classrooms, inadequate time, students’ lack of learner
autonomy, and students’ not being ready for this approach; the teachers did not apply
activities including Multiple Intelligences Theory frequently enough; learner-
centered education was difficult, according to teachers, to implement in this country
because of some reasons including teachers’ inability to implement it, crowded
classrooms, inadequate time, lack of equality in schools in terms of opportunities,
lack of materials and physical infrastructure, social-economic status of parents and
students; the teachers did not take individual differences into account in general and
the ones who did have difficulty in arranging the lesson plan; the content was found
not to be spiral enough. In addition, teachers’ perceptions of the curriculum were
negative in general; instead of giving equal weight on four skills, the teachers mostly
focused on grammar and vocabulary, and they mostly used mother tongue in the
process; the alternative assessment techniques were seldom utilized due to the
reasons mentioned about constructivism and learner-centered education. Overall,
there was incongruence between the planned and implemented curriculum depending

on the interviews and observation results.

Celen (2011) aimed, in her survey, to evaluate the 6 grade English language
curriculum in terms of teachers’ and students’ views. The population of this study
included all teachers implementing this curriculum and all students taught by this
curriculum in Burdur. No sampling method was used for selection of teachers and 60
teachers are reported as participants, while 650 students were selected as the sample
for this study through stratified sampling method. Data collection instruments
consisted of two questionnaires one of which was for the teachers and the other was
for the students. Validity of the questionnaires were satisfied through expert
opinions. Internal consistency of the teacher questionnaire was found to be .90; while
these values for the student questionnaire were .87. Data were analyzed through both
descriptive statistics including percentage, mean and standard deviations and
inferential statics including t-tests and One Way ANOVA. The findings indicated
that teachers’ views about the components of the curriculum were positive and no
significant difference was found between such variables as gender, experience,

participation in the in-service training, the number of attendance in in-service
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training, being abroad, and the number of being abroad. With regard to students’
views, males’ perceptions of the curriculum were more positive than the females, and

students with higher academic achievement had less positive opinions.

Incegay (2012) conducted a case study with ten teachers selected through purposive
sampling in order to examine the challenges faced by English language teachers in
public schools during the implementation of the new policy prepared by MoNE in
1997. Data were collected through semi-structured interviews and analyzed with
pattern coding strategy. Two researchers coded the data to satisfy the reliability. The
findings revealed that the policy was a top-down attempt ignoring poorly-resourced
schools with teacher shortage and lacking needs analysis; as MoNE cannot afford
necessary resources, materials and sufficient number of well-qualified teachers, the

policy cannot be put into practice appropriately as intended.

Yérii (2012) aimed to evaluate the 8" grade English language curriculum that was
put into practice in 2008-2009 education year. This study was planned as a survey.
The population was composed of all teachers (N= 242) working in Odunpazar1 and
Tepebasi counties of Eskisehir, while 138 teachers were selected as the sample
though sampling method is not mentioned. Data were collected through a
questionnaire which included items about components of the curriculum. The
validity of the questionnaire was satisfied through expert opinions and teachers, and
the internal consistency of the questionnaire was found to .95. Data were analyzed
through frequencies, percentages and means, Mann Whitney-U and Kruskal-Wallis.
The curriculum was found to be insufficient in developing the four language skills,
especially listening and speaking skills. In addition, time was found to be insufficient
to help students gain the objectives. Lastly, the graduates of English language

department had more positive opinions than the other graduates.

Ocak, Kizilkaya and Boyraz (2013) employed a qualitative research to evaluate 6
grade English curriculum in terms of speaking skills and to identify causes of
students’ speaking problems. 11 English teachers selected through purposive

sampling constituted the sample for this study, structured interviews were used to
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gather data. Expert opinion was taken in order to satisfy content validity of the
interview form and a teacher was pre-interviewed and then it was reorganized. The
reliability was examined through Miles and Huberman formula of which p value was
92%. Data were analyzed through content analysis and presented with frequencies
and percentages. According to the findings, students’ speaking ability did not
improve because the curriculum was ineffective; teachers mainly focused on
grammar and memorization of vocabulary; insufficient time did not allow for
diversifying activities; speaking activities did not appeal to students’ interests;
crowded classrooms hinder a desirable interaction among students and teachers;
students have negative attitudes towards English and they have low self-confidence

towards speaking; the activities are not authentic.

Demirtas and Erdem (2015) aimed to compare the 5™ grade English language
curriculum which started to be implemented in 2013-2014 academic year with the
one the previous one which started to be implemented in 2008-2009 academic year
and to find out teachers’ views about new curriculum. This is a qualitative research
composed of document analysis of the two curricula and semi-structured interviews
as data collection instruments. 19 teachers working in Sultanbeyli town of Istanbul
were selected through purposive as the sample for this study. Data were analyzed
through content analysis and presented in tables including frequencies and
percentages. The findings obtained from document analysis included that the starting
age for learning English has decreased, the main aim of the curriculum is to help
students use English in real life settings; communicative approach has been adopted;
pictures, posters, authentic materials and drawing activities have been suggested in
addition the others proposed in the previous curriculum; peer evaluation and paper-
pencil examinations have been proposed as addition to assessment techniques;
number units have been decreased but the content load has not, depending Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages, the number of objectives has been
decreased, writing objective has been removed; number of language functions has
been increased. Findings related to teacher interviews revealed that the teachers’
negative views are more than positive views; most of the teachers were informed

about the new curriculum; reading, speaking and listening skills are above students’
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level; lack of writing skill was found to be a mistake; teaching-learning processes are
not applicable; the proposed assessment methods are necessary but are not utilized;
the course book’s inappropriateness for the curriculum and insufficient time was the
most important problems encountered during the implementation; teachers suggest

increasing class hours and revision of course books.

In a survey, Sahenk-Erkan (2015) aimed to examine 4™ and 5" grade students’
achievement level of the objectives suggested in the English language curriculum
and to find out whether their achievement is influenced by students’ personal
characteristics such as gender, grade, mother’s and father’s education level, income
level, existence of at least one family member who can speak English. Kadikoy, a
town in Istanbul, was the population of this study, however 8 schools are reported to
have been selected randomly and 400 students participated in the research. It is not
clear whether these students were the whole population of these schools. Data were
collected thorough a scale, including items about perceptions of students about their
attainment of the objectives, developed by the researcher, exploratory factor analysis
was conducted with 200 students to test its validity, one-factor was retained after
deletion of 4 items. In addition, Cronbach Alpha Coefficient was conducted in order
to test the reliability, which yielded a value of .98. Data were analyzed through both
descriptive statistics techniques such as means and standard deviations and
inferential statistics including t-test, ANOVA, Mann Whitney-U test and Kruskal
Wallis test. The findings revealed that there is no significant difference between boys
and girls in terms of achievement level of the specific objectives; there is a
significant difference between 4™ and 5™ graders; the students’ achievement level got
higher as the education level of their mothers got higher, as the education level of
their fathers got higher, and as their family’s income level got higher; and the
students who had someone speaking English in their families got higher achievement

level.
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2.7.2. Evaluation Studies Conducted with a Curriculum Evaluation Model

Batdi (2015) conducted a descriptive survey to investigate the effectiveness of the 8"
grade English language curriculum through teachers’ perceptions utilizing
Stufflebeam’s CIPP evaluation model. The population was 236 teachers working in
Elazig in 2013-2014 education year, while the randomly selected 103 teachers
consisted the sample for this study. A scale with three factors, developed by two
other researchers was adapted and used as the data collection instrument of which
Cronbach Alpha values were between .68 and .90. expert opinion was taken during
the adaptation process. Data were analyzed through both descriptive statistics
techniques such as means and standard deviations and inferential statistics including
t-test and ANOVA. According to the findings, the allocated time was sufficient; the
females had more positive views than the males; likewise, the more experienced
teachers had more positive perceptions; some of the activities in the curriculum are
teacher-centered and others are student-centered; the students did not have positive

attitudes towards the curriculum.

Dinger (2013) aimed to evaluate the 7" grade English language curriculum
developed in 2012 using Stufflebeam’s CIPP evaluation model with a mixed-
methods design. The population was composed of 130 English teachers and 3739 7%
grade students. No sampling method was used for the selection of teachers as all of
them were included in the study, while 850 students were selected as the sample for
this study through cluster sampling method. In addition, 30 teachers and 30 students
were selected through maximum variation sampling method for qualitative data.
Data collection instruments were questionnaires developed by the researchers for
both teachers and students, interview schedules and observation form. Validity of the
questionnaires were satisfied with expert opinions, and internal consistency values
for both the teacher questionnaire and student questionnaire were .93. The
quantitative data were analyzed through frequencies, percentages, means and
standard deviation, while qualitative data were analyzed with content analysis. The

findings indicated the problems including lack of materials, overloaded curriculum,
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insufficient time, classroom environment, large class size, individual differences, and

written exams as the only type of assessment.

Kozikoglu (2014) conducted a research to evaluate the 7" grade English curriculum
which was put into practice in 2006-2007 education year in order to examine its
effects on students’ learning utilizing Tyler Objective-Oriented Evaluation Model
and see how it is implemented. 47 7 graders in two classes participated in the study.
An achievement test developed by the researcher was used before and after
implementation of the curriculum. During the development process, expert opinion
was taken to satisfy its validity, and with the participation of 93 8" graders, its
reliability was calculated through KR-20 test, which yielded a value of .85. In
addition, an observation form which aimed to learn about the classroom
environment, learning activities and student-student interaction and student-teacher
interaction was utilized. This form was adapted from a previous research conducted
by Yurdakul (2004). In addition to descriptive statistics techniques such as means
and standard deviations, t-test was conducted to find out the difference between the
pre-test scores and post-test scores. During observation, notes were taken and they
were used to make comments on the achievement results. Although a significant
difference was found between pre-test and post-test results, the objectives related to
listening and writing skills were not attained by the students as expected, which was
attributed to teacher’s inability to implement the curriculum as planned. That is
because, the teacher adopted a traditional teaching approach in which he was the
authority and he mainly focused on grammar and reading while the activities related
to listening, speaking and writing skills were rarely utilized. Also, the school’s

physical environment was found inappropriate for interaction.

Kaya, Ok and Uriin (2015) aimed, in a mixed-methods study, to determine whether
8" grade English Curriculum was implemented as planned utilizing Provus’
Discrepancy Evaluation Model. The sample of this study was composed of 120 8™
grade students who were selected with simple random sampling, and two English
teachers implementing this curriculum in a school. Data sources of the study were

available documents, students, teachers, and classroom observations. Data from
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students were collected with a five points scale which was used to obtain students’
perceptions of teachers’ in-class behaviors, students’ in-class behaviors, frequency of
teachers’ use of activities, frequency of teachers’ use of materials, and their
attainment of course objectives. All scales were subject to expert opinion to satisfy
content and face related validity evidence. The internal reliability of the sub-scales
was found to have the values of .73, .75, .86, .83, and .89, respectively. The data
collected through observations and interviews were analyzed through descriptive
statistics, while data collected from student questionnaires were analyzed with
descriptive statistics procedures such as means, standard deviations, frequencies, and
percentages. The findings revealed that the teachers’ in-class behaviors such as use
of direct instruction by lecturing about grammatical rules and not communicating in
English were not in line with definition of the curriculum, which hindered the
students from playing their roles like learning through experience and talking in
English to their friends; the least frequently used activities, methods and techniques
included role plays, games, total physical response, group work, pair work, arts and
crafts activities which were deemed as crucial in language learning as suggested in
the curriculum; the most frequently used materials were found to be whiteboard,
teacher’s and student’s book, while the least frequently used materials were photos,
puzzles, cartoons, filmstrips, computer hardware, flashcards, posters, magazines,
newspapers, video cassettes, pamphlets, maps, CD player and puppet which were in
line with Multiple Intelligence Theory; multiple choice examinations were among
the most frequently used assessment type, while portfolio assessment was never used
due to TEOG examination; although there was a disagreement between students and
teachers in terms of attainment of objectives, students were found by the two parties

to be more competent in reading skill than listening, speaking and writing skills.

2. 8. Summary of the Literature Review

This summary presents critical information about the evaluation studies that have
been conducted on the 5%, 6™ 7% and 8" grade English language curriculum since
1997. In this sense, their findings as well as the deficiencies in terms of their research

methodologies are touched upon.
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To start with research design, the vast majority of the evaluation studies that have
been conducted on the 5%, 6™ 7" and 8" grade English language curriculum since
1997 have utilized survey as research design. Only few studies have utilized mixed-

methods research design.

The participants are students, teachers, parents and administrators depending on the
purpose of the research, however none of these studies have included all these
participants in one study. What is to add, some of these studies have not reported

sampling method.

In terms of data collection instruments, most of these studies have utilized a
questionnaire which included items about components of curriculum and interviews
as supplementary instruments. Triangulation in terms of data collection instruments,
which could explore the purpose in more detail, is not present in many of these
studies. Some of these studies have not even presented information about the ways to

assure the reliability and validity of the instruments.

In terms of findings, these evaluation studies indicated several problems in foreign
language education which is indicated to influence the implementation of the
curriculum. These problems are repeatedly indicated by most of these studies. These
problems include SES differences, crowded classrooms, use of board and student
course book as the only material, students’ negative attitude towards English,
insufficient time to cover the content, one type of assessment: written examination,
no assessment for speaking and listening skills, little or no focus on listening and
speaking skills and communicative approach, teacher-centered instruction, low
student participation, content above students’ level, insufficient parent involvement,
parent cooperation, parents’ low education level, lack of in-service training, central
examinations like SBS or TEOG, incongruence between theory and practice.
However, they do not indicate specifically which variable resulted in which in-class
practice or which outcome. These findings show that the problem related to the

foreign language education is not curricula developed; rather it is a matter of
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implementation. To this connection, they suggest actions to be taken to minimize
these problems in order to enable the curriculum to be implemented as planned

instead of various curriculum developments.

Last but not the least, these studies are told to be curriculum evaluation studies, but
only two or three of them have made use of curriculum evaluation models. The
studies conducted with a curriculum model seem to evaluate the curricula with more
depth utilizing more data collection instruments than the ones which were conducted

without a curriculum evaluation models.

This review was very beneficial for this study in many aspects. To start with, it
helped the researcher to realize the problems with respect to foreign language

curricula since 1997.

Second, it helped the researcher to justify the significance of this research in terms of
its method, because the deficiencies discovered with respect to their research method
led the researcher to plan a mixed-methods design. To this connection, use of this
design was expected to enable the researcher to evaluate the curriculum in depth with

the help of data triangulation, which could increase validity of the findings as well.

In addition, it gave the researcher the idea of finding out the relationships between
and among certain variables encountered before, during and at the end of curriculum
implementation process. The literature lists some problems, but they do not provide

sufficient data about the consequences of these problems.

With respect to the literature review on the studies that have used Stake’s model,
which have been conducted abroad and in Turkey in order to evaluate various
curricula was very beneficial as well. It helped the researcher a lot in the process of

planning this research.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter contains information about method of the study including research
design and related research questions, participants, data collection instruments, data
collection process, data analysis, trustworthiness of the study and limitations of the

study.

3.1. Research Design

Educational research is used to “develop new knowledge about teaching, learning
and educational administration [...which] is of value because it will lead eventually
to the improvement of educational practice” (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003, p. 3), so the
research design should be decided carefully depending on the purpose of any

research.

As stated by Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007), “The social and educational world
1s a messy place, full of contradictions, richness, complexity, connectedness,
conjunctions and disjunctions, [...so] it has to be studied in total rather than in
fragments if a true understanding is to be reached” (p. 167). To this connection, the
present study used a mixed-methods research design, which utilizes the strengths of
both quantitative and qualitative methodologies (Cresswell, 2009), making use of
data triangulation as the use of both methods “provides a more complete
understanding of research problems than does the use of either approach alone”
(Fraenkel & Wallen, 2012, p. 557). In other words, the limitations of one method
could be compensated for by the strengths of the other method (Cresswell & Plano
Clark, 2011; Heiselt & Sheperis, 2010). The present study aimed to investigate
whether the operation of the middle school English language curriculum is

influenced by some specific variables. Therefore, it would be easier with the help of
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this method to “explore relationships between variables in depth, confirm or cross-
validate relationships discovered between variables” (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2012, p.
558), which could be difficult to find out with one of these approaches as the use of
either approaches by itself is inadequate to address this complexity (Cresswell,

2009).

There are various types of mixed-methods designs in literature (Sheperis, Young &
Daniels, 2010). Cresswell and Plano Clark (2007) suggest 12 types (Cresswell,
2009), while Cresswell (2009) addresses six types. The types, indeed, depend on four
aspects including timing, weighting, mixing, and theorizing (Cresswell, 2009), which

are explained in more detail in the following paragraphs.

Timing, to start with, refers to the sequence of data collection. In other words, it is
determination of the order in which a researcher will implement the qualitative and
quantitative aspects of his/her study (Cresswell, 1999). If, for example, one of these
data is planned to be gathered first, it means there is sequential data collection; on the
other hand, if they are collected at the same time, it means concurrent data collection

(Cresswell, 2009).

The second factor is weighting which refers to the priority given to quantitative or
qualitative data (Cresswell, 1999). In a study; the weight might be equal or one type
can be emphasized more than the other depending on the purpose of the researcher

(Cresswell, 2009).

The third factor, mixing is determination of how the two types of data will be
mixed/combined (Cresswell, 1999). Mixing might occur at several stages: at the data
collection stage, at the data analysis stage, interpretation, or at all three phases
(Cresswell, 2009). The qualitative and quantitative data can be “actually merged on
one end of the continuum; kept separate on the other end of the continuum, or
combined in some way between these two extremes” (Cresswell, 2009, p. 208). If,
for example, a study starts with a quantitative phase, the analysis of data and the

results of this phase can be used to select participants for the qualitative data
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collection phase (Cresswell, 2009). This situation means that the qualitative and
quantitative data are connected between a data analysis of the first phase of the
research and the data collection of the second phase of the research (Cresswell,
2009). The mixing consists of integrating when the researcher collects both data
concurrently and merge them by transforming qualitative data into quantitative data
to compare them. Last of all, a researcher might have a primary aim to collect one
form of data and use the other as supportive data. In this situation, the researcher is

embedding a secondary form of data with the primary data (Cresswell, 2009).

The final factor to be considered is whether a theory guides the entire study
(Cresswell, 1999). These theories can be explicit or implicit and the use of either
theory influences the types of questions asked, the participants, data collection

process and the implications of the study (Cresswell, 2009).

Depending on the four factors mentioned above, Cresswell (2009) lists 6 types of
mixed methods designs such as sequential explanatory strategy, sequential
exploratory strategy, sequential transformative strategy, concurrent triangulation

strategy, concurrent embedded strategy, and concurrent transformative strategy.

For the present study, sequential explanatory strategy was utilized. In this strategy,
quantitative data are collected first, then qualitative data are collected based on the
findings found by quantitative data which shows that the two forms of data are
separate but connected (Cresswell, 2009). To this connection, the qualitative data are
used to help further explain the quantitative results (Cresswell, 1999). The major
reason behind the use of the sequential explanatory strategy was to find out
relationships between and/or among variables as this strategy is “better suited to
explaining and interpreting relationships” (Cresswell, 2009, p. 211). To this
connection, quantitative data gathered through the questionnaire, attitude scale,
observation form and achievement tests were collected and analyzed first, and then
the findings arrived at this stage were planned to lead the qualitative phase which

included semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews. Finally, the mixing
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of the two data occurred in the discussion part. The following research questions

were formulated in parallel with the purpose of the present study.

3.1.1 Research Questions

1. What are the teachers’ views about the middle school English language

curriculum?

2. What antecedents, transactions and outcomes were observed before, during and at

the end of the implementation of the middle school English language curriculum?

2.1. What antecedents were observed before the implementation of the
middle school English language curriculum in the 5%, 6%, 71 and 8%

grade classes?

2.2. What transactions were observed during the implementation of
the middle school English language curriculum in the 5%, 6, 7% and

8" grade classes?

2.3. What outcomes were observed after the implementation of the
middle school English language curriculum in the 5%, 6™, 71, and 8™

grade classes?

3. What is the influence of observed antecedents and transactions on the observed

outcomes in the 5, 6™, 7" and 8™ grade classes?

3.2. Participants

The participants of the present study included teachers from whom the most
important data regarding evaluation of a new curriculum can be obtained (Giiven &
Alp, 2008) and the students who are influenced by the curriculum the most. There

are two groups of teachers; those selected from different districts of Ankara and
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those who participated in the interviews and observed in their classrooms. One class
of students for each grade level were selected from a school where the researcher
worked as an English teacher. Selection of each group of participants is explained in

the following sections.

3.2.1. Teachers

There were two groups of teachers, the first group of English teachers was selected
through cluster sampling method from 25 districts in Ankara in order to complete a
questionnaire. The population of teachers teaching at the 5® 6, 7% and 8™ grade
levels in Ankara consisted of 1943 teachers according to the data obtained from

MEIS module at www.mebbis.meb.gov.tr on 12.12.2016. The minimum sample size

was calculated through the formula suggested by Bartlett, Kotrlik and Higgins (2001)

as shown below:

0P x @)@
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Where t represents the value for selected alpha level of .025 in each tail = 1.96. (the

alpha level of .05 indicates the level of risk the researcher is willing to take that true

margin of error may exceed the acceptable margin of error).

Where (p)(q) represents the estimate of variance = .25. (maximum possible
proportion (.5) * 1- maximum possible proportion (.5) produces maximum possible

sample size).

Where d represents the acceptable margin of error for proportion being estimated =

.05 (error researcher is willing to accept).

Where no represents the required sample size because sample > 5% of population.
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Where nl represents the required return sample size because sample > 5% of

population.
Table 3.1
Distribution of the Teacher Population Across the Districts in Ankara
Districts in Population % Minimum  Drawn  Reached
Ankara of Teachers Required  Sample  Sample
(N) Sample Size Size
Size (n)
1. AKYURT 13 .67 2 2 2
2. ALTINDAG 154 7.93 26 30 32
3. AYAS 10 51 2 2 2
4. BALA 11 .57 2 2 1
5. BEYPAZARI 18 .93 3 4 3
6. CAMLIDERE 2 .10 1 1 0
7. CANKAYA 257 13.23 42 49 43
8. CUBUK 32 1.65 5 7 8
9. ELMADAG 15 77 2 3 2
10. ETIMESGUT 193 9.93 32 37 38
11. EVREN 1 .05 1 1 0
12. GOLBASI 57 2.93 9 10 10
13. GUDUL 7 .36 1 1 2
14. HAYMANA 10 51 2 2 2
15. KALECIK 4 21 1 1 1
16. KAZAN 28 1.44 4 5 4
17. KECIOREN 325 16.73 53 62 55
18. KIZILCAHAMAM 7 .36 1 2 3
19. MAMAK 223 11.48 37 43 40
20. NALLIHAN 12 .62 2 3 2
21. POLATLI 53 2.73 8 10 10
22. PURSAKLAR 55 2.83 9 10 11
23. SINCAN 231 11.89 38 44 38
24. SEREFLIKOCHISAR 13 .67 2 3 3
25. YENIMAHALLE 212 10.91 35 41 37
Sum 1943 %100 320 375 349

These procedures resulted in a minimum returned sample size of 320. However, the
response rates in surveys, as stated by Bartlett, Kotrlik and Higgins (2001), are
typically well below 100% and Cochran (1977) suggests using the results of pilot
study or examining the results in the literature to calculate the minimum drawn
sample size (as cited in Bartlett, Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001). In the present study, the

result of the pilot study of which the return rate was 86% was used and with formula
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suggested by Bartlett, Kotrlik and Higgins (2001), the minimum drawn sample size
of 320/.86= 372 was calculated.

As all districts in Ankara were included, the proportion of the teachers in these
Districts was taken into account as well. The sample size and all the other
information are presented in Table 3.1. As cluster sampling method was used, all the
teachers present in each school were invited to participate in the study, as a result in
some Districts more teachers participated than expected and they were included in

the sample as presented in the table.

In addition to English teachers selected form different districts of Ankara, four
teachers from a school in Altindag, where the observations, interviews and
achievement tests were conducted, participated as interviewees. Each of the four
teachers was teaching in a different grade level. They were observed and individual
interviews were conducted with them. To wrap up, 353 teachers participated in the

study.

3.2.2. Students

Like teachers, two groups of students participated in the study. The students in the
school located in Altindag participated in the focus group interviews. Six students
from each grade level were selected as participants for focus groups through a
homogenous sampling method, which “involves bringing together people of similar
backgrounds and experiences to participate in a group interview about major issues
that affect them” (Pattton, 2002, p. 236). In other words, a representative group of
students were selected among the students in each classroom from each grade level.
To illustrate, their gender, achievement level, and family-related characteristics were
taken into account while selecting this subgroup of the students. To this connection,

24 students were formed the first group of participants in the present study.

In addition to the students who participated in focus groups, 155 students placed in

the four grade levels were observed for two and a half months, achievement tests and
69



attitude scales were conducted to them, so they were other participants of the present
study. Among these participants, 42 students were at 5% grade level, 44 students
were at 6" grade level, 35 students were at 7% grade level and 34 students were at 8"
grade level. The classes to observe were selected randomly from the classes that the

selected teachers taught.

3.3. Data Collection Instruments

Throughout the present study, triangulation which is defined by Krathwohl (1993) as
“the process of using more than one source to confirm information: confirming data
from different sources, confirming observations from different observers, and
confirming information from different data collection methods” (cited in Pepper &
Hare, 1999, p. 329) was utilized. To this connection, a teacher questionnaire, an
attitude scale for students, various observation forms, 10 achievement tests, two
interview schedules for teachers and four focus group interview schedules for
students were prepared as data collection instruments for the present study. Each of

these data collection instrument is explained below separately.

3.3.1. Teacher Questionnaire

This questionnaire was used to answer the first research question, which sought to
examine teachers’ perceptions of the middle school English language curriculum in
terms of its theoretical soundness. In other words, it was aimed to find out whether
the curriculum design was theoretically appropriate which refers to the merit of the
curriculum, and the logical contingency of the curriculum in Stake’s terms which he

proposed in his evaluation model.

During development process, the latest curriculum developed by MoNE in 2012 and
the related literature (Celik, 2009; Er, 2006; Giines, 2009; Ornstein & Hunkins,
2004; Mersinligil, 2002; Oliva, 1997; Seckin, 2010) were investigated in detail. 78
items from the related literature were collected in a pool, and then the appropriate

ones were selected for the present study. 69 items were selected at the beginning and
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they were sent to experts in order to take their opinions for the questionnaire’s
content and face validity. Opinions were taken from three professors from
Curriculum and Instruction Department and one professor from English Language
Teaching Department. Based on feedback from these experts, necessary changes
were applied to the questionnaire. To illustrate, the first draft of the questionnaire
was composed of 69 items, and 13 items were deleted or reworded by combining
some items based on expert opinions. In addition, the format of the questionnaire
was changed and some instructions were reworded based on these opinions. To
illustrate, instead of writing the components of the curriculum and writing differing
sentences, the name of the component was written followed by three dots to be
completed with the items. After expert opinions, the questionnaire was examined by
five English teachers in order to find out whether these 56 items in the questionnaire
were understood as intended referring to face-related validity, which resulted in a
negligible revision about wording of a few items. To illustrate, they had difficulty in
understanding the meaning of “learner autonmy”, so it was reworded to be

understood easier.

Last of all, the questionnaire was administered to 65 teachers to check its reliability
through Cronbach’s alpha, however 56 teachers returned the questionnaires. To this
connection, the return rate was 86%. The Cronbach’s alpha values for the five
subsections of the questionnaire were found to be .95, .93, 91, .95 and .91 for
objectives, content, materials, activities, and assessment methods and techniques,

respectively.

As a result of these procedures, the questionnaire was composed of two sections; the
first section included items about teachers’ demographic characteristics, and the
second section had items about curriculum components. It was expected to provide
information about the teachers’ perceptions of the curriculum. The second part of the
questionnaire had five subsections and 56 items. The first subsection part included
17 items about objectives, the second subsection covered 12 items about content, the
third subsection consisted of six items about materials, the fourth subsection included

14 items about activities, and the final part covered seven items about assessment
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methods and techniques (Appendix F). The questionnaire was modelled on a five-
point Likert scale, in which the teachers were asked to rate their level of agreement
or disagreement by rating each item on this five-point scale such as 1- strongly

disagree, 2- disagree, 3- neither agree nor disagree, 4- agree, 5- strongly agree.

3.3.2. Attitude Scale

An attitude scale to measure students’ attitude towards English as a foreign language
was developed in order to find answers for the first sub-question of the second
research question which was about students’ antecedents referring to students’ entry
characteristics (Appendix G). During instrument development, related literature and
available instruments were examined (Alkaf, 2013; Bas, 2012; Erdem, 2007;
Gomleksiz, 2003; Hilliard, 2015; Kazazoglu, 2013). The items from the related
literature were collected in a pool, and then appropriate ones were selected for
students’ attitude towards English scale. The pool included 65 items at the beginning.
Among these items, 20 items were selected as appropriate for the present study
depending on the purpose. The other reason to drop many items was to write as few
items as possible taking students’ developmental level into account. The scale was
modelled on a five-point Likert scale, in which students were asked to rate their level
of agreement or disagreement by rating each item on this five-point scale such as 1-
strongly disagree, 2- disagree, 3- neither agree nor disagree, 4- agree, 5- strongly

agree.

Afterwards, the selected items were sent to an assessment and evaluation professor, 3
professors working at Curriculum and Instruction Department and one professor
working at English Language Teaching Department to get expert opinions to satisfy
the content and face validity of the scale. Based on the suggestions from these
experts, five more items were deleted as they were thought to be relevant to attitude
towards the course not the language itself. As a result, a scale consisting of 15 items
was developed. Then, it was administered to eight students in order to check the
clarity and understandability of the items to satisfy its face validity, no revision was

made.
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Finally, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to determine factors of
the scale, because it was not known whether there was any relationship among the
items of the questionnaire (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Indeed, EFA was conducted
two times. In the first one, it was administered to 146 students from middle school
and the results indicated that one of the items (I don’t think that English will be
important for my jobs in the future) was not loaded on any factor, so it was deleted.
The new scale consisted of 14 items and it was administered to another sample of
153 middle school students again. Before conducting EFA, assumptions were
checked to see whether they were violated or not. Sample adequacy, Kaiser’s
measure of sampling adequacy (KMO), Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity, the correlation

matrix and multivariate normality were examined.

To start with sample size, research on EFA has divergent advices for sample size for
good EFA (Williams, Brown & Onsman, 2012). To illustrate, Tabachnick and Fidell
(2013) suggest that the impact of sample size is reduced with consistently high
communalities (all greater than .6) and well determined factors. Fabrigar,
MacCallum, Wegener and Strahan (1999) suggest a sample of 200 or more when
communalities are between .40 and .70. Velicer and Fava (1998) indicates that “N be
at least 10 times p” (p. 232), and so sample size should be at least 10 times of item
numbers. Hair, Black, Babin and Anderson (2014) advised that sample size should
be at least five times of item numbers, so the sample was found to be enough with a

sample size of 153 as it is ten times of the item numbers.

Kaisre Mayer Olkin (KMO) index value was found to be .92 indicating that there
was relationship between items according to Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) who
suggest .60 and higher KMO values to be sufficient for good factor analysis as
“value close to 1 indicates that patterns of correlations are relatively compact and so

factor analysis should yield distinct and reliable factors” (Field, 2013, p. 965).

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was found to be significant with x 2 (df = 91) =
1273.94, p < .05, indicating that the correlation matrix had significant correlations

among at least some of the variables (Hair et al., 2014, p.102). Multivariate
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normality, checked with Mardia’s test, was violated (p < .05), so Principal Axis
Factoring was used as extraction method (Costello & Osborne, 2005). In order to
clarify and simplify the factor loadings, oblique rotation was implemented (Osborne,
2015). Hence, all assumptions seemed to be met and EFA was conducted. First of all,
correlation matrix was examined to see whether there was relationship between the
items. According to Hair, Black, Tatham and Anderson (2010), the minimal items
loading value is .30, which is enough to indicate a correlation among items. The
higher the value is, the more correlation is explained. Initial glance at correlation

matrix indicated that there was a correlation among items as seen in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2

Correlation Matrix of the Items of the Student Attitude Scale

Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1 1

2 23 1

3 38 48 1

4 27 66 53 1

5 23 .60 47 59 1

6 33 31 .60 34 52 1

7 33 53 44 43 52 59 1

8 28 71 52 .63 61 46 .68 1

9 23 66 43 57 66 43 57 66 1

10 27 57 44 63 61 46 48 .69 58 1

11 47 50 59 44 45 61 .67 .62 55 47 1

12 22 58 53 .62 56 43 45 65 52 66 54 1

13 22 43 49 37 42 48 52 47 39 37 46 45 1
14 43 30 54 36 .60 .55 40 39 27 32 .49 39 40 1

Afterwards, the scree plot was examined as seen in Figure 3.1. As for interpreting the
scree plot, researchers “look for the point where a line drawn through the points
changes slope” (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013, p. 649). In Figure 3.1, it is seen that a
single straight line can fit the first three eigenvalues on the above left. Another single
straight line with different slope can fit remaining points (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). Field (2013) called the point between these two lines as the inflexion point (in
this case, it is point 2) indicating “cut-off for retaining factors” (p. 955), and Costello

and Osborne (2005) states that the number of data points above this point is the
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number of retained factors. Hence, there seems to be two factors in data by

considering two points on the above left of the inflexion point as seen in Figure 3.1.

Scree Plot

a-

4

Eigenvalue

Factor Number

Figure 3.1. Scree plot of factors of the attitude scale

Table 3.3

Eigenvalues, Percentages of Variance and Cumulative Percentages for Factors of
the Attitude Scale

Factor Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %

1 7.33 52.35 52.35
2 1.43 10.19 62.54
3 .83 5.94 68.48
4 .76 5.40 73.88
3 60 4.29 78.17
6 52 3.71 81.88
7 49 3.51 85.40
8 45 3.22 88.61
9 35 2.52 91.13
10 .30 2.16 93.30
11 .29 2.10 95.40
12 24 1.70 97.09
13 22 1.58 98.68
14 .19 1.32 100
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Although scree plot is useful, it is not exact as it may rely on the subjective
judgements of the researcher (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). As such, Kaiser (1960)
recommends using eigenvalues greater than 1 in determining retaining factors. Table
3.3 indicates that there are two factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 with 62.54%
cumulative percent of variation explained by retained factors. Around 80% total
variance is sufficient for EFA as “in the social sciences, where information is often
less precise, it is not uncommon to consider a solution that accounts for 60 percent of
the total variance (and in some instances even less) as satisfactory” (Hair et al., 2014,
p. 107). When taken together, both scree plot and eigenvalue inspection point out a

two-factor model accounting for 62.54% of the variance.

In order to simplify interpretation of findings and justify the results, oblique rotation
was done. For Hair et al (2010), factor loadings above. 50 are considered significant,
and this is .32 for Tabachnick and Fidell (2013). To this connection, 7 items were

loaded on factor 1 and 7 items were loaded on factor 2 as presented in Table 3.4 and

Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2. Factor plot in rotated factor space
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Table 3.4
Summary of Items and Factor Loadings for Oblimin Rotation for the Attitude Scale

Items Factor loading
1 2
2. I am not interested in learning English .88 -.11
8. I want to learn English so much. .79 .10
4. I want to improve my English as much as
possible. 79 -.03
9. It is a waste of time to strive for learning English. .78 .04
10. I want to take more courses to improve my
English. 77 .01
5. It doesn’t matter if I don’t learn English. 72 .06
12. It is worthwhile for me to strive for learning
English. .68 A1
6. English is a language that I will need throughout
my life. .02 77
14. 1 think, learning English will help me find a
better job in the future. -.09 76
11. English is an important foreign language. 22 .65
3. English is a language that I will benefit
throughout my life. 20 .61
1. English is common language enabling everyone in
the world to understand each other. -.06 S5
7. English is an unnecessary foreign language. .38 43
13. English is a language that I will not use
anywhere throughout my life. 25 43

Last of all, the reliability of the scale was calculated. The results are presented in
Table 3.5 and Table 3.6. Internal consistency of the factors was calculated with
Cronbach’s alpha and the calculated values were .92 for factor 1 and .87 for factor 2,
which shows sufficient reliability according to Nunnally (1978) who recommends
that instruments in social sciences should have a Cronbach’s alpha of .70 or higher
for sufficient reliability. The results also indicated that there was no need to drop any
item from either factor, because reliability did not increase if any item was deleted as

seen in Table 3.5 and Table 3.6.

As a result of these statistical procedures, a 14 item, two factors attitude scale was
developed to collect data about the 5%, 6, 7% and 8" grade the value attached to
English. The first factor was named as “the value attached to English” and the

second factor was named as “the desire to learn English”.
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Table 3.5
Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 1 Items When an Item is Deleted

Item Scale Mean if  Scale Variance if  Corrected Cronbach's Alpha if
Item Deleted Item Deleted Item-Total Item Deleted
Correlation

4 24.58 35.50 .76 91

2 24.70 35.02 77 91

5 24.72 34.63 74 91

8 24.75 33.71 .81 .90

9 24.65 36.12 .70 91

10 24.99 33.73 77 91

12 24.74 35.41 73 91
Table 3.6

Cronbach’s Alpha Values of Factor 2 Items When an Item is Deleted

Item Scale Mean Scale Variance Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha if
if Item Deleted if Item Deleted Total Correlation  Item Deleted

1 23.98 30.91 46 .87

3 23.84 27.60 .68 .84

6 24.02 26.76 71 .84

11 23.76 26.83 75 .83

14 23.61 29.19 .62 .85

7 23.70 27.80 .66 .84

13 23.67 29.02 57 .86

3.3.3. Observation Form

The observation form used in the present study aimed to find out to what extent the
standards of the curriculum are applied in the implementation process of the middle
school English language curriculum. It served as one of the data collection
instruments to obtain data on transactions component of the evaluation model in

order to examine the congruence between the intended and observed activities.

As stated by Merriam (2009), observations take place in the setting where the
phenomenon of interest naturally occurs, and they make it possible to record the
behaviors as they happen. In addition, they can “provide some knowledge of the
context or to provide specific incidents, behaviors, and so on that can be used as

reference points for subsequent interviews” (Merriam, 2009, p. 119). It is natural to
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observe the absence of many things such as activities, interactions, what people say,
what people do, and the physical setting, however it is also possible to observe what
does not happen (Patton, 2002). If, for example, “social science theory, program
goals, implementation designs, and/or proposals suggest that certain things ought to
happen or are expected to happen, then it is appropriate for the observer or evaluator
to note that those things did not happen” (Patton, 2002, p. 295). As aforementioned,
one of the aims of the present study was to find out whether the middle school
English language curriculum is being implemented as planned. To this connection,
instead of examining and writing down all that is happening, attention was paid on
the occurrence and nonoccurrence of curriculum standards and the observation form
was developed accordingly. As stated by Patton (2002), “if a school program is
supposed to, according to its funding mandate and goals, provide children with
opportunities to explore the community and no such explorations occur, it is
altogether for the evaluator to note said implementation failure” (p. 295). As it was
noteworthy to find out to what extent the planned curriculum was being implemented
as planned, the observation form included the items about the curriculum standards,
and their availability and absence were examined. To illustrate, it was noteworthy to
find out the weight spent on four language skills, so the time spent on these skills
needed to be recorded to see whether it has any influence on the expected outcomes
with regard to students’ success in these skills. As a result, the observation form was
developed in a way to provide the researcher to collect data about these occurrences

and nonoccurrence.

During the development process of this observation form, expert opinions were taken
from three professors working in the Curriculum and Instruction Department and one
professor working at the English Language Teaching Department in order to check
whether the items satisfied content validity. Necessary changes were applied based
on expert opinions. To illustrate, the range of frequencies and minutes were changed
and some items were deleted. As a result of these procedures, the final observation
form was composed of five parts. First part was about teacher behaviors which had
seven items, the second part covered student behaviors included had five items, the

third part was about materials which was composed of five items, the fourth part
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covered methods, techniques and activities having 13 items, and the last part was

about assessment methods and techniques and it had eight items (Appendix H).

In order to assure the reliability of this instrument, inter-rater reliability was
calculated through percent agreement which is calculated by adding up the number
of cases that received the same rating by both judges and dividing that number by the
total number of cases rated by the two judges (Stemler, 2004). One teacher was
observed for ten class-hours by two other English teachers. The percent agreement
values were 90%, 90%, 71%, 81%, 74%, 86%, 86%, 79%, 79% and 76% and the
average agreement value was 81.2%, which can satisfy the reliability of the
instrument as a typical guideline found in the literature for evaluating the quality of
interrater reliability based upon consensus estimates is that they should be 70% or

higher (Stemler, 2004).

3.3.4. Achievement Tests

Ten achievement tests were developed to measure students’ success in language
skills in four grade levels (5-8). For the 5" and 6 grade students, listening and
speaking tests were developed, while listening, speaking and writing tests were
developed for the 7™ and 8" grade students based on the curriculum standards. No
achievement test was developed to measure their reading skills, their proficiency in
reading skills were measured through the written examinations conducted by their
teachers. The development process of these tests and the results of pilot studies are

presented below separately in detail.

3.3.4.1. Achievement Tests to Measure Students’ Listening Skills

These achievement tests were developed in order to find out to what extent the
objectives related to the listening skills suggested in the curriculum were attained by
the students. A different achievement test was developed for each grade level in
parallel with the corresponding objectives, and similar procedures were applied

while developing these achievement tests to measure students’ listening skills.
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The listening recordings were taken from www.eba.gov.tr, a cite developed by

Ministry of National Education and some other private sites which included many
listening exercises developed consistent with the objectives. The listening recordings
were taken from these sites and the questions were written considering the
corresponding objectives. During the development process of the listening tests,
expert opinions and teacher opinions were taken to check content validity. In
addition, face validity referring to the clarity and understandability of the tests was
checked with three students. Also, item analysis was conducted by calculating item
difficulty index (P) which is “the proportion of persons who obtained a correct item
response” (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016, p. 15), and item discrimination index
(D) which is “the degree to which an item functions to differentiate respondents with
relatively higher levels of the trait being measured by the scale from those with lower

trait levels” (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016, p. 30).

Item difficulty can range from 0.00 to 1.00 and the values closer to 0.00 indicate
difficult items, while the items closer to 1.00 indicate easy items (Finch, Immekus &
French, 2016). Allen and Yen (1979) suggest that the values (P) between .30 and .70
provide the most useful information about examinees’ knowledge or skill level (as

cited in Finch, Immekus & French, 2016).

Item discrimination index refers to “the potential of an item in question to be
answered correctly by those students who have a lot of the particular quality that the
item is designed to measure and to be answered incorrectly by those students who
have less of the particular quality” (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007, p. 422). It is
calculated as the difference between the proportion of the highest scoring (upper) and
lowest scoring (lower) groups of examinees obtaining a correct item response, and
discrimination values can range from —1.00 to 1.00, with positive values indicating
items that favor the upper scoring group and negative values showing items that
favored the lower scoring group (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016). In other words,
Items are thought to be performing well when they have relatively large positive
discrimination values, meaning a larger portion of the high scoring group responded

correctly compared to the low scoring group (Cohen, Manion & Morrison, 2007;
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Finch, Immekus & French, 2016). To calculate this test’s item discrimination index,
the top 27% and the bottom 27% of examinees were identified based on the total test
scores (Turgut & Baykul, 2012). Afterwards, subtraction of the values that the high
group obtained by the values obtained by the low group give the items’
discrimination index (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016), which is suggested by Ebel
(1965) to be between .40 and 1.00 (as cited in Finch, Immekus & French, 2016). The
items having a value below .20 were accepted as having low discriminating value so

they were deleted (Ozgelik, 2013; Turgut & Baykul, 2012).

Last of all, the reliability of the listening tests was calculated through Kuder-
Richardson 20 formula which can be used when the items in a test are not of equal
difficulty and the reliability values should be at least .70 and preferably higher
(Fraenkel, Hyun & Wallen, 2012).

Further information about the development of the listening tests developed for each

grade level is presented in the following subsections.

3.3.4.1.1. Achievement Test to Measure 5 Grade Students’ Listening Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the
objectives related to the listening skills suggested in the 5" grade middle school
English language curriculum were attained by the 5™ grade students. While
developing this instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were
examined first. Afterwards, some observable and measurable objectives were
selected. Eight objectives were selected as seen in Table 3.7, and at least three
questions per objective were written for the test. The questions and answers were

prepared in parallel with the objectives.

To this connection, 25 questions were written taking Bloom’s taxonomy of
educational objectives into account. Due to the students’ previous learning
experiences (Bloom, Englehart, Furst, Hill & Krathwohl, 1956, cited in Seddon,

1978), their level of development and the nature of the listening skills, the questions
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were prepared at the comprehension level, while it was not possible to prepare
questions related to knowledge, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation levels

(see Appendix Z).

Table 3.7

The Units and the Corresponding Listening Skills Objectives in the 5" Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. My Daily Routine 1. Students will be able to understand
the essential information from short,
recorded passages dealing with
routines, which are spoken slowly and
clearly.

2. Students will be able to understand
the time.

2. My Town 3. Students will be able to understand
simple directions on how to get from
XtoY.

3. Hello! 4. Students will be able to understand
simple personal information.

4. Games and Hobbies 5. Students will be able to comprehend
conversations on people’s hobbies,
likes, dislikes, and abilities provided
that their interlocutor speaks clearly
and slowly.

5. Health 6. Students will be able to identify
everyday illnesses and understand
some of the suggestions made.

6. Movies 7. Students will be able to follow slow
and carefully articulated speech
describing movie characters and
movie types.

7. Party Time 8. Students will be able to understand
simple requests for permission and
their responses delivered at a slow
pace, without background noise.

In order to check this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from one
professor specialized in measurement and evaluation, three professors working at
Curriculum and Instruction Department and one professor working at English
Language Teaching Department. Based on the suggestions from these experts,

necessary changes were applied. To illustrate, attention was paid to use pictures for
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almost all of the questions; however, the experts advised not to use pictures for some
of the questions. Therefore, the pictures in some of these questions were deleted.
Likewise, the experts recommended to use the pictures having similar qualities in all
answers. In other words, the pictures utilized in all choices were recommended to be
either true pictures or drawings. The questions including both real pictures and
drawings were arranged taking this opinion into account. Then, three English
teachers teaching the 5™ grade students were asked to express their opinions about
this test. Depending on their suggestions, some negligible wording changes such as
the use of punctuation were made. In order to check the clarity and understandability
of the test, it was administered to 5 grade students, no revision was made. In other

words, the questions were clear and understandable.

Afterwards, the achievement test was pilot tested with 161 5™ grade students to
measure its item difficulty index and item discrimination index and the results are
presented in Table 3.8. Based on item difficulty analysis as seen in Table 3.8, item1
(.93), item11 (.91) and item15 (.88) had values higher than .70 which are considered
to be very easy items, likewise item9 (.17) had a value lower than .20 which is
thought to be very difficult item (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016), so they were
deleted. Depending on the results presented in Table 3.8, all items have enough item
discrimination values as all values were between .40 and 1.00 (Ebel, 1965, cited in
Finch, Immekus & French, 2016). As a result, 21 items remained, however one more
item was also deleted in order to help calculate the students’ points over 100. The
discrimination value of the item and the quantity of the items measuring an objective
were taken into account while deleting an item. To this connection, item18 having
the lowest discrimination value was deleted as there were already three questions to
measure the attainment of the corresponding objective, which were decided to be
enough to measure that objective. Last of all, this test was administered to 66 5%
grade students to calculate its reliability through KR-20 formula and the results
showed that the test had a satisfactory reliability with a value of .70 (Fraenkel, Hyun
& Wallen, 2012).
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Table 3.8

Results of Item Analysis Conducted to the 5" Grade Listening Test

Items Item The Top The Bottom Item
Difficulty 27% 27% Discrimination
Index (P) Index

Item1 93 - - -

Item2 .68 .87 40 47
Item3 .61 91 31 .60
Item4 .58 .96 33 .63
Item5 .36 .76 .07 .69
Item6 .62 .82 33 49
Item7 .58 .82 .29 .53
Item8 .39 71 .26 45
Item9 17 - - -

Item10 44 73 24 49
Item11 91 - - -

Item12 .67 .89 43 46
Item13 47 .76 21 .55
Item14 .70 1.00 .36 .64
Item15 .88 - - -

Item16 34 73 .10 .63
Item17 51 .82 33 49
Item18 .65 .87 45 42
Item19 A48 78 .19 .59
Item20 .68 91 33 .58
Item21 45 .76 21 .55
Item22 .61 .84 .29 .55
Item23 .70 .87 40 47
Item24 .60 .89 .36 53
Item25 .59 .89 33 .56

To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 25 multiple choice
questions. As a result of these statistical analyses, the final version of the 5™ grade

English listening skills test consisted of 20 multiple-choice questions (Appendix I).

3.3.4.1.2. Achievement Test to Measure 6 Grade Students’ Listening Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the listening
objectives suggested in the 6™ grade middle school English language curriculum

were attained by the 6™ grade students.
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Table 3.9

The Units and the Corresponding Listening Skills Objectives in the 6™ Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. After School 1. Students will be able to recognize
phrases, words, and expressions
related to actions people do regularly.

2. Yummy Breakfast 2. Students will be able to identify the
names of different food items when
listening to a conversation.

3. A Day in My City 3. Students will be able to identify
expressions and phrases related to
present events.

4. Weather and Emotions 4. Students will be able to pick up the
essential information in short
recorded passages about weather
conditions.

5. At the Fair 5. Students will be able to recognize the
words related to the expression of
emotions/feelings.

6. Vacation 6. Students will be able to listen to and
identify the holiday activities they
hear.

7. Occupations 7. Students will be able to recognize
familiar words and simple phrases
concerning people’s occupations if
spoken slowly and clearly.

While developing this instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were
examined first. Afterwards, some observable and measurable objectives were
selected. Seven objectives were selected as seen in Table 3.9, and at least three
questions for each objective were prepared. To this connection, the first draft of the
achievement test included 28 questions. Similar to the 5" grade listening test, the
questions were prepared at the comprehension level, while it was not possible to
prepare questions related to knowledge, application, analysis, synthesis and

evaluation levels in the 6™ grade listening skills test (see Appendix Z).

In order to check this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from three
professors working at Curriculum and Instruction Department and one professor

working at English Language Teaching Department. Based on the suggestions from
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these experts, three questions were deleted as they were found to be inconsistent with
the objectives and some changes with respect to the pictures used in the answers of
these questions were made. Then, three English teachers teaching the 6™ grade
students were asked to express their opinions about this test and it was administered
to four students at 6 grade level. No change or improvement was suggested by

either parties.

Table 3.10
Results of Item Analysis Conducted to the 6™ Grade Listening Test

Items Item The Top The Bottom Item
Difficulty 27% 27% Discrimination
Index (P) Index

Item1 .69 .93 .39 54
Item2 .66 .98 31 .67
Item3 .68 .98 43 .55
Item4 .63 95 31 .62
Item5 .68 .95 .39 .56
Item6 .70 .98 Sl 47
Item7 .56 .98 24 74
Item§8 .68 .76 35 41
Item9 .68 .80 .55 18
Item10 .69 .90 47 43
Iteml11 .58 .88 31 57
Item12 .68 .90 41 49
Item13 .69 .93 45 A48
Item14 57 .85 37 A48
Item15 .68 95 45 .50
Item16 .68 95 47 A48
Item17 Sl .90 33 57
Item18 .64 .98 41 57
Item19 A1 - - -

Item20 .66 .93 35 .58
Item21 .63 .85 45 40
Item22 .68 .88 47 41
Item23 37 .63 .16 47
Item24 19 - - -

Item25 43 .85 .39 46

Afterwards, the achievement test was pilot tested with 160 6™ grade students to
calculate its item difficulty index and item discrimination index. The results of item

analysis are shown in Table 3.10. Based on item difficulty analysis as seen in Table
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3.11, item 19 (.11) and item 24 (.19) were deleted as the values were lower than .30,
which are considered to be very difficult items (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016).
Depending on the results presented in Table 3.10, item9 (.18) cannot discriminate
between the high group and the low group (Finch, Immekus & French, 2016), so it
was deleted as well (Ozgelik, 2013; Turgut & Baykul, 2012). As a result, 22 items
remained, however two more items were also deleted in order to help calculate the
students’ points over 100. The discrimination value of the item and the quantity of
the items measuring an objective were taken into account while deleting an item. To
this connection, item21(.40) and item22 (.41) having the lowest discrimination
values were deleted as there were already three questions to measure the attainment
of the corresponding objectives, which were decided to be enough to measure that
objective. Actually, item22 had the same value as item8, the reason why item 22 was
deleted was that there were four questions for the last objective which was measured

with item 22, so three questions were found to be enough to measure this objective.

Last of all, this test was administered to 64 5" grade students to calculate its
reliability through KR-20 formula and the results showed that the test had a
satisfactory reliability with a value of .81 (Fraenkel, Hyun & Wallen, 2012).

To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 28 multiple choice
questions. As a result of expert opinions and these statistical analyses, the final
version of the 6™ grade English language listening skills test consisted of 20

multiple-choice questions (Appendix K).

3.3.4.1.3. Achievement Test on 7" Grade Students’ Listening Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the listening
objectives suggested in the middle school English language curriculum were attained
by the 7" grade students. While developing this test, the units and their
corresponding objectives were examined first. Afterwards, some observable and
measurable objectives were selected as presented in Table 3.11. Seven objectives

were selected, and at least 3 questions were written for each objective. Totally, 28
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questions were prepared initially. Similar to the 5™ and 6™ grade listening tests, the
questions were prepared at the comprehension level, while it was not possible to
prepare questions related to knowledge, application, analysis, synthesis and

evaluation levels in the 7" grade listening test (see Appendix Z).

Table 3.11

The Units and the Corresponding Listening Skills Objectives in the 7" Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. Appearance and Personality 1. Students generally will be able to
understand clear, standard speech on
appearance and personality, although
in a real life situation, they might
have to ask for repetition or
reformulation.

2. Biographies 2. Students will be able to recognize
essential information from short
recorded passages dealing with past
events and dates.

3. Sports 3. Students will be able to recognize
frequency adverbs in short recorded
passages dealing with predictable
everyday matters which are spoken
slowly and clearly.

4. Wild Animals 4. Students will be able to identify the
names of wild animals when spoken
clearly and slowly.

5. Television 5. Students will be able to understand
enough to manage simple, routine
exchanges on every day matters
(e.g., TV programs) without too
much effort.

6. Parties 6. Students will be able to recognize
phrases and expressions related to
suggestions, immediate needs and
quantity of things.

7. Superstitions 7. Students will be able to understand
phrases and expressions related to
future predictions and future events if
spoken clearly and slowly.
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Table 3.12

Results of Item Analysis Conducted to the 7" Grade Listening Test

Items Item The Top The Bottom Item
Difficulty 27% 27% Discrimination
Index (P) Index

Item1 .60 .80 .38 42
[tem2 .82 - - -

Item3 .66 .87 42 45
[tem4 48 78 31 47
Item$5 85 - - -

Item6 .68 91 46 45
Item7 .68 .93 42 Sl
Item§8 .66 .96 48 48
Item9 .69 1.00 42 .58
Item10 .69 .89 40 49
Iteml11 .65 .93 .35 .58
Item12 .39 71 13 .58
Item13 40 .93 .38 .55
Item14 .63 .87 46 41
Item15 .63 .93 42 Sl
Item16 .66 91 40 Sl
Item17 .50 91 .35 .56
Item18 .36 .62 .19 43
Item19 27 - - -

Item20 37 .64 10 54
Item21 .65 .93 .50 43
Item22 29 - - -

Item23 .67 .89 44 45
Item24 40 73 23 .50
Item25 .55 78 31 47
Item26 .68 .69 .54 19

In order to check this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from an
expert in assessment and evaluation, three professors working at Curriculum and
Instruction Department and one professor working at English Language Teaching
Department. Based on the suggestions from these experts, necessary changes were
applied. To illustrate, unnecessary pictures were deleted in the answers and the
pictures in the answers were reformed paying attention to the gender and age of the
persons in these pictures. Then, four English teachers teaching 7™ grade students and

four students from the same grade level were asked to read and state their opinions
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about item clarity, understandability and readability. No change or improvement was

proposed.

Afterwards, the achievement test was pilot tested with 132 7% grade students to
determine item difficulty index and item discrimination index of each item as shown
in Table 3.12. Based on item difficulty analysis, item2 (.82), item5 (.85) and item15
(.88) were deleted as the values were higher than .70 which are considered to be very
easy items, likewise item19 (.27) and item22 (.29) were deleted as their values were
lower than .30, which are considered to be very difficult items (Finch, Immekus &
French, 2016). Depending on the results presented in Table 3.12, item26 (.19) could
not discriminate between the high group and the low group (Finch, Immekus &
French, 2016), so it was deleted (Ozgelik, 2013; Turgut & Baykul, 2012). In
addition, item14 (.41), which had the lowest values, was deleted as well in order to

help calculate the students’ points over 100.

Last of all, this test was administered to 62 7 grade students to calculate its
reliability through KR-20 formula and the results showed that test had a satisfactory
reliability with a value of .71 (Fraenkel, Hyun & Wallen, 2012).

To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 28 multiple choice
questions. As a result of these statistical analyses, the final version of the

achievement test consisted of 20 multiple-choice questions (Appendix L).

3.3.4.1.4. Achievement Test on 8" Grade Students’ Listening Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the listening
skills objectives suggested in the 8" grade middle school English language
curriculum were attained by the 8™ grade students. While developing this instrument,
the units and their corresponding objectives were examined first. Afterwards, some
observable and measurable objectives were selected. Seven objectives were selected
as seen in Table 3.13, and at least 3 questions were written for each objective.

Totally, 27 questions were prepared for in the first draft. Similar to the 5™, 6 and 7%
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grade listening tests, the questions were prepared at the comprehension level, while it

was not possible to prepare questions related to knowledge, application, analysis,

synthesis and evaluation levels in the 8" grade listening skills test (see Appendix Z).

Table 3.13

The Units and the Corresponding Listening Skills Objectives in the 8" Grade

Curriculum

Units

Objectives

1. Friendship

2. Teen Life

3. Cooking

4. Communication

5. The Internet

6. Adventures

7. Tourism

. Students will be able to understand

the overall meaning of short recorded
conversations on everyday topics
such as accepting and refusing an
offer/invitation; apologizing; and
making simple inquiries.

. Students will be able to understand

phrases, words and expressions
related to regular actions teenagers do
and what people like, dislike and
prefer.

. Students will be able to get the gist of

short, clear, simple descriptions of a
process.

. Students will be able to follow a

phone conversation.

. Students will be able to understand

the gist and comprehend phrases and
the highest frequency vocabulary
related to the topic ‘Internet’
provided speech is clearly and slowly
articulated.

. Students will be able to understand

the main point in short, clear, simple
messages and pronouncements on
simple comparisons, preferences and
reasons.

. Students will be able to understand

and extract the essential information
from short, recorded passages dealing
with tourism which is delivered
slowly and clearly.
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In order to assure this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from three
professors working at Curriculum and Instruction Department and one professor
working at English Language Teaching Department. Based on the suggestions from
the experts, two questions were deleted as they were not found to be measuring the
corresponding objectives, and some changes with regard to the format of the test
were made. In addition, some distractors were reworded based on feedback from the
experts. Then, four English teachers teaching 8" grade students and four students
from the same grade level were asked to read and state their opinions about item
clarity, understandability and readability. As a result, some changes were applied to

the directions of the questions.

Table 3.14
Results of Item Analysis Conducted to the 8" Grade Listening Test

Items Item The Top The Bottom Item
Difficulty 27% 27% Discrimination
Index (P) Index

Item1 .56 95 .29 .66
Item?2 .67 .90 33 57
Item3 .67 .90 31 .59
Item4 .67 93 31 .62
Item5 .64 .95 .29 .66
Item6 .80 - - -

Item7 44 .83 17 .66
Item§8 .67 95 31 .64
Item9 .69 95 .29 .66
Item10 .67 .90 A48 42
Item11 46 73 17 .56
Item12 .65 .85 .38 47
Item13 .86 - - -

Item14 .55 .93 .19 74
Item15 34 .80 .07 .73
Item16 .64 .93 43 .50
Item17 .36 .85 14 71
Item18 .39 78 12 .66
Item19 53 .83 .36 47
Item20 29 - - -

Item21 47 .88 .19 .69
Item22 .67 .98 .36 .62
Item23 48 .95 14 81
Item24 .55 .83 43 39
Item25 .67 .85 .50 15
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Next, the achievement test was pilot tested with 163 8™ grade students to calculate its
item difficulty index and item discrimination index and the results are shown in
Table 3.14. Based on item difficulty analysis as presented in Table 3.14, item (.80)
and iteml13 (.86) were deleted as the values were higher than .70 which are
considered to be very easy question, likewise item20 (.29) was deleted as the value
was lower than .30, which is thought to be an easy item (Finch, Immekus & French,
2016). Depending on the results presented in Table 3.14, item25 (.15) cannot
discriminate between the high group and the low group (Finch, Immekus & French,
2016), so it was deleted (Ozgelik, 2013; Turgut & Baykul, 2012). In addition, item24
(.40), which had the lowest discrimination value, was deleted as well in order to help

calculate the students’ points over 100.

Last of all, this test was administered to 61 8" grade students to calculate its
reliability through KR-20 formula and the results showed that test had a satisfactory
reliability with a value of .81 (Fraenkel, Hyun & Wallen, 2012).

To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 27 multiple choice
questions. As a result of these statistical procedures, the final version of the

achievement test consisted of 20 multiple-choice questions (Appendix P).

3.3.4.2. Achievement Tests to Measure Students’ Speaking Skills

These tests were developed by the researcher to measure students’ success in
speaking skills. A different test was developed for each grade level. While
developing these tests, some common statistical procedures were applied for each

test as mentioned below.

During the development process of the speaking tests, expert opinions and teacher
opinions were taken to check content validity. In addition, face validity referring to
the clarity and understandability of the test was checked with students. Assessment
rubrics having five-points scale were developed to measure students’ success in

speaking skills. These tests’ reliability was calculated through interrater reliability
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which, as suggested by Bliese (2000), Kozlowski and Hattrup (1992), and LeBreton,
Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley and James (2003), refers to “the consistency in ratings
provided by multiple judges of multiple targets” (as cited in LeBreton & Senter,
2008, p. 815). Among various interrater reliability measures, intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC) was utilized as it can be used with more than 2 raters (LeBreton &
Senter, 2008) and when sample size is small (N<15) (Rui & Feldman, 2012). Shrout
and Fleiss (1979) introduced three classes of ICC for reliability, depending on
whether the same observers rate each subject in a study (as cited in Rui & Feldman,

2012).

In the present study, two-way mixed model was utilized as each person was rated by
the same raters (Hallgreen, 2012; McGraw & Wong, 1996; Shrout & Fleiss, 1979).
30 heterogeneous samples and at least 3 raters are considered to be enough for a
reliability study and under these conditions, “the values less than 0.5, between 0.5
and 0.75, between 0.75 and 0.9, and greater than 0.90 are indicative of poor,
moderate, good, and excellent reliability, respectively” (Koo & Li, 2016, p.155).

Further information with respect to the development process of each test for each

grade level is presented in the following subsections.

3.3.4.2.1. Achievement Test on 5" Grade Students’ Speaking Skills

This achievement test was developed by the researcher in order to find out to what
extent the objectives related to the speaking skills suggested in the 5" grade middle
school English curriculum were attained by the 5™ grade students. While developing
this instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were examined first.
Afterwards, some observable and measurable objectives were selected. Seven
objectives were selected as seen in Table 3.15, and at least 3 questions per objective.
Totally, 25 questions were prepared for this test. Due to the students’ previous
learning experiences (Bloom, Englehart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwohl, 1956, cited in

Seddon, 1978), and their level of development, the questions were prepared at the
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application level, while it was not possible to prepare questions related to knowledge,

comprehension, analysis, synthesis and evaluation levels (see Appendix 7).

Table 3.15

The Units and the Corresponding Speaking Skills Objectives in the 5" Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. My Daily Routine 1. Students will be able to use simple
sentences and phrases to talk about
their and their family member’s/
friends’ daily routines and tell the
time with pausing to search for
expressions and less familiar words.

2. My Town 2. Students will be able to ask people
questions about the locations of
places and answer such questions
addressed to them provided they are
articulated slowly and clearly.

3. Hello! 3. Students will be able to ask for and
provide simple personal information.
4. Games and Hobbies 4. Students will be able to ask and

answer questions in a simple way
regarding hobbies, likes, dislikes, and
abilities.

5. Health 5. Students will be able to use simple
phrases and sentences to express how
they feel, what illness they have, and
what they need.

6. Movies 6. Students will be able to use simple
phrases and sentences to state
personal opinions about movies and
movie characters.

7. Party Time 7. Students will be able to use basic
greetings and leave-taking
expressions.

In order to check this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from a
professor expert in assessment and evaluation, three professors working at
Curriculum and Instruction Department and one professor working at English
Language Teaching Department. Based on the suggestions from these experts, five
questions, which were found not to be measuring the corresponding objectives, were

deleted. Then, three English teachers teaching 5™ grade students and four students
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from the same grade level were asked to read and state their opinion about item

clarity, understandability and readability. No change or improvement was proposed.

Finally, the achievement test was pilot tested with 36 5 grade students to measure
its interrater reliability. Three raters rated the students and two-way mixed model of
ICC were used in the pilot study and ICC values were found to be .98 which is

indicative of excellent reliability according to Koo and Li (2016).

To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 25 questions. As a result
of these statistical analyses, the final version of the achievement test consisted of 20

questions (Appendix J).

3.3.4.2.2. Achievement Test on 6" Grade Students’ Speaking Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the
objectives related to the speaking skills as suggested in the 6™ grade English
language curriculum were attained by the 6™ grade students. While developing this
instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were examined first.
Afterwards, some observable and measurable objectives were selected as presented
in Table 3.16. Seven objectives were selected as seen in the table, and at least three
questions were written for each objective except for the objective in the 5™ unit for
which two questions were written. Totally, 23 questions were prepared for this test.
Similar to the 5™ grade speaking test, the questions were prepared at the application
level, while it was not possible to prepare questions related to knowledge,
comprehension, analysis, synthesis and evaluation levels in the 6™ grade speaking

test (see Appendix Z).

In order to check this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from a
professor expert in assessment and evaluation, 3 professors working at Curriculum
and Instruction Department and one professor working at English Language

Teaching Department. Based on the suggestions from these experts, 3 questions were
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deleted as two or three questions per objective were found to be enough. Then, two
English teachers teaching the 6 grade students and five students from the same
grade level were asked to read and state their opinion about item clarity,

understandability and readability. No change or improvement was proposed.

Table 3.16

The Units and the Corresponding Speaking Skills Objectives in the 6" Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. After School 1. Students will be able to ask what
other people do regularly and respond
to questions about the actions they do
regularly.

2. Yummy Breakfast 2. Students will be able to express their
opinions about the food they like and
don’t like.

3. A Day in My City 3. Students will be able to make
comparisons between two things.

4. Weather and Emotions 4. Students will be able to talk about
and answer simple questions, initiate
and respond to simple statements
about everyday matters (i.e., weather
and emotions).

5. At the Fair 5. Students will be able to use a series
of phrases and simple expressions to
express their feelings, personal
opinions about places and things.

6. Vacation 6. Students will be able to tell what they
and/or somebody else did on holiday.

7. Occupations 7. Students will be able to give dates
and ask questions about people’s
occupations.

Finally, the achievement test was pilot tested with 36 6™ grade students to measure
its interrater reliability. Three raters rated the students and two-way mixed model of
ICC were used in the pilot study and ICC values were found to be .98 which is

indicative of excellent reliability according to Koo and Li (2016).
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To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 23 questions. As a result
of these statistical analyses, the final version of the achievement test consisted of 20

questions (Appendix L).

3.3.4.2.3. Achievement Test on 7™ Grade Students’ Speaking Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the
objectives related to the speaking skills as suggested in the 7" grade middle school
English language curriculum were attained by the 7" grade students. While
developing this instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were
examined first. Afterwards, some observable and measurable objectives were
selected as presented in Table 3.17. Seven objectives were selected as seen in the
table, and at least three questions were written per objective. Totally, 24 questions
were prepared for this test. Like the 5% and 6™ grade speaking test, the questions
were prepared at the application level, while it was not possible to prepare questions
related to knowledge, comprehension, analysis, synthesis and evaluation levels in 7%

grade speaking test (see Appendix 7).

In order to check this test’s content validity, expert opinions were taken from
professor expert in assessment and evaluation, 3 professors working at Curriculum
and Instruction Department and one professor working at English Language
Teaching Department. Based on the suggestions from these experts, four questions
were deleted, and the answer key was prepared in a more detailed way to include
almost all possible answers for true assessment. Then, three English teachers
teaching the 7" grade students and four students from the same grade level were
asked to read and state their opinions about item clarity, understandability and

readability. No change or improvement was proposed.

Finally, the achievement test was pilot tested with 33 7% grade students to measure
its interrater reliability. 3 raters rated the students and two-way mixed model of ICC
were used in the pilot study and ICC values were found to be .98 which is indicative

of excellent reliability according to Koo and Li (2016).
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To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 24 questions. As a result
of these statistical analyses, the final version of the achievement test consisted of 20

questions (Appendix N).

Table 3.17

The Units and the Corresponding Speaking Skills Objectives in the 7" Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. Appearance and Personality 1. Students will be able to ask and
answer questions about other
people’s appearances and

personalities.
2. Biographies 2. Students will be able to describe past
activities and personal experiences.
3. Sports 3. Students will be able to talk about

what people regularly do using
frequency adverbs.

5. Television 4. Students will be able to ask questions
and answer questions about other
people’s preferences.

5. Students will be able to talk about

their preferences.

6. Parties 6. Students will be able to express
quantity.

7. Superstitions 7. Students will be able to ask and

answer about simple predictions
about the future.

3.3.4.2.4. Achievement Test on 8" Grade Students’ Speaking Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the
objectives related to the listening skills as suggested in the 8" grade middle school
English language curriculum were attained by the 8" grade students. While
developing this instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were
examined first. Next, some observable and measurable objectives were selected.
Seven objectives were selected as seen in Table 3.18, and at least three questions

were written for each objective except for the objective in the 4™ unit for which two
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questions were written. Totally, 23 questions were prepared for this test. Similar to
the 5%, 6™ and 7™ grade speaking test, the questions were prepared at the application
level, while it was not possible to prepare questions related to knowledge,
comprehension, analysis, synthesis and evaluation levels in 8" grade speaking test

(see Appendix Z).

Table 3.18

The Units and the Corresponding Speaking Skills Objectives in the 8" Grade
Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. Friendship 1. Students will be able to accept and
refuse an offer/invitation, give
reasons, apologize and make simple
inquiries as a short series of simple
phrases and sentences.

2. Teen Life 2. Students will be able to ask what
people do regularly and respond to
questions about the actions they
regularly do.

3. Cooking 3. Students will be able to ask and
answer questions and exchange ideas
and information on a topic related to
how something is processed.

4. Communication 4. Students will be able to describe in
simple terms their concerns,
sympathy and future plans.

5. The Internet 5. Students will be able to communicate

during simple tasks requiring a
simple and direct exchange of
information about their Internet
habits.

6. Adventures 6. Students will be able to use simple
descriptive language to make brief
statements about and compare sports
and games.

7. Tourism 7. Students will be able to describe their
favorite tourist attractions by giving
information about their location,
important features and weather.

Then, expert opinions were taken from three professors working at Curriculum and

Instruction Department and one professor working at English Language Teaching
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Department in order to check this test’s content validity. Based on the suggestions
from these experts, three questions were deleted. Then, three English teachers
teaching the 8" grade students and six students from the same grade level were asked
to read and state their opinions about item clarity, understandability and readability.

No change or improvement was proposed.

Finally, the achievement test was pilot tested with 32 8" grade students to measure
its interrater reliability. Three raters rated the students’ speaking ability and two-way
mixed model of ICC was used in the pilot study and ICC values were found to be .98

which is indicative of excellent reliability according to Koo and Li (2016).

To wrap up, the first draft of the achievement test included 23 questions. As a result
of these statistical analyses, the final version of the achievement test consisted of 20

questions (Appendix R).

3.3.4.3. Achievement Tests to Measure Students’ Writing Skills

These tests were developed by the researcher to measure students’ competence in
writing skills. Writing tests were developed for the 7™ and 8" grade levels, no
writing tests were prepared for the 5™ and 6™ grade levels as it is not suggested in the
middle school English language curriculum to focus on writing skills at the 5™ and
6" grade levels. A different test was developed for each grade level. While
developing these tests, some common statistical procedures similar to the ones used

while developing speaking skills tests were applied for each test as mentioned below.

During the development process of the writing tests, expert opinions and teacher
opinions were taken to check content validity. In addition, face validity referring to
the clarity and understandability of the test was checked with students. Assessment
rubrics having five-points scale were developed to measure students’ success in
writing skills. These tests’ reliability was calculated through interrater reliability
which, as suggested by Bliese (2000), Kozlowski and Hattrup (1992), and LeBreton,

Burgess, Kaiser, Atchley and James (2003), refers to “the consistency in ratings
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provided by multiple judges of multiple targets” (as cited in LeBreton & Senter,
2008, p. 815). Among various interrater reliability measures, intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC) was utilized as it can be used with more than 2 raters (LeBreton &
Senter, 2008) and when sample size is small (N<15) (Rui & Feldman, 2012). Shrout
and Fleiss (1979) introduced three classes of ICC for reliability, depending on
whether the same observers rate each subject in a study (as cited in Rui & Feldman,
2012). In the present study, two-way mixed model was utilized as each paper was
rated by the same raters (Hallgreen, 2012; McGraw & Wong, 1996; Shrout & Fleiss,
1979). 30 heterogeneous samples and at least 3 raters are considered to be enough for
a reliability study and under these conditions, “the values less than 0.5, between 0.5
and 0.75, between 0.75 and 0.9, and greater than 0.90 are indicative of poor,

moderate, good, and excellent reliability, respectively” (Koo & Li, 2016, p.155).

3.3.4.3.1. Achievement Test to Measure 7 Grade Students’ Writing SKills

Table 3.19

The Units and the Corresponding Writing Skills Objectives Suggested in the 7"
Grade Curriculum

Units Objectives
1. Appearance and Personality 1. Students will be able to write simple
sentences and phrases to compare two
people.
2. Biographies 2. Students will be able to describe an

event in simple sentences and report
what happened when and where.

3. Sports 3. Students will be able to write simple
sentences and phrases about what
people generally do.

4. Wild Animals 4. Students will be able to write simple
structures describing wildlife.

5. Television 5. Students will be able to write simple
sentences and phrases about

preferences.

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the writing
objectives suggested in the 7™ grade middle school English language curriculum

were attained by the 7" grade students (Appendix O). While developing this
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instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were examined first. Next,
some observable and measurable objectives were selected. Five objectives were
selected as seen in Table 3.19, and the students were required to write a few
sentences to make a paragraph for each objective in five parts. Due to the students’
previous learning experiences (Bloom, Englehart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwohl, 1956,
cited in Seddon, 1978), their level of development and the nature of the writing
skills, the questions were prepared at the application level, while it was not possible
to prepare questions related to knowledge, comprehension, analysis, synthesis and

evaluation levels (see Appendix Z).

Afterwards, expert opinions were taken from 3 professors working at Curriculum and
Instruction Department and one professor working at English Language Teaching
Department in order to check this test’s content validity. Based on feedback from the
experts, necessary changes were applied. To illustrate, the answer key was developed
in a way to include all possible answers. Then, three English teachers teaching 7%
grade students and four students from the same grade level were asked to read and
state their opinion about item clarity, understandability and readability. Based on
opinions, some pictures were changed as they were difficult for them to understand.

In other words, clearer pictures to be understood more easily were selected.

Finally, the achievement test was pilot tested with 35 7™ grade students to measure
its interrater reliability. 3 raters rated the students’ papers and two-way mixed model
of ICC was used in the pilot study and ICC values were found to be .98 which is

indicative of excellent reliability according to Koo and Li (2016).

3.3.4.3.2. Achievement Test on 8" Grade Students’ Writing Skills

This achievement test was developed in order to find out to what extent the writing
objectives suggested in the 8" grade middle school English language curriculum
were attained by the 8" grade students (Appendix S). While developing this

instrument, the units and their corresponding objectives were examined first.
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Afterwards, some observable and measurable objectives were selected as presented
in Table 3.20. Five objectives were selected as seen in Table 3.20, and the students
were required to write one paragraph for each objective in 5 parts. Similar to the 7"
grade writing test, the questions were prepared at the application level, while it was
not possible to prepare questions related to knowledge, comprehension, analysis,

synthesis and evaluation levels for the 8" grade writing test (see Appendix Z).

Table 3.20

The Units and the Corresponding Writing Skills Objectives Suggested in the 8"
Grade Curriculum

Units Objectives

1. Friendship 1. Students will be able to write a short,
simple letter apologizing and giving
reasons for not attending a party in
response to an invitation.

2. Teen Life 2. Students will be able to write a short
paragraph about the actions they do
regularly.

3. Cooking 3. Students will be able to write a series

of simple phrases and sentences
linked with simple connectors like
“first’, ‘second,’ ‘finally,’ etc. to
describe the process of how
something is made, such as a cake.

5. The Internet 4. Students will be able to write a basic
paragraph to describe and explain
their Internet habits by using simple
connectors like ‘and’, ‘but’ and
‘because’.

6. Adventures 5. Students will be able to write a very
simple brochure expressing their
preference for sports and free time
activities.

Next, expert opinions were taken from three professors working at Curriculum and
Instruction Department and one professor working at English Language Teaching
Department so as to check this test’s content validity. Based on the suggestions from
these experts, some changes with respect to the format of test were applied. Then,

three English teachers teaching 8" grade students and four students from the same
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grade level were asked to read and state their opinion about item clarity,
understandability and readability. Based on opinions, some pictures were changed as

they were difficult for them to understand.

Finally, the achievement test was pilot tested with 32 8 grade students to measure
its interrater reliability. Three raters rated the students’ papers and two-way mixed
model of ICC were used in the pilot study and ICC values were found to be .98

which is indicative of excellent reliability according to Koo and Li (2016).

3.3.5. Semi-structured Interviews with Teachers

Two semi-structured interviews were conducted with teachers after all of the other
data were collected. The first one was conducted to gather data about antecedents,
while the second one was used to further explain the quantitative findings. Detailed

information about these interviews is presented in the following paragraphs.

3.3.5.1. The First Interview with Teachers

The first interview schedule was conducted in order to learn about teachers’ entry
characteristics (antecedents) especially their views about the new curriculum, which
could also give information about the logical consistency among antecedents,

transactions, and outcomes as suggested by the theoretical curriculum design.

During interview development, related literature was examined through document
analysis and the first draft of interview was sent to three professors working at the
Curriculum and Instruction Department to gather their expert opinions in order to
find out whether the questions satisfied content validity of the interview questions.
Based on their suggestions, necessary changes were applied. To illustrate, the
summative questions were turned into open-ended questions. Then, the interview
was administered to two English teachers in order to check the understandability and

clarity of the questions. Some negligible changes were applied to the interviews. To
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illustrate, more probing questions were added so that the teachers could give more
information. Finally, they were pilot tested with two English teachers in an
administrator’s room in order to see whether it worked as planned and calculate how
long it would last. The pilot administration for the interview lasted for an average of
40 minutes and a few more probing questions were added to collect more in-depth

information.

At the end of these processes, the final version of the semi- structured interview
schedule included 11 main questions and some probing questions to explore the
antecedents that might have influence on transactions and outcomes observed after

the implementation of the curriculum (Appendix T).

3.3.5.2. The Second Interview with Teachers

This interview schedule was developed by the researcher based on the results of the
achievement tests, attitude scale and observation. In other words, the possible factors
influencing the observed outcomes after the implementation of the curriculum were
aimed to explore. They were also used to cross-validate the findings obtained from
observations. In other words, the observed outcomes and transactions were shared
with the teachers to see whether they agreed with these results, and then the
questions with respect to these results were asked to the teachers. In this way, these
findings were expected to shed light on the contingency among antecedents,
transactions, and outcome. In other words, the dependency of the outcomes on

antecedents and transactions were examined through the second interview.

While developing the second interview schedule, the results of the observation
schedule, attitude scale, and the achievement tests were examined first. Afterwards,
the first draft of the interview schedule was sent to three professors working at the
Curriculum and Instruction Department to gather their expert opinions in order to
find out whether the questions satisfied content validity of the interview questions.
Based on their suggestions, necessary changes were made. To illustrate, some

summative questions were turned into open-ended questions. In addition, instead of
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asking a different main question for each observation item, they were collected under
a main question including some probing questions. Then, the interview was
administered to two English teachers in order to check the understandability and

clarity of the questions. No change or improvement was proposed.

After these procedures, the final version of the semi- structured interview schedule
included seven main questions and some probing questions to explore the influence
of the antecedents and the transactions on the outcomes observed after the

implementation of the curriculum (Appendix U).

3.3.6. Focus Group Interviews with Students

Focus groups, which can be conducted with six to eight people or “five to twelve”
(Langford & McDonagh, 2003), is a common way of listening and gathering
information from a group of selected participants sharing common characteristics
(Krueger & Casey, 2000; Langford & McDonagh, 2003). They are mainly used to
“promote self-disclosure among participants” (Krueger & Casey, 2000, p. 7), and
“foster talk among the participants about particular issues” (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007,
p. 109). Simply put, it can be defined as a carefully planned discussion which is
designed to obtain the perceptions of the group members on a defined area of interest
(Bader & Rossi, 2002; Krueger & Casey, 2000; Langford & McDonagh, 2003). One
of the most important advantage of focus groups is that the group members can react
to and build upon the responses and comments of others and they are applicable to
children or illiterate people (Langford & McDonagh, 2003). Focus groups can
operate at the beginning, middle and end of the projects and they can be utilized
either as the main data collection instrument or supplementary instrument for

triangulation (Bloor, Frankland, Thomas & Robson, 2002).

As stated by Bader and Rossi (2002), a carefully selected, representative sample
produces the same results as those obtained by including everyone. To this
connection, six students from each grade were selected as participants for focus

groups in the present study. These focus groups were expected to be helpful in two
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ways in the present study. First, they served for comparing the observation results in
order to triangulate the findings about the transactions and the outcomes. Second,

they were expected to provide valuable data about students’ needs and suggestions.

Expert opinions were taken during the development process for content validity and
some changes were made in accordance. To illustrate, the questions related to teacher
behaviors were deleted, and only the questions related to the student behaviors, and
the results of achievement tests were kept in the interviews. Then, it was pilot tested
with two students from each grade level to check the clarity and understandability of
the questions. As a result, some changes in the wording of some questions were

made.

The first draft of this interview included nine main questions, while the final version
of the interview schedule included five main questions after these procedures

(Appendix V).

3.4. Data Collection Process

As mentioned in the preceding paragraphs, data were collected from the teachers and
the students. The main data collection instruments included a questionnaire to obtain
data about the teachers’ perceptions of the middle school English language
curriculum, an attitude scale to explore the students’ attitude towards English, an
observation form to examine the implementation process of the curriculum, 10
achievement tests to investigate the outcomes of the curriculum with respect to
language skills, focus group interviews with students, and two semi-structured
interview schedules with teachers. Data collection process is summarized in Table

3.21 and further detail is explained in the following paragraphs.

Before data were collected, consent forms were taken from the parents of the
students who participated in the study either as observant or interviewee, and the
teachers (Appendix B), (Appendix C), (Appendix D). Then data collection

instruments were sent to the Human Research Ethical Committee (HREC) at Middle
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East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey, for review. After the permission was
taken from HREC in 02.01.2017 (Appendix A), official permission of Ankara
Provincial National Education Directorate was applied to conduct the study. After
approval of Ankara Provincial National Education Directorate (Appendix E), data

were collected for the main study as presented in the following paragraphs.

To start with the data regarding teacher questionnaire, they were collected by the
researcher by visiting the selected schools. Upon the visit, the researcher introduced
himself to all school administrators, and they were informed about the purpose of the
study. Then, the approval from Ankara Provincial National Education Directorate
was either shown to them or a copy of it was left for them. The teachers completed
the questionnaire either while the researcher was there or they wanted the researcher
to come back another day. To this connection, the researcher had to visit some
schools two or even three times. Majority of the teachers could finish completing the
questionnaire in the break time which lasted for 10 minutes, while some of them
could not finish it in the break time and finished it in another break time. Secondly,
the attitude scale was conducted to the 5™, 6™, 7" and 8" students. The scale was
conducted in different days, so it took four days to collect and analyze the data about

students’ attitude.

Table 3.21

Data Collection Process

Data Collection Instruments January February March April May June
Questionnaire e ——

Attitude Scale

Observation _
Achievement Tests

First Interview

Second Interview

Focus Group Interviews

After the conduct and analysis of the attitude scale, the observation session started.
As the students knew the researcher, he did not need to introduce himself, but he

informed the students and the teachers as well about the purpose and significance of
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the study at the beginning of the observation. The classrooms observed included one
5™ grade, one 6™ grade, one 7™ grade, and one 8" grade classroom. Each class was
observed for 20 class hours, which made 80 class hours totally, and it took about two
and half months to finish the observations. In all classrooms, the researcher sat at the
back row where he could see the classroom better. During each observation, the
researcher put a watch on the desk and notes were taken minute by minute as
expected in the observation form. To illustrate, in a speaking activity the researcher
both paid attention to the time spent on this activity and the number of students who

participated in the activity.

Having finished and analyzed the observations, the achievement tests were
conducted. Each achievement test was conducted separately. It took two days to
administer the listening and writing tests, while it took one day for each classroom to

administer the speaking test.

After administering the achievement tests, they were analyzed by the researcher.
Following this, individual interviews were conducted with the teachers teaching the
observed classrooms. In other words, the teacher teaching 5% grade students, the
teacher teaching 6 grade students, the teacher teaching 7™ grade students, the
teacher teaching 8™ grade students were interviewed. All interviews were conducted
in an administrator’ room, they were audio-taped, and were transcribed verbatim.
The interviews lasted for an average of 45 minutes and it took three weeks to finish

the interviews depending on the availability of the teachers.

Last of all, four focus group interviews were conducted with 6 students from each
grade level. All interviews were conducted in an administrator’ room, they were
audio-taped, and were transcribed verbatim. The interviews lasted for an average of

42 minutes.
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3.5. Data analysis

The data; quantitative and qualitative obtained via different instruments were
analyzed by utilizing descriptive statistical analysis and content analysis. Each of the
analysis procedures are described in the following paragraphs respectively. The
quantitative data obtained from the questionnaire, the observation form, the attitude
scale, and the achievement tests were analyzed through descriptive statistics

including means, standard deviations, frequencies and percentages.

As stated by Creswell (2009), qualitative researchers go beyond the generic analysis
of data and add a procedure to the analysis, for example, grounded theory has
systematic steps such as open coding, axial coding and selective coding; case and
ethnographic research involve a detailed description of the setting or individuals,
followed by analysis of the data for themes or issues; phenomenological research
uses the analysis of significant statements, the generation of meaning units, and
development of what Moustakas (1994) calls an essence description. However, what
1s common in qualitative data analysis is that the researcher collects data, analyzes it

for themes and reports those themes (Creswell, 2009).

For the analysis of the qualitative data which includes teacher interviews and focus
group interviews, content analysis, which is a generic analysis of data (Creswell,
2007), was utilized to find out “core consistencies and meanings” (Patton, 2002, p.
453) in the data. Indeed, “all qualitative data analysis is content analysis in that it is
the content of interviews, field notes, and documents that is analyzed” (Merriam,
2009, p. 205). “The process involves the simultaneous coding of raw data and the
construction of categories that capture relevant characteristics of the document’s

content” (Merriam, 2009, p. 205).

In the present study, tips suggested by Creswell (2009) were followed. At the
beginning of the process, the tape-recorded data were transcribed first, next the raw
data were read for a few times to “obtain a general sense of the information and to

reflect on its overall meaning” (Creswell, 2009, p. 185). Then, coding process, which
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involves “taking text data or pictures gathered during data collection, segmenting
sentences or images into categories, and labeling those categories with a term”
(Creswell, 2009, p. 186) followed. After that, themes were generated from codes, the

findings were reported based on these themes and codes.

The coding process took days. Before starting to code, the interviews were read for
several times. Coding was not done with one specific style in that sometimes
paragraphs were given codes, sometimes sentences were given codes and even words
were given codes when necessary and appropriate. In other words, words, phrases,
and sentences were used as the unit of analysis where and when appropriate. An
inductive category development approach was followed as no preliminary codes

were used.

To satisfy reliability of the data analysis, one of the first interviews, one of the
second interviews, and one of the focus group interviews were selected randomly
and they were sent to two independent coders for the purpose of intercoder
reliability. One of these experts, a professor at Curriculum and Instruction
Department, conducted a qualitative research in his PhD dissertation, he has many
studies which have utilized content analysis. The other expert, a PhD candidate at
Curriculum and Instruction Department, took some courses on qualitative research
methodologies, and is writing his PhD dissertation using a qualitative research

design.

Afterwards, intercoder reliability was calculated through the following formula

suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994, p. 64):

s number of agreements
Reliability =

total number of agreements + disagreements

Using this formula, the agreement between coders of the first interview, the second
interview, and the focus group interview was found to be 72%, 84%, and 94%,

respectively. The comparatively low agreement of the first interview results from the
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fact that one of the raters did not create detailed codes for the demographic

information, therefore they were accepted as disagreement.

3.6. Trustworthiness of the Study

There are many perspectives in literature with respect to the importance of validation
in qualitative research, its definition, terms to describe it, procedures to satisfy it and
these perspectives view qualitative validation in terms of quantitative equivalents
using qualitative terms that different from quantitative terms (Creswell, 2007). As
stated by Seale (1999), the validity and reliability issues as discussed in quantitative
research corresponds to trustworthiness in qualitative research. Lincoln and Guba
(1985) have proposed different terms to satisfy trustworthiness such as (1)
confirmability which refers to objectivity in conventional terms (in quantitative
research); (2) transferability which refers to external validity in conventional terms;
(3) dependability which refers to reliability in conventional terms; and (4) credibility
which refers to internal validity in conventional terms (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Miles
& Huberman, 1994). LeCompte and Goetz (1982) have suggested similar terms that
apply more to naturalistic axioms as those proposed by Lincoln and Guba (1985)

such as internal validity, external validity, reliability and objectivity.

In the present study, some strategies were used to satisfy the trustworthiness of the
qualitative findings. Although, qualitative research “does not claim to be replicable”
(Marshall & Rossman, 2006, p. 204) as “this assumption of an unchanging world is
in direct contrast to the qualitative/interpretative assumption” (Marshall & Rossman,

2006, p. 203), attention was paid on reliability as well.

To start with validity, “truth value” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 278) and
“accuracy of findings (Creswell, 2007, p. 206), which refer also to credibility and
authenticity (Miles & Huberman, 1994), many strategies have been suggested in the
literature. Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggests some strategies to satisty validity for
qualitative data including prolonged engagement, triangulation, expert review, peer

debriefing, and member checking. The strategies applicable for the present study
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used to satisfy internal validity (credibility) and external validity (transferability)

include member checking, triangulation, prolonged engagement, thick description.

Creswell (2007) suggest use of at least two strategies in any qualitative research. In
the present study, more than two strategies were utilized. To illustrate, member
checking, the process of going back to the participant to determine whether the
participant agree with the researcher (Creswell, 2009, was used to determine the
accuracy of the findings) in order to satisfy interpretative validity and increase
credibility of the findings. Further comments by the participants were used in the
analysis if any. Second, data triangulation, the strategy to verify findings with the
help of different data sources (Creswell & Miller, 2000) and different methods
(Miles & Huberman, 1994), was utilized through multiple data collection instruments
and different participants. Third, the fact that researcher was also a teacher working
in the school satisfied prolonged engagement strategy, which helped the researcher to
build trust with participants and be aware of the culture (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
Last but not least, rich, thick description, the process of describing “in detail the
participants or setting under study” (Creswell, 2007, p. 209), was utilized for
transferability that refers to external validity and fittingness of the study (Miles and
Huberman, 1994).

Reliability, “the extent to which the research findings can be replicated” (Merriam,
2009, p. 220), questions “whether the results are consistent with the data collected”
(Merriam, 2009, p. 220), and it refers to dependability in qualitative research
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985). The audit trial was utilized to satisfy dependability
(Merriam, 2009). In the present study, the supervisor of the researcher was the
auditor whom was informed about the study in detail. He was informed about “how
data were collected, how categories were derived, and how decisions were made

throughout the inquiry” (Merriam, 2009, p. 223).
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3.7. Limitations of the Study

The findings may not be generalized to Turkey as it is limited to Ankara; however, it
is expected to give insights about the foreign language education in the country at the

middle school level.

Dependency in Stake’s model, in the present study, is limited to researcher’s
observations, the results of achievement scores, interviews with teachers and

students. In other words, it was not possible to mention a cause-effect relationship.
As a curriculum evaluation study, the present study included teachers and students as

participants. The opinions of administrators, parents and policy makers were not

taken.
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CHAPTER 4

FINDINGS

In this chapter, the findings of the study are presented in parallel to the research
questions. To this connection, the findings for each research question are addressed

one by one.

4.1. The Teachers’ Views about the Middle School English Language

Curriculum

The first research question was asked to explore the views of English language
teachers about the middle school English language curriculum prepared for the 5%,
6, 7% and 8™ grade levels. A questionnaire composed of two parts was used to
answer this question. The first part included items about teachers’ demographic
characteristics, and the second part had items about curriculum components. The
second part of the questionnaire had 56 items under five subsections. The first
subsection part included 17 items about objectives, the second subsection covered 12
items about content, the third subsection consisted of 6 items about materials, the
fourth subsection included 14 items about activities, and the final one covered 7

items about assessment methods and techniques.

Teachers’ Demographic Characteristics: Before going further into teachers’ views
about the curriculum, it is better to have a look at demographic characteristics of the

teachers summarized in Table 4.1.

As seen in the table, the sample was composed of 280 females (80.2%) and 69 males
(19.8%). The participants’ average age was found to be 36.5. Regarding education
level, 326 teachers (93.4%) had a bachelor’s degree, 22 teachers (6.3%) had Master’s

degree, and 1 teacher (.3%) had a PhD degree.
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Table 4.1

Demographic Characteristics of the Teachers Responding to the Questionnaire

Categories f % M
Gender Female 280 80.2
Male 69 19.8
Age 36.5
Education Level Bachelor 326 934
Master’s 22 6.3
PhD 1 3
Faculty Education 207 57.3
Arts and Science 110 31.5
Language, History and Geography 17 6.3
Others 15 49
Department Foreign Language Education 195 55.9
English Language and Literature 86 24.7
Linguistics 16 4.6
American Culture and Literature 7 2
Translation and Interpreting 1 3
Others 44 128
TOEFL Exam
Participation Yes 9 26
No 340 97.4
IELTS Exam
Participation Yes 2 .6
No 347 99.4
YDS
Participation Yes 199 57
No 150 43
YDS Exam Results 84.5
Experience 1-5 Years 76 21.8
6-10 Years 92 264
11-15 Years 75 215
16-20 Years 56 16
More than 20 Years 50 143
Studies or Being Yes 142 40.7
Abroad
No 207 59.3
Following Yes 116 33.2
Publications No 233 66.8
Conference
Participation Yes 190 54.4
No 159 45.6
Grades Taught 5" grades 349 100
6 grades 349 100
7t grades 349 100
8" grades 349 100
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Table 4.1 Continued

Variables Categories f % M
In-service
Participation Yes 143 41
No 206 59
Satisfaction of
In-service Satisfied 13 9
Partly 64 4438
Not Satisfied 66 46.2
Total 143 100
Knowledge
Source of Personal search 123 353
curriculum
Colleague Meetings 107 30.7
Both 12 34
Others 12 34
Total 253

With respect to faculty type, 207 teachers (57.3%) graduated from Faculty of
Education, while 142 teachers (42.7%) were graduates of other departments. To
illustrate, 110 teachers (31.5%) graduated from Faculty of Arts and Science, 17
teachers (6.3%) graduated from Faculty of Language, History and Geography, and
15 teachers (4.9%) graduated from some other faculties. Regarding type of
department, 195 teachers (55.9%) graduated from Foreign Language Education
Department, 86 teachers (24.7%) graduated from English Language and Literature
Department, 16 teachers (4.6%) graduated from Linguistics Department, 7 teachers
(2%) graduated from American Culture and Literature Department, 1 teacher (.3%)
graduated from Translation and Interpreting Department, and 44 teachers (12.8%)

graduated from other departments.

With respect to exam participation, 340 teachers (97.4%) haven’t participated in
TOEFL exam, while only 9 teachers (2.6%) have participated in this exam. Likewise,
of 349 teachers, 347 teachers (99.4%) haven’t participated in IELTS exam, while
only 2 teachers (.6%) have. Lastly, 150 teachers (43%) haven’t participated in YDS
exam, while 199 teachers (57%) have participated in this exam, and the average

score of the YDS exam results was found to be 84.5.
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Regarding, the participants’ experience in the profession, 76 teachers (21.8%) had 1-
5 years of experience, 92teachers (26.4%) had 6-10 years, the remaining 50 teachers
(14.3%) had 20 or more years of experience. The biggest proportion of the teachers
had an experience of 6-10 years (26.4%).

Regarding experiences abroad, following the publications in their area, and
participation in conferences in their area, 142 teachers (40.7%) have been abroad,
while 207 teachers (59.3%) have never been abroad; 116 teachers (33.2%) followed
publications in the area, while 233 teachers (66.8%) did not, and 190 teachers
(54.4%) have participated in conferences, while 159 teachers (45.6%) have not.

With respect to the grades that the participants taught, all teachers (100%) taught in
all grades including 5%, 6, 7" and 8" grade levels. Regarding participation in the in-
service training about the curriculum developed in 2012, 143 teachers (41%) have
received in-service training, while 206 teachers (59%) have not. Of 143 teachers who
received in-service training (41%), 13 teachers (9%) found the training satisfactory
enough, 64 teachers (44.8%) found the training partly satisfactory, while 66 teachers
(46.2%) found the training unsatisfactory. 206 teachers who did not receive any in-
service training about the curriculum and 47 teachers who received in-service
training learnt further about the curriculum in different ways. As seen in Table 4.1,
123 teachers (35.3%) learnt about the curriculum via personal search, 107 teachers
(30.7%) learnt about the curriculum through colleague meetings, 12 teachers (3.4%)
learnt about the curriculum through personal search and colleague meetings, and 12

teachers (3.4%) learnt about the curriculum through other channels.

Teachers’ Focus on Four Skills: Table 4.2 presents the mostly emphasized skills in
the 5%, 6™ 7", and 8™ grades. To start with 5™ grade level as presented in Table 4.2,
40 teachers (11.5%) focus on listening and speaking skills, while 227 teachers (65%)
focus on all four skills. However, the focus varies; one focuses simply on reading,
one on writing, two on speaking, and seven on listening only. To continue with 6%
grade level, 18 teachers (5.2%) focus on listening and speaking skills, while 251

teachers (71.9%) focus on all four skills. Regarding 7™ grade level, 3 teachers (.9%)
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focus on listening and speaking skills, while 279 teachers (79.9%) focus on all four
skills. Further examination of Table 4.2 indicated that only two teachers reported that
they focused only on speaking, all other teachers focused on more than one skill.
Lastly, 3 teachers (.9%) focus on listening and speaking skills, while 274 teachers

(78.5%) focus on all four skills in the 8" grade classrooms.

Table 4.2
The Mostly Emphasized Skills by the Teachers
Grade Levels
5" Grades 6" Grades 7" Grades 8™ Grades

Skills f % f % f % f %
Reading 1 3 0 0 2 .6 8 22
Reading and Writing 9 26 6 1.7 16 47 25 7.1
Reading, Writing 14 4 22 62 14 4 10 29
and listening
Reading, Writing 11 31 14 4 12 35 8 22
and Speaking
Reading and Listening 6 1.7 3 9 1 3 3 9
Reading, Listening 13 37 20 57 10 29 7 2
and Speaking
Reading and Listening 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reading and Speaking &8 23 3 9 1 3 1 3
Writing and Listening 0 0 0 0 1 3 0 0
Writing 1 3 1 3 0 0 3 9
Writing and Listening 3 9 1 3 0 0 2 .6
Writing, Listening 7 2 2 .6 0 0 2 .6

and Speaking
Writing and Speaking 0 0 1 .
Writing, Listeningand 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

w
N
=
—
(=)
(=)

.6
Speaking
Listening 7 2 5 14 3 9 2 .6
Listening and Speaking 40 11.5 18 52 3 9 3 9
Speaking 2 .6 2 .6 3 9 1 3
All skills 227 65 251 719 279 79.9 274 785

The middle school English language curriculum advocates more focus on the
listening and speaking skills, however, these findings indicate that as they move
towards 8" grade level, there is a tendency to focus on all language skills, while the

emphasis on listening and speaking skills decreases.

121



Objectives of the Middle School English Language Curriculum: The findings related
to teachers’ views about the objectives of the curriculum are summarized in Table
4.3. The number and percentage of the participants who agreed or strongly agreed
were summed up, likewise the number and percentage of the participants who

disagreed or strongly disagreed were summed up while reporting the findings.

To this connection, Table 4.3 indicated that about 42% (n=147) to 56% (n=195) of
the teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the objectives are congruent with the
general purposes of English language curriculum (54.1%), they are attainable
(53.9%),they are observable and measurable (53.6%), they can be used by the
students in their daily life (42.4%), they have a coherent arrangement (41.6%), they
can be achieved in the planned time of the units (54.2%), they can develop reading
skills (55.6%), they are sufficient in quantity to develop reading skills (51%), and
they are appropriate for students’ level of development (45.8%). On the other hand,
about 13% (n=45) to 31% (n=108) of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed
on the mentioned aspects of the objectives, and about 18% (n=62) to 33% (n=115) of

the teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the mentioned aspects of the objectives.

Further examination of Table 4.3 indicated that about 38% (n=133) to 60% (n=209)
of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed that the objectives can improve
communicative competence (39%), can develop learner autonomy (60.2%), can
develop listening skills (39.6%), they are sufficient in quantity to develop listening
skills (49.6%), can develop speaking skills (51.5%), are sufficient in quantity to
develop speaking skills (53.9%), can develop writing skills (37.5%), are sufficient in
quantity to develop writing skills (42.4%). In other words, it was found that the
objectives cannot improve students’ communicative competence, cannot develop
learner autonomy, cannot develop listening skills, aren’t sufficient in quantity to
develop listening skills, cannot develop speaking skills, aren’t sufficient in quantity
to develop speaking skills, cannot develop writing skills, aren’t sufficient in quantity

to develop writing skills.
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Tab

le 4.3

Teachers’ Perceptions of the Objectives of the Curriculum

Q [ L
g2 ¢ 53 &z F3
S g g < 2y s &
26 A 52 < i
z 2
Objectives... f % f % f % f % f %
1.are congruent with 14 4 58 16.6 88 252 163 46.7 26 7.4
general purposes of
English language
curriculum.
2. are attainable. 10 29 56 16 95 272 164 47 24 69
3. are observable and 9 26 38 109 115 33 162 464 25 7.2
measurable.
4.canbeusedindaily 23 6.6 86 246 92 264 108 309 40 11.5
life by the students.
5. have a coherent 21 6 70 20.1 113 324 114 327 31 89
arrangement.
6.can be achievedin 24 69 72 206 64 183 144 413 45 129
the planned time of
the units.
7. can improve 29 83 107 30.7 123 352 77 221 12 34
communicative
competence.
8. can help develop 67 192 143 41 85 244 37 106 17 49
learner autonomy.
9. can help develop 39 11.2 99 284 98 281 99 284 14 4
listening skills.
10. are sufficient in 45 129 128 36.7 89 255 70 20.1 17 49
quantity to develop
listening skills
11. can help develop 42 12 138 395 88 252 71 203 10 29
speaking skills.
12. are sufficient in 54 155 134 38.4 105 30.1 41 11.7 15 43
quantity to develop
speaking skills.
13. can help develop 28 8 103 295 94 269 106 304 18 5.2
writing skills.
14. are sufficient in 39 11.2 109 31.2 101 289 83 238 17 49
quantity to develop
writing skills
15. can help develop 17 49 55 158 83 238 151 433 43 123

reading skills.
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Table 4.3 Continued

L o
) © 2 90 >
=28 O o0 &p i —
o = = S PS) o an o
o o0 on = A < g =
o S < o = an o o
s .2 4 < A < g <
) — o)
©v A A S B wn
Z <
Objectives... f % f % f % f % f %

16. are sufficient in 18 52 66 189 87 249 130 37.2 48 138
quantity to develop
reading skills

17. are appropriate for 20 5.7 65 18.6 104 29.8 111 31.8 49 14
students’ level of
development.

On the other hand, about 15% (n=52) to 35% (n=122) of the teachers agreed or
strongly agreed on the mentioned aspects of the objectives. Lastly, about 24%
(n=84) to 35% (n=122) of the teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the

mentioned aspects of the objectives.

Content of the Middle School English Language Curriculum: The findings related to
teachers’ views about the content of the curriculum are summarized in Table 4.4. As
seen in the table, about 37% (n=147) to 59% (n=195) of the teachers agreed or
strongly agreed that the content is coherent with the objectives (59.3%), appropriate
for students’ needs and interests (39.6%), appropriate for students’ level of
development (46.9%), can ensure active participation of the students (38.4), can
ensure the achievement of the objectives (45%), contains information that students
can use in their life (46.4%), coherent in itself (50.5%), can help develop reading
skills (52.1%), and it can be finished in the planned time (48.5%). On the other hand,
about 16% (n=56) to 29% (n=101) of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed
on the mentioned aspects of the content, and about 23% (n=80) to 37% (n=129) of

the teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the mentioned aspects of the content.

Further examination of Table 4.4 indicated that about 33% (n=115) to 38% (n=133)
of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed with some of the characteristics of

the curriculum content. To illustrate, the participants reported that the content cannot
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help develop writing skills (32.6%), cannot help develop listening skills (37.5%), and
cannot help develop speaking skills (35.8%). On the other hand, about 26% (n=91) to
36% (n=126) of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed on the mentioned aspects of
the content, and about 26% (n=91) to 30% (n=105) of the teachers neither agreed

nor disagreed on the mentioned aspects of the content.

Table 4.4

Teachers’ Perceptions of the Content of the Curriculum
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18. is coherent withthe 9 2.6 36 10.3 97 27.8 168 48.1 39 11.2
objectives.
19. is appropriate for 19 54 82 235 110 31.5 98 28.1 40 11.5

students’ needs and
interests.

20. is appropriate for 14 4 59 169 112 321 123 352 41 11.7
students’ level of
development.

21. can ensure active 21 6 69 19.8 124 355 107 30.7 27 7.7
participation of the
students.

22. can ensure 14 4 48 138 130 372 128 36.7 29 83
attainment of the
objectives.

23. contains information 14 4 66 18.9 107 30.7 134 384 28 8
that students can use
in their daily life.

24.1s coherent in itself. 14 4 44 126 115 33 151 433 25 7.2

25. can help develop 21 6 93 266 108 309 114 32.7 13 3.7
writing skills.

26. can help develop 8§ 23 68 195 91 261 154 441 28 8

reading skills.

27. can help develop 19 54 112 321 103 295 98 28.1 17 49
listening skills.

28. can help develop 26 74 134 384 97 278 78 223 14 4
speaking skills.

29. can be finished in 31 89 69 19.8 80 229 136 39 33 95
the planned time.
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Materials: The findings related to the teachers’ views about the materials of the
curriculum are summarized in Table 4.5. As seen in the table, about 35% (n=122) to
54% (n=189) of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the materials can support
the attainment of the objectives (42.4%), can increase active participation of the
students (38.9%), can increase students’ interest in the lesson (34.6%), can be
reached easily (51.8%), can consolidate students’ learning (43.5%), and are
appropriate for students’ age level (54.1%). On the other hand, about 19% (n=66) to
31% (n=108) of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed on the mentioned
aspects of the materials, and about 25% (n=87) to 34% (n=118) of the teachers

neither agreed nor disagreed on the mentioned aspects of the materials.

Table 4.5

Teachers’ Perceptions of the Materials Suggested in the Curriculum
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Materials. .. f % f % f % f % f %
30. can support the 20 5.7 85 244 96 275 113 324 35 10
attainment of the
objectives.

31. can increase active 20 5.7 83 23.8 110 31.5 108 309 28 8
participation of the
students.

32. can increase students” 22 6.3 88 252 118 33.8 94 269 27 7.7
interest in the lesson.

33. can be reached easily. 17 4.9 62 17.8 89 255 146 41.8 35 10

34. can consolidate 19 54 67 192 111 31.8 123 352 29 83
students’ learning.

35. are appropriate for 15 43 52 149 93 266 139 398 50 143
students’ age level.

Activities: The findings related to teachers’ views about the activities suggested in
the curriculum are summarized in Table 4.6. As seen in the table, about 36% (n=126)
to 51% (n=178) of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed that the activities can help
students develop positive attitudes towards English (36.1%), can increase active

participation of the students (37.6%),
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Table 4.6

Teachers’ Perceptions of the Activities Suggested in the Curriculum
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they can ensure the attainment of the objectives (45.2%), are appropriate for
students’ level of development (48.9%), are in parallel to students’ life (46.4%), can
develop students’ reading skills (50.7%), are applicable in the class (49.9%), and
they are student-centered (49.3%). On the other hand, about 20% (n=69) to 29%
(n=101) of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed on the mentioned
characteristics of the activities, and about 27% (n=94) to 36% (n=125) of the

teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the mentioned aspects of the activities.

Further examination of Table 4.6 indicated that about 36% (n=126) to 53% (n=185)
of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed on six characteristics of the
suggested activities. These findings indicated that the activities cannot develop
communicative competence (38.4%), cannot develop students’ listening skills
(37.2%), cannot develop students’ writing skills (36.1%), cannot develop students’
speaking skills (42.9%), cannot develop learner autonomy (40.1%), and they are not
appropriate for the students’ individual differences (53.3%). On the other hand,
Table 4.6 indicated that about 16% (1n=55) to 35% (n=122) of the teachers agreed or
strongly agreed on the mentioned aspects of the activities. What is to add, about 26%
(n=91) to 36% (n=125) of the teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the above

mentioned aspects of the activities.

Assessment methods and techniques: The findings related to teachers’ views about
the assessment methods and techniques suggested in the curriculum are summarized
in Table 4.7. As seen in the table, about 40% (n=140) to 60% (n=209) of the teachers
agreed or strongly agreed that the suggested assessment methods and techniques are
applicable (53.3%), are congruent with the objectives (60.2%), take students’ level of
development into account (45.6%), can measure students’ reading skills (52%), and
they can measure students’ writing skills (39.6%). On the other hand, about 15%
(n=52) to 31% (n=108) of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed on the
mentioned aspects of the suggested assessment methods and techniques, and about
24% (n=84) to 31% (n=108) of the teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the
above mentioned characteristics of the suggested assessment methods and

techniques.
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Table 4.7

Teachers’ Perceptions of the Assessment Methods and Techniques Suggested in the

Curriculum
° o 8 8
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Assessment Methods /% f % f % f % f %
and Techniques ...
50. are applicable. 13 37 52 149 98 281 163 46.7 23 6.6
51.are congruentwith 7 2 48 13.8 84 24.1 177 50.7 33 9.5
objectives.
52. take students’ level 9 2.6 71 203 110 31.5 134 384 25 7.2
of development
into account.
53. can measure 26 7.4 111 31.8 108 309 87 249 17 49
students’ listening
skills.
54. can measure 12 34 59 169 97 278 141 40.5 40 11.5
students’ reading
skills.
55. can measure 37 10.6 107 30.7 115 33 72 206 18 5.2
students’ speaking
skills.
56. can measure 28 8 83 23.8 100 28.7 121 347 17 4.9

students’ writing
skills.

Further examination of Table 4.7 indicated that about 36% (n=126) to 53% (n=185)

of the teachers disagreed or strongly disagreed with the items which state that the

suggested assessment methods and techniques can measure listening skills (39.2%),

and can measure students’ speaking skills (41.3%). On the other hand, about 25%

(n=87) to 29% (n=101) of the teachers agreed or strongly agreed on the mentioned

characteristics of the suggested assessment methods and techniques, and about 30%

(n=104) to 33% (n=115) of the teachers neither agreed nor disagreed on the

mentioned aspects of the suggested assessment methods and techniques.
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4.2. The Observed Antecedents, Transactions and Outcomes in the 5%, 6, 7t

and 8™ Grade Classrooms

The second research question was asked to examine the antecedents, transactions and
outcomes observed before, during, and at the end of the curriculum implementation.
To this connection, 3 sub-questions were formulated to find answers for these
conditions/aspects separately. The findings related to this main question and the
corresponding sub-questions are presented under the corresponding sections in the

following paragraphs.

4.2.1. The Observed Antecedents

An attitude scale conducted to the students and an individual interview schedule
conducted to their English teachers were used to gather data for this question. The

findings are reported in the following paragraphs.

To start with the data gather through the attitude scale, this scale was composed of
two parts. The first part included items about students’ demographic characteristics,
while the second part included items about the students’ attitude towards English as a
foreign language. The quantitative data obtained from the attitude scale were
analyzed with frequencies, percentages, means, and standard deviations. The number
and percentage of the participants who agreed or strongly agreed were summed up,
likewise the number and percentage of the participants who disagreed or strongly

disagreed were summed up while reporting the findings.

The findings regarding the attitude scale, which had a part seeking information about
some demographic characteristics of the students are presented in Table 4.8, Table
4.9, and Table 4.10. Table 4.8 presents demographic information about the students.
As seen in the table, except for the 8" grade classroom which had more male
students than females, there were equal number of males and females or more
females in the other classrooms. When their mothers’ education status is examined, it

is seen that apart from a few mothers who were illiterate, most of them were literate,
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and more than half of them were middle school graduate, or high school graduate,
while there were only 2 mothers having bachelor’s degree. Similar to their mothers,
most of the students’ fathers were literate, and more than half of them were middle
school graduate or high school graduate, while there were only 4 fathers having a

bachelor’s degree.

Further examination of the table indicated that the education status of the fathers was
higher than the mothers. Regarding parents’ occupations, the vast majority of the
students” mothers were housewives, and the vast majority of the fathers were
ordinary workers. The students were asked whether there were anybody knowing
English who could help them at home while studying English. The findings indicated
that about half of the students had someone to help them at home, while about half of
the students reported the opposite.

Table 4.8
Demographic Characteristics of the Students
Grade Levels
5" Grade 6" Grade 7" Grade 8" Grade
Variables Categories f % f % f % f %
Gender Female 22 55 23 535 16 50 15 469
Male 18 45 20 465 16 50 17 53.1
Mother’s
Education Illiterate 2 5 1 23 1 31 1 3.1
Status
Literate 6 15 4 93 2 63 2 63
Primary School 9 225 24 558 18 563 17 53.1
Graduate
Middle School 17 425 10 233 9 28.1 9 28.1
Graduate
High School 6 15 3 7 2 63 2 63
Graduate
University Graduate 0 0 1 23 0 0 I 3.1
Graduate Education 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Father’s Illiterate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Education
Status Literate 4 10 4 93 2 62 O 0
Primary School 6 15 18 419 8 25 10 31.3
Graduate
Middle School 17 425 12 279 15 469 11 343
Graduate
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Table 4.8 Continued

Grade Levels
5" Grade 6" Grade 7"™Grade 8" Grade
Variables Categories f % f % f % f %
High School 12 30 8 186 7 219 9 281
Graduate
University Graduate 1 25 1 23 0 0 2 63
Graduate Education 0 0 0 O 0 O 0 0
Mother’s Housewife 39 975 41 953 29 90.6 29 90.6
Occupation
Cook 1 25 2 47 3 94 2 63
Father’s 25 78.1 1 3.1
Occupation Worker 32 80 32 747
Civil servant 1 25 2 47 3 94 25 781
Tradesman 4 10 7 163 3 94 2 63
Unemployed 3 75 2 47 3 94 5 156
Retired I 3.1
Help at Home
for English Yes 21 525 17 395 10 312 9 28.1
studies
No 19 475 26 60.5 22 68.8 23 719
The Latest
Exam Results in 1 (0-44) 2 5 7 163 0 0 0 0
English course
2 (45-54) 3 75 17 395 0 O 5 15.6
3 (55-69) 11 275 15 349 5 156 11 344
4 (70-84) 11 275 4 93 15 469 11 344
5 (85-100) 13 325 0 0 4 125 5 15.6

Lastly, the students were asked to give information about their past achievement

scores in English course. As indicated in the table, apart from the 6™ graders, the

other students had high past achievement grades measured by their teachers.

Table 4.9 presents the findings related to the first factor in the attitude scale, which

was called as “the desire to learn English”, and Table 4.10 summarizes findings

related to the second factor of attitude scale which was called as “the value attached

to English”.
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As indicated in Table 4.9, the students desire to learn English. What is to add, among

the four grade levels, the 6 graders had the least positive attitudes towards learning

English, while the 5" graders had the most positive attitudes towards English. In

other words, 5™ graders wanted to learn English more than the other graders, while

the 6™ graders desired to learn English less than the others.

Table 4.9

The Students’ Desire to Learn English
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Items f % f % f % f % f % M SD

2.1amnot 5" 2 5 2 5 2 5 9 225 25 625 433 1.12
interested 6™ 4 93 11 256 6 14 10 233 12 279 335 1.38
in learning 7h 2 63 2 63 3 94 12 375 13 406 4 1.16
English 8" 1 31 5 156 13 406 6 188 7 219 341 1.10

sh4 10 0 0 4 10 9 225 23 575 418 1.26
8. Iwantto
learn 6" 4 93 8 186 12 279 9 209 9 209 326 127
English so 73 94 2 63 7 219 10 313 10 313 3.69 1.26
much. gh 2 63 8 25 8 25 6 188 8 25 331 1.28
4 Iwantto 5™ 2 5 1 25 2 5 10 25 25 625 438 1.10
improve 6" 7 163 4 93 9 209 9 209 14 326 328 1.39
my
English 72 63 1 31 5 156 10 31.5 14 43.8 4.03 1.15
asmuchas
possible. 8" 4 125 1 3.1 25 7 219 12 375 3.69 1.36
9.Itisa sh3 75 1 25 2 5 6 15 27 70 436 1.20
waste 6h 3 7 4 93 13 302 10 233 13 30.2 3.60 1.22
of time to
strive for 7h 6 188 2 63 3 94 12 375 9 281 350 1.46
learning "
English. 8 94 4 125 5 156 & 25 12 375 3.69 1.36
10.Iwant S™ 2 5 3 75 7 175 10 25 18 45 398 1.19
to take 6" 6 14 10 233 9 209 10 233 8 18.6 3.09 1.34
more "
coursesto /2 63 3 94 8 25 9 281 10 313 3.69 1.20
gfypmve 8" 2 63 6 188 5 156 13 406 6 188 347 1.20
English.
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Table 4.9 Continued
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5.1t st 1 25 1 25 2 5 6 15 30 75 458 .90
doesn’t &b 3 7 209 8 186 8 186 15 349 3.53 135
matter
ifldomt 7" 3 94 5 156 0 0 11 344 13 406 381 138
I
gﬁ;?ish gh 2 63 5 156 3 94 9 281 13 40.6 381 131
12.0tis 5" 4 10 1 25 3 75 5 125 26 675 423 133
worthwhile 6" 6 14 8 186 12 28 11 256 6 14 3.07 1.29
for me to
strive 70 1 31 2 63 8 25 11 344 10 313 384 128
for
leaming 8" 4 125 4 125 7 219 14 438 3 94 325 120
English.

Table 4.10 presents findings about “the value attached to English” by the 5, 6™ 7t
and 8" grade students. As seen in Table 4.10, all of the students from each grade
levels are aware of the importance of English as a foreign language. Namely, they
are aware of the importance of English and they realize how English can influence

their future life

Further examination of Table 4.10 revealed that 6™ graders seem to had the least
positive attitudes among the four grade levels, especially when the mean values of 6™
graders for each item were compared to the mean values of the others, it is clearly

seen. Namely they did not know how English could influence their future life.
On the other hand, the 5 graders seemed to have the most positive attitudes towards

English. In other words, the 5 graders were aware of the importance of English

more than others.
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Table 4.10

The Value Attached to English by the Students
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Items f % f % f % f % f % M SD
6.English 5™ 4 10 1 2 5 13 11 28 19 47 4 128
isa 6" 8 19 9 21 15 35 3 7 8 18 286 1.34
language
thatIwil 7™ 3 9 4 12 9 28 11 34 5 13 334 1.8
need all my N
life gh 4 12 6 19 8 25 7 22 7 22 322 134
14 Learning s 2 5 0 0 3 8 11 28 24 60 438 1.01
English will 6" 5 11 6 14 9 21 13 30 10 24 340 1.31
help M0 0 2 6 4 12 6 19 20 63 438 .94
me find a th
. gh 1 3 1 3 3 9 9 28 18 57 431 1.00
better job.
11.English 5™ 4 10 0 0 3 8 10 25 22 58 420 124
is an 6" 4 9 6 14 7 16 16 37 10 23 3.51 1.26
important 7" 2 6 2 6 4 12 15 47 9 29 384 1.1
foreign g" 2 6 3 9 6 19 13 41 8 25 369 LIS
language.
3.English 5™ 1 2 0 0 2 5 10 25 27 68 455 .82
isa 6" 7 16 4 9 9 21 9 21 14 33 344 145
language
that T will 7Mmo1 3 2 6 5 16 7 22 17 53 416 1.11
benefit '~ gn 3 9 4 13 4 12 8 25 13 41 375 137
all my life.
1.English 5™ 3 8 4 10 7 18 12 30 14 34 375 126
iscommon 6™ 7 16 11 26 8 19 12 28 5 11 293 1.30
language
enabling 72 6 2 6 9 28 12 38 7 22 363 1.1
CVEIYONCIN - gth 1 3 5 16 3 9 15 47 8§ 25 375 1.11
the world to
understand
each other.
7. English 5t: 4 10 0 0 4 10 6 15 26 65 425 128
s an 6" 2 47 6 14 7 163 14 326 14 326 3.74 1.20
unnecessary 7% 2 63 0 0 6 188 12 375 12 375 4 1.08
foreign
language. 8" 2 63 2 63 4 125 9 281 15 469 4.03 120
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Table 4.10 Continued
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13. English 5% 2 5 0o 0 2 5 5 12,5 31 77.5 4.58 1.00
isa 6t 3 7 3 7 4 93 11 256 22 512 407 124
language
thatIwon’t 7" 3 94 0 0 1 3.1 9 281 19 594 428 120
use
anywhere gh 5 156 1 31 3 94 5 156 18 56.3 394 1.50
all my life.

As mentioned above, semi-structured interviews were the other instruments to gather
data about the observed antecedents. The qualitative data obtained from the interview
schedule which were conducted with 4 teachers were analyzed through content
analysis. This interview schedule was used to gather information about the
antecedents with respect to the characteristics of the teachers implementing the
middle school English language curriculum, the students, the curriculum
implemented and the school where the present study was implemented. The findings

are presented below.

To start with some preliminary information, the interviews were conducted with 4
teachers; one from each grade level. The teacher teaching the 5™ graders (T5) was
female, she was a graduate of English Language and Literature Department and had
two years of experience. The teacher teaching the 6™ graders (T6) was male, he was
a graduate graduate of English Language Teaching Department and had 4 years of
experience. The teacher teaching the 7™ graders (T7) was female, she was a graduate
of English Language Teaching Department and had 11 years of experience. Lastly,
the teacher teaching the 8" graders (T8) was female, she was a graduate of English
Language Teaching Department and had 7 years of experience. What is to add, all of

them have worked in public schools up to now.

136



The results of content analysis yielded 4 themes. The first theme was called as
“teacher characteristics”, the second one was named as “student characteristics”, the
third one was labelled as “school characteristics”, and the last one was called as
“teachers’ views about the curriculum”. Furthermore, these themes yielded some
sub-themes as well. These themes and their sub-themes are summarized in Table
4.11. As seen in Table 4.11, the first theme, teacher characteristics” yielded 5 sub-
themes which were named as “attitude towards job, awareness, teacher preparation
before teaching, strategies, methods and techniques, and knowledge about the

curriculum, respectively.

Table 4.11
The Themes and Sub-themes Regarding Observed Antecedents

Themes Sub-themes

1. Teacher Characteristics 1.1. Attitude towards job
1.2. Awareness
1.3. Teacher preparation before teaching
1.4. Strategies, methods and techniques
1.5. Knowledge about the curriculum

2. School Characteristics 2.1. Class size
2.2. Materials
3. Student Characteristics 3.1. Positive characteristics

3.2. Negative characteristics
4. Teachers’ Views about the Curriculum 4.1. Positive views
4.2. Negative views

Table 4.12 summarizes the sub-themes and their corresponding codes with respect to
teacher characteristics. The findings regarding teacher characteristics, as seen in the
table, revealed that the teachers had positive attitudes towards their jobs (TS5, T6, T7,
T8), they valued their job (TS5, T6, T7, T8), they loved their professions (TS5, T6, T7,
T8) and they were happy (T5, T7, T8) and satisfied with their job (T5) despite some
difficulties encountered such as too much work load (T8), necessity of patience (T7),

and too much paperwork (T8). One of the teachers stated that

I love my job very much. The people close to me, like my father and my
husband, think this is the best job appropriate for me. My husband thinks that
I can forget about any problems encountered in the classroom the moment I
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leave the classroom. I think that it fits me, so I am happy and I love my
profession very much (T5).

Table 4.12

The Sub-themes and the Corresponding Codes for the Teacher Characteristics
Sub-Themes Codes

1. Attitude Towards job 1.1. Love for English

1.2. Valuing the job

1.3. Difficulty of the job

1.4. Happiness with job

1.5. Satisfaction with the job

1.6. Love communication with students
1.7. Necessity of patience

1.8. Hate for paper work

1.9. Too much work load

2. Awareness 2.1. Failure to express themselves
2.2. Aware of their incompetence
2.3. Plan for professional development
2.4. Failure to apply some curriculum
standards
2.5. The skill to be developed first
2.6. Realizing students’ inability to learn
2.7. Failure to reach all students
2.8. Failure to reach her aims
2.9. Teaching English in a wrong way

3. Teacher preparation before 3.1. Materials
teaching 3.2. Books
3.3. Worksheet
3.4. Reproduction of materials
3.5. No lesson plan
3.6. Reviewing the existing materials

4. Strategies, Methods and 4.1. Question-answer
Techniques 4.2. Grammar translation method
4.3. Expository teaching
4.4. Giving examples

5. Knowledge about the curriculum  5.1. Insufficient or no knowledge about some
tenets of curriculum
5.2. No knowledge about CEFR
5.3. No participation in in-service training
5.4. Internet sources
5.5. Colleague
5.6. Following no publication
5.7. No participation in seminars
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Pointing to the difficulties encountered in the teaching process, another teacher stated

that

I graduated for teacher’s high school. I chose this profession as I loved
English very much. Teaching profession is a holy work, and especially
teaching English necessitates a great deal of devotion. It is about love. It is a
must to love English and teaching profession. We have difficulties from time
to time, this profession has many difficult parts. It necessitates a great deal of
patience. Still, I am pleased despite everything (T7).

The second sub-theme revolved around the teachers’ awareness of themselves and
the curriculum. The findings related to this sub-theme indicated that the teachers
were aware of their incompetence (TS, T7, T8) such as failure to express themselves
(TS, T7), failure to apply some standards of the curriculum (T5, T6, T7, T8), and
they were able to recognize students’ inability to learn or attain objectives (T5, T7).
Being aware of their needs, they expected some opportunities to develop themselves
as stated by one of the teachers, “I am aware of some of my incompetence, it may
result from my inexperience, I do not know, but I want to improve myself.
Unfortunately, I have a little daughter, so I do not have sufficient time. Still, I want
to improve myself” (T5). With respect to her incompetence, this teacher continued

saying that:

I wish I had my education in an English-medium university, because except
for one teachers, all of our teachers taught in Turkish. That is why, I cannot
say that I have improved my English a lot. I cannot even say that I use
English a lot. Everybody expects us to speak English, but we did not have
such an education, there are some incompetence somewhere. I wish to go
abroad very much to get rid of this incompetence. I wish to improve myself a
lot (TS).

When they were asked which skill should be developed first, one of the teachers
replied that “Indeed, we need to put weight on speaking skills, but I focus on reading
and writing skills” (T5). And she continued with an example from her experiences,
which is an indication of her awareness and the merit of the curriculum as this
curriculum suggests to develop students’ listening and speaking skills first just as this

teacher lived:
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I guess, it is time to focus on listening now. My daughter is three years old,
for example, my students watched “abcd” video last week. She met English in
this class for the first time. She memorized the song very quickly, she can
sing it now. I mean, the students should be exposed to listening first, then
they can speak, after that they can develop their reading and writing skills
(TS).

Another important finding about teacher characteristics was the kind of preparation
they did prior to teaching process. The findings revealed that they did not prepare
lesson plans (TS5, T6, T7, T8), however, they reported that they prepared their
materials (TS5, T7, T8), books (T5, T6, T7, T8), worksheet (TS, T7), they reproduced
some materials (T5, T7) and checked the curriculum and the topic to see where they

are (TS5, T8). One of the teachers stated that

I check my archive related to the subject matter before entering the
classroom, I prepare the materials that I will use, but I have not developed a
system yet. After constructing an archive, I will enter my classrooms in a
more planned way. I do not prepare lesson plans, because I follow teacher’s
guide book (T5).

The other important topic regarding teacher characteristics revolved around the kind
of strategies, methods and techniques they utilized during the teaching process.
Findings indicated that they mostly used expository teaching (TS5, T6, T7, TS), and
question-answer (TS5, T6, T7, T8), grammar translation method (T5, T6, T7, TS),
drill and giving examples (T7). Regarding teaching methods, a teacher reported that
“I usually have to use expository teaching. If I prefer discovery learning, I cannot
finish the topic” (T8) and she accused the students and the country as presented
below:

As the students are used to expository teaching in the other lessons, they do
not like communicative methods, so we cannot provide them with variety.
Maybe, 1 should change myself, I don’t know. Language teaching is
something prisoned to the classroom. As the students know this, they expect
to sit and listen to the teacher’s lecture. They see English as a lesson to learn
such as mathematics and science, they don’t see it as a communication tool
(T8).

The fifth sub-theme was about the teacher’s knowledge about the new curriculum.

The findings related to this sub-theme revealed that they did not participate in in-
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service training about the new curriculum (TS5, T6, T7, T8), so they had insufficient
or no knowledge about some tenets of curriculum (TS5, T7, T8), and no knowledge

about CEFR (T5, T6, T7, T8) as explained with the following utterances below:

First of all, I did not participate in any in-service training about the new
curriculum. I know nothing about CEFR. We should have some information
about the curriculum first. As far as I follow in the press, the curriculum has
been designed to develop students’ listening and speaking skills, the books
have been prepared in parallel to this aim, but I guess we are not ready for
this as teachers. That is because, we had a traditional education (T5).

In addition, they stated that their knowledge about the curriculum was limited to
internet sources (T6, T8), and their conversations with their colleagues (T6, T7) as
explained by one of the teachers, “I haven’t heard about CEFR and I have not
participated in in-service training. We, as teachers, always talk about the curriculum.

There is a lot of information about it in internet sources” (T6).

The second theme, student characteristics, yielded two sub-themes and they were
labelled as “positive characteristics” and “negative characteristics”. The sub-themes

and their corresponding codes are presented in Table 4.13.

The positive characteristics of the students indicated that especially females had
positive attitudes towards English (TS5, T7), they had the capacity to learn anything
(TS), and they wanted to learn English (TS5, T7). Furthermore, these students were
reported to make such efforts as asking questions continuously (T5, T7), studying
willingly (T5) and buying supplementary books (T5) as one of them stated,
“Generally, the students want to learn English. Except for a few students, all students
buy the supplementary books I advise. They ask me questions about some subjects

although I do not assign any homework™ (T5).

In contrast to the positive characteristics, the other sub-theme, negative
characteristics, indicated that students had lack of competence in their mother tongue
(TS, T6, T7, T8), they had lack of prerequisite knowledge (TS5, T6, T7, T8), they had

difficulty in comprehending some grammatical rules (T5), they were unable to
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understand what they listened (TS5, T7). In addition, they had lack of interest in a
different culture (T6, T8), they did not study regularly (T6, T7, T8), they disliked
speaking activities (T6, T7, T8), they were used to expository teaching (T8), they
saw English as a subject to learn (T8), they had no interest in listening and speaking

activities (T8), and they had lack of motivation (T8).

Table 4.13

The Sub-themes and the Corresponding Codes for the Student Characteristics
Sub-themes Codes

1. Positive Characteristics 1.1. Positive attitudes towards English

1.2. Capacity to learn anything
1.3. Desire to learn English

1.4. Buying supplementary books
1.5. Asking questions frequently
1.6. Studying willingly

2. Negative Characteristics 2.1. Lack of competence in mother tongue
2.2. Lack of prerequisite knowledge
2.3. Difficulty in comprehending some

grammatical subjects
2.4. Inability to understand what they listen
2.5. Lack of interest in a different culture
2.6. Irregular study
2.7. Dislike speaking activities
2.8. Used to expository teaching
2.9. Seeing English as a subject to learn
2.10. No interest in listening and speaking
activities

2.11. Demotivation

A teacher reported his complaints about the students as shown in the following

utterances:

The students are never aware of the importance of English. The biggest
problem of the students is their mother tongue. Their mother tongue is very
bad. Their failure in mother tongue influences the foreign language a lot. The
children are very ignorant about culture. They are not open to another culture,
so we cannot do anything (T6).
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The third theme, school characteristics, yielded two sub-themes and they were
labelled as “class size” and “materials”. The sub-themes and their corresponding

codes are presented in Table 4.14.

The findings regarding class size indicated that due to the crowded classrooms, the
teachers faced many difficulties. To illustrate, this issue caused inappropriate seating
arrangement (T5, T6, T7, T8), too much noise (TS5, T6, T7, T8), insufficient space
for movement (T5, T7). In addition, it was found to be inappropriate for games (T3,

T6, T7, T8), pair works (TS, T7) and group works (T5, T7, T8).

Table 4.14
The Sub-themes and the Corresponding Codes for the School Characteristics

Sub-themes Codes

1. Class size 1.1. Difficulty of classroom management
1.2. Failure to reach all students
1.3. Inappropriate seating arrangement
1.4. Difficulty in listening and speaking
activities
1.5. Skipping listening and speaking activities
1.6. Unsuitable for games
1.7. Unsuitable for pair works
1.8. Unsuitable for group works
1.9. Too much noise
1.10. Cancelling student-centered activities
1.11. Insufficient space for movement

2. Materials 2.1. Smart board
2.2. Internet
2.3. Course book
2.4. Worksheets, tests
2.5. Technical problems
2.6. Lack of language laboratory
2.7. Lack of headphones

Furthermore, the large class size made it difficult to manage the classroom (T35, T6,
T7, T8), which resulted in loss of control. It also led to inability to reach each and
every individual student (TS5, T7), it caused the teachers to skip listening and
speaking activities (T5) and student-centered activities (TS5, T7, T8). Touching upon
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the classroom characteristics, a teacher expressed the the following lacks, but

accepted that the smart boards were enough to get rid of these lacks. She stated

We can say that the school has necessary opportunities, but there must be a
language laboratory as well. Likewise, availability of headphones could help
us do listening activities better, because listening in a laboratory with
headphones would be very different from listening from the smart board in
the classroom. I wish we had such an environment, but the smart boards
satisfy our need (T8).

The other sub-theme was related to the materials available for teaching such as smart
board (TS5, T6, T7, T8), internet (TS5, T6, T7, T8), course book (TS5, T6, T7, T8),
worksheets, tests (TS5, T8) and these materials were found to be sufficient for
teaching despite technical problems with the smart board (TS5, T6), lack of language
laboratory (T8), and lack of headphones (T8) as stated by one teacher: “We have no
problem except for the crowded classrooms. We have smart boards, internet and our

books” (T5).

The last theme, teachers’ views about the curriculum, yielded two sub-themes and
they were labelled as “positive characteristics” and “negative characteristics”. The

sub-themes and their corresponding codes are presented in Table 4.15.

The findings with respect to the teachers’ positive views about the curriculum
indicated that the objectives were appropriate for students’ level (TS5, T6, T7, T8), it
had appropriate sequence of the skills (T5), it included appropriate speaking topics
for students’ interests (TS5, T6, T7), there was congruence between content and
objectives (T6), it included appropriate texts for students’ level and interest (T7, T8),
it included interesting themes (T7, T8), and it had easy topics (T7, T8). One of the

teachers stated that

Frankly, the texts are appropriate for students’ level and they draw their
attention. The topics like Arda Turan draw their attention more. Honestly, the
topics are not boring, and they are appropriate for their level...Indeed, the
objectives are appropriate for the level of the ones who have sufficient
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prerequisite knowledge, while they are more difficult for the ones who have
lack of prerequisite knowledge and who do not study regularly (T7).

Table 4.15
The Sub-themes and Their Corresponding Codes for the Teachers’ Views About the
Curriculum
Sub-themes Codes
1. Teachers’ Positive Views 1.1. Spiral curriculum
2. Appropriate objectives for students’
level

1.3. Appropriate sequence of the skills

1.4. Appropriate speaking topics for
students’ interests

1.5. Congruence between content and
objectives

1.6. Appropriate texts for students’ level
and interest.

1.7. Interesting themes

1.8. Easy topics

2. Teachers’ Negative Views 2.1. Necessitating more time

2.2. Necessity of prerequisite knowledge
for objectives

2.3. Overloaded

2.4. Some subjects above students’ level

2.5. Listening texts above students’ level

2.6. Speaking activities above students’
level

2.7. Inappropriateness of CLT for the
country

2.8. Difficulty of writing activities

2.9. Uninteresting speaking activities

2.10. Inappropriate books

2.11. Too general objectives

The findings regarding the other sub-theme, teachers’ negative views about the
curriculum, indicated that the curriculum necessitates more time (TS5, T8) as it is
overloaded (TS, T6, T8), and it necessitates prerequisite knowledge for objectives
(TS, T7, T8). One teacher reported that “I think that there must be less to learn now,
the content must be given in more detail. Some subjects are difficult for the students

to understand, so the students can be more successful if they learn them in the
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oncoming years” (T5). Another teacher touched upon the necessity of prerequisite

knowledge and stated that

Indeed, the objectives are appropriate for the level of the ones who have
sufficient prerequisite knowledge, while they are more difficult for the ones
who have lack of prerequisite knowledge and who do not study regularly. The
children have too much difficulty in some activities which necessitate more
prerequisite knowledge, especially in writing activities. In these activities, |
have to intervene, I either give examples or we do it together. We have
difficulty here at most (T7).

In addition, some subjects were found to be above students’ level (T5), listening
texts were reported be above students’ level (T5, T6), likewise speaking activities
were told to be above students’ level (TS, T6), writing activities were stated to be
difficult (T8) as explained by a teacher: “Frankly, the listening activities are above
the students’ level, they speak too fast, and also the sounds are not clear enough.
Likewise, the students are not at the level of speaking although the speaking topics
attract them” (T9).

Furthermore, communicative language teaching was found to be inappropriate for
the country (T5, T6), the objectives were found to be too general (T8), speaking
activities were found to be uninteresting, and the books were stated to be
inappropriate (T8). In relation to communicative language teaching, a teacher stated

that

It is impossible to implement communicative language teaching under these
circumstances. The teachers’ inefficacy influences this as well. The students
are problematic; their mother tongue is problematic. The ones having
problems in their mother tongue can never communicate in a foreign
language (T6).

4.2.2. The Observed Transactions in the 5%, 6, 7! and 8™ Grade Classroom

The second sub-question was asked to seek answers for the transactions taking place
during the implementation of the English language curriculum. Data were collected

through an observation form. The observation form had five parts including
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implementation of curriculum tenets in minutes, expected student roles in number,
use of equipment and materials in minutes, use of methods and activities in minutes,
and the use of assessment methods, techniques and activities and assessment of four
language skills in minutes. Minutes refer to the time spent on these specific items,
while the number refers to the number of students and frequency refers to the number
of occurrences out of 20 observations. The findings related to observed transactions

are presented in separate tables ranging from Table 4.16 to 4.20.

Table 4.16 summarizes the findings related to the time spent on some curriculum
tenets by teachers in 20 class hours. As presented in the table, of 20 observations, the
target language was rarely utilized. Further examination of the table showed that the
5™ grade teacher utilized the target language less than the others, and the ones who
used it spent only 1-5 minutes. Regarding teacher’s focus on grammar, the teachers
focused on grammar in all lessons except for one to three lessons, and grammar
teaching took most of the time during each class hour. With respect to teachers’
focus on vocabulary, out of 20 observations, the teachers were observed spending
time on vocabulary, however it did not take too much time except for the 5 grade
teacher who spent a lot of time on vocabulary. The field notes in this issue showed,
however, that this teacher mostly wrote the Turkish translation of the words and
wanted them to write them 5 times to memorize instead of teaching with entertaining

activities.

Teacher’s focus on the four skills was the other research concern in the observation.
As seen in the table, the teachers focused on the speaking, writing, and listening
skills only in a few lessons out of 20 observations, while the mostly emphasized skill
was the reading skills on which the teachers spent much time. What is to add to these
findings is the fact the teachers mainly skipped listening, speaking, and writing
activities. Another note showed that instead of listening to the listening scripts from a
recorder, the teachers read them themselves. To this connection, these activities were

turned into reading activities.
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Table 4.16

The Time Spent on the Curriculum Tenets by the Teachers out of 20 Observations

5 g 2 £ E E E 2
,J .:: . p— o E E E o=
Tz w2 48§ g
&) O Z L g
Curriculum Tenets f f f£ f f f f
1. Use of target language 5"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0
: geLianguage  ehGrade 15 5 0 0 0 0 0
7"Grade 13 7 0 0 0 0 O
8hGrade 16 4 0 0 0 0 0
th
2. Focus on grammar 5 0 Grade 24 8 2 2 1 1
6" Grade 3 3 2 7 2 2 1
7%"Grade 1 11 7 1 0 0 O
8"Grade 3 4 6 5 1 1 0
5"Grade 7 7 2 1 2 11 0
3. Focus on vocabulary 6"Grade 8 8 3 1 0 0 0
7h%Grade 15 5 0 O O O O
8"Grade 12 7 1 0 0 O O
h
4. Focus on listening skills 5"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0
6"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 0
8" Grade 18 0 0 2 0 0 0
h
5. Focus on speaking skills Sth Grade 15 3 1 10 00
6"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0
Tm"Grade 6 7 6 0 0 0 0
8"Grade 16 4 0 0 0 0 0
. . 5"Grade 19 0 0 O 1 5 0
6. Focus on reading skills 6 Grade 15 1 1 2 1 0 o0
7"Grade 9 3 7 0 1 0 0
8"Grade 6 2 4 7 1 0 0
. . 5MGrade 18 2 0 0 0 0 0
7. Focus on writing skills 6hGrade 20 0 0 O O O 0
T"Grade 14 2 3 0 1 0 0
8"Grade 19 0 1 0 0 0 0

Table 4.17 summarizes the observation results of student behaviors. The number of
students to use the target language while communicating and the number of students

to participate in the listening, speaking, reading and writing activities were the two
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research concerns. As seen in the table, except for the 7™ grade classroom in which
1-5 students communicated in English only in one class hour, students in the other
classrooms never utilized the target language while communicating. To continue
with participation in the listening, speaking activities, and writing activities, the

students’ participation rate in reading activities was higher than the other activities.

Table 4.17
The Number of Students Fulfilling Their Expected Roles out of 20 Observations

3 2 & & 2 £ £ g
> s 5 8 3 3 3 &
2 2 3% % 2 2 £ °%
Q ‘(7; 172) 175] 17
i s v = e S A
@) — No) - e S '\
Student Roles f f f f f f f
8. Use of target language 50Grade 19 0 0 0 1 0 O
6" Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
7MGrade 19 1 0 0 0 0 O
8™ Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
0. Particioation in listent 5"Grade 19 1 0 0 O O 0
. Participation 1n listening th
activities 6"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 O
7" Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
8"Grade 18 2 0 0 0 0 O
th
10. Participation in speaking gth giziz }g % ? 8 8 8 8
activities
7" Grade 6 11 2 1 0 0 0
8hGrade 16 4 0 0 0 0 O
h
11. Participation in reading Stth Grade 19 0 0 1 0 0 0
activities 6" Grade 16 4 0 0 0 0 0
7"Grade 9 4 5 1 1 0 0
8"Grade 5 S5 4 5 1 0 0
12. Participation in writing 5"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0
activities 6"Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 O
7" Grade 14 5 1 0 0 0 0
8hGrade 19 1 0 0 0 0 O

Table 4.18 presents the findings about the use of equipment and materials. As seen in

the table, the mostly utilized equipment was the board, while the mostly utilized
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materials were the student book; on the other hand, audio-visual materials and the

visual materials were rarely used.

Table 4.18
The Time Spent on the Suggested Equipment and Materials out of 20 Observations

= § E E 8 E E

Q =} Ve o Ve &

K Z % 2 5 a q §

O R - I

The Equipment and Materials f f f £ f f f
13. Board 5"Grade 2 1 4 10 0 1 2
- boar 6"Grade 0 1 6 9 3 1 0
7"Grade 0 5 9 6 0 0 0

8hGrade 2 3 4 3 6 2 0

5"Grade 14 6 0 0 O 0 0

14. Student book MGrade 2 S 9 4 0 0 0
7"Grade 1 4 2 2 9 1 1

8hGrade 4 1 4 0 6 2 3

. . 5"Grade 18 1 1 0 0 0 0

15. Visual materials 6" Grade 19 0 1 0 0 0 0
7%Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 O

8hGrade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0

16. Audio materials 5"Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
6"Grade 20 0 0 O 0 0 0

7%Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 0

8"Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 0

L ) 50Grade 15 1 2 0 0 2 0

17. Audio-visual materials 6" Grade 14 5 1 o 0 0 0
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O O O

8hGrade 19 0 0 1 0 0 0

Further examination of Table 4.18 indicated that audio materials were never utilized
by the teachers and the teachers spent most of their time on question-answer

activities, while little time was spent on the other materials whenever utilized.
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Table 4.19 presents the observation results of teacher’s use of methods, techniques
and activities. This table showed both the frequency of the use suggested activities
and the time spent on these activities. Further examination of Table 4.19 revealed
that communicative tasks, drawing and coloring, labelling, arts and crafts,
storytelling, and group work were never utilized by any of these teachers in 20 class
hours. Further examination of the table indicated that drama, role-play, games, and
pair work were utilized quite rarely. What is to add, teachers mostly utilized

matching and question-answer.

Table 4.19
The Time Spent on the Methods, Techniques and Activities out of 20 Observations

= o 8 & 3 & g

5 2 3 2 2 E E 3

— =2 . = = = = g

B - & E 8 B 8 g

T2 9 2 7§ & g

&, - ¢ == L T «

Methods, Techniques and f f f f frf f f
Activities

18. Communicative tasks 5"Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0

6"Grade 20 0 0 O 0 0 O

7h"Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 O

8"Grade 20 0 0O O 0 O O

19. Matching 5"Grade 14 4 2 0 0 0 O

6"Grade 14 4 0 2 0 0 0

7M"Grade 11 9 0 0 0 0 O

8hGrade 17 2 1 0 0 0 0

20. Drama 5"Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0

6"Grade 19 1 0 O O 0 0

7h"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 O

8"Grade 20 0 0 O O O O

21. Drawing and coloring SiGrade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0

' 6"Grade 20 0 0 O 0 0 O

7"Grade 20 0 O O O O O

8hGrade 20 0 0O O O O O

22. Games 5"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 0

6"Grade 19 1 0 0 0 0 O

7"Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0

8"Grade 20 0 0 O 0 0 O
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Table 4.19 Continued

Grade Levels

No time

1-5 minutes

11-15 minutes

16-20 minutes

Methods, Techniques and
Activities

~

~| 6-10 minutes

~

~

~| 21-25 minutes

~| 26+ minutes

23

. Labelling

5% Grade
6™ Grade

7% Grade
8™ Grade

20
20

20

p—
p—

24

. Role-play

5t Grade
6™ Grade
7% Grade
8™ Grade

20
20
17
18

——_ O o0 O O~

25

. Question-answer

5" Grade
6" Grade
7 Grade
8" Grade

—_—
S =

26

. Story telling

5% Grade
6™ Grade
7" Grade
8™ Grade

20
20
20
20

27

. Total physical response

5% Grade
6" Grade

7% Grade
8" Grade

18

18
15

28

. Group work

5% Grade
6" Grade

7" Grade
8™ Grade

20
20

20
20

29

. Pair work

5% Grade
6™ Grade
7" Grade
8™ Grade

20
20
15
20

30

. Arts and crafts

5% Grade
6™ Grade

7% Grade
8™ Grade

20
20

20
20

O O OO O, OO0 O OO N NN OO O A~
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Table 4.20

The Frequency of the Use of the Suggested Assessment Methods and Techniques and
Assessment of Language Skills out of 20 Observations

23 5)
s % 5 — o oo < wn &

O A Z
Assessment f f f f f f f
31. Encouraging use of portfolio 5"Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
6"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
7%"Grade 20 0 0 O O O O
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O 0
32. Self-assessment 5"Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
6"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O O 0
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O 0
33. Peer assessment 5" Grade 18 2 0 0 0 0 0
' 6"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
7" Grade 20 0 0O 0 0 0 0
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O 0
. 5"Grade 14 6 0 0 O 0 0
34. Written exams & Grade 15 s 0 0 0 0 0
7"Grade 17 3 0 0 0 0 0
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
35. Assessment of 5"Grade 20 0 O O O 0 0
listening skills 6"Grade 20 0 O O O 0 O
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O O 0
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
_ _ 5fGrade 20 0 O O O O O
36. Assessment of reading skills 6"Grade 20 0 0 0 O 0 0
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O O O
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O 0
.. . 5"Grade 20 0 0O O O 0 O

LA f kill

37. Assessment of writing skills hGrade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 O
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
5"Grade 20 0 0O O O 0 O
38. Assessment of speaking skills 0" Grade 20 0 0 0 0 0 0
7"Grade 20 0 0 O O 0 O
8"Grade 20 0 O O O O O
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Table 4.20 presents findings about teacher’s use of assessment methods and
techniques. As seen in the table, self-assessment was never utilized, likewise
listening, speaking, writing, and reading skills were never assessed. What is to add,
the students were never encouraged to prepare their language portfolios, while only
the written exams were used to measure students’ achievement level. These exams
were aimed mainly to measure students’ grammar knowledge, reading

comprehension and vocabulary knowledge.

4.2.3. The Observed Outcomes

10 achievement tests were conducted to measure students’ proficiency in language
skills in four grade levels. Listening and speaking tests were conducted to the 5™ and
6" grade students; while listening, speaking and writing tests were conducted to the

7" and 8™ grade students based on the curriculum standards.

Table 4.21
Results of the Achievement Tests and Written Exams

5™ Grade 6™ Grade 7" Grade 8t Grade
Tests and Exams M SD M SD M SD M SD
Listening Test 5238 13.11 42 142 51.67 15.03 47.34 15.35
Speaking Test 30.73 2490 9.10 9.99 20.44 21.01 27.42 2695
Writing Test - - - - 7.33 453 952 571

Written Exam 62 7.13 46.16 8.21 60.01 7.58 58.54 9.22

The achievement scores in speaking, and listening skills could range from 0 to 100,
while the scores in the writing skills could range from 0 to 25. The results of these

achievement tests are presented in Table 4.21.

As seen in the table, the 5™ grade students were most successful in the reading skills
(M=62), then followed listening skills (AM=52.38), and speaking skills (M=30.73),
respectively. Likewise, 6 grade students, they were most successful in reading skills

(M=46.16), then followed listening skills (M=42) and speaking skills (A/=9.10).
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To continue with 7% and 8™ grade students, they got very similar results. 7" grade
students were most successful in the reading skills (M=60.01), then followed
listening skills (M=51.67), writing skills (M=7.33) and speaking skills (M=20.44),
respectively. Quite similarly, 8" grade students were most successful in the reading
skills (M=58.54), then followed listening skills (M=47.34), speaking skills
(M=27.44) and writing skills (M=9.52), respectively. As seen, all graders were most
successful in listening, while they were least successful in speaking skills except for
the 7" and 8" graders whose achievement scores writing test were higher than the

speaking test.

Further examination of Table 4.21 indicated that the students’ achievement scores
were rather low except for the results of written exams. To illustrate, only the 5% and
7" graders had a mean above 50 in listening skills test, while the 6™ and the 8™
graders had a mean below 50 and the achievement scores of all grade levels were
below 50, which indicated that the students’ communicative competence was rather

low.

4.3. The Influence of Observed Antecedents and Transactions on the Observed

Outcomes in the 5™, 6, 7! and 8™ Grade Classrooms

The last research question was formulated to examine the contingency among
antecedents, transaction and outcomes. Interview schedules, which were developed
based on the observation forms, achievement tests, and attitude scale, were
conducted with the observed teachers to answer this research question. In addition,
focus group interviews were conducted with students. The findings related to this
research question which was asked to find out the influence of observed antecedents
and transactions on the observed outcomes in terms of the attainment of the

objectives are presented in the following paragraphs.

The interview schedule was conducted with 4 English teachers (T5, T6, T7, T8)
whose demographic characteristics were reported in the preceding sections. Data

collected through these interviews were analyzed through content analysis and the
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analysis yielded three themes which were called “antecedents, transactions, and
outcomes” in parallel to the research question. The themes yielded some sub-themes

as seen in Table 4.22.

Table 4.22

The Themes and Sub-themes Observed Before, During, and After the Implementation
of Curriculum

Themes Sub-themes

1. Antecedents 1.1. Teacher-related factors
1.2. Student-related factors
1.3. School-related factors
1.4. TEOG exam-related factors
1.5. Curricular factors

2. Transactions 2.1. Teacher behaviors
2.2. Student behaviors
3. Outcomes 3.1. Failure in English

Table 4.23 presents the sub-themes for the antecedents and their corresponding
codes. As seen in the table, the teacher-related factors included teachers’
incompetence in target language (TS5), inexperience (T5), family problems (T5),
teaching style (TS5, T6, T7, T8), nonuse of the target language (TS5, T6, T7). Further
examination of the table indicated that they had no knowledge about portfolio (TS,
T6), past experiences (T6, T7), lack of faith in students’ success (T6), lack of a
model teacher (T8), inefficient university education (TS5, T8), learning on their own

(T8), and inability to assess all skills (T7, T8).

Student-related factors included their low level in language skills (T5, T6, T7, TS),
lack of prerequisite knowledge (TS5, T6, T7, T8), low self-confidence (T5, T7, TS),
lack of effort (T6, T7), lack of interest (T6), incompetence in mother tongue (T6,
T7), learning habits (T6), lack of vocabulary (T7, T8), interests/preferences (T7, T8),
unwillingness (T7), lack of responsibility (T7), incompetence in speaking (T7), low

motivation (T8), lack of grammar knowledge (T8), and low participation (T7, T8).

School-related factors included large class size (TS5, T6, T7, T8), lack of materials
(TS5, T6, T7, T8), too much noise (TS5, T7, T8), and school administration (T6, T7).
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Table 4.23

The Antecedents and the Corresponding Codes Observed Before the Implementation

of the Curriculum

Sub-themes

Codes

1. Teacher-related factors

1.1.
1.2.
1.3.
1.4.
L.5.
1.6.
1.7.
1.8.
1.9.

Incompetence in target language
Inexperience

Family problems

Teaching style

Nonuse of the target language
No knowledge about portfolio
Past experiences

Lack of faith in students’ success
Lack of a model teacher

1.10. Inefficient university education
1.11. Learning on her own
1.12. Inability to assess all skills

2. Student-related factors

2.1.
2.2.
2.3.
24.
2.5.
2.6.
2.7.
2.8.
2.9.

Low level in language skills
Lack of prerequisite knowledge
Low self-confidence

Lack of effort

Lack of interest

Incompetence in mother tongue
Learning habits

Lack of vocabulary
Interests/Preferences

2.10. Unwillingness

2.11. Lack of responsibility

2.12. Incompetence in speaking
2.13. Low motivation

2.14. Lack of grammar knowledge
2.15. Low participation

3. School-related factors

3.1.
3.2.
3.3.
3.4.

Large class size
Lack of materials
Too much noise
Administration

4. TEOG exam-related factors

4.1.
4.2.

Exam anxiety
Parent anxiety

5. Curricular factors

5.1.
5.2.
5.3.
54.

Too much focus on listening skills
Loaded curriculum

Insufficient time

Little vocabulary

TEOG exam-related factors included exam anxiety (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and parent

anxiety (TS5, T6, T7). Lastly, curricular factors included too much focus on listening
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skills (T5), loaded curriculum (T5, T7, T8), insufficient time (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and

little vocabulary in the curriculum (T6).

Table 4.24 presents the sub-themes and their corresponding codes for transactions.
As seen in the table, teacher behaviors observed in the teaching and learning process
included nonuse of the target language (TS5, T6, T7, T8), no focus on listening skills
(TS, T6, T7, T8), only written exams (TS5, T6, T7, T8), no assessment for listening
skills (TS5, T6, T7, T8), frequent use of board (T5, T6, T7, T8), frequent use of course
books (TS5, T6, T7, T8), nonuse of portfolios (TS5, T6, T7, T8), too much focus on
grammar (TS5, T6, T7, T8), no focus on speaking skills (TS5, T6, T7, T8), no
assessment for speaking skills (TS5, T6, T7, T8), frequent use of question-answer
technique ignoring others (T5, T6, T7, T8), too much focus on reading skills (TS5, T6,
T7, T8), and little focus on vocabulary (TS5, T6, T7, T8).

The student behaviors, on the other hand, included nonuse of target language (T3,
T6, T7, T8), rare participation in listening activities (TS5, T6, T7, T8), rare
participation in speaking activities (TS5, T6, T7, T8), frequent participation in reading

activities (T7, T8), and rare participation in writing activities (T7, TS).

The interviews started with the observation results about the teaching process
presented above, and the first questions was about the use of the target language
while communicating. When the teachers were asked why they almost never used the
target language while communicating, they pointed to their incompetence in the
target language (T5), large class size (T5, T6, T7, T8), low level of the students (TS,
T6, T7, T8), students’ habits (T6), students’ lack of interest (T6), teachers’ nonuse of
the target language (TS5, T6, T7), students’ lack of comprehension of the spoken
language (T7, T8), and students’ interests/preferences (T7, T8). One teacher pointed
to the following difficulties

It may be because, the teacher is not qualified enough. Except for that, it is
very difficult to use the target language in large classes. I had the chance to
use it in other classes, for example, the children could give answers, could
find answer with the help of my cues. However, I have difficulty in this class
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due to the large class size and their low level. I tried once or twice. I did not
do it again. I realized my lack when you conducted the speaking exam. I do
not know how it can be used in crowded classrooms, but it is necessary to try
more (T5).

Table 4.24

The Transactions and the Corresponding Codes Observed During the
Implementation of the Curriculum

Sub-themes Codes

1. Teacher behaviors 1.1. Nonuse of target language
1.2. No focus on listening skills
1.3. Only written exams
1.4. No assessment for listening skills
1.5. Frequent use of board
1.6. Frequent use of course books
1.7. Nonuse of portfolios
1.8. Too much focus on grammar
1.9. No focus on speaking skills
1.10. No assessment for speaking skills
1.11. Frequent use of question-answer
technique ignoring others
1.12. Too much focus on reading skills
1.13. Little focus on vocabulary

2. Student behaviors 2.1. Nonuse of target language

2.2. Rare participation in listening
activities

2.3 Rare participation in speaking
activities

2.4. More participation in reading
activities

2.5. Rare participation in writing
activities

Another teacher pointed to TEOG examination, and the students as presented below:

It is partly because of students’ preferences and partly TEOG. I think that the
students cannot comprehend the target language. Overall, TEOG examination
is a very important exam for high school, so I did not use the target language
in order not to miss anything about it. Indeed, the students do not prefer it,
because they think that they will not be able to understand it (T8).

When they were asked, why they frequently focused on grammar, they pointed to
TEOG exam (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and family pressure (TS5, T6, T7, T8), as presented in

the following utterances:
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While I was teaching 3™ graders last year, there was not exam anxiety, there
was anxiety about TEOG exam. The expectations of both students and their
parents are the same TEOG exam... I wish we did not have exam anxiety and
we could have a system to grade the students as you did here (speaking exam)
rather than using written exams. I wish the students could learn without my
lecture on where to put the subject or the adjective through practice (T5).

As a further response to this question, pointing also to lack of time (T5, T6, T7, T8),
students’ lack of prerequisite knowledge (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and large class size (TS5,
T6, T7, T8), one teacher stated that

I think, our time is limited as well, because with addition of 2 hours of
selective I have 5 hours a week in this class, however we are trying to settle
our grammar for 5 hours. If they brought more prerequisite knowledge from
primary school, it could be much easier, but they have many lacks except for
a few students. The first unit is on telling the time, one class hour has been
advised for this topic, however I had to teach it from the beginning as they
knew almost nothing about this topic. Indeed, the class hours could be spent
better if the class size was smaller. As you saw, 3 students sit together (T5).

Next, they were told that they rarely focused on vocabulary and they were asked the
reasons behind this result. As a response, they pointed to their anxiety to keep up
with the curriculum pointing to loaded curriculum (TS5, T6, T7, T8), insufficient time

(TS, T6, T7, T8), and TEOG exam (TS5, T6, T7, T8), one teacher reported that:

I have four class hours in this classroom, there are 10 units in the book,
naturally there are a lot of subject matters to teach...There are lots of
activities in the book as well. I left them to learn the words...If we do it with
a game, it lasts for a class hour, this causes some disruptions for TEOG exam
(T8).

Later on, their focus on language skills was examined. When they were asked why
they focused on reading skills in almost all lessons, they pointed to TEOG exam (T3,
T6, T7, T8), saying that “that is because, TEOG is based on reading comprehension”
(T3).

When they were questioned about the reasons behind their rare focus on listening

skills, they pointed to lack of materials (TS5, T6, T7, T8), technical problems with the
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smart board (TS5, T6, T7), and large class size (TS5, T6, T7, T8). One teacher, for

example, pointed to some of his experiences, and stated that

We cannot do very much, because the students start to laugh and they go
away from the lesson. This is also due to students’ life styles: they do not
watch foreign films, foreign channels. They are not interested in English,
because English means nothing to them. At the beginning of my teaching
profession, I did listening activities a lot. I would walk around the school with
a tape in my hand, but later I recognized that I did not see any use in doing
this. Neither their pronunciation improved nor their interest increased, so we
do not do it anymore (T6).

The other skill observed was speaking skills. When they were questioned about the
reasons behind their rare focus on speaking skills, they pointed to students’ low
participation (T7, T8), and lack of self-confidence (T5, T7, T8). One teacher stated
that

As you said, I try to do speaking activities with questioning, but the students
do not participate. As there is no participation, I ignore these activities. In
addition, the same students participate while the others do not. As they do not
have self-confidence or they think they are incompetent in language, they
prefer to stay silent (T7).

A teacher finished her views about her rare focus on listening, and speaking skills

admitting that too much focus on grammar leaves no room for other skills. She stated

Frankly, the reason is that we focus on grammar too much, so we ignore the
others. The students can improve themselves about grammar, it will be very
difficult without teacher’s help. As a result, they cannot develop themselves
and have lacks...We have spent 80-90% of our time on grammar and
vocabulary, but that part [focus on speaking and listening skills] was too little
(TS).

The last skill observed was writing skills. The observation results indicated that they
rarely focused on writing skills, when asked about the reasons behind this result, they
addressed students’ lack of prerequisite knowledge (TS5, T6, T7, T8), their lack of
vocabulary (T5, T6, T7, T8), their incompetence in mother tongue (TS5, T6, T7, T8),
their low level for writing activities (T7, T8), insufficient time (TS, T6, T7, T8),
TEOG exam (T5, T6, T7, T8), and large class size (TS5, T6, T7, T8). Pointing to

TEOG, one teacher stated that
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It is a matter of time again. They need to have a knowledge of grammar and
vocabulary in order to write. When they are absent, and when we try to
compensate, we sacrifice TEOG exam. We thought that TEOG exam is based
on reading comprehension, so we should do these activities more...I
sometimes assign them as homework, but it is difficult to give feedback as
time is not enough in a crowded classroom. When they read what they have
written, it lasts for a lesson. I mean, we do not have time for writing...The
students already cannot manage these activities (T8).

Lastly, when they were asked why they never focused on the students with individual

learning difficulties, they pointed to large class size (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and lack of
time (TS5, T6, T7, T8).

Then, the interview went on with the observation results on student behaviors.

Depending on the observation results, they were asked why the students never used

the target language while communicating. As a response, they addressed their lack of

use of the target language (T5, T6, T7, T8), students’ lack of interest (T6, T7, TS8),

and students’ incompetence in their mother tongue (TS5, T6, T7, T8). One teacher

blamed herself and stated that:

That is because, I did not use the target language while communicating with
them. That is why, they do not struggle to communicate in English with each
other. Then, when you ask them: “how are you”, they stand stock-still. If you
write the question, for example, they answer. It is because of me again; they
don’t use it as [ don’t use (T5).

Pointing to students’ incompetence in their mother tongue, another teacher reported

that

They do not have such a desire [desire to communicate in English]; they have
no interest. Can they speak Turkish properly? They are very bad at even their
mother tongue. I ask them to write a letter to me at the beginning of every
year, | receive very funny things, and the moment I see their Turkish, I can
understand how their success in English will be. They are very bad at mother
tongue (T6).

The other questions with respect to the students’ behaviors were about their

participation in activities. The results indicated that the students participated in the

reading activities more than listening and speaking activities. When they were asked
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about this result, they pointed to students’ low self-confidence (T5, T6, T7, T8), low
level (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and lack of prerequisite knowledge (TS5, T6, T7, T8). One
teacher stated that:

The students seek concrete things, they feel more confident about the things
they read, they are less confident for others, so their participation in the others
is less, because they feel unsecure and insufficient. Also, as we do more
reading activities for TEOG exam, they participate more. As a result, their
reading skills develop, while the others do not (T8).

Afterwards, the interviews continued with the teachers’ use of materials. Two
important points were directed to the teachers. First, they were asked why they
frequently used the board in almost all lessons ignoring audio, visual, and audio-
visual materials. As a response, they addressed their teaching styles (TS5, T6, T7, T8),
and lack of materials (T5, T6, T7, T8). One teacher replied stating that

When we start the new unit, I write the new words and the new grammar
rules on the board. In order to write sentences with these new words, I assign
the students to write these words 5 times at home so that they can memorize
them. To illustrate, if I gave them the words “swim, jump”, I use the board
again to teach them “I can swim, I can jump” (TS).

As a further response, another teacher stated that

I used the course books at most, they were available with the students. We
used the board, as you said. We used the smart board after we finished the
units in order to solve questions in elective English course. In English course,
we used the board and the course books to teach grammar (T7).

With respect to the methods, techniques and activities suggested in the curriculum,
they were observed to use question-answer technique most, on the other hand,
communicative tasks, group work, pair work, drama, drawing and coloring, games,
labelling, role-play, storytelling, total physical response, and arts and crafts were
either utilized quite rarely, or were never utilized. When the reasons behind this issue
were asked, the teachers pointed to easiness of question-answer (T7), large class size

(TS5, Te, T7, T8), students’ low participation (TS5, T6, T7, T8), students’ lack of
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interest (TS5, T6, T7, T8), and TEOG exam anxiety (TS5, T6, T7, T8). One teacher
stated that

Question-answer is the easiest one for us. It is better for crowded classrooms.
We did a communicative task once. I couldn’t find opportunity to utilize pair
works and group works due to large class size, I even wanted to combine the
desks in some classrooms, but the desks were insufficient... It is again due to
our exam anxiety. We have to finish all the topics before the exams. Indeed,
we see them as the secondary aim (T5).

Another teacher, in addition to above statements, addressed insufficiency of the time,
classroom environment, and the students’ interests and preferences in the following

sentences:

Yes, questions were asked generally and the students gave answers...The
students see drawing and coloring childish. We used word games, we do not
have sufficient time for roleplay, drama, storytelling, it is not possible to use
all of them. Maybe, the time is enough for TEOG exam, but we need more
time to do all of these activities for language learning. I do not have an
appropriate environment for arts and craft, there should be interest and
motivation for it, but they see no relation to language learning. When we do
something different, they think that I ignore TEOG exam (T8).

Regarding the suggested assessment methods and techniques, it was observed that
the teachers utilized written exams, however peer assessment, and self-assessment
were never utilized and portfolios were not reminded. In response to this result, one

teacher addressed students’ low level, and administrative actions, and reported that

It 1s true. Regarding peer assessment, the students are not so different from
each other. There is not even one student who has ability and interest in
language. He cannot assess his friends about a topic he does not know. I do
not believe that the students can prepare the portfolios as expected...If the
administrators only collect written exams from us, they expected these [the
other assessments], we would implement them as well (T6).

In parallel to this result, only reading skills were assessed, while speaking and
listening skills were not assessed. Lack of materials (TS5, T6, T7, T8) and little
practice in listening and speaking skills (TS5, T6, T7, T8) were reported to be the
main reasons behind this result. For this issue, a teacher stated that
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Their reading skills are measured through written exams. I did not have
education at university on how to assess speaking skills. I see myself
inefficient in this part...If we focus on speaking, writing, and listening skills,
I can assess them as well. However, it is not true to assess the students’
speaking, listening, and writing skills as we do not spend time on these skills
(T8).
Last of all, the results of achievement tests were shared with the teachers and the
likely reasons behind these results were sought for. To start with the listening results,
they mainly found these results fine due to little emphasis on listening skills. Happy
with this result, one teacher stated that “They got this result although I did no
listening activity. The result is limited to my reading; we did nothing extra. It seems
that the students know something although I never focused on listening skills” (T5).
Similarly, the other teacher admitted that the students could be more successful if she
focused on listening skills a little more, she expressed that “they answered the

questions related to this text from listening from me, [ mean I read. It shows that if

we focus on this skill a little more, the results will be much higher” (T7).

Next, the results of speaking skills test were shared and the reasons for these results
were examined. As a response, they pointed to little practice on speaking skills (TS5,
T6, T7, T8), students’ fear of making mistakes (T7, T8), and the difficult nature of

speaking skills which necessitate production. One teacher stated that

I witnessed the exam personally as we assessed some of them together. I
think it is very normal considering our little focus on speaking skills. In
addition, they do not prefer speaking. However, there were some students
who spoke very well, which surprised me a lot. They are afraid of speaking,
and they ignore the communicative nature of the language (T8).

Last of all, the results of the writing skills test were shared and the reasons for these
results were investigated. As a response, one teacher pointed to little practice on

writing, and TEOG exam stating that

What is important for us is that the students should read the question and
answer it in TEOG exam, so we did not focus on writing too much. In reading
activities, for example, I ignore the grammatical mistakes as long as the
answer is true, because they may feel that they will fail in TEOG exam. As a
result, our writing skills did not develop (T8).
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Another teacher addressed students’ lack of vocabulary, and the students’

unawareness of the writing techniques (T7).

As mentioned before, four focus group interviews were conducted with 24 students;
six students from each grade level. Some parallel questions similar to the ones asked
to the teachers were directed to the students. The reasons behind their little
participation in the activities and the likely reasons behind the results of the
achievement tests were sought for in these focus groups. While examining these
reasons, their suggestions for more participation and better success were also touched
upon. Data collected through semi-structured focus group interviews were analyzed

through content analysis.

To start with the demographic information about the participants, there were six
females and six males in the first focus group (FG1) which was composed of 5%
grade students. Of these participants, five of them were 11 years old, while one was
12. All of these participants’ mothers were housewives, while the jobs of the fathers
were differing. Three fathers were workers, one was a librarian, one was a driver,

and the other one was a tradesman.

The second focus group (FG2) was conducted with six 6™ graders. There were three
females and three males in this focus group. Of these participants, all of them were
12 years old. All of these participants’ mothers were housewives, while the jobs of
the fathers were differing. One was an engineer, one was a driver, two fathers were

workers, and the two were tradesmen.

The third focus group (FG3) was conducted with six 7" graders. There were three
females and three males in the focus group. Of these participants, five of them were
13 years old, while one was 14. All of these participants’ mothers were housewives,
while the jobs of the fathers were differing. Three fathers were workers, while the

other three were drivers.
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The fourth focus group (FG4) was conducted with six 8" graders. There were three
females and three males in the focus group. Of these participants, five of them were
14 years old, while one was 15. All of these participants’ mothers were housewives,
while the jobs of the fathers were different. Three fathers were workers, one was a

cook, one was a driver, and the one was a tradesman.

The content analysis yielded two themes which were labelled as “reasons and

suggestion”. The findings are presented in the following paragraphs.

The observation results were shared with them, and their views about these results
were taken. First, it was stated that the target language was never used in the
classroom, and the likely reasons were asked to them. As a response, the students
pointed to the great amount of noise in the classroom (FG1, FG3, FG4), lack of
knowledge (FG1, FG2, FG3, FG4), and nonuse of the target language by the teachers
(FG2, FG3, FG4).

Then, the interviews went on with the participation in the activities. When they were
asked why they did not participate in the listening activities, the students pointed to
lack of comprehension (FG1, FG2, FG4), lack of listening from the recordings or a
native (FG1, FG2, FG3), and lack of vocabulary (FG1) as stated by one of them “we
listened to the dialogues on the smart board, but we do not understand anything as
we do not know the words in the dialogues” (FG1). Furthermore, they addressed lack
of practice (FG1) as reported by one student who stated that “actually, we do not do
this very much in the classroom, we generally study the lesson, words, and we solve

questions” (FG1).

The other observation result showed that they did not participate in speaking
activities, either. When asked about this, they addressed lack of comprehension
(FG1, FG2, FG3), noise (FG1), lack of self-confidence and anxiety (FG4), inability
to pronounce (FG3, FG4), and lack of prerequisite knowledge (FG1, FG2). They
suggested more study on the part of the students (FG1) and expected more activities

for these skills (FG1, FG2, FG3). In addition, they suggested speaking English in this
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lesson (FG1), more entertaining activities (FG2, FG3), games (FG3), and a silent
classroom (FG2).

Afterwards, the results of achievement tests were shared with them. The results of
listening test were found to be low (FG1, FG2, FG3, FG4), and the reasons were
reported by the students to be large class size (FG1, FG2), lack of vocabulary (FG1),
lack of focus on listening activities (FG2, FG3, FG4), lack of prerequisite knowledge
(FG1, FG2, FG3), lack of materials (FG4), lack of interest (FG2), too much noise
(FG2), lack of comprehension (FG1, FG2, FG3, FG4), the teacher’s reading the
listening texts (FG1, FG2, FG3, FG4).

Therefore, they suggested a smaller and more silent class (FG1, FG2), more practice
in listening activities (FG1, FG2, FG3, FG4), different and entertaining activities
(FG1, FG3), use of smart board more (FG2), headphones (FG4), removal of TEOG
(FG4), and music and songs (FG3).

Next, their views about the likely reasons behind the results of speaking test, and
suggestions for better results were sought for. As reasons, they pointed to the large
class (FG1), lack of classroom management (FG1), lack of focus on speaking skills
(FG2, FG3, FG4), lack of interest in speaking activities (FG1), boring activities
(FGI1, FG2), lack of prerequisite knowledge (FG2), and lack of comprehension (FG1,
FG3). One student, for example, stated that “We do not do speaking activities. [
mean sometimes. The teacher comes and says: “how are you, thank you, sit down”.
That is all. We write the speaking activities, but we do not speak” (FG3). As
suggestions, they expected more entertaining activities (FG1, FG2, FG3), games
(FGI1, FG3), help from the better students (FG1), and the teacher to speak in English
(FG4).

Lastly, their views about the likely reasons behind the results of writing test and their
suggestions for better results were sought for. The students found them as expected
results (FG3, FG4), as they could not write. They addressed teacher’s lack of focus

on writing skills (FG3, FG4). One student, for example, expressed that “our teacher
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does not necessitate writing a composition, she just writes on the board, and we write
them on our notebooks”. Furthermore, they addressed lack of focus on writing
activities due to TEOG exam (FG4), and their lack of prerequisite knowledge about
words and grammar (FG4). Different lessons for different skills and additional

courses were suggested for more success (FG3).
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

This chapter presents discussions and implications related to the study. After
providing a brief summary of the findings for each of the research question, the
findings are discussed in line with the literature and previous research; and then,
implications are presented for practical purposes and future research in relation to the

middle school (grades 5-8) English language curriculum.

5.1. Discussion of the Findings

This section presents discussions with respect to the findings of the present study.

The findings regarding each research question are discussed separately.

5.1.1. The Teachers’ Views about the Middle School English Language

Curriculum

The first research question was asked to find out the views of English language
teachers about the middle school English language curriculum. A questionnaire
composed of two parts was used to answer this research question. The first part
included items about teachers’ demographic characteristics, and the second part was

composed of items about curriculum components.

To start with the findings related to the demographic characteristics of the
participants, there were more females than males, almost all of the teachers had a
bachelor’s degree, about three-fifth of them graduated from foreign language
education department, about three-fifth of them participated in YDS exam, while
there was almost no participation in TOEFL and IELTS, two-fifth of them have been

abroad, while three-fifth have not, more than three-fifth of them did not follow any
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publication about their profession, while about two-fifth do, the participation in
conference about their profession was almost equal, and all of them were teaching in
4 grade levels. Regarding their source of knowledge about the middle school English
language curriculum, only two-fifth of them have participated in in-service training,
and among those who participated, only one-tenth of them found the in-service
training satisfactory enough, so they mainly learnt about it in colleague meetings or
through personal search. In addition, more than three-fifth of the teachers
emphasized all language skills, while only one-tenth of them emphasized listening
and speaking skills in the 5 grade classrooms; about four-fifth of them emphasized
all language skills, while only one-twentieth of them emphasized listening and
speaking skills in the 6™ grade classrooms, about four-fifth of them emphasized all
language skills in the 7" grade classrooms, and similarly about four-fifth of them

emphasized all language skills in the 8" grade classrooms.

As the demographic characteristics showed most of the teachers were graduates of
foreign language department as expected. However, their participation in exams
showed that they are good at reading comprehension which is measured by YDS
exam, while their proficiency in listening, speaking, and writing skills is not known
as almost none of them have participated in TOEFL and IELTS. The other important
point is that the teachers did not develop themselves in parallel to the recent
developments. Similar to the findings found by Yaman (2010), and Tekin-Ozel
(2011), this finding indicated that the majority of the teachers have not participated
in any in-service training about the middle school English language curriculum, so
their knowledge about this curriculum was limited to their personal search and the
colleague meetings. Therefore, it can be put forward that the new curriculum has not
changed many of these teachers’ practices in their classrooms which can be
understood from the mostly emphasized language skills, that is because the findings
showed that the vast majority of the teachers emphasized all skills, while the
curriculum advocates more focus on listening and speaking skills in order to improve
the students’ communicative competence (MoNE, 2013). However, for this
curriculum to be successful, the implementers of this curriculum need to be informed

about it very well, and they need to adopt the curriculum standards.
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When the findings about the teachers’ perceptions of the components of the
curriculum are examined, it is seen that they have both negative and positive views
about the curriculum components. To start with their positive views about the
objectives, as suggested in the study of Giines (2009), the objectives were found to
be congruent with the general purposes of English language curriculum in the present
study. Consistent with the studies of Er (2006), and Giines (2009), they were
reported to be consistent with each other. In contrast to the studies conducted by
Ormeci (2009), Tekin-Ozel (2011) and Yaman (2010) which indicated that the
objectives were above students’ level, the present study and the studies conducted by
Biiyiikduman (2005), and Giines (2009) showed that they were appropriate for the
students’ level of development. Furthermore, they were found to be attainable,
observable and measurable, helpful in developing students’ reading skills, and
sufficient in quantity to develop the students’ reading skills. What is more, it
indicated that they can be used in students’ daily life, and they can be achieved in the

planned time.

On the other hand, as the studies conducted by Ormeci (2009), and Tekin-Ozel
(2011) suggested, the findings of the present study indicated that this curriculum
cannot develop learner autonomy. In addition, it was found that the objectives cannot
develop students’ communicative competence. The findings also indicated that the
objectives were not very helpful in developing the students’ listening, speaking, and
writing skills, and they were found to be insufficient in quantity to develop those
skills. This finding is consistent with the studies of Biiyiikduman (2005), Giines
(2009), Yaman (2010), and Yorii (2012) which concluded that objectives related to
reading skills were attainable, while the ones related to listening, writing and

speaking skills were not possible to attain.

The findings related to the content of the curriculum indicated that teachers had more
positive views than the negative ones. To illustrate, in contrast to Biiyilkduman
(2005) who found that the content was not consistent with the objectives, the present
study reported the opposite consistent with the studies conducted by Er (2006),

Glines (2009), and Mersinligil (2002). Consistent with the studies of Er (2006), and
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Giines (2009), the present study showed that the content was appropriate for the
needs and interests of the students. As suggested in the studies of Giines (2009), and
Mersinligil (2002), the content was found to be appropriate for the students’ level of
development in the present study which is in direct contrast to the study conducted
by Harman (1999). Consistent with the study of Giines (2009), the content was found
to be coherent in itself, and it included information that students could use in their
daily life. In contrast to the studies conducted by Biiylikduman (2005), Demirtas and
Erdem (2015), Dinger (2013), Er (2006), Erdogan (2005), Erkan (2009), Mersinligil
(2002), Ocak, Kizilkaya, and Boyraz (2013), Ormeci (2009), Tekin-Ozel (2011),
Yaman (2010), and Yori (2012), which concluded that the time allocated for the
implementation of the program was inadequate, the teachers’ quantitative responses
signified that the content can be finished in the planned time. Some of these findings
of the present study are in direct contrast to the study conducted by Harman (1999)
who found that the content could not be applied in real life, and it was not
appropriate for students’ age and level. What is more, it was found that the content
can ensure active participation of the students, ensure the achievement of the
objectives, and develop the students’ reading skills. On the other hand, like the
findings with respect to the objectives, it was found out that the content cannot

develop the students’ listening, speaking, and writing skills.

The findings with respect to the materials of the curriculum showed that the teachers
had positive views about the materials. To illustrate, the findings indicated that the
suggested materials could support the attainment of the objectives, increase active
participation of the students, increase the students’ interest in the lesson, be reached
easily as found by Giines (2009), and consolidate students’ learning. They were also
reported to be appropriate for students’ age level in the present study as suggested in
the study of Giines (2009). To this connection, it can be put forward that there are no

problems with the suggested materials.

The findings regarding the activities suggested in the curriculum indicated more
positive characteristics than the negative ones. To begin with the positive aspects, the

findings indicated that the activities can help the students develop positive attitudes
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towards English, increase active participation of the students as suggested in the
study of Giines (2009). Inconsistent with the study of Er (2006) which concluded that
the activities were not consistent with objectives, they were found to ensure the
attainment of the objectives in the present study. In contrast to the study of Erkan
(2009), the present study signified that the activities were applicable in the classroom
consistent with the study of Giines (2009). As reported in the studies conducted by
Biiylikduman (2005), and Giines (2009), they were found to be student-centered in
the present study. What is to add, they were found to be appropriate for the students’
level of development, in parallel to the students’ daily life. In contrast to these
positive characteristics, the findings also indicated that the activities cannot develop
the students’ communicative competence, listening, speaking and writing skills,
while only students’ reading skills can be developed. Moreover, as the studies
conducted by Ormeci (2009), and Tekin-Ozel (2011) suggested, the findings of the

present study indicated that this curriculum cannot develop learner autonomy.

Lastly, the findings related to teachers’ views about the assessment methods and
techniques suggested in the curriculum indicated that they are applicable, and
congruent with the objectives as suggested in the study of Giines (2009). In addition,
the findings revealed that they take the students’ level of development into account,
and they can be used to measure the students’ reading and writing skills. On the other
hand, it was found that the suggested assessment methods and techniques cannot be

used to measure the students’ listening and speaking skills.

All of these findings about the curriculum components indicated that the curriculum
has been designed paying attention to creation of satisfactory relationships among
curriculum’s components (Oliva, 1997; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017; Tyler ,1949). To
illustrate, these findings showed that the curriculum had appropriate scope, sequence,
continuity, and integration. When the evaluation studies conducted on English
language curricula are examined, the findings of the present study indicated that
many problems with respect to the components of the new curriculum developed in
2012 have been solved, while only a few but most crucial problems still exist. The

most important problem in this respect is that like the other curricula developed since
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1997, this curriculum cannot develop students’ autonomy, communicative
competence, and their writing, listening, and speaking skills. Although this
curriculum has been designed to develop learners’ communicative competence
(MoNE, 2013) either through writing or speaking, these findings revealed that this
curriculum cannot develop learners’ writing, listening, and speaking skills. The

following paragraphs present the likely reasons behind this failure.

5.1.2. The Observed Antecedents, Transactions and Outcomes in the 5%, 6, 7t

and 8™ Grade Classrooms

This section presents information about the variables influencing the overall
outcomes of the curriculum. These variables include the ones observed before the
implementation of the curriculum which refers to antecedents; the ones observed
throughout the implementation process referring to transactions; and the ones
observed at the end of the implementation referring to the outcomes. Data were
collected through observation forms, interviews, achievement tests, and attitude
scale. The discussion with respect to the findings related to the antecedents, the

transactions, and the outcomes are presented below.

5.1.2.1. The Observed Antecedents

Data with respect to the observed antecedents were gathered through an attitude scale
conducted to the students, and interviews conducted with the teachers. The data with
respect to the attitude scale were analyzed using frequencies, percentages, means,
and standard deviations, while the qualitative data obtained from the interviews were

analyzed through content analysis.

To begin with the demographic characteristics of the students as gathered with the
attitude scale, it was found that the number of female and male students in these
classes was almost equal, the education level of their fathers and mothers was rather
low, the vast majority of the mothers were housewives, while most of the fathers

were workers, and almost half of the students did not have someone to help them
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while studying English. To this connection, it is possible to say that the students did
not have any opportunity to learn English outside the classroom which increases the
teacher’s importance for their learning. Regarding their past achievement grades
which were measured by written exams, except for the 6 grade students, the other
students were mainly successful. However, this finding did not show anything about
the students’ competence in listening, writing, and speaking skills as they were not

measured by the teachers in their previous grade levels.

The findings with respect to attitude scale showed that the students had positive
attitude towards English. In contrast to the study conducted by Mersinligil (2002)
who found that the students had negative attitude towards English, the present study
showed that they were aware of the importance of English as a foreign language, and
they desired to learn English. Among four grade levels, the 6™ graders, who had the
lowest past achievement scores, had the least positive attitudes towards English as a

foreign language as well.

The findings obtained through the content analysis revealed that there were four
themes observed before the implementation of the curriculum. These variables were
teacher characteristics, student characteristics, school characteristics, and curriculum

characteristics.

The findings with respect to teacher characteristics indicated that they had many
characteristics which were incongruent with curriculum standards. First of all, as the
findings with respect to the teacher questionnaire revealed, the teachers who were
interviewed did not participate in any in-service training about the new English
language curriculum, so they had insufficient knowledge about the curriculum, and
they had no knowledge about CEFR. This finding indicates that these teachers had to
implement the curriculum without any change in their preferences of strategies,

method, and techniques. As stated by Orntein and Hunkings (2017),

Teachers must become highly knowledgeable about the new curriculum

content; they must perfect new instructional approaches; they must know how

to manipulate the educational environment, taking into consideration the
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backgrounds and learning styles of their students. Such support often takes
the form of in-service training or staff development. (260)

Actually, the curriculum does not provide any information about the necessary
teacher qualifications, but as stated by Stake (1967), unavailable standards must be
estimated. To this connection, the teacher to implement any curriculum has to know
almost everything about this curriculum first, however these teachers had very
limited knowledge about the curriculum they implemented. As stated by Tekisik
(2005), it depends on the training of the implementers of the curriculum for a
curriculum to be successful (as cited in Tekin-Ozel, 2011). Furthermore, they made
no preparation before entering the classroom except for following the teacher’s guide
book. As a result, they mainly preferred question-answer technique, and expository
teaching while implementing the curriculum thus they ignored communicative
language teaching. To this connection, they mostly preferred to focus on reading
skills and grammar skipping listening, speaking and writing activities, although the
teachers were recommended that the focus of learning should be on communication,
rather than on completing curricular items within a given period of time (MoNE,
2013). Indeed, they admitted that they even did not know how to apply
communicative approach and they were not so good at these skills due to their
insufficient pre-service university education. Therefore, they had to find their own
way mainly by taking their previous teachers in middle school or high school as
models. In other words, they were used to teaching in the way they were taught years
ago with grammar teaching as reported by the interviewees. As concluded in the
study of Tekin-Ozel (2011), the present study showed that the teachers have not left

their old habits while implementing the curriculum.

Despite all these negative and incongruent characteristics, however, the teachers
mainly had positive attitudes towards their job in that they loved English, valued
their job, and they were happy and satisfied with their job despite the difficulties
encountered throughout the process. In addition, it was found that the teachers were
aware of some of their incompetence such as failure to express themselves, failure to

apply some standards of the curriculum, and they were aware of the fact that they
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needed to develop themselves with the changing time. Therefore, they need to be
provided with opportunities by the policy makers to cope with their incompetence,

otherwise these problems found by the present study will never end.

Likewise, the findings related to student characteristics indicated both positive
characteristics congruent with the curriculum standards, and negative and
incongruent characteristics. To start with the congruent and positive characteristics,
they had positive attitudes towards English, they wanted to learn English. On the
other hand, they were incompetent in their mother tongue, they had lack of
prerequisite knowledge, and they were bad at listening, speaking and writing skills as
put forward by their teachers. Considering the spiral nature of this curriculum which
advocates that students frequently encounter content and activities that have
previously been covered in order to reinforce what they already know (Oliva, 1997;
Ornstein & Hunkins, 2017; Tyler ,1949), lack of prerequisite knowledge may cause
great problems with respect to the implementation process. That is because, it may

cause the teacher to spend more time on the subjects at which the students are poor.

The third variable taken as antecedent was the school characteristics. The findings
with respect to this variable indicated that the materials available to use were only
smart boards, the internet, and the students’ course books, which shows that the
school did not provide the teachers with many materials suggested in the curriculum.
In addition, the classrooms were found to be crowded by the teachers which caused
so much noise, failure to reach all students and inappropriate seating arrangement.
As a result, it caused the teachers to skip listening and speaking skills, and it
hindered student-centered activities such as games, pair works, and group works as

reported by the teachers.

The findings regarding curriculum characteristics revealed that the curriculum, in
one hand, had appropriate texts for students’ level and interest, interesting themes,
easy topics, attainable objectives, and applicable objectives in students’ real life
consistent with the findings obtained from the teacher questionnaire. On the other

hand, the findings also revealed that the writing, and speaking activities were
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difficult, and the curriculum was overloaded in contrast to the findings gathered
through the teacher questionnaire which indicated that the curriculum content can be

delivered on time.

5.1.2.2. The Observed Transactions

Data regarding transactions were collected through observation forms. The gathered
data were analyzed with frequencies. Discussion and comparison of these findings

with related literature are presented in the following paragraphs.

The findings with respect to the observed transactions revealed that there was mainly
a teacher-centered instruction with almost no focus on student-centered instruction
consistent with the study of Gupta (2004) who claimed that there is teacher-centered
and lecture-centered teaching in Indian primary schools which was in direct contrast
to the curriculum standards. However, the research studies indicate that the students
want to be more active regardless of nationality. To illustrate, Littlewood (2000),
who compared the attitudes of the learners living in Vietnam, Thailand, Bruni,
Malaysia, South Korea, Honk Kong, Japan and Mainland with the learners in
European countries including Spain, Finland and Germany, found that both groups of
learners wanted to be active throughout the teaching process. As suggested in the
studies conducted by Kozikoglu (2014), Ocak, Kizilkaya and Boyraz (2013), and
Tekin-Ozel (2011), the present study showed that the teachers spent most of the time
on reading skills, and grammar, however they spent very little time on listening,
speaking, and writing skills. This finding was also inconsistent with the findings
gathered through the teacher questionnaire as those findings indicated that the
teachers focused on all language skills. However, the findings arrived at through
observations and interviews showed that the listening, speaking, and writing
activities were skipped most of the time. This finding was in direct contrast to the
curriculum standards as the focus is recommended to be not necessarily on
grammatical structures and linguistic functions, but on authentic use of the language
in an interactive context in order to generate real meaning (MoNE, 2013) and the

primary function of the language is said to be communication (Richards & Rodgers,
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2001). To this connection, the language should be presented as a means for
communication rather than a subject to be learnt or an academic requirement to be
fulfilled (MoNE, 2013). Although the teachers skipped most of the student-centered
activities because of too much focus on grammar, they still found the curriculum
overloaded. The main reason behind this belief was that the teachers tried to present
every detail about a grammatical point. To illustrate with a simple example as
observed in the classroom, one of the objectives in a unit, was “expressing their likes
and dislikes, asking and answering questions about their likes and dislikes”. The
teacher was expected to help students construct and express sentences starting with
the subject “I”, however the teacher tried to teach them how to construct sentences
with all subjects paying attention to the positive, negative, and question forms of the
sentences. If the teacher was aware that the objective like “expressing other people’s
likes and dislikes, asking and answering questions about other people’s likes and
dislikes” would be given in the preceding units, maybe she would not skip above
mentioned activities and would not label the curriculum as overloaded. In addition,
consistent with the studies conducted by Mersinligil (2002), and Tekin-Ozel (2011),
the present study showed that the teachers almost never used the target language
while communicating. As stated in MoNE (2013); however, the teachers are present
in the classroom mainly for communicating in English, use of Turkish is not
prohibited or discouraged, but it is suggested to be employed only as necessary.
Although communication is suggested to be carried out in English as much as
possible (MoNE, 2013), the students, like their teachers, never used the target
language while communicating, either. Actually, they cannot be expected to use the
target language if their teachers never use it, so it is a quite natural result. The other
finding revealed that they participated in only reading activities, while very few
students participated in the listening, speaking, and writing activities which were

done quite rarely.

To continue with the use of materials, students are suggested to be continuously
exposed to English through audio and visual materials. However, as the studies
conducted by Akiizel (2006), Kaya, Ok and Uriin (2015), Mersinligil (2002), and

Tekin-Ozel (2011) concluded, the findings of the present study indicated that the
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most frequently utilized equipment and materials were the board and the students’

books, while visual, audio, and audio-visual materials were almost never utilized.

MOoNE (2013) suggests use of activities and methods like arts and crafts, and drama
which can foster enjoyment of language learning; however, the findings about the
activities used by the teachers revealed that the most frequently utilized activities
included question-answer, and matching. On the other hand, consistent with the
study of Mersinligil (2002), communicative tasks, drama, drawing and coloring,
games, labelling, arts and crafts, storytelling, group work, and pair work were almost
never utilized by the teacher, while total physical response and role-play were
utilized quite rarely. These findings partly support the study conducted by Yildirim
(1999) who found that the most frequently utilized activities were question-answer,
lecturing, teaching of grammar, role-play, and drama. Students develop
communicative skills in English by “doing things with the language” rather than by
“learning about the language” (MoNE, 2013). However, the findings of the present
study showed that the students tried to learn about the language instead of using it as
a means for communication. These findings showed that there was mainly teacher-
centered instruction as suggested in the studies of Kaya, Ok and Uriin (2015),
Kozikoglu (2014), Mersinligil (2002), Dénmez (2010), Ormeci (2009), and Tekin-
Ozel (2011). What is to add, although the findings from the teacher questionnaire
revealed that the curriculum could be finished in the planned time, the findings
gathered through observations showed that the curriculum could be finished on time
that is because the teachers mainly utilized a teacher-centered instruction skipping

most of the student-centered, listening, speaking, and writing activities.

Last of all, the assessment methods and techniques used by the teachers were in
parallel to the classroom practices mentioned above. To illustrate, the students’
reading skills were measured through written exams, while self-assessment was
never utilized, likewise consistent with the study of Giines (2009), listening,
speaking, and writing skills were never assessed, and the students were never
encouraged to use the portfolio. This finding is not congruent with curriculum

standards, either, as self-assessment, peer assessment, student portfolios, oral exams,
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quizzes, homework assignments and projects are suggested in the curriculum in
addition to the written exams. These findings are consistent with the studies
conducted by Dinger (2013), Dénmez (2010), Giines (2009), Harman (1999), Kaya,
Ok and Uriin (2015), Ormeci (2009), and Tekin-Ozel (2011) which reported that
alternative assessment methods were not utilized by the teachers. The findings with
respect to teacher questionnaire revealed that the curriculum could not develop
learner autonomy. As stated by Little (2007; 2009), in order to develop learner
autonomy, the students need to be allowed to assess their own learning which can be
achieved through such acts as self-assessment, and portfolios, however these findings
showed that the students were not given the chance to develop their autonomy. In a
study conducted by Glover (2011) to find out to what extent the students’ awareness
of speaking skills would change, in the course a semester, using parts of the
Common Reference Levels of CEFR for self-assessment, it was found that the
students used CRL statements to write longer, more relevant, and more detailed and
critical descriptions of their speaking skills. In other words, the students’ awareness
of their speaking skills was found to increase. As this study indicates, there are many
ways to take advantage of the framework. If the teachers were aware of these
descriptors and knew how to use them, the students could be aware of their own
skills, thus they might wish to take the responsibility of their learning and develop

themselves.

Although the main purpose of the curriculum is to develop the students’
communicative competence (MoNE, 2013), the acts of the teachers tended to
develop only their reading skills and grammar knowledge. Therefore, it is possible to
say that the curriculum was not implemented as planned from the very beginning. In
other words, there was incongruence between the planned curriculum and the
implemented curriculum as reported in the studies of Erkan (2009), Kaya, Ok and
Uriin (2015), Kirkgdz (2008), Kozikoglu (2014), Ocak, Kizilkaya and Boyraz
(2013), and Tekin-Ozel (2011).
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5.1.2.3. The Observed Outcomes

Data regarding outcomes were collected through 10 achievement tests. The gathered
data were analyzed with means and standard deviations. Discussion and comparison

of these findings with related literature are presented in the following paragraphs.

The findings related to the outcomes revealed that the students were most successful
in reading skills, which might have resulted from too much focus on reading skills
and grammar, while they failed in other tests measuring their competence in
listening, speaking, and writing skills. Therefore, it is possible to say that the
students failed to attain most of the objectives, especially the listening, speaking, and
writing objectives consistent with the studies conducted by Biiyiikduman (2005),
Kaya, Ok and Uriin (2015), and Mersinligil (2002). Therefore, it is possible to say
that the students failed to attain most of the objectives with respect to the listening,
speaking, and writing objectives as indicated by the findings with respect to the
teacher questionnaire. Although the findings regarding student characteristics
referring to antecedents revealed that the students were successful considering their
past achievement scores, and they had positive attitudes except for the 6™ graders
who had relatively lower success and negative attitude towards English, these

outcomes indicated that these factors did not influence the students’ success.

These findings showed that the test results are not congruent with curriculum
standards in that although the curriculum has been designed to develop mainly
students’ listening, and speaking skills, the results indicated that the students have
not developed those skills. Therefore, it can be put forward that the curriculum
seems to fail in enabling the students to gain the suggested objectives. Further factors

leading to this failure are discussed in the following section.
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5.1.3. The Influence of Observed Antecedents and Transactions on the

Observed Outcomes in the 5%, 6, 7t and 8™ Grade Classrooms

This research question was asked to find out whether there was a relationship among
antecedents, transactions, and the outcomes. Data were collected through interview
schedules conducted with four teachers, and focus group interviews conducted with
students who were observed. Data collected with these qualitative instruments were

analyzed through content analysis.

It was found that the antecedents observed before the implementation of the
curriculum influenced the transactions observed in the classroom practices and they
in turn influenced the observed outcomes. As aforementioned, the students could not
attain most of the objectives with respect to listening, speaking, and writing skills.
The findings indicated that there was influence of the antecedents on transactions,
and the interaction between the two influenced the observed outcomes as explained,

exemplified, and discussed in the following paragraphs.

The overall findings revealed that the antecedents that influenced the transactions
included teacher-related factors, student-related factors, school-related factors,
curricular factors, and TEOG exam. To illustrate, it was found that the teachers never
used the target language while communicating, and the factors leading to this finding
included their incompetence in speaking skills, large class size, and the students’ low
level in speaking skills. This finding was partly supported by Hu (2005) who claimed
that teachers’ low communicative competence in English and English-speaking
countries prevented use of the target language in real life situations. The factors
behind the teachers’ frequent focus on grammar were found to be TEOG exam,
students’ lack of prerequisite knowledge, insufficient time for listening, speaking and
writing skills, and large class size. The factor behind their rare focus on vocabulary
was the limited time, in other words, the anxiety to keep up with the curriculum
hindered much focus on vocabulary. The main factor leading to too much focus on
reading skills was found to be TEOG exam again, as it mainly measured students’

reading comprehension. The factors leading to the teachers’ rare focus on listening
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skills included lack of materials, technical problems with the smart boards, large
class size, students’ low prerequisite knowledge, students’ lack of vocabulary, and
more importantly lack of time due to their too much focus on reading skills and
grammar. The factors leading to their rare focus on speaking skills included large
class size, students’ low prerequisite knowledge, students’ lack of vocabulary,
students’ lack of interest in these activities, and students’ lack of interest due to their
obsession with TEOG exam. The factors leading to their rare focus on writing skills
included students’ low prerequisite knowledge, students’ lack of vocabulary,
students’ incompetence in mother tongue, and more importantly the teachers’ too
much focus on reading skills and grammar due to TEOG exam. Like the teachers, the
students did not use the target language while communicating, and the main factor
was found to be the fact that the teachers did not use it themselves due to the
aforementioned factors, so the students naturally did not use it, either. In addition,
the students’ lack of interest, and their incompetence in their mother tongue were
found to be other factors. The factors behind students’ low participation in listening,
speaking, and writing activities included little practice on these skills due to large
class size, lack of materials, and the students’ low self-confidence, anxiety, low

level, and their lack of prerequisite knowledge.

The teachers frequently used the board in almost all lessons ignoring audio, visual,
and audio-visual materials. When the reasons behind this practice was examined, it
was found that the main factors were lack of materials, lack of time, and too much

focus on grammar due to TEOG exam.

With respect to the methods, techniques and activities suggested in the curriculum,
the findings indicated that the teachers used question-answer technique most, on the
other hand, communicative tasks, group work, pair work, drama, drawing and
coloring, games, labelling, role-play, storytelling, total physical response, and arts
and crafts were either utilized quite rarely, or were never utilized. When the reasons
behind these practices were investigated, large class size, lack of time, students’ lack
of interest and low participation in these activities, and their exam anxiety were

found to be the main factors leading to these practices.
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The findings regarding the suggested assessment methods and techniques revealed
that the students’ reading skills were assessed through written exams, however peer
assessment, and self-assessment were never utilized and portfolios were not
reminded. To this connection, it is possible to say that their listening, speaking, and
writing skills were never assessed. The main factors leading to these practices were
found to be no focus on these skills, lack of materials, and teachers’ incompetency to
prepare tests to assess these skills. In addition, the administrators wanted only written
exams from the teachers. These practices also indicated the teachers’ reluctance to

implement those methods and techniques.

The factors mentioned above have been labelled as the problems in foreign language
education in various research studies conducted before. When the findings of the
present study are compared to the related literature, it is seen that similar problems
influencing the implementation of the curriculum have been repeatedly cited since
1997. Consistent with the present study, the problems encountered during the
implementation process of the curriculum include crowded classrooms (Akiizel,
2006; Biiylikduman, 2005; Dinger, 2013; Donmez, 2010; Erkan, 2009; Ersen-Yanik,
2007; Harman, 1999; Kozikoglu, 2014; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013; Ormeci,
2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); lack of materials (Akiizel, 2006; Dinger,
2013; Donmez, 2010; Er, 2006; Erkan, 2009; Ersen-Yanik, 2007; Giines, 2009;
Harman, 1999; Incegay, 2012; Kaya, Ok & Uriin, 2015; Mersinligil, 2002; Ormeci,
2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); use of board and student course book as the
only material (Er, 2006; Kaya, Ok & Uriin, 2015; Mersinligil, 2002); insufficient
time to cover the content (Akiizel, 2006; Batdi, 2015; Biiyilkduman, 2005; Demirtas
& Erdem, 2015; Dinger, 2013; Donmez, 2010; Er, 2006; Erdogan, 2005; Harman,
1999; Mersinligil, 2002; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013; Ormeci, 2009; Tekin-
Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); one type of assessment: written examination conducted
by the teachers (Dinger, 2013; Er, 2006; Harman, 1999; Mersinligil, 2002; Tekin-
Ozel, 2011); no assessment of speaking and listening skills by the teachers (Er, 2006;
Giines, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011); teachers’ little or no focus on listening and
speaking skills and communicative approach (Er, 2006; Kozikoglu, 2014); teacher-

centered instruction (Dénmez, 2010; Koydemir, 2001; Kozikoglu, 2014; Mersinligil,
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2002; Ormeci, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011); low student participation (Erkan, 2009);
lack of in-service training (Erkan, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); central
examinations like SBS or TEOG (Dénmez, 2010; Kaya, Ok & Uriin, 2015);
students’ incompetence in mother tongue (Akiizel, 2006; Mersinligil, 2002);
incongruence between theory and practice (Kaya, Ok and Uriin, 2015; Kirkgoz,

2007b; 2008, Kozikoglu, 2014; Mersinligil, 2002).

What is added to the literature by the present study is the fact it showed how the
combination of these factors influenced teacher behaviors and student behaviors
observed throughout the teaching process both of which influenced the overall
outcomes. When the findings of the present study are examined, it is seen that some
variables come together and influence each other a great deal. In other words, one
factor on its own did not lead to a specific classroom practice. To illustrate, such
teacher-related factors as teachers’ lack of knowledge about the curriculum and
CEFR, their incompetence in the target language cause the teachers to spend most of
the time on grammar and reading skills ignoring listening, speaking, and writing
skills. They preferred to teach English in this way because they learnt English
similarly while they were students, which shows that their university education or the
new curriculum has caused no change in the way they teach. These factors, in turn,
led the teachers to use lecture, dictation and expository teaching most of the time
with the help of the board, and the students’ books as the only materials. In addition
to teacher-related factors, TEOG exam, insufficient time to cover the overloaded
curriculum, students’ lack of prerequisite knowledge, low self-confidence, large class
size, and lack of materials were found to cause the teachers to use teacher-centered
instruction. They also hindered student-centered, listening, speaking, and writing
activities. As a result of these classroom practices, only students’ reading skills were
measured through written exams, while their competence in listening, speaking, and
writing skills were never measured. Thus, the students failed in writing, listening and

speaking tests.

Consistent with the study conducted by Ersen-Yanik (2007), the present study

showed that the main problems encountered in the implementation process resulted
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from the lack of materials and resources, the course-book, the learners, the classroom
environment and the curriculum, and these problems influenced the classroom
practices, the assessment procedures, and the attainment of goals. As concluded by
Kirkgéz (2007b) in her study, the present study revealed that communicative
language teaching proposed by MoNE did not seem to have made a real and
expected impact on teachers’ beliefs or on classroom practices, and that a gap
between the objectives proposed by the curriculum and the actual classroom
instructional practices of teachers existed. This finding was also consistent with the
study conducted by Liao (2004) who claimed that as teachers are used to traditional
teaching methods and due to structural tests and crowded classrooms,
communicative language teaching is inhibited in Asian countries and China. It has
been found by Kirkgdz (2007b) that teachers’ methods of ELT have been inspired
largely by traditional language learning theories that consider linguistic knowledge
as something to be internalized rather than meaning to be socially constructed
through communicative activities such as games, songs and dialogues. To this
connection, it is possible to put forward the idea that the objectives related to
listening, speaking, and writing skills suggested in the curriculum could not be
attained by the students as the teachers’ quantitative responses indicated, however
further explanatory findings showed that the reason behind this failure was not the
curriculum, but the implementation of the curriculum as suggested in the studies
conducted by Kirkgdz (2008), Kozikoglu (2014), Kaya, Ok and Uriin (2015), and
Mersinligil (2002) who found that there was incongruence between the planned

curriculum and the implemented one.

As stated by Shapiro (1985), depending on the results of an evaluation study, a
policymaker would either have to develop a new program to attain the given goals or
modify the goals in terms of feasible outcomes for a given conceptual program
model; program failure, in contrast, does not imply the need to modify program
conceptualization or goals; rather, the problem is one of implementation (Shapiro,
1985). When all these findings are taken together, it is possible to put forward the
idea that the observed outcomes were found to be dependent on the observed

antecedents and the observed transactions, which were not congruent with the
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curriculum standards. Therefore, it is possible to say that it is the observed
antecedents and transactions leading to failure rather than the curriculum. In other
words, there is no “theory failure” but a “program failure”, as there is lack of
congruence between the planned curriculum and the implemented one (Suchman,

1976 as cited in Collis & Moonen, 1988; Shapiro, 1985).

To wrap up, it is necessary for the policy makers to take actions to provide the
intended antecedents and transactions before any curricular change. In parallel to the
study of Incegay (2012), the present study indicated that the schools lacking
necessary resources, materials and insufficient number of well-qualified teachers will
make it difficult to put this curriculum into practice as intended. As stated by
Goziitok, Akgiin and Karacaoglu (2005), a curriculum needs to be developed in the
light of curriculum development principles suitable for the realities of a country,
characteristics of the people, and the society; a curriculum with even these
characteristics have no chance of bring about better results than the older curriculum
considering incompetent teachers, crowded classrooms, and bad physical conditions
(cited in Tekin-Ozel, 2011). The implementation of this curriculum without paying
attention to these prerequisites and/or antecedents seem to be the main reason behind
the failure of this curriculum. To this connection, the policy makers are
recommended to make a decision about whether to develop a curriculum which is
applicable by the available teachers and conditions or an ideal curriculum which is

difficult to implement as planned due to the reasons mentioned.

5.2. Implications of the Findings

The present study concluded that the middle school English language curriculum
developed in 2012 had merit but did not have worth due to the reasons as discussed
above. These findings also led to noteworthy implications for educational practice
and future research on middle school English language curriculum and to some

degree foreign language education in Turkey.
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5.2.1. Implications for Educational Practice

The evaluation of the middle school English language curriculum developed in 2012
has many implications both for the implementers of the curriculum, and the policy

makers. These implications are presented in the following paragraphs.

The findings indicated that the teachers are not well-informed about the new
curriculum. Nevertheless, they have not tried to learn about it. Therefore, the new
curriculum has led to no change in their teaching styles. It is recommended that
before a newly developed curriculum is implemented, the policy makers are
recommended to provide the teachers with opportunities like in-service training so
that the teachers can learn about the curriculum and implement it as planned.

Otherwise, even the best curriculum cannot bring about the expected outcomes.

In the present study, it was found that the teachers were aware of their incompetence
in the target language, in preparing achievement tests to measure especially students’
listening, writing and speaking skills; however, they could not find any opportunity
to improve those skills. The Ministry of National Education is suggested to evaluate
the teachers on a regular basis to find out their competence in the four skills. In this
way, their incompetence can be detected and they can be provided with opportunities
to develop themselves accordingly. Being aware of their incompetence, the teachers
should seek for ways to develop themselves even if the policy makers cannot provide
them with any opportunities. To this connection, a newly developed program should
not be put into practice unless sufficient practitioners with necessary qualifications
are supplied. Otherwise, it will be very difficult to find congruence between the

planned and the implemented curriculum as the present study showed.

Large class size was found to be one of the most important factors causing the
teachers to skip the student-centered activities mentioned above. Too much noise
resulted from the large class made it difficult for the teachers to manage the
classroom, it even resulted in loss of authority in the classroom. Another crucial

influence was that the teachers preferred not to do these activities anymore due to
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these problems. Therefore, the Ministry of National Education is suggested to take
action to decrease the classroom sizes without losing time. If it is not possible in a
short time, it is recommended that the teachers should be equipped with skills so as
to cope with large class size. More importantly, they should learn how to implement
the student-centered activities in large classrooms. Furthermore, the teachers should
never give up, and try to find other ways to cope with such problems instead of

skipping these activities.

One of the crucial conclusions of the present study was the influence of lack of
materials on the classroom practices. The teachers mostly used the board and the
course book ignoring audio, visual, and audio-visual materials. As a result, the
students’ listening skills could not be developed as the listening activities were
usually skipped. Indeed, the schools have smartboards and the internet connection,
which can be used to provide students with audio, visual, and/or audio-visual
materials, therefore the teachers are suggested to develop their skills to turn the smart
board into any material needed. They can turn it into an audio, visual, and audio-
visual material quite easily. In this way, more time and emphasize can be spent on
listening skills. As admitted by these teachers, the results of listening test were much
higher than they expected considering the little focus on listening skills. To this
connection, the students’ listening skills can be developed more on condition that
they spend some more time on listening skills and the students listen from the
recordings rather than teachers’ reading these listening scripts. A similar result
regarding the speaking activities was found. Teachers were observed to skip
speaking activities as well. The teachers mainly complained about the students’ lack
of prerequisite knowledge, their low motivation for speaking, little participation in
these activities. However, the implementation of the speaking test proved to the
teachers that some of the students could speak much better than expected, which
surprised the teachers a lot. That is to say, these activities shouldn’t be skipped, and

the students should be motivated to speak instead of skipping speaking activities.

Another finding of the present study was students’ positive attitude towards English

although they could not learn it as much as they expected. Indeed, they also got
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bored in English courses due to lack of variety in methods, techniques, and activities
utilized by the teachers. Therefore, the teachers are recommended to continue
implementing student-centered instruction despite the problems encountered due to
the large class size. As suggested by the students as well, more entertaining activities
should be utilized to attract them more and make them more active. Namely, they
expect to learn by game-like activities by doing. To this connection, it is possible to
put forward the idea that most of the students need to be provided with more

opportunities to be more active regardless of the country where they go to school.

Although, the middle school English language curriculum suggests communicative
language teaching approach and task-based learning which are advocated by CEFR,
the findings of the present study revealed the opposite. The teachers usually focused
on grammar through lecture. As a result, the students’ listening, speaking, and
writing skills did not develop as expected. To this connection, the teachers are
recommended to use more communicative activities. One of the most important
factors leading to too much focus on grammar was found to be TEOG examination.
Therefore, it is recommended that the policy makers should either stop applying this

exam or stop asking the questions related to English course in this exam.

The present study also indicated that the school administrators asked for written
exams for the assessment. However, there are four language skills in English, so
importance should be given not only to the written tests but also alternative
assessment. In other words, the teachers should be encouraged to assess students’

listening, writing and speaking skills.

Last but not the least, the findings of interviews revealed that the curriculum is too
overloaded to do all activities in contrast to the findings gathered through teacher
questionnaire. Due to the teachers’ anxiety to finish the planned curriculum on time,
they preferred to skip especially the listening, speaking, and writing activities.
However, the main reason was found to be the teachers’ endeavors to teach the

grammatical rules as detailed as possible. To this connection, it is recommended that
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the teachers should not spend much time on grammar providing too much detail

about the grammatical rules.

5.2.2. Implications for Future Educational Research

In this section, the implications for future research are presented. These implications
are expected to guide further research on the middle school English language

curriculum.

The present study was conducted in one of the cities in Turkey. Similar studies can
be conducted in different regions and cities of Turkey to compare their findings and

thus contribute to the literature.

The present study used Stake’s countenance evaluation model as the evaluation
framework. This model, with use of various instruments triangulating and cross
validating the findings, proved to be noteworthy to help finding the relationship
among various variables which have influence on the outcomes of the curriculum.
Therefore, similar studies utilizing Stake’s countenance evaluation model can be

conducted in different cities to compare the findings.

The present study revealed that the failure in foreign language education in this
middle school resulted from the incongruence between the planned curriculum and
the implemented curriculum. Further research is needed to find out whether the
curriculum can bring about the expected outcomes if it is implemented as planned.

Lastly, as a curriculum evaluation study, the present study included teachers and
students as participants. Future research can be planned in a way to include the
opinions of administrators, parents and policy makers for a more comprehensive

evaluation.
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APPENDIX B

INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu aragtirma, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii doktora 6grencilerinden Suat KAYA
tarafindan yiiriitiilen bir ¢alismadir. Bu form sizi aragtirma kosullar1 hakkinda

bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Bu arastirmanin amaci Diller Igin Avrupa Ortak
Bagvuru Metni dogrultusunda gelistirilen ortaokul 5., 6., 7. ve 8. simif Ingilizce
Ogretim programinin Stake’in uygunluk-olasilik degerlendirme modeli ile
degerlendirilmesidir. Aragtirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, sizden beklenen, size
verilen anketi doldurmanizdir. Bu ¢alismaya katilim ortalama olarak 10 dakika

surmektedir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz? Anket, iki boliimden
olusmaktadir, birinci boliimde kisisel bilgilerinize yonelik sorular, ikinci boliimde ise
Talim Terbiye Kurulu Bagkanlig tarafindan hazirlanan Ingilizce dersi 6gretim
programi ile ilgili ifadeler yer almaktadir. Bu anketle sizin ingilizce 6gretim
programi hakkindaki goriislerinizi almak amaglanmaktadir. Anketin tiim maddelerini
0zenle okumaniz ve sorulara samimi ve eksiksiz yanitlar vermeniz arastirmanin

saglikli tamamlanmasi i¢in son derece onemlidir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum
belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak,
sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek
bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilacaktir.
Sagladigimiz veriler goniillii katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik bilgileri ile

eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katimimzla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da

herhangi bagka bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini
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yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda ¢alismay1 uygulayan kisiye,
calismadan ¢ikmak istediginizi séylemek yeterli olacaktir. Calisma sonunda, bu

arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu ¢alismaya
katildigiiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Aragtirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin Egitim Bilimleri Bolimi 6gretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK (E-posta:

as@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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APPENDIX C

INFORMED CONSENT FORM FOR OBSERVATIONS AND INTERVIEWS

ARASTIRMAYA GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Bu aragtirma, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii doktora 6grencilerinden Suat KAYA
tarafindan yiiriitiilen bir ¢alismadir. Bu form sizi aragtirma kosullar1 hakkinda
bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Bu arastirmanin amaci Diller Igin Avrupa Ortak
Bagvuru Metni dogrultusunda gelistirilen ortaokul 5., 6., 7. ve 8. simf Ingilizce
Ogretim programinin Stake’in uygunluk-olasilik degerlendirme modeli ile
degerlendirilmesidir. Aragtirmaya katilmay1 kabul ederseniz, dersine girdiginiz
siniflardan birinde yaklasik olarak 2-2.5 ay siirecek gozlem yapacagim, gézlemden
once ve gézlemden sonra sizinle goriismeler yapacagim.

Bize Nasil Yardimca1 Olmamizi isteyecegiz? Sizden, gozlem siiresince
derslerinizi sinifta arastirmact yokmus gibi dogal seyrinde islemeniz, goriisme
sorularina eksiksiz ve samimi cevaplar vermenizdir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliiliik temelinde olmalidir. Sizden kimlik veya kurum belirleyici
higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak, sadece
aragtirmaci tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler
degerlendirilecek ve doktora tezimde kullanilacaktir. Sagladiginiz veriler gontillii
katilim formlarinda toplanan kimlik bilgileri ile eslestirilmeyecektir.

Katilmimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da
herhangi bagka bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini
yarida birakip ¢ikmakta serbestsiniz. Boyle bir durumda ¢alismay1 uygulayan kisiye,
calismadan ¢ikmak istediginizi séylemek yeterli olacaktir. Calisma sonunda, bu
arastirmayla ilgili sorulariniz cevaplanacaktir.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu ¢alismaya

katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Aragtirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
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icin Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii 6gretim tiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK (E-posta:

as@metu.edu.tr) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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APPENDIX D

PARENTAL APPROVAL FORM

VELI ONAY FORMU

Sevgili Anne/Baba

Bu ¢alisma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi doktora dgrencisi Suat KAYA
tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir.

Bu ¢alismanin amaci nedir? Calismanin amaci, Diller I¢in Avrupa Ortak
Basvuru Metni dogrultusunda gelistirilen ortaokul 5., 6., 7. ve 8. sinif Ingilizce
Ogretim programinin Stake’in uygunluk-olasilik degerlendirme modeli ile
degerlendirilmesidir. Bu ¢aligma ile yillardir ¢dziilemeyen Ingilizce 8gretimi
sorununun programdan m1 yoksa programin uygulanisindan mi1 kaynaklandigini
bulmak amacglanmaktadir.

Cocugunuzun katilimei olarak ne yapmasim istiyoruz?: Bu amag
dogrultusunda, cocugunuzdan Ingilizce’ye yonelik tutum 6lgegini doldurmasini
isteyecegim ve siniflarinda gézlem yapacagim, yapilan gézlemler hakkinda notlar
alacagim. Ayrica, gbzlem sonrasi bir grup 6grenci ile gériismeler yapilacak ve bu
goriismelerde ses kaydi yapilacaktir. Sizden ¢ocugunuzun katilimci olmastyla ilgili
izin istedigimiz gibi, ¢aligmaya baslamadan ¢ocugunuzdan da s6zlii olarak
katilimiyla ilgili rizas1 mutlaka alinacak.

Cocugunuzdan alinan bilgiler ne amacla ve nasil kullanilacak?:
Cocugunuzdan alacagimiz cevaplar tamamen gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirmacilar
tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Elde edilecek bilgiler sadece bilimsel amagla doktora
tezim icin kullanilacak, cocugunuzun ya da sizin ismi ve kimlik bilgileriniz, hi¢bir
sekilde kimseyle paylasilmayacaktir.

Cocugunuz ya da siz calismayi yarida kesmek isterseniz ne
yapmalisiniz?: Katilim sirasinda sorulan sorulardan ya da herhangi bir uygulama ile

ilgili bagka bir nedenden 6tiirii gocugunuz kendisini rahatsiz hissettigini belirtirse, ya
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da kendi belirtmese de arastirmaci ¢gocugun rahatsiz oldugunu 6ngoriirse, ¢calismaya
sorular tamamlanmadan ve derhal son verilecektir.

Bu calismayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Calismaya
katiliminizin sonrasinda, bu ¢alismayla ilgili sorulariniz yazili bigimde
cevaplandirilacaktir. Caligma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Egitim Bilimleri

Boliimii 6gretim iiyelerinden Prof. Dr. Ahmet OK (e-posta: as@metu.edu.tr) ile

iletisim kurabilirsiniz. Bu ¢alismaya katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.
Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve cocugumun bu ¢alismada yer almasini
onayliyorum (Liitfen alttaki iki segenekten birini igaretleyiniz ve formu doldurup

imzaladiktan sonra arastirmaciya ulastiriniz.)
Evet onayliyorum Haytr, onaylamiyorum
Annenin adi-soyadi:

Bugiiniin Tarihi:
Cocugun adi soyadi ve dogum tarihi:
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APPENDIX E

APPROVAL FORM FROM MINISTRY OF NATIONAL EDUCATION
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APPENDIX F

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE

Sevgili Meslektasim,

Ekte goreceginiz anket, Diller Igin Avrupa Ortak Basvuru Metni dogrultusunda
gelistirilen ortaokul Ingilizce dgretim programinin degerlendirilmek icin planlanan
doktora tezimin bir boliimiinii olusturmaktadir. Ortaya ¢ikacak sonuclarin Ingilizce
egitimindeki sorunlara cevaplar vermesi ve egitimin iyilestirilmesine 1g1k tutmasi
beklenmektedir.

Anket, iki bolimden olugmaktadir, birinci boliimde kisisel bilgilerinize yonelik
sorular, ikinci bdliimde ise Talim Terbiye Kurulu Baskanlig1 tarafindan hazirlanan
Ingilizce dersi dgretim programu ile ilgili ifadeler yer almaktadir. Bu anketle sizin
Ingilizce &gretim programi hakkindaki goriislerinizi almak amaglanmaktadir.
Anketin tiim maddelerini 6zenle okumaniz ve sorulara samimi ve eksiksiz yanitlar

vermeniz arastirmanin saglikli tamamlanmasi i¢in son derece dnemlidir.

Elde edilen bilgiler tamamen bilimsel amaglar i¢in kullanilacak ve kimliginiz

kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Katiliminiz ve ayirdiginiz degerli zamaniniz icin tesekkiir ederim.

Suat KAYA

Orta Dogu Teknik

Universitesi

Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Ana Bilim Dah
Doktora Ogrencisi

E-mail:
kavasuat2002@gemail.com
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I.BOLUM - KIiSISEL BILGILER

Asagida size ait kigisel sorular yer almaktadir. Bu sorulart ilgili kutucuga (X) ile
isaretleyerek ya da verilen bosluga yazarak yanitlayiniz.

1. Gorevli oldugunuz ilce:

2. Yasmz:

3. Cinsiyetiniz: [ Kadin O Erkek

4. Ogrenim durumunuz: O On-lisans O Lisans [ Yiiksek Lisans [ Doktora

6. Mezun oldugunuz Boliim:

O ingilizce Ogretmenligi O Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyat:

O Ingiliz Dil Bilimi O Amerikan Kiiltiirii ve Edebiyat
O Miitercim-Tercliimanlik

O Baska bir boliimden mezun iseniz belirtiniZ: voeeeeeeeeeeeeennnnnnn

7. Daha once TOEFL, IELTS, YDS VEYA KPDS sinavlarina girdiniz mi?
Girdiyseniz aldiginiz en yiiksek puani yaziniz.

TOEFL =» 0O Evet, girdim (Puanim: ........ ) O Hayir, girmedim.
IELTS =» 0O Evet, girdim (Puanim: ........ ) O Hayir, girmedim.
YDS = 0O Evet, girdim (Puanim: ........ ) O Hayir, girmedim.
KPDS = 0O Evet, girdim (Puanim: ........ ) O Hayir, girmedim.

8. ingilizce Ogretmenligi Deneyiminiz:

O 1-5ylaras: O6-10y1 O11-15y11 O16-20yl 0O 20yl
ve/ya lizeri

9. ingilizcenin iletisim dili olarak konusuldugu bir iilkeye gittiniz mi?

O Evet O Hayir

10. Takip ettiginiz ingilizce (siireli) yaymnlar var mi?

O Evet O Hayir
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11. Bugiine kadar alaninizla ilgili herhangi bir bilimsel konferansa katildiniz
m?

O Evet O Hayir

12. Bugiine kadar hangi simflarda Ingilizce dersi verdiniz? (Birden fazla
secenek isaretleyebilirsiniz.)

O 5. simf O 6. stmf O 7. sitmf O 8. simif

13. Derslerinizde en ¢ok hangi dil becerisine agirhik veriyorsunuz?

5. Simf 6. Simf 7. Simf 8. Simif
a. Okuma O O O O
b. Yazma O O O O
c. Dinleme O O O O
d. Konusma O O O O
e. Hepsi O O O O

14. 2012 yilinda gelistirilen Ingilizce Ogretim Programiyla ilgili bir hizmet ici
egitim kursuna veya bir seminere katildiniz mi?

O Evet O Hayir

-Katildiysaniz, bu egitim programla ilgili gereksinimlerinizi ne derece
karsilamistir?

OYeterince karsilamstir.
O Kismen karsilamstir.
OKarsilamamistir.
-Katilmadiysaniz, program hakkindaki bilgiyi nasil edindiniz?
O Program kendim arastirip inceledim
O Ziimre toplantilarindan

O Diger (belirtiniz:
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II. BOLUM-PROGRAM HAKKINDAKI GORUSLERINIiZ

Asagida verilen onermeler, Talim Terbiye Kurulu Baskanligi tarafindan hazirlanan

Ingilizce dersi dgretim programi ile ilgili onermeleri kapsamaktadir. Sizden her

onermeyi dikkatle okuyup, scala iizerindeki bes secenekten goriisiiniize en uygun

olant (X) ile isaretleyerek belirtmeniz beklenmektedir.

B E E § £ v £
= = = o = < =
=92 | 2.8 8 | EE
EEE FrE I i
9% | 23 |3
2 |2 FE TS
Kazanimlar...
1. Ingilizce programinin genel amaglari ile 1 2 3 4 5
tutarlidir.
2. gergeklestirilebilir niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
3. gdzlenebilir ve dl¢iilebilir niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Ogrencilerin giinliik yasaminda 1 2 3 4 5
kullanabilecegi niteliktedir.
5. kendi igerisinde tutarl bir sira izlemektedir. 1 2 3 4 5
6. lnite siirelerinde gerceklestirilebilir 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
7. ‘iletisimsel yeterligi’ gelistirebilir niteliktedir. | 1 2 3 4 5
8. 0Ogrencinin kendi kendine 6grenmesini 1 2 3 4 5
saglayici niteliktedir.
9. dinleme becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
10. dinleme becerisini gelistirmek icin yeterli 1 2 3 4 5
sayidadir.
11. konusma becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
12. konusma becerisini gelistirmek i¢in yeterli 1 2 3 4 5
sayidadir.
13. yazma becerisini gelistirebilecek niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
14. yazma becerisini gelistirmek icin yeterli 1 2 3 4 5
sayidadir.
15. okuma becerisini gelistirebilecek niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
16. okuma becerisini gelistirmek i¢in yeterli 1 2 3 4 5
sayidadir.
17. dgrencilerin gelisim diizeylerine uygundur. 1 2 3 4 5
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18. kazanimlarla tutarlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
19. 6grencinin ilgi ve ihtiyaclarina uygundur. 1 2 3 4 5
20. 6grencinin gelisim 6zelliklerine uygundur. 1 2 3 4 5
21. 6grencinin derse aktif katilimin 1 2 3 4 5
saglayabilecek niteliktedir
22. kazanimlara ulagilmasini saglayabilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
23. ogrencilerin giinliik hayatta kullanabilecegi 1 2 3 4 5
bilgiler icermektedir.
24. kendi i¢inde tutarlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
25. 6grencinin yazma becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
26. 6grencinin okuma becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
27. 6grencinin dinleme becerisini gelistirebilecek | 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
28. dgrencinin konugma becerisini 1 2 3 4 5
gelistirebilecek niteliktedir
29. belirlenen zaman stiresi i¢ginde 1 2 3 4 5
tamamlanabilecek niteliktedir.
Arac¢-Gerecler...
30. kazanimlara ulagilmasini destekleyici 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
31. 6grencinin derse aktif katilimini destekleyici 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
32. 6grencinin derse ilgisini arttirabilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
33. kolayca ulasilabilecek niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
34. 6grencinin 6grendikleri bilgileri pekistirebilir 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
35. dgrencilerin yas grubuna uygundur. 1 2 3 4 5
Etkinlikler...
36. dgrencinin Ingilizce’ye karsi olumlu tutum 1 2 3 4 5
gelistirmesini destekleyici niteliktedir.
37. 6grencinin derse aktif olarak katilimini 1 2 3 4 5
destekleyici niteliktedir.
38. kazanimlara ulagilmasini destekleyici 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
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39. dgrencilerin gelisim diizeyine uygun 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
40. 6grencilerin giinliik yasamu ile iliskilidir. 1 2 3 4 5
41. ‘iletisimsel yeterligi’ gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
42. d6grencinin dinleme becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
43. d6grencinin okuma becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
44. 6grencinin yazma becerisini gelistirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
45. d6grencinin konugma becerisini 1 2 3 4 5
gelistirebilecek niteliktedir
46. sinifta uygulanabilecek niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
47. dgrenci merkezlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
48. d6grencinin bagimsiz ¢alisma becerisini 1 2 3 4 5
destekleyici niteliktedir.
49. dgrencilerin bireysel farkliliklarina uygundur. 1 2 3 4 5
Ol¢cme-Degerlendirme Yontem ve
Teknikleri...
50. uygulanabilecek niteliktedir. 1 2 3 4 5
51. kazanimlarla tutarlidir. 1 2 3 4 5
52. dgrencilerin gelisim diizeylerini dikkate 1 2 3 4 5
almaktadir.
53. dinleme becerilerini degerlendirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
54. okuma becerilerini degerlendirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
55. konusma becerilerini degerlendirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5
niteliktedir.
56. yazma becerilerini degerlendirebilecek 1 2 3 4 5

niteliktedir.
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APPENDIX G

ATTITUDE SCALE

Sevgili Ogrencim,

Sizlere dagitilan bu dlgek, Diller igin Avrupa Ortak Basvuru Metni dogrultusunda
gelistirilen ortaokul Ingilizce 8gretim programmin degerlendirilmesi i¢in planlanan
doktora tezimin bir boliimiinii olusturmaktadir. Olgek iki boliimden olusmaktadir:
birinci béliimde, kisisel bilgileriniz; ikinci boliimde ise Ingilizce hakkindaki
tutumunuzu (duygu ve disiincelerinizi) belirlemeyi amaclayan ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Birinci boliimdeki maddeleri okumaniz ve size verilen segenekleri
isaretlemeniz veya bosluklara gerekli bilgileri yazmaniz istenmektedir. Ikinci
boliimde verilen her madde/ifadeyi okumaniz ve maddelerle ilgili kendi goriistintizii
maddelerin sag tarafinda yer alan scala (kesinlikle katilmiyorum, katilmiyorum, ne
katiliyorum ne katilmiyorum, katiliyorum, kesinlikle katiliyorum) {izerinde her
madde i¢in birini isaretlemeniz beklenmektedir. Bu boliimde yer alan maddeler icin
dogru veya yanlis cevap yoktur. Tiim maddeleri eksiksiz cevaplamaniz arastirmanin
saglikli tamamlanmasi i¢in son derece 6nemlidir. Bu 6lgekte yar alan maddelerden
biri veya bir boliimiiniin sizi rahatsiz ettigini diislinliyorsaniz cevaplamaktan

vazgecebilir ve 0lcegi ilgili 6gretmene iade edebilirsiniz.

Bu o6lcek ile toplanan bilgiler tamamen bilimsel amaclar i¢in kullanilacak ve

kimliginiz kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Yardimlariniz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.
Suat KAYA
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii
Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Ana Bilim Dali
Doktora Ogrencisi

E-mail: kayvasuat2002@gmail.com
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KiSISEL BILGILER

Asagida size ait kisisel sorular yer almaktadir. Bu sorular ilgili kutucuga (x)

koyarak ya da verilen bosluga yazarak yanitlayiniz.

1. Cinsiyetiniz: O Kiz O Erkek
2. Kacincr simifta okuyorsunuz: 05, Siif 06. Smif
O 7. Simf O8. Simif

3. Annenizin egitim durumu nedir?
O Okur-yazar degil
O Okur-yazar
O ilkokul mezunu
O Ortaokul mezunu
O Lise mezunu
O iki y1llik yiiksek okul mezunu
O Universite mezunu
O Lisansiistii egitim mezunu
4. Babamizin egitim durumu nedir?
O Okur-yazar degil
O Okur-yazar
O ilkokul mezunu
O Ortaokul mezunu
O Lise mezunu
O iki yillik yiiksek okul mezunu
O Universite mezunu
O Lisansiistii egitim mezunu
5. Annenizin meslegi nedir? ..............................
6. Babamizin meslegi nedir?...................ccccoo...
7. Evde ingilizce dersine ¢calisirken size yardim edecek bir kisi var m?
O Evet O Hayir
8. Karnenizdeki en son déneme ait Ingilizce dersi notunuz kagt1?

01 a2 0s3 04 Os
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INGILIiZCE HAKKINDA...

Asagida verilen 6nermelerde Ingilizce hakkindaki duygu ve diisiinceleri kapsayan

ifadeler yer almaktadir. Sizden ifadeleri dikkatle okuyup, her ifade ile ilgili verilen

bes segenekten goriisiiniize en uygun olan birini isaretlemeniz beklenmektedir.

Uygun yere (x) isareti koyunuz.

o E g Eﬁ £ v E
ZE 5| | £|2¢
- 22 Zise S|%°8
Ingilizce’ye yonelik tutum ifadeleri 'z E E 7 =55 7z £
1. Ingilizce, diinyada herkesin anlasmasini 1 ) 3 4 5
saglayan ortak bir dildir.
2. Ingilizce 6grenmek ilgimi cekmez. 1 2 4 5
3. Ingilizce, hayatim boyunca faydasin
RS- 1 2 3 4 5
gorecegim bir dildir.
4. Ingilizcemi miimkiin oldugunca gelistirmek
oS 1 2 3 4 5
1stiyorum.
5. Ingilizce dgrenmesem de olur. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Ingilizce, hayatim boyunca ihtiya¢ duyacagim
S 1 2 3 4 5
bir dildir.
7. Ingilizce, gereksiz bir yabanci dildir. 2 3 4 5
8. Ingilizce dgrenmeyi ¢ok istiyorum. 2 3 4 5
9. Ingilizce 6grenmek igin ugrasmak benim igin
1 2 3 4 5
zaman kaybidir.
10. Ingilizcemi gelistirmek icin daha fazla ders
S 1 3 4 5
almak isterim.
11. Ingilizce, onemli bir yabanci dildir. 1 2 3 4 5
12. In%ﬂlzce o0grenmek i¢in ¢caba gostermeme 1 ) 3 4 5
deger.
13. Ingilizce, hayatim boyunca higbir yerde
- N 1 2 3 4 5
kullanmayacagim bir dildir.
14. ingilizce 6grenmenin, ileride daha iyi bir is
< e 1 2 3 4 5
bulmamda yardimci olacagini diisiiniiyorum
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GoOzlem No: Tarih: Saat:

APPENDIX H

OBSERVATION FORM

Smuf:

Ogrenci Sayist:

OGRETMEN DAVRANISLARI

Hic

1-5 dakika

6-10 dakika

11-15 dakika

16-20 dakika

20-25 dakika

26+ dakika

[letisim kurarken hedef dil kullanimi

Gramer kurallarina odaklanma

Kelime calismalarina odaklanma

Dinleme becerisine odaklanma

Konusma becerisine odaklanma

Okuma becerisine odaklanma

A R bl el il fen

Yazma becerisine odaklanma

OGRENCIi DAVRANISLARI

Hic¢

1-5 Ogrenci

6-10 Ogrenci

11-15 Ogrenci

16-20 Ogrenci

20-25 Ogrenci

26+ Ogrenci

8.

Tletisim kurarken hedef dil kullanimi

9.

Dinleme aktivitelerine katilim

10.

Konusma aktivitelerine katilim

11.

Okuma aktivitelerine katilim

12.

Yazma aktivitelerine katilim

ARAC-GERECLER

Hic

1-5 dakika

6-10 dakika

11-15 dakika

16-20 dakika

20-25 dakika

26+ dakika

13.

Yazi tahtas1 kullanimi

14.

Ogrenci kitabi

15.

Gorsel arag-gerecler (resimli sozliik,
kartpostal, bilgi kartlari, kuklalar,
posterler)

16.

Isitsel arag-gerecler (radyo, kaset calar)

17.

Gorsel ve isitsel arag-gerecler (Cizgi film,

video televizyon, bilgisayar, akilli tahta)
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AKTIVITE VE YONTEMLER

Hic¢

1-5 dakika

6-10 dakika

11-15 dakika

16-20 dakika

20-25 dakika

26+ dakika

18.

[letisim odakl1 gérevler (tartisma,
problem ¢6zme, sohbet)

19.

Eslestirme

20.

Drama/taklit etme

21.

Cizim ve boyama

22.

Oyunlar

23.

Etiketleme

24.

Rol yapma

25.

Soru-cevap

26.

Hikaye anlatimi

27.

Biitiinciil/Tiim fiziksel tepki yontemi

28.

Grup calismast

29.

Esli calisma

30.

El sanatlar1 ¢alismasi

DEGERLENDIRME

Hic¢

1 defa

2 defa

3 defa

4 defa

5 defa

6+ defa

31.

Dil gelisim dosyasinin tesvik edilmesi

32.

Oz degerlendirme

33.

Akran degerlendirmesi

34.

Yazili sinavlar (quizler, kazanim testleri)

35.

Dinleme becerisi degerlendirilmesi

36.

Okuma becerisi degerlendirilmesi

37.

Yazma becerisi degerlendirilmesi

38.

Konusma becerisi degerlendirilmesi
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APPENDIX 1

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 5™ GRADE STUDENTS’ LISTENING SKILLS
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 1. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

1. What does John do after school?

a) plays
basketball

@
[
B

>

R

-

1]

b) plays tennis

¢) plays the guitar

d) plays football

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 2. ve 3. sorulari

cevaplaymiz.

2. What time does Tim get up every day?

b)
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 4. soruyu
cevaplaymiz.
4. Where is the cinema?

a) Behind the book shop.

b) Between the bank and the shopping mall.

¢) In front of the shopping mall.

d) Opposite the bank and the shopping mall.

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. S. soruyu dinlediginiz diyaloga gore
cevaplaymiz.
5. Where is Betty?

a) At the chemist’s

b) At the café

¢) In the library

d) In the cinema

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 6. soruyu
cevaplaymniz.
6. How can he get to the hospital?

a) He should turn left and go straight, it is across the police station.

b) He should turn right and go straight, it is behind the police station.

¢) He should go straight and turn right, it is in front of the police station.

d) He should go straight and turn left, it is next to the police station.
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-Simdi bir konusma metni dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz metne gore 7. soruyu
cevaplaymiz.
7. Alice likes .....oovviiiiiiii .

a) History

b) Maths

¢) Soccer

d) Turkish

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore 8. soruda verilen boslugu
uygun $1k ile tamamlayimz.
8.James........oooiiiiii Social Studies.
a) doesn’t like
b) likes
¢) like
d) love
-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 9. soruyu

cevaplaymniz.

9. What is Andrew’s hobby?
a) doing puzzles
b) playing chess
¢) playing tennis

d) playing basketball
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 10. ve 11.

sorulari cevaplayiniz.

10. What can’t Jennifer’s brother do?

a) ride a bike b) read ¢) speak d) write

11. What can Jennifer’s brother do?

a) do puzzles b) play checkers ¢) play tennis d) dance

)

e o

4>

- N
TR

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz diyaloga gore 12. soruyu

cevaplaymniz.

12. We shouldn’t ..., .
a) do sports every day
b) eat junk food
¢) eat fresh vegetables and food

d) sleep 8 hours every night
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore 13. soruyu cevaplayiniz.

13. Tinahas gota .........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiienene, .

a) cold b) headache ¢) stomachache d) toothache

- A
‘Q‘ »

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore 14. soruyu cevaplayiniz.

14. What should Jack do?
a) He should drink cold water
b) He should see a doctor
¢) He shouldn’t drink cold water

d) He shouldn’t eat fruit and vegetables

-Simdi bir konusma metni dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz metne gore 15. soruda
bosluga gelecek kelimeyi bulunuz.
15.She likes ..o, movies.

a) musical

b) horror

¢) romantic

d) science-fiction
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-Simdi bir konusma metni dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz metne gore 16. soruda

bosluga gelecek kelimeyi bulunuz.

16. The notebook is @ ........cccviiiiiiiiiiiiiin, film.
a) horror
b) musical
¢) romantic

d) science-fiction

--Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore, 17. ve 18. sorulari

cevaplayimiz. Dogru olanlar: “True”, yanhs olanlari ise “False” olarak

isaretleyiniz.

True False
17. John wants to have a slumber party. O O
18. John’s father accepts his request. O O

--Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore, 19. ve 20. sorulari

cevaplayimiz. Dogru olanlar: “True”, yanhs olanlari ise “False” olarak

isaretleyiniz.

True False
19. She wants to have a birthday party. O O
20. Her mother doesn’t accept his request. O O
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LISTENING TEXTS

1.

A: What do you do every morning before going to school, John?

John: I get up early, have my breakfast and brush my teeth.

A: Ok. What do you do after school?

John: Oh, I play tennis, read a book and talk to my friends.
2.-3.

Jane: What time do you get up every day?

Tim: I get up at seven every day.

Jane: What time do you go to bed every night?

Tim: I go to bed at ten every night.
4.

A: Excuse me, where is the cinema?

B: Go down this road, it is on the right, between the bank and the shopping
mall.

A: Between the bank and the shopping mall. Oh, yes, I see. Thanks.
5.

Teacher: Good morning Albert, [ am looking for Betty and Robert. Where
are they?

Albert: Betty is at the café and Robert is at the chemists.

Teacher: Thank you Albert.

Albert: You are welcome.
6.

A: Excuse me, how can I get to the hospital?
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B: Go straight ahead, turn left, it is next to the police station.

A: Next to the police station. Thanks.

-Hello, I am Alice. I live in Sidney. I am Australian. I study at Nun
Secondary school. My favorite subjects are history and music. I don’t like

Maths. I play the piano in the school orchestra.

A: Let’s go to the Social Studies class, James.
James: Oh, no.
A: Why? I think you like this lesson.

James: No, I don’t like Social Studies.

Eda: Do you like football, Andrew?
Andrew: No, I don’t like football.
Eda: Have you got a hobby?

Andrew: Sure. My hobby is doing puzzles.

10.-11.
A: Have you got any sisters and brothers, Jennifer?
B: [ have got a brother, but no sisters.
A: Oh, can your brother read?

B: No, he can’t read. He is only 4 years old.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

A: What can he do?
B: He can dance.

A: Dance! That is nice.

-Hi! My name is Andrew. I am a doctor. I have got some suggestions for your
health. Have breakfast every morning, eat fresh vegetables and food, do

sports every day, sleep 8 hours every night.

A: Are you OK, Tina?

Tina: No, I can’t eat anything.
A: Oh, what is the matter?
Tina: I have got a toothache.

A: You have got a toothache. Oh dear!

A: Where is Jack?

B: He is in bed.

A: What is the matter with him?
B: He has got a cold.

A: He should eat fruit and vegetables; he shouldn’t drink cold water.
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-I like music. I like movies with music, singing and dancing. They are
enjoyable and pleasant. You can watch them with your family and have good
time.

16.
-The notebook is a romance film. It is about a poor boy and a rich girl. They
love each other very much. This is a very romantic movie.

17-18.
John: Dad, can I have a birthday party?
Dad: Of course. What do you need for your party?
John: I need a birthday cake and a clown.
Dad: OK. A clown and a birthday cake. Do you like a chocolate cake? We
can buy you a chocolate birthday cake.
John: Yes, I do, dad. Thank you.

Dad: You are welcome.

19-20.
-Mum, can I have a birthday party?
-Sure. What do you need for your party?
-I need a big cake with candles and drinks.
-I can bake a delicious birthday cake for you.
-This is lovely. Thank you very much.

-You’re welcome.
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APPENDIX J

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 5™ GRADE STUDENTS’ SPEAKING SKILLS

-Ogretmen ogrencilerin kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili asagidaki sorulari sorar.
1. Hi, my name is Suat. How are you?
2. What do you do at weekends?

-Ogretmen asagidaki resmi gosterir ve 3. soruyu sorar.

COZL I OSILEINDOTOS

\

3. What time is it now?
-Ogretmen dgrencilerin Kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili 4. soruyu sorar.
4. What time do you have dinner?

-Ogretmen asagidaki haritay gosterir ve harita ile ilgili 5, 6 ve 7. sorulari sorar.

!

POLICE
staTioN JISTORE
Main Street
POST MOVIE
SCHOOL RESTAURANT

Central Avenue

First Street
Second Street
HOSPITAL

5. Where is the police station?
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6. How can I go to the bank?

7. How can I go to the library?

-Ogretmen ogrencilerin kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili 8,9, 10 ve 11. sorulari sorar.
8. Where are you from?

9. What is your favorite lesson?

10. What do you like about your favorite lesson?

11. Can you ride a bike?

-Ogretmen, asagidaki resmi gosterir ve 12. soruyu sorar.

12. What does she like doing?

-Ogretmen, asagidaki resmi gosterir ve 13. soruyu sorar.

13. What do they like doing?

-Ogretmen dgrencilerin kisisel bilgileri ile ilgili 14. soruyu sorar.

14. What is your favorite game?
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-Ogretmen, asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve bu resimler hakkinda 15. ve 16.
sorulari sorar.

15. What is the matter with Ege?

=

16. What is the matter with George?

-Ogretmen, 6grencilerin film zevkleri hakkinda 17, 18 ve 19. sorulari sorar.
17. What kind of movies do you like?
18. Do you like horror movies or comedies?

19. What is your favorite movie?

-Ogretmen, ayrilacagim belirten bir ciimle/ifade soyler ve 6grenciden bir
karsilik bekler.

20. I must go now. See you.
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SAMPLE ANSWER KEY

1. Fine thanks and you? OR, I am fine/great/bad.

2. I play football / go shopping / go to the cinema etc. at the weekends.

3. It is a quarter to two.
4.l have dinnerat ............ .
5. It is between the bank and the store.

6. Go straight ahead, turn right. Walk along the Main Street. It is in front of the post

office / It is near the police station.

7. Go straight ahead, turn right. Walk along the Main Street. Turn left, it is on your
right.

8.lam from............. .

9. My favorite lesson is .............. .

100 Tt1s oo, .

11. Yes, I can or No, I can’t.

12. She likes playing checkers.

13. They like playing skipping rope.

14. My favorite game is ............ .OR1itis .coevennnn.n. .
15. He has got a headache.

16. He has got a stomachache.

17.1like ........... movies.

18. I like horror movies / I like comedies.

19. My favorite movie is ............ .ORitis........... .
20. See you / Good bye.
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APPENDIX K

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 6™ GRADE STUDENTS’ LISTENING SKILLS
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinleyeceginiz bu diyaloga gore 1. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

1. What does he do after school?

a) does homework

b) plays tennis

¢) plays the guitar

d) plays football

2. Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Konusmada bahsedilen durumu belirten

resmi seciniz.

a) eating carrot

b) resting

¢) playing soccer

d) playing
basketball

- Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. 3. soruda konusmada bahsedilen durumu

belirten resmi seciniz.

3. What does he do after school?

a) plays basketball
Simdi
bir @D
konus ‘
- »
ma

b) plays tennis

¢) plays the guitar
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dinleyeceksiniz. 4. ve S. sorular1 bu konusmaya gore cevaplayinz.

4. What does he like?

a) cake

b) olives and

cheese

) eggs

d) honey and jam

5. What doesn’t he like?

a) olives and

cheese

b) cake

¢) honey and jam

d) eggs

- Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Konusmaya gore 6. soruyu cevaplayiniz.

6. What does she like?

a) olives and
cheese

b) cake

¢) honey and jam

o

o

d) eggs
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- Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. 7. soruyu dinlediginiz diyaloga gore

cevaplaymiz.

7. What is he doing?

a) reading a b) playing tennis ¢) selling newspapers | d) playing
newspaper football

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. 8. soruyu dinlediginiz diyaloga gore
cevaplaymiz.

8. What is she doing?

a) cooking b) reading a book | ¢) having lunch d) waiting in line
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-Hava durumu ile ilgili konusmay1 dinleyiniz ve 9, 10 ve 11. sorulari bu

konusmaya gore cevaplayiniz.

9. What is the weather like in Istanbul?

a) foggy b) snowy ¢) sunny

10. What is the weather like in Ankara?

a) snowy b) cloudy ¢) rainy d) sunny
11. What is the weather like in Paris?

a) sunny b) rainy ¢) foggy d) windy

' §
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. 12. sorudaki bosluga uygun gelen resmi

dinlediginiz diyaloga gore isaretleyiniz.

12.1like ..o

a) big wheel

¢) carrousel d) bumper cars

© Can Stock Photo

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. 13. sorudaki bosluga uygun gelen resmi

dinlediginiz diyaloga gore isaretleyiniz.

13 are frightening.

a) wave swingers b) roller coasters ¢) bumper cars d) ghost trains

© Can Stock Photo
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. 14. sorudaki bosluga dinlediginiz diyaloga

gore uygun gelen resmi isaretleyiniz.

4. are boring.

a) bumper cars b) big wheels ¢) carrousels d) wave swingers

‘Ilillllllllll """ HITIIS
© Can Stock Photo [ NN NN NNNNN

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. 15. ve 16. sorular1 bu konusmaya gore
cevaplaymniz.

15. What did they do?

a) swam b) picked fruits ¢) do camping d) ride a bike
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16. What didn’t they do?

a) play basketball b) do camp ¢) pick fruits

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz 17. soruyu dinlediginiz diyaloga gore

cevaplaymiz.

17. What did the brothers do in the summer?
a) They played tennis
b) They went for a walk
¢) They swam in the lake
d) They played basketball

-Konusmayi dinleyin ve konusmaya gore 18. soruyu cevaplayiniz.

18. What does her father do?

a) architect b) farmer

d) teacher
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-Konusmayi dinleyin ve konusmaya gore 19. ve 20. sorulari cevaplayniz.

19. What was her grandfather’s jobs in 19847
a) cook
b) dentist
¢) doctor

d) worker

20. What was her grandfather’s jobs in 1975?
a) doctor
b) dentist
¢) worker

d) waiter
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LISTENING TEXTS

1.
-What do you do after school?
-I do my homework after school.
2.
-I rest after school.
3.
-1 play basketball after school.
4.-5.
-I like olives and cheese. I don’t like honey and jam.
6.
- I like eggs very much. I eat egg in the mornings. Eggs are nutritious.
7.
A: What is he doing?
B: He is selling newspaper.
8.
A: What is she doing?
B: She is waiting in line.
9.-10.-11.
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Weather
The weather is foggy in Istanbul.
Ankara is rainy today.
London is very cold. It is 2 °C.
Paris is windy.
Berlin is stormy.

Rome is cloudy.

12.
A: What do you think about fairs?
B: I think they are exciting places. I like the roller coaster very much. Roller
coasters are crazy.
13.
A: What do you think about ghost trains?
B: I think they are frightening.
14.
A: What do you think about bumper cars?
B: I hate bumper cars. They are boring.
15. - 16.

-Last summer, my family and I went to the mountains. It was beautiful. We

climbed trees and picked fruits. We didn’t swim, but we had a good time.
254



17.

18.

19-20.

-What did you do last summer?

-Last summer, we went to our summer house near the lake. The weather was
good. My brother and I swam in the lake. My father and I went sailing. We
played in the forest and climbed trees. It was a great vacation. We had a good

time.

-My father is an architect. He became an architect in 1994. He can draw plans

for bridges and houses. He can design buildings. He is very good at his job.

-My grandfather James Parker is 60 years old. He is an interesting man. He
can do a lot of things so he had different occupations in his life. He was a
waiter in 1975. He worked in a restaurant. He was a cook in 1984. He cooked
great food. He became a salesperson in a clothes shop in 1987. In 1994, he
opened his own clothes shop. He was the manager. He was self-employed for

15 years and now he doesn’t work.
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APPENDIX L

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 6™ GRADE STUDENTS’ SPEAKING SKILLS

-Ogretmen 1, 2 ve 3. sorulari sorar ve dgrencilerden kendileri ile ilgili cevaplar
vermelerini bekler.

1. What do you do at weekends?

2. What do you do after school?

3. What time do you have dinner?

-Ogretmen 4, 5, ve 6. sorulari sorar ve 6grencilerden kendileri ile ilgili cevaplar
vermelerini bekler.

4. What is your favorite fruit?

5. What do you like eating at breakfast?

6. Do you like drinking milk at breakfast?

-Ogretmen, resimleri gosterir, her resmin altina karsilastirmada kullanacaklar

sifatlar1 yazar ve resimlerdeki seyleri karsilastirmalarini ister.
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9. heavy.

-Ogretmen asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve 10, 11 ve 12. sorular sorar.

Morning Afternoon Evening

10. What is the weather like in the morning?
11. What is the weather like in the afternoon?

12. What is the weather like in the evening?
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-Ogretmen asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve 6grencilere 13. ve 14. sorular sorar.

13. What do you think about big

wheel?

14. What do you think about

carrousel?

-Ogretmen, asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve resimlerin yanindaki 15, 16 ve 17.

sorulari sorar.

15. What did Arda do on holiday?
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16. What did the kids/children do on

vacation?

© Can Stock Photo - csp15803324

17. What did he do on holiday?

-Ogretmen asagidaki resmi gosterir ve resimle ilgili resmin yanindaki 18, 19 ve

20. sorulari sorar.

18. What does Mr. Kaya do?

19. Where does he work?

20. Can he teach new things?
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SAMPLE ANSWER KEY

1. I go to cinema / go shopping / go to shopping malls / visit my grandparents,

relatives etc. at weekends.

2. [ play football, basketball / do my homework / rest etc. after school.

3. I have dinner at 7, 8. 9 etc. o’clock.

4. My favorite fruit (it) is apple / orange / banana etc.

5. I like eating jam / honey / olives / eggs / cheese / toast etc. at breakfast.

6. Yes, I do. / No, I don’t.

7. The cat is fatter than the dog.

8. Betty (she) is taller than Barny (him).
9. The orange is heavier than the apple.
10. It is sunny in the morning.

11. It is cloudy in the afternoon.

12. It is rainy in the evening.

13. I think it is entertaining / scary / enjovyable etc.

14. 1 think it is entertaining, scary, enjovable etc.

15. Arda (he) climbed the mountain.
16. They swam on vacation.

17. He went fishing / He cooked fish.
18. He is a teacher.

19. He works at the school.

20. Yes, he can.
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APPENDIX M

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 7™ GRADE STUDENTS’ LISTENING SKILLS
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 1. soruyu
cevaplaymiz.

1. What does Bill look like?

a) b) ©) d)

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 2. ve 3.
sorulari cevaplaymmz.
2. What does Melisa look like?

a) She has got straight fair hair and green eyes.

b) She has got curly fair hair and green eyes.

¢) She has got straight dark hair and green eyes.

d) She has got straight fair hair and blue eyes.

3. What is Melisa like?

a) successful b) helpful ¢) stubborn d) clumsy
-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 4. soruyu
cevaplaymiz.

4. What did Lucy buy yesterday?

a) sneakers b) socks ¢) shoes d) sweater
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-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 5. ve 6.
sorular: cevaplayniz.
5. When was Mozart born?
a) 1755 b) 1756 ¢) 1791 d) 1792
6. How old was he when he died?
a) 32 b) 33 ¢) 34 d) 35
-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 7. soruyu
cevaplaymiz.
7. How often does Tony eat fish?
a) everyday b) often ¢) once a week d) usually
-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 8. ve 9.
sorulari cevaplayiniz.
8. How often does Metin do exercise?

a) once a week

b) once a month

¢) three times a week

d) three times a month
9. How often does Metin go jogging in the park?
a) always b) everyday ¢) never d) usually
-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 10. soruyu
cevaplaymiz.
10. Which animal does the speech describe?

a) Cat b) Elephant ¢) Lion d) Tiger
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-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 11. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

11. Which animal is not mentioned in the speech?

a) Deer b) Giraffe ¢) Leopard d) Snake

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 12. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

12. What did he watch last night?

a) cartoons b) documentary ¢) football match d) talk show
-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 13. soruyu
cevaplaymniz.

13. What did Kenan watch last night?

a) cartoons b) documentary ¢) football match d) talk show

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 14. ve 15.

sorulari cevaplayiniz.

14. What do they need for the party?
a) a cake b) drinks ¢) decorations d) sandwiches

15. How many candles do they need?

a)ll b) 12 c)13 d) 14
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 16. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

16. How much cake would Esra like?

a) a little b) a lot of ¢) one plate d) some

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 17. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

17. What will bring you bad luck?

a) a rabbit’s foot b) a horse shoe ¢) a black cat d) a fourleaf clover

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore, 18, 19 ve 20. sorulari

cevaplayimz. Dogru olanlar: “True”, yanhs olanlari ise “False” olarak

isaretleyiniz.

True False
18. Mehmet will be very successful in his career. 0 O
19. Mehmet will not receive a lot of money. 0 O
20. Mehmet will love his job. 0 O
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LISTENING TEXTS
1.
A: Oh, he is cute.
B: Yes, he is very cute.
A: You have got dark hair, but Bill is blonde.

B: Yes, he is blonde. He has got short, curly hair.

2-3.
-Melisa is 15 years old. She is very beautiful. She has got straight fair hair and green

eyes. She is cute but sometimes she is very clumsy.

4.

-What did you do yesterday, Lucy?
-I went to the new shopping center.
-What did you buy?

-1 bought these sneakers.

-Wow! Those sneakers are very popular this year. They look great!

5-6.
A biography of Mozart
Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart was an Austrian composer and pianist. Many people

think that he was one of the best composers of music of all time. He was born in
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Salzburg. Mozart had a short life. He was born on January 27, 1756, and died of

illness on December 5, 1791. He was only 35 years old at the time of his death.

7.

- What is your favorite food for dinner, Tony?
- My favorite food is fish.

-How often do you eat fish?

-Well, mum often cooks fish, so I often eat it.

8-9.

-Look! Metin is running.

-He is very successful.

-He exercises a lot and eats healthy food because he wants to win a medal.
-How often does he exercise?

-Three times a week.

-How often does he go jogging in the park?

-He usually goes jogging in the park.

10.
-It is a wild animal. The tiger is the most powerful of all the big cats. A tiger is large

with orange and black straight fur. They live in Asia.

11.

-You can see wild animals around us like lion, tiger, cheetah, leopard, deer, giraftfe.
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12.

-Did you watch the Vampire Diaries last night?
-No, I didn’t.

-What did you watch?

-1 watched a football match. My favorite football match was on TV. It was fantastic.

13.
-What did you watch, Kenan?

-1 watched a talk show. The guests were famous and it was fun. I love talk shows.

14-15.

-We are organizing a party for my sister. We made a guest list and sent the
invitations. We have some balloons and decorations. We have lots of beverages and
my mother is making some sandwiches, but we don’t have a cake. We need a big

strawberry cake with 13 candles with her.

16.

-Esra, would you like some tea or lemonade?

-Sorry, could you say that again?

-Would you like some tea or maybe a glass of lemonade?
-No, thanks.

-Would you like some cake?

-Yes, please. Just a little.
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17.

-I am form Turkey. We have a lot of superstitions in my country. A black cat brings
bad luck, but if you see a horse shoe or a rabbit’s foot, it is good, it brings good luck.
If you find a four-leaf clover, this is very good, it brings you good luck. What do you

think? Are these superstitions true?

18-19-20.

-What do you want to ask me, Mehmet?

-Will I be happy in my relationship?

-Sorry, I don’t see good things about your relationship, you won’t be happy with
your girlfriend, but you will be very successful in your career. You will work hard,
you will receive a lot of money and you will love your job a lot. And you won’t have

health problems. You will be very healthy.
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APPENDIX N

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 7™M GRADE STUDENTS’ SPEAKING SKILLS

-Ogretmen, 0grencilere asagidaki resmi gosterir ve resmin yanindaki 1. soruyu

sorar.

1. What is he like?

-Ogretmen, 0grencilere asagidaki resmi gosterir ve resmin yanindaki 2. soruyu

sorar.

2. What does he look like?
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-Ogretmen, 0grencilere asagidaki resmi gosterir ve resmin yanindaki 3. soruyu

sorar.

3. What is she like?

-Ogretmen, 6grencilere kendileriyle ilgili 4, 5 ve 6. sorular sorar.
4. What did you do yesterday?
5. What did you watch on TV last night?

6. What did you do at the weekend?

-Ogretmen d@rencilere kendileriyle ilgili 7, 8, 9 ve 10. sorulari sorar.

7. How often does your mother cook?

8. How often does your father do sports?

9. What does your mother do at the weekend?

10. What does your father do at weekdays?
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-Ogretmen, 6grencilere asagidaki resmi gosterir ve resimle ilgili 11. ve 12.

sorulari sorar.

11. What does the man prefer
watching?

12. Does the woman prefer watching

sports?

-Ogretmen dgrencilere tercihleriyle ilgili 13. ve 14. sorular sorar.

13. What do you prefer watching?

14. Do you prefer watching TV or walking in the park?

-Ogretmen, 6grencilere asagidaki resimleri gosterir, resimlerin yamindaki 15, 16

ve 17. sorulari sorar.

15. How many cherries are there

in the plate?
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16. How many cherries are there?

17. How many cherries are there

in the plate?

-Ogretmen, 6grencilere asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve resimlerin altindaki 18,

19 ve 20. sorulari sorar.

Today Tomorrow Friday Sunday

18. What will the weather be like tomorrow?
19. What will the weather be like on Sunday?

20. What will the weather be like on Sunday?
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7.

8.

SAMPLE ANSWER KEY

. He is clumsy.
. He is handsome.

. She is happy / cheerful.

. I played football / watched TV / did my homework etc. yesterday.

. I watched a football match / a movie etc. last night.

. I visited my grandparents / went shopping / went to park etc. at the weekend.

She never / sometimes / always etc. cooks. /She cooks every day / once a day etc.

He never / sometimes / rarely / always etc. does sports. /

He does sports every day / once a day / twice a week etc.

9.

My mother (she) prepares breakfast / cleans the house/ does the laundry etc. at the

weekend (the answer is left to the students).

10

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

. My father goes to work at weekdays. (the answer is left to the students)

He prefers watching sports.

No, she doesn’t.

I prefer watching series / movies etc. (the answer is left to the students)
I prefer watching TV. /I prefer walking in the park.

There are a lot of / many / lots of cherries in the plate.

There are a few cherries in the plate.
There aren’t any cherries in the plate.
It will be snowy tomorrow.

It will be sunny on Friday.

It will be windy on Sunday.
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APPENDIX O

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 7™ GRADE STUDENTS’ WRITING SKILLS
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A)
-Asagidaki tabloyu inceleyiniz ve verilen bilgilere gore Arda ile Gokge’yi

karsilagtiran kuralh 3 tane ciimle yazimz.

ARDA | GOKCE

7 years old | 5 years old

120 cm. 100 cm.

32 kg. 25 kg.

©00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
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©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

©00000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000

©000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000
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B)
-Resimlere bakimiz ve resimlerin altinda karisik olarak verilen kelimeleri

kullanarak gecmis zamanda 3 tane kurall ciimle yaziniz.

seven/he/past/wake hands/he/wash/his/then. omelet/orange

up/at/ten. juice/eat/and/drink/he.
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O
-Asagidaki tabloda Ahmet ile ilgili baz1 bilgiler yer almaktadir. Bu bilgilerden

faydalanarak 4 tane kurall ciimle yaziniz.

Sports Never Rarely Sometimes Usually Always

Go \\//

swimming

Play tennis \\/

Go running \V/

Do \\/

gymnastics
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D)
-Sumatra kaplanlar1 hakkinda asagidaki tabloda verilen bilgileri inceleyiniz. Bu

bilgilerden faydalanarak 4 tane kurall ciimle yaziniz.

Sumatran Tigers
Class: mammals
Weight: more than 100 kg.

Length of life: about 12 years.

Feeding: other animals such as fish, crocodiles and

wwwshutterstock com - 31140808

deer.
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E)
-Asagidaki tabloda verilen bilgileri inceleyiniz ve “Prefer” kelimesini

kullanarak 3 tane kurall ciimle yaziniz.

ARDA

Play football Watch TV

© ®

ELA

The news Talk show programs

) ©

ARDA AND GOKCE

Watch cartoons Watch sports programs

© ®
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SAMPLE ANSWER KEY

A)

Arda is older than Gokge / Gokge is younger than Arda.
Arda is taller than Gokge / Gokge is shorter than Arda.

Arda is heavier than Gokge / Gokge is lighter than Arda.

B)

He woke up at ten past seven.
Then, he washed his hands.

He drank orange juice and ate omelet.

O

He usually goes swimming.
He rarely plays tennis.
He sometimes goes running.

He always does gymnastics.
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D)

Sumatran tigers are mammals. Sumatran tigers (they) weigh more than 100 kg.
Sumatran tigers (they) live about 12 years. Sumatran tigers (they) eat other animals

such as fish, crocodiles and deer.

E)

Arda prefers playing football to watching TV.
Ela prefers (watching) talk show programs to (watching) the news.

Arda and Gokge prefer (watching) the cartoons to (watching) the sports programs.
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APPENDIX P

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 8™ GRADE STUDENTS’ LISTENING SKILLS
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 1. ve 2.

sorular: cevaplayniz.

1. Who can come to the birthday party?

a) Gary b) Gary and Sarah  ¢) Rose d) Rose and Gary

2. Why can’t Sarah come to the party?
a) Because she is going to join another party.
b) Because she is going to study for her exam.
¢) Because she is visiting her grandmother in Antalya.

d) Because she doesn’t like birthday parties.

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 3, 4 ve 5.
sorular: cevaplayiniz.
3. How often does he go to the chess club?
a) Once a day
b) Twice a week
¢) Three times a day
d) Three times in the weekdays
4. What does he regularly do at the weekend?
a) plays basketball
b) plays football
¢) plays computer games

d) plays chess
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5. What does he do after he finishes his homework?
a) plays basketball
b) plays football
¢) plays computer games

d) plays chess

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 6. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

6. What didn’t they put into the picnic basket?
a) lemonade
b) chocolate cookies
¢) milk

d) chicken and cheese sandwiches

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 7. ve 8.

sorulari cevaplayiniz.

7. According to the speech, what should we first do while cooking the omelet?
a) add the egg mixture
b) add some salt and pepper.
¢) add some butter

d) break four eggs in a large bowl
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8. What should we finally do while cooking the omelet?
a) mix them well with a fork
b) put a frying pan on low heat
¢) take the omelet from the frying pan.

d) turn the omelet around.

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 9. ve 10.

sorular: cevaplayiniz.

9. Where is Mr. Stevens at the moment?

a) Athome b) In ameeting c¢) Outside d) On the phone

10. Who is the caller?

a) Mr. Stevens’s daughter
b) Mr. Stevens’s sister

¢) Mr. Stevens’s wife

d) The secretary

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 11. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

11. What will Harry and Denise do?

a) do homework b) go for a walk ¢) play tennis d) swim
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 12. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

12. What app does she want to use?

a) Facebook b) Instagram ¢) Pinterest d) Twitter

-Simdi bir konusma dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu konusmaya gore 13. ve 14.

sorular: cevaplayiniz.

13. Which one is her favorite social networking site?

a) Facebook b) Instagram ¢) Pinterest d) Twitter

14. Why does she use Facebook?

a) to connect to her friends and family

b) to get fashion ideas

¢) to browse pictures about fashion and food

d) to find recipes

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 15. soruyu

cevaplaymiz.

15. What would Daniel rather do?

a) do motor-racing b) do car-racing ¢) do skateboarding  d) go canoeing
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-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Dinlediginiz bu diyaloga gore 16. ve 17.

sorular: cevaplayniz.

16. Which one is the most enjoyable sport according to Mark?

a) canoeing b) swimming ¢) surfing d) rafting

17. Which one is the most challenging sport according to Ela?

a) bungee jumping  b) hang gliding ¢) motor racing d) skateboarding

-Simdi bir diyalog dinleyeceksiniz. Bu diyaloga gore, 18, 19 ve 20. sorulari

cevaplayimiz. Dogru olanlar: “True”, yanhs olanlari ise “False” olarak

isaretleyiniz.

True False
18. They prefer historic sites. 0 O
19. They prefer a large resort. O O
20. They would prefer bed and breakfast. 0 O
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LISTENING TEXTS

1-2.

-Rose, would you like to join my birthday party this Saturday?

-Sure, that sounds great! Thank you.

-How about you, Sarah?

-I don’t think I can. I am visiting my grandmother in Antalya this weekend. Sorry!
-Oh, what a pity! And you, Gary? Are you busy on Saturday?

-Not at all. I would love to come.

-Great!

3.-4.-5.

-I have a lot of hobbies. I often play chess in the chess club in my neighborhood. I go
there three times in the weekdays. I also like basketball. I regularly play basketball at
the weekend. Like all teenagers, I enjoy playing computer games. I always play

computer games after I finish my homework. I think strategy games are terrific.

6.

-We went to the picnic last weekend. First, my mother prepared some chicken and
cheese sandwiches. Then, we packed the sandwiches and put them in the basket. We
made some lemonade and put two bottles of lemonade in the basket. My sister loves
sweet food, so we also took some chocolate cookies with us. There was some

delicious food in our picnic. We had a wonderful time.
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7.-8.

-Today, I am going to give you a simple recipe for an omelet. This recipe is for two
people. First, break four eggs in a large bowl. Second, add some salt and pepper.
Then, mix them well with a fork. Put a frying pan on low heat. Add some butter and
wait for it to melt. After that, add the egg mixture. After 3 minutes, turn the omelet
around. Cook for another three minutes. Finally, take the omelet from the frying pan

and serve it in a large plate. Enjoy your meal.

9-10.

-Hello, this is Mary Stevens calling.

-Hello, Ms. Stevens, this is Mr. Taylor Stevens’s office. How can I help you?

-May I speak to Mr. Stevens?

-I am sorry; he is not available at the moment. He is in a meeting. Would you like to
leave a message?

-Yes, please. I am his daughter. Can you tell him to call me as soon as he can?

-Of course. He will get back to you in an hour.

-Thank you, good bye.

-Good bye.

11.

-Hello, this is Harry calling. Is Denise in?

-Yes, hang on a minute. I will get her. Deniseeee.
-Hello, Harry. How are you?

-Thanks, Denise. What are you doing?
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-I am doing my homework.

-Oh, OK! Are you free after you finish your homework?

-Yes, [ am. Why?

-I am bored and I think I will go to the sports center. Do you want to come with me?
-Yes, why not? I’ll finish my homework in twenty minutes and then I will meet you
there.

-Maybe, we will play tennis. What do you think?

-Good idea! I will bring my rackets. See you later.

-See you later.

12.
-John, I want to get a twitter account. What should I do?
-First, download the app to your phone. Then you have to sign up.
-How should I do it?
-Click on the picture that says: create a new account. Fill in the blanks with your info
and it is done.
-Oh, that is easy. After [ use it, should I log out?
-If you want to, but you can stay logged in.
-Thanks, John. Do you have a twitter account? I can follow you if you want.
-Yes, of course. My twitter account name is darknight90. I will follow you back.
13.-14.
MY INTERNET HABITS
-I must admit [ am an Internet addict! I go online every day and spend hours on the

net. [ usually use my phone but I also use my laptop to surf the Internet. My favorite

293



apps are Facebook, Instagram and Pinterest. [ use Facebook to connect with my
friends and family. I log in almost every day and update my status. I share videos and
look at other people’s photos and videos. Instagram is even better to look at photos.
It is my favorite social networking site, but I don’t have many followers yet because
I am new. I also use Pinterest. I browse pictures about fashion and food mostly. I get
fashion and idea or find recipes and try them at home. I think the internet is so much

fun. I don’t know what I would do without it.

15.

-Daniel, what do you prefer doing on summer holidays?

-1 like sports activities. I can skateboard.

-Which one is the most challenging?

-I think, motor racing is the most challenging, because it is dangerous. I tried it last
year.

-Did you like it?

-It was fun, but I would rather go canoeing. I think, it is less dangerous and easier. It
is my favorite sport.

16.-17.

-I am doing a project about summer holidays. Can I ask you some questions?
-Sure. What would you like to ask?

-OK, I’ll start with you, Mark. What kind of holiday do you prefer, an activity
holiday or a relaxing holiday?

-I would definitely prefer an activity holiday. My favorite place is the seaside

because I would rather do water sports than land sports.
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-What kind of water sports would you rather do?

-1 like sports, but I don’t like taking risks, so I would rather go swimming or surfing
than canoeing or white-water rafting. Surfing is more enjoyable than canoeing, but
swimming is the most enjoyable.

-Have you ever tried anything dangerous?

-I have tried hang-gliding and I loved it.

-It was the most dangerous sport I have ever tried. It was also the most challenging.
-What about you, Ela? What kind of holiday do you prefer?

-I also prefer to go to the seaside for my holiday, but I would prefer to do land sports
than water sports.

-What kind of land sports would you rather do?

-1 tried skateboarding and I liked it. Motor-racing was more challenging than
skateboarding, but bungee-jumping was the most challenging.

- Was bungee-jumping scary?

-Yes, it was scary, but it was very exciting.

- Selin, what kind of holiday do you prefer?

-I like going to the seaside. My favorite activity is lying on the beach sunbathing and

reading my book.

18.-19.-20.

-Good morning, my name is Filiz, how can I help you?

-Good morning Filiz. I am Suat and this is Selin. We are hoping you can help us
choose our next summer holiday.

-I will try my best to help you. Have you ever been abroad?
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-Yes, we have. Last year, we went to Paris. We want to stay in this country this
summer.

-OK. Do you prefer historic sites or the seaside?

-We have visited many historical sites around the country. I would prefer a beach
holiday this year, wouldn’t you, Dad?

-Yes, I would, and I am sure your Mum would prefer a beach holiday, too.
-Great! We have many beach holidays to choose from. Would you rather stay in a
large resort or a small hotel?

-1 guess a large resort would be better for the family because there are lots of
attractions to choose from.

-l agree. It’s easier to make friends in a large resort.

-And would you prefer all-inclusive or bed and breakfast?

-What is all-inclusive?

-It means that all food and drinks are included in the price. You can eat and drink
whatever you want.

-That sounds great, doesn’t it, Dad?

-Yes, it does. I think we would prefer all-inclusive.

-That’s a good choice.

-Now all you need to do is to choose your destination and we can look at the resorts
we have available.

-I would prefer the Aegean region. What about you, Selin?

-Yes, Dad. Let’s go to the Aegean region.
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APPENDIX R

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 8™ GRADE STUDENTS’ SPEAKING SKILLS

-Ogretmen, 6grencilere resimleri gosterir, sordugu soruya hem olumsuz hem de

olumlu cevap vermelerini ister.

Activity Question Accept/Refuse/Make
excuses
—:: i : .' : E .' : .' : -Would you like to attend | 1. Refuse
»°® \0%0°
.: .: Kayla’s birthday party? | 2. Make an excuse
8 &
bl ememmHoAY o
Do/ Saturday, June 25th ®©
1:00-3:00
.: \ 238 Rau)bovf I\I\llay :
)oteuTTVIe Tese!

Mo dioor

STER BLIRTTEDMY

= N
= N ~
N '3@\_

N N N N N

-What about joining

Madison’s pool party?

3. Accept the invitation

-Ogretmen, 6grencilere 4, 5 ve 6. sorulari sorar.

4. What time do you usually get up at the weekdays?

5. What do you generally do after school?

6. What time do you usually go to bed?
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-Ogretmen, 6grencilere asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve resimler hakkinda 7, 8 ve

9. sorulari sorar.

HOW TO FRY POTATOES

STEP 1

STEP 2

STEP 3

STEP 4

STEP 5

7. What do we do first?
8. What do we do after we cut the potatoes in strips?
9. What do we do finally?
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-Ogretmen, 6grencilere gelecek planlari ile ilgili 10. ve 11. sorular sorar.

10. What are you going to do on Saturday afternoon?

11. What are you going to do on your summer holiday?

-Ogretmen, 6grencilere kendileriyle ilgili 12, 13 ve 14. sorulari sorar.
12. How many hours a day do you use the internet?

13. What do you usually do online?

14. How often do you log in Facebook?

-Ogretmen, dgrencilere asagidaki resimleri gosterir ve resimlerin yanindaki 15,

16 ve 17. sorulari sorar.

15. What do you think about windsurfing?

16. What do you think about bungee-jumping?
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17. What do you think about motor racing?

-Ogretmen, égrencilere sevdikleri turistik yer hakkinda 18, 19 ve 20. sorulari

sorar.

18. What is your favorite tourist attraction?
19. What is the weather like there?

20. What can we do there?
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8

9.

10

SAMPLE ANSWER KEY

. I am sorry, but I can’t. / I would like to, but I can’t. I would love to, but I can’t etc.

. I have to study for my exam / I must do my homework etc.

. That sounds great / yeah, why not? etc.
. Tusually getup at ........ at the weekdays.

. I do my homework / watch TV / go to park / have dinner etc. after school.

.lusuallygotobedat ............... .
. We wash the potatoes.

. We pour some oil into the frying pan.

We put the potatoes into the frying pan.

. I am going to visit my grandparents / go shopping / play football etc. Saturday

afternoon

11

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

.Jamgoingto....................... on my summer holiday.
. L use the internet ........ hoursaday./................ hours a day.

['usually do research / do my homework / chat with my friend etc. online.

I never / sometimes / always etc. log in Facebook.

I'log in Facebook every day / once a day / once-twice-three times a week etc.

I think windsurfing (it) is dangerous/enjoyable/entertaining etc.

I think bungee-jumping (it) is dangerous/enjoyable/entertaining etc.

I think motor racing (it) is dangerous/enjoyable/entertaining etc.

My favorite tourist attraction is .................
Itisin ..., .

We can do canoeing, swim, do bungee jumping etc. there.
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APPENDIX S

ACHIEVEMENT TEST ON 8™ GRADE STUDENTS’ WRITING SKILLS
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A)
Asagida verilen tablodaki davetiyeyi okuyunuz. Bu davet i¢in sizden bir mektup

yazmaniz beklenmektedir. Yazacagimiz mektupta daveti reddeden ve reddetme

sebebinizi aciklayan bir mazeret belirten. Mektup yazarken davetin altindaki

sablona uyunuz.

Dear friends,

My birthday party is next Saturday. The party starts at seven p.m. and finishes at nine p.m.
Why don’t you join me? I’m sure it will be great fun.

Love,

Arda
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B)
Asagidaki tabloyu inceleyiniz. Kendinize gore uygun olan yerleri isaretleyiniz ve
bu aktiviteleri ne sikhikta yaptigimizi belirten bir paragraf yaziniz. Bu paragraf

5 farkh ciimleden olusmahidar.

ROUTINES FREQUENCY
<
= | <=
g | g5
g 8| g
w | > | B <
2| 8> 8| ol 5
z | 2| 88| <2| 2| =
< | DD |EHEs|E&]|O|Z
Get up early
Go to bed late
Do homework
Do exercise
Play tennis
MY ROUTINES




)

Asagidaki resimlerde yapilis sirasi gosterilen yemegin tarifini “first, second,

next, then ve finally” kelimelerini kullanarak yaziniz.

HOW TO COOK TURKISH PILAF
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D)

Asagidaki tabloda verilen bosluklara internet ahiskanhklarimiz hakkinda bir
paragraf yaziniz. Yazdiginiz ciimleleri “and, but, because” baglac¢larini
kullanarak birbirlerine baglayimmiz. Asagida verilen 6rnegi inceleyin ve en az 3

ciimleden olusan bir paragraf yaziniz.

Example: I have a PC, but I usually Access the internet from my tablet.

MY INTERNET HABBITS
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E) Asagidaki tabloyu inceleyiniz ve kendinize gore uygun olan yerleri
isaretleyiniz. Daha sonra, asagidaki 6rnekteki gibi hangi sporu digerine tercih
ettiginizi ve tercih sebebinizi belirten bir paragraf yaziniz. Bu paragraf 5
ciimleden olusmahdir.

Example: I prefer bungee jumping to rafting because it is more fascinating than

rafting.

a0 %) o0 en

= =

5 : 2 | E - |2

5 s |E ¢ B

E = |8 |E Sl

O a @ ~
Bungee
jumping v
Rafting X
Hang gliding
Skateboarding
Swimming

MY PREFERENCES OF SPORTS
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SAMPLE ANSWER KEY

A)

Dear Arda,

I would like to attend your party, but I can’t. I am going to visit my grandparents this
Saturday.

Love,

Suat.

B)

MY ROUTINES
I always get up early.
[ usually get up early.
I get up early three times a day.
I get up early twice a month.
I get up early once a month.

I never get up early.

I always go to bed late.
[ usually go to bed late.

I go to bed late three times a day.
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I go to bed late twice a month.
I go to bed late once a month.

I never go to bed late.

I always do homework.

I usually do homework.

I do homework three times a day.
I do homework twice a month.

I do homework once a month.

I never do homework.

I always do exercise.

[ usually do exercise.

I do exercise three times a day.
I do exercise twice a month.

I do exercise once a month.

I never do exercise.

I always play tennis.

I usually play tennis.

I play tennis three times a day.
I play tennis twice a month.

I play tennis once a month.

I never play tennis.
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HOW TO COOK TURKISH PILAF
First, rinse the rice under cold water.
Second, melt the butter in a saucepan (pan).
Next, add/put the rice into the pan.
Then, pour some water into the pan.

Finally, add some salt.

D)

MY INTERNET HABBITS
The answers will depend on students’ own choices.
E.g.

1- I have a PC, but I usually access the internet from my tablet.

E)

MY PREFERENCES OF SPORTS
The answers will depend on students’ own choices.
E.g.

1- I prefer bungee jumping to rafting because it is more fascinating than rafting.
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APPENDIX T

FIRST INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Sevgili Meslektasim,
Bu goriisme Diller I¢in Avrupa Ortak Basvuru Metni dogrultusunda gelistirilen
ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretim programmnin degerlendirilmek igin planlanan doktora
tezimin bir boliimiinii olusturmaktadir. Ortaya c¢ikacak sonuclarin Ingilizce
egitimindeki sorunlara cevaplar vermesi ve egitimin iyilestirilmesine 151k tutmasi
beklenmektedir.
Bu goriismenin amaci sinif i¢i gézlem yapacagim sinifin 6gretmeni, ¢alistiginiz okul
ve 6gretim yaptiZiniz sinif ortami hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmaktir.
Sorulara samimi ve eksiksiz yanitlar vermeniz arastirmanin saglikli tamamlanmasi
icin son derece Onemlidir. Istediginiz zaman gdriismeyi yarida kesebilir,
begenmediginiz sorular hakkinda goriis belirtmeyebilirsiniz.
Elde edilen bilgiler tamamen bilimsel amaglar i¢in kullanilacak ve kimliginiz
kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.
Katiliminiz ve ayirdiginiz degerli zamaniniz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.
Suat KAYA
Ortadogu Teknik
Universitesi
Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii
Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Ana Bilim Dah
Doktora Ogrencisi

E-mail: kayasuat2002@gmail.com
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GORUSME SORULARI
1. Oncelikle sizi biraz tantyalim.
a. Meslekteki deneyiminiz kag y1l oldu?
b. Mezun oldugunuz fakiilte ve boliim hangisidir?

c. Neden bu meslegi sectiniz?

2. Mesleginiz ile ilgili duygu ve diistinceleriniz nelerdir?
a. Calisirken hangi durumlarda ¢ok zorlanirsiniz? Bu gibi durumlarda neler
yaparsiniz?

b. Mesleginizde en ¢ok sevdiginiz ve sevmediginiz durumlar nelerdir?

3. Mesleki gelisiminiz i¢in neler yapiyorsunuz?
a. Takip ettiginiz bir yayin var mi1? (Gazete, dergi, TV)

b. Mesleginizle ilgili bilimsel seminerlere katilir misiniz?

4. Ogrencilerinizle devam edelim. Izleyecegim siniftaki dgrencilerinizin yabanci dil
olarak Ingilizce’ye yonelik tutumlar1 hakkindaki goriis ve gézlemleriniz nelerdir?
a. Ingilizce'nin 6neminin farkindalar m1? (Gelecekte kendilerine lazim
olacaginin farkindalar mr1)

b. Ingilizce grenmek istiyorlar m1? Bunun igin ne kadar ¢aba gosteriyorlar?

5. Calistiginiz okul ve ders verdiginiz siniflar bahsedelim biraz. Okulunuz Ingilizce
Ogretimi i¢in gereken hangi olanaklara sahip?

a. Okul dil 6gretimi i¢in gereken teknolojik donanima sahip mi?

b. Siniflar Ingilizce 6gretimine ne kadar uygun?

c. Smiflarda programin 6nerdigi hangi arag-gerecler mevcut?

d. Smif ortami programda onerilen etkinliklerin uygulanmasi i¢in uygun mu?

6. Simdi, programi uygularken sizin yaptiklarinizdan bahsedelim.
a. Derslerinize girmeden 6nce ne gibi hazirliklar yaparsiniz?
b. Ders plan1 hazirlar misin1z? Hayirsa, neden?

Evetse,
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bl. Ders plani hazirlarken nelere dikkat edersiniz?

b2. Esnek ders planlar1 hazirlar misiniz?

b3. Ders plan1 hazirlarken 6grencilerin bireysel farkliliklarin1 g6z 6niine alir
misiniz?

7.2012 yilinda gelistirilen ingilizce Ogretim Programu ile ilgili goriisleriniz nelerdir?
a. 2012 yilinda gelistirilen ingilizce Ogretim Programuiyla ilgili bir hizmet ici
egitim kursuna veya bir seminere katildiniz m1?

b. Katildiysaniz, bu egitim programla ilgili gereksinimlerinizi ne derece
kargilamigtir?

c. Katilmadiysaniz, program hakkindaki goriislerinizi nasil edindiniz?

8. Diller i¢in Avrupa Ortak Basvuru Metni hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz?

a. Metnin getirdigi yenilikler lilkemizde uygulanmaya ne derece uygun?

9. Iletisimsel dil 6gretimi hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz?
a. Ana hedefin iletisimsel dil becerisini gelistirmek olmasi hakkinda neler
diistinliyorsunuz?
b. Siniflarimizda uygulayabiliyor musunuz?
c. Smiflariizda ne derece uygulayabiliyorsunuz?

d. Uygulamaniz etkileyen etmenler nelerdir?

10. Ingilizce 6gretirken kullandiginiz strateji, yontem ve teknikler nelerdir?
a. Neden bunlar1 kullaniyorsunuz?
b. Yeni program, kullandiginiz yontem ve teknik stratejilerde herhangi bir

degisiklige sebep oldu mu? Olduysa hangi degisikliklere sebep oldu?

11. Derslerinizde en ¢ok hangi dil becerilerine agirlik veriyorsunuz?
a. Neden?

b. Sizce, 6nce hangi beceri kazandirilmali? Neden?

12. Son olarak, eklemek istediginiz bagka bir sey var m1?
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APPENDIX U

SECOND INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Sevgili Meslektasim,

Bu goriisme, Diller I¢in Avrupa Ortak Basvuru Metni dogrultusunda gelistirilen
ortaokul Ingilizce Ogretim programmin degerlendirilmek igin planlanan doktora
tezimin bir bdliimiinii olusturmaktadir. Ortaya ¢ikacak sonuglarin Ingilizce
egitimindeki sorunlara cevaplar vermesi ve Ingilizce &gretim programinin
iyilestirilmesine 151k tutmasi beklenmektedir. Bu goriismenin amaci yaptigim
gozlemlerde elde ettigim verilerin sebep ve sonuglari hakkinda bilgi toplamaktir.
Gortismede, begenmediginiz sorular hakkinda goriis belirtmeyebilir ve sizi rahatsiz
eden bir durumun olmasi durumunda goriismeden ¢ekilebilirsiniz. Gorlismeden sonra
ses kaydini dinleyebilirsiniz. Elde edilen bilgiler tamamen bilimsel amagclar i¢in
kullanilacak ve kimliginiz kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Katiliminiz, katkiniz ve ayirdiginiz degerli zamaniniz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

Suat KAYA

oDTU

Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Ana Bilim Dali
Doktora Ogrencisi

E-mail: kayasuat2002@gmail.com
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GORUSME SORULARI

1. Oncelikle programin dngordiigii baz1 beklendik 6gretmen davranislarindan ve bu

konu hakkindaki gézlemlerimle baslayalim.

a. Gozlemledigim kadariyla genellikle 6grencileri yeni konuya hazirladiniz.
Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun

olasi sonug¢lari nelerdir?

b. Gozlemledigim kadariyla iletisim kurarken hemen hemen hi¢ hedef dili
kullanmadiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri

nelerdir? Bunun olasi sonuglar1 nelerdir?

c. Gozlemledigim kadariyla hemen hemen her ders (siklikla) dil bilgisi
kurallarina odaklandiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun

sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun olast sonuglari nelerdir?

d. Gozlemledigim kadariyla kelime ¢alismalarina ¢ok fazla odaklanmadiniz.
Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun

olasi sonuglar1 nelerdir?

e. Gozlemledigim kadariyla okuma becerisine hemen hemen her ders
(siklikla) odaklandiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun

sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun olasi sonuglari nelerdir?

f. Gozlemledigim kadariyla hemen hemen hi¢ dinleme becerisine

odaklanmadmiz (ya dinleme etkinligi gecildi ya da okuma etkinligine
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doniistiirtildii). Bu durum hakkinda neler diigiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri

nelerdir? Bunun olasi sonuglar1 nelerdir?

g. Gozlemledigim kadariyla hemen hemen hi¢ konusma becerisine
odaklanmadiniz. Ayrica konugma etkinlikleri cogunlukla yapilmadan gecildi.
Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun

olas1 sonug¢lar1 nelerdir?

h. Gozlemledigim kadartyla 6grencilere siklikla doniit verdiniz. Bu durum
hakkinda neler diislinliyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun olas1

sonuglar1 nelerdir?

i. Gozlemledigim kadariyla hemen hemen hig bireysel 6grenme glicliiklerine
odaklanmadiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diislinliyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri

nelerdir? Bunun olasi sonuglar1 nelerdir?

j. Gozlemledigim kadariyla 6grencileri siklikla tesvik ettiniz. Bu durum
hakkinda neler diislinliyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun olas1

sonuglari nelerdir?

2. Simdi, programin 6ngordiigii bazi beklendik 6grenci davranislar: ve bu konu ile

ilgili gézlemlerim hakkinda konusalim.

a. Gozlemledigim kadariyla, 6grenciler iletisim kurarken hi¢ hedef dili
kullanmadilar. Bu durum hakkinda neler diisliniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri

nelerdir? Bunun olas1 sonuglari nelerdir?
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b. Gozlemledigim kadariyla, 6grencilerin okuma etkinliklerine katilimi
dinleme ve konusma etkinliklerine katilimina oranla daha yiiksekti. Bu durum
hakkinda neler diisliniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun olast

sonuglar1 nelerdir?

3. Simdi de, programin kullanilmasini 6nerdigi arag-geregler ve bu konu ile ilgili

elde ettigim gozlemlerim hakkinda biraz konusalim.

a. Gozlemledigim kadariyla en ¢ok 6grenci kitabi ve yazi tahtasini
kullandiniz. Bunun yaninda isitsel, gorsel ve isitsel-gorsel araclart nadiren
kullandiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diistiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri

nelerdir? Bunun olas1 sonuglari nelerdir?

4. Simdi de, programin kullanilmasini 6nerdigi yontem, teknik ve etkinlikler ve bu

konu ile ilgili elde ettigim gozlemler hakkinda biraz konugalim.

a. Gozlemledigim kadariyla en ¢ok soru-cevap teknigini kullandiniz. Bunun
yaninda iletisim odakli gérevler, grup calismalari, esli ¢caligsmalar, drama,
¢izim ve boyama, oyun, etiketleme, rol yapma, hikaye anlatimi, tiim fiziksel
tepki ve el sanatlar1 ¢alismalarini ya ¢ok nadiren kullandiniz ya da hig
kullanmadiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri

nelerdir? Bunun olas1 sonuglari nelerdir?
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5. Simdi de, programin kullanilmasini 6nerdigi degerlendirme yontem ve teknikleri

ve bu konu ile ilgili elde ettigim gézlemler hakkinda biraz konugalim.

a. Gozlemledigim kadariyla sadece yazili sinavlar1 kullandiniz. Bunun
yaninda 6z degerlendirme, akran degerlendirmesini hi¢ kullanmasiniz ve dil
gelisim dosyasi hazirlatmadiniz. Bu durum hakkinda neler diistiniiyorsunuz?

Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun olast sonuglari nelerdir?

b. Gozlemledigim kadariyla sadece 6grencilerin okuma becerisi
degerlendiriliyor. Konusma ve dinleme becerileri pek degerlendirilmiyor. Bu
durum hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Bunun sebepleri nelerdir? Bunun

olas1 sonuglar1 nelerdir?

6. Simdi de, uygulamis oldugum basar1 testlerinden elde ettigim sonuglar hakkinda

konusalim.

a. Okuma becerisini 6l¢gmek icin bagari testi uygulamadim fakat yapmis
oldugunuz yazili sinavlarin ortalamasini kullandim. Elde ettigim sonuglara
gore sinif ortalamasi 42. Bu sonuglar hakkinda neler diisiinliyorsunuz? Sizce

bu sonuglarin olas1 sebepleri neler olabilir?

b. Dinleme testinde elde ettigim sonuclara gore sinif ortalamasi 46,16. Bu
sonuglar hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Sizce bu sonuglarin olas1 sebepleri

neler olabilir?
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¢. Konugma testinde elde ettigim sonuglara gore sinif ortalamasi 9,10. Bu
sonuclar hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz? Sizce bu sonuglarin olas1 sebepleri

neler olabilir?

7. Son olarak, dgrencilere uygulamis oldugum tutum 6l¢egi sonuglarina gore,
Ogrenciler yabanci dile karst olumlu tutum igerisindeler. Hem yabanci dil

dgrenmenin éneminin farkindalar hem de Ingilizce’yi 6grenmek istiyorlar.
a. Bu sonuclar hakkinda neler diisiiniiyorsunuz?
b. Bu sonuglarin etkileri hakkinda neler sdylemek istersiniz?

8. Son olarak eklemek istediginiz veya s0ylemek istediginiz baska bir sey var mi1?
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APPENDIX V

FOCUS GROUP INTERVIEW WITH STUDENTS

Sevgili 6grenciler,

Bu goriisme, Diller i¢in Avrupa Ortak Basvuru Metni dogrultusunda gelistirilen
ortaokul Ingilizce Ogretim programmin degerlendirilmek igin planlanan doktora
tezimin bir boliimiinii olusturmaktadir. Ortaya ¢ikacak sonuglarin Ingilizce 6gretim
programinin iyilestirilmesine 151k tutmasi beklenmektedir.

Bu goriismenin amaci gozlemlerde elde edilen veriler ve uyguladigim basar1 testleri
sonuclarinin nedenleri hakkinda daha ¢ok bilgi toplamaktir.

Gorlismede, begenmediginiz sorular hakkinda goriis belirtmeyebilir ve sizi rahatsiz

eden bir durumun olmasi durumunda goériismeden ¢ekilebilirsiniz.

Elde edilen bilgiler tamamen bilimsel amaglar i¢in kullanilacak ve kimliginiz

kesinlikle gizli tutulacaktir.

Katiliminiz, katkiniz ve ayirdiginiz degerli zamaniniz igin tesekkiir ederim.
Suat KAYA
Ortadogu Teknik
Universitesi
Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii
Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Ana Bilim Dah
Doktora Ogrencisi

E-mail: kayasuat2002@gmail.com
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GORUSME SORULARI

1. Oncelikle, isim vermeden kendinizi tanitiniz (Sinifiniz, yasiniz, ingilizce notunuz,

anne-baba meslegi).

2. Simdi de baz1 gozlemlerim hakkinda konusalim.

a. Gozlemledigim kadariyla, siniflarda hig Ingilizce konusulmuyor. Bunun
nedenleri neler olabilir?

b. Gozlemledigim kadariyla, 6zellikle dinleme ve konusma etkinliklerine
fazla katilim olmuyor? Bunun sebepleri neler olabilir? Katilimi arttirmak igin

neler yapilmasini tavsiye edersiniz?

3. Simdi de, uygulamis oldugum basari testlerinden elde ettigim sonuglar hakkinda

konusalim.

3.1. Okuma becerisini 6lgmek i¢in basari testi uygulamadim fakat yapmis
oldugunuz yazili sinavlarinin sonuglarini kullandim. Elde ettigim sonuglara

gore sinif ortalamasi 100 tizerinden (...).

a. Size gore, bu nasil bir sonug ve bu sonug¢ hakkinda neler

diigtinliyorsunuz?

b. Sizce bu sonucun sebepleri neler olabilir?
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c. Okuma becerisindeki bagarinizi arttirmak i¢in sizce neler yapilmali,

ders nasil islenmeli?

3.2. Dinleme testinde elde ettigim sonuglara gore sinif ortalamasi 100

tizerinden (...).

a. Size gore bu nasil bir sonug ve bu sonu¢ hakkinda neler

diisiiniiyorsunuz?
b. Sizce bu sonucun sebepleri neler olabilir?

¢. Dinleme becerisindeki basarinizi arttirmak igin sizce neler

yapilmali, ders nasil islenmeli?

3.3. Konugma testinde elde ettigim sonuglara gore sinif ortalamasi 100

tizerinden (...).

a. Size gore by nasil bir sonug¢ ve bu sonu¢ hakkinda neler

diistinliyorsunuz?
b. Sizce bu sonucun sebepleri neler olabilir?

¢. Konusma becerisindeki basarinizi arttirmak i¢in sizce neler

yapilmali, ders nasil islenmeli?

4. Son olarak, eklemek istediginiz veya sdylemek istediginiz bagka bir sey var mi1?

Gorilisme bitmistir.

Katildiginiz i¢in tesekkiir ediyorum.
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APPENDIX W

ASSESSMENT RUBRICS FOR SPEAKING AND WRITING SKILLS

ASSESSMENT RUBRIC FOR SPEAKING SKILLS

Ogrenci No:
0 1 2 3 4 5 Pua
n
No Seems to Comprehen | Comprehen | Comprehen | Comprehen
compre | comprehend | ds the ds the ds the ds the q)/(s)
hension | the question | (q)/(s), but | (q)/(s), (Q/(s), and answers
and (q)/the answers in | answers in | answers in | in full
no speech (s), | words full full sentence
answer | butno rather than | sentence, sentence, without
answer full but with but with hesitation
sentences some little and free of
hesitation hesitation grammatica
and some and a few land
Q grammatica | grammatica | pronunciati
l and land on errors.
pronunciati | pronunciati
on errors. on errors.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
SUM
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ASSESSMENT RUBRIC FOR WRITING SKILLS

0 1 2 3 4 5 Pua
n
No Attemp | Writing Frequen | Despite Writing
attempt | ts to contains terrors | minor errors | is
to use write, | numerous in in spelling essential
the but it errors in spelling | grammar and | ly error-
learned | makes | spelling, , sentence free in
structure | no grammar, gramma | structure, terms of
S. sense. | and/or T, writing is spelling,
sentence sentenc | comprehensi | gramma
Part structure e ble. r and
S which structur sentence
interfere e structure
with distract
comprehensi | s the
on. reader.
1 0 1 2 3 4 5
2 0 1 2 3 4 5
3 0 1 2 3 4 5
4 0 1 2 3 4 5
5 0 1 2 3 4 5
TOPLAM:
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APPENDIX Y

TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

2012 YILINDA GELISTIRILEN ORTAOKUL INGILiZCE OGRETIM
PROGRAMININ STAKE’IN UYGUNLUK-OLASILIK DEGERLENDIRME
MODELI ILE DEGERLENDIRILMESI

Bireylerin davranislarinda degisiklik meydana getirme siireci olan egitim (Yiiksel &
Saglam, 2014) herhangi bir toplumu degistirebilecek en 6nemli faktordiir. Herkesin
baskalartyla yasadigi siire boyunca alabilecegi yaygin egitimin (Dewey, 2004)
aksine, Orgiin egitim okul olarak adlandirilan bir kurumda verilmekte ve
ogretmenlerin 6grencileri egittikleri her okulda bir 6gretim programi bulunmaktadir
(Oliva, 1997, p. 3). Diger bir deyisle, egitim kurumu bir 6gretim programu ile isler
hale getirilmektedir (Oliva, 1997). Bu baglamda, egitimdeki basar1 sans sonucu
degil, dikkatli bir planlamanin {iriiniidiir (Steller, 1983) ve egitimdeki kalite

cogunlukla uygulanan programlara baglidir.

Egitim sistemi, diger kurumlarla birlikte degismesi beklenen sosyal bir kurumdur ve
her sey degisirken egitim sisteminin sabit kalmasi sasirtict olur (Kelly, 2004). TED
raporunda (2005) belirtildigi gibi, on yilda bir program reformlar1 uygulanmakta ve
paradigma degisiklikleri meydana gelmektedir (akt. Gelen & Beyazit, 2007). Bu
baglamda, hali hazirdaki 6gretim programlarinin siirekli revize edilmesi dnemlidir,
clinkil egitim i¢cinde bulundugu zaman, yer ve gelismelerden uzakta bir gerceklige
sahip degildir (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). Ozellikle bilim, teknoloji ve iletisim
kanallarindaki bas dondiiriicii gelismeler 68retim programlarinda stirekli bir program

gelistirme ¢alismasi yapilmasini gerektirmektedir (Demirel, 2012).

Biitiin diinyada yasanilan hizli gelisim ve degisimlerden dolayi, matematik, bilim ve

tarth alanlar1 gibi yabanci dil 6grenimi de gittikce daha ¢ok onem ve dikkat
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cekmektedir. Kiiresellesme egilimi, farkl kiilttirel 6zelliklere sahip insanlarla iletigim

kurmakta yetkin olmanin 6nemini arttirmistir (Fritz, Mollenberg & Chen, 2002).

Tiirkiye’nin halen iiyesi oldugu NATO’nun resmi dili olan Ingilizce (MEB, 2006),
50’den fazla iilkenin resmi dilidir ve uluslararasi organizasyonlarin yaklasik %851
Ingilizce’yi resmi dil olarak kabul etmektedirler (Alptekin, 2005). Yakin
zamanlardaki Birlesmis Milletler istatistiklerine gore, yaklasik 450 milyon insan
Ingilizce’yi anadil olarak kullanmakta ve biitiin diinyada 1.7 milyar insansa
Ingilizce’yi yabanci dil olarak kullanmaktadir (Candel-Mora, 2015). Ayrica, bilimsel
toplanti, konferans ve sempozyumlarmn ¢ogu Ingilizce olarak yapilmakta, farkli bilim
ve teknoloji alanlar1 hakkindaki literatiiriin cogunda Ingilizce kullanilmakta ve is
toplantilar1 ve anlagmalar1 ile uluslararas1 anlasmalar ingilizce olarak yapilmaktadir
(MEB, 2006). Bu gercekler 1s18inda Tiirkiye’nin teknoloji, enddistri, turizm ve
ticarette gelismekte olarak ortak bir iletisim araci gerektiren Avrupa Birligi daimi
{iyesi olma yolundaki ¢abalar1 gbz éniine alindiginda, Ingilizce nin 6nemi daha fazla

artmaktadir (Tilfaroglu & Oztiirk, 2007).

Yukarda bahsedilen gercekler Ingilizce’ye olan ihtiyaci arttirmakta ve onu okul
programlarinin vazgecilmez bir parcasi haline getirmektedir (MEB, 2006), bundan
dolayr gelismis ilkelerle ayni seviyeye ulagsmak amaciyla diger O&gretim
programlarina uygulanan degisimler yabancit dil Ogretim programlarina da
uygulanmustir (Cihan & Giirlen, 2009). Tiirkiye’nin yakin gegmisindeki Ingilizce
Ogretimi politikalar1 incelendiginde, 1997 yilindan beri yabanci dil Ogretimi
programinin 3 tane reforma maruz kaldig1 goriilmektedir. Bu reformlardan birincisi
1997 yilinda, ikincisi 2005 yilinda ve iiglinciisii ise 2012 yilinda gergeklesmistir.
1997 yilindaki reformdan baslamak gerekirse, Tiirk egitim sistemi egitimin biitlin
seviyelerinde Ingilizce 6gretimi ile ilgili biiyiik degisikliklere yol agmistir. Bu reform
zorunlu egitim siiresini 5 yildan 8 yila uzatti (Akinoglu, 2008; Aksit, 2007; Bulut,
2007; Eraslan, 2013; Goziitok, 2014; Inal, Akkaymak & Yildirim, 2014; Sarigoban
& Saricoban, 2012) ve bu da 8 yillik biitiinlesik bir 6gretim programi gelistirmeyi
gerekli kilmistir (Goziitok, 2014). Bu reform ile Ingilizce 6gretimi dérdiincii simiftan

itibaren zorunlu bir ders olarak verilmeye basland1 (Kirkgdz, 2008), boylece
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ogrenciler daha kiigiik yaslarda ingilizce d6grenmeye basladi. Bu dgretim programi
iletisimsel dil 6gretimi yaklagimini ilk defa getirdi (Kirkgoz, 2005), fakat siirecte bir
cok engelle karsilasildi ve biitlin diizenleme ve hizmet i¢i egitime ragmen bu 6gretim

programi yabanci dildeki basarisizliga bir ¢are bulamadi (Yaman, 2010).

Yapilan aragtirmalara dayanilarak, 2005 yilinda ikinci bir 6gretim programi
gelistirildi  (Soguksu, 2013). Bu Ogretim programindaki degisiklikler Avrupa
Birligi’ne katilma cabas1 gosteren hiikiimet politikasiyd, ¢iinkii Ingilizce dgretimini
Avrupa Birligi standartlarma ulastirmak amagland1 (Kirkgdz, 2007a). ingilizce
Ogretimi icin gosterilen biitin bu cabalara ve harcanan biliyllk zamana ragmen
(Glinday, 2007), diisiik yabanc dil yeterlilik seviyesi biiyiik bir sorun olarak kalmis
(Isik, 2008) ve dgrencilerin bilyiik bir yiizdesi ingilizce nin konusuldugu bir ortamda

basarili bir iletisim kurma becerisi kazanamadan mezun olmustur (MEB, 2013).

Tiirk egitim sistemi 8+4 egitim modelinden 4+4+4 egitim gecince, liglincli bir
Ingilizce 6gretim programi 30 Mart 2012 yilinda gelistirildi (Goziitok, 2014). Bu
degisiklik ile 6grencilerin ilkokula baslama yas1 72 aydan 60 aya indirildi (Goziitok,
2014) ve bu sistem ile dgrenciler ilkokul ikinci smiftan itibaren Ingilizce egitimi
almaya basladilar. Bundan dolay1, siiregelen diisiik Ingilizce yeterligi ile ilgili

problemleri ¢dzmek igin yeni bir Ingilizce 6gretim programi gelistirilmistir.

Yukaridaki bilgilerden anlasilacag {lizere, dgrencilerin daha etkili 6grenmeleri i¢in
Tiirk egitim sistemi ve §gretim programlart son zamanlarda bazi degisikliklere maruz
kalmistir, fakat bu degisiklikler higbir zaman 12 yillik dongiliniin sonunda
gerceklesmemistir. Daha somut bir sekilde ifade etmek gerekirse, daha 12 yillik
egitim bitip de etkileri genis capli bir sekilde incelenmeden 6gretim programlari

degisime maruz kalmistir.

Her 6gretim programi kendi igerisinde bir degere sahip olabilir ama onlarin herhangi
bir grup veya kurumdaki degerleri bir soru isaretine sebep olmaktadir, c¢ilinkii
egitimde kontrol etmesi gili¢ olan ve onceden planlanamayacak bir ¢ok degisken

vardir (Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004). Bundan dolay1, egitim ve &gretimdeki kaliteyi
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arttirmak icin Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizce simiflarinda neler oldugunu bulmak igin daha

cok arastirmaya ihtiya¢ vardir (Arikan, 2011).

Bu calismanm amaci, 2012 yilinda gelistirilen ortaokul Ingilizce &gretim
programinin  Stake’in  uygunluk-olasilik  degerlendirme modeli kullanilarak
degerlendirilmesidir. Stake’in degerlendirme modeli kullanilarak, yeni gelistirilen bu
O0gretim programinin basarili olup olmadigi ve basarili degilse de bu basarisizligin
Ogretim programinin dayandig teorik prensiplerden mi yoksa programin uygulanis
biciminden mi kaynaklandigini bulmak amaclanmistir. Bu amag¢ igin asagidaki

arastirma sorularina cevaplar bulunmaya ¢alisilmistir:

1. Ogretmenlerin ortaokul Ingilizce &gretim program hakkindaki diisiinceleri

nelerdir?

2. Ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretim programmin 5., 6., 7. ve 8. smiflarda uygulamgindan
once, uygulanist sirasinda ve uygulanmasindan sonra ne gibi girdiler, siiregler, ve

ciktilar gbzlemlenmistir?

3. 5., 6., 7. ve 8. Smuflarda gozlemlenen girdiler ve siireclerin gézlemlenen ¢iktilara

etkileri nelerdir?

Yeni gelistirilen Ingilizce &gretim programmi degerlendirmeyi amacglayan bu
caligma, bir ¢ok yonden énemlidir. Oncelikle, program gelistirmenin sistematik bir
siire¢ oldugu (Erdogan, Kayir, Kaplan, Asik-Unal & Akpmar, 2015; Oliva, 1997;
Ornstein & Hunkins, 2004) diisiiniildiigiinde, bu Tiirkiye’deki Ingilizce &gretimi
gelistirme politikalarina biiyiik katkida bulunmasi beklenmektedir.

Diger bir ¢cok degerlendirme ¢alismasi gibi, bu ¢aligmanin da bu programin daha iyi

uygulanarak hedeflenen amaclara ulasilabilmesi i¢in alinmasit gereken Onlemler

hakkinda karar vericilere yol gdstermesi beklenmektedir.
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Literatiir incelendiginde, bir c¢alismada daha c¢ok sadece 1 smf seviyesine
odaklanilmis. Bu ¢alismada ise 4 siif seviyesi ayni anda degerlendirilmis, boylece 4
yillik ardisik program hakkinda daha biitiinciil bir goriis agis1 saglanmaktadir. Ayn
literatilir, caligmalarda genellikle benzer anketler kullanilarak tarama yoOntemiyle
tasarlanan arastirma desenleri kullanildigin1 géstermektedir. Bu ¢aligmada ise bir ¢ok
veri toplama araci kullanimini gerekli kilan karma arastirma yontemi kullanilarak,
daha detayli bir inceleme ve degerlendirme yapilmistir. Boylelikle, yabanci dil
ogretimindeki basarisizligin programin kendisinden mi yoksa uygulanis biciminden
mi kaynaklandigi bulunmaya calisilmistir. Ayrica, bazi1 degiskenler arasindaki
etkilesimin programin {riinleri tizerindeki etkisi de detayli bir sekilde incelenmistir.
Son olarak, eger Stake’in uygunluk-olasilik degerlendirme modeli Tiirkiye’deki
yabanci dil 6gretimindeki karmasik dinamiklerini degerlendirmeyi ve agiklamay1
basarabilirse, bu ¢alisma bagka 6gretim programlarini degerlendirmeyi hedefleyen

calismalar i¢in bir drnek teskil edebilir.

Yukarida da belirtildigi gibi, bu c¢alismada karma yontemli arastirma deseni
kullanilmistir. Karma yontemin bir ¢ok modeli bulunmaktadir, bu ydntemler
arasindan, sirali aciklayict model kullanilmistir, ¢linkii 6nce nicel veriler toplanip
analiz edildikten sonra, nitel veriler toplanarak bu sonuglar agiklanmaya ¢alisilmistir

(Cresswell, 2009).

Calisma Ankara’da uygulanmis olup, veriler oOgretim programini uygulayan
ogretmenlerden ve Ogrencilerden toplanmustir. Veri toplama araglarimi G6gretim
programinin boyutlar1 ile ilgili maddelerden olusan bir 6gretmen anketi; 6grencilere
uygulanan bir tutum 6lgegi, gozlem formlari, 6grencilerin dil becerilerini 6lgen 10
tane basar1 testi, 2 goriisme formu ve odak grup goriismesi olusturmustur. Veri
toplama araclarmi gelistirme siirecinde, araglarin gecerlikleri ve giivenirlikleri
Olciilmiis olup, pilot calismalarindan sonra son halleri verilmis ve daha sonra
uygulama i¢in gerekli izinler alinmistir. Calismada 2 grup Og8retmenden veri
toplanmistir. Birinci grubu, 6gretmen anketini yanitlamak i¢in Ankara’nin biitiin
ilcelerinden kiime 6rnekleme yontemi ile segilen 349 6gretmen olustururken, ikinci

grupta ise Ankara’nin Altindag ilgesinde bulunan bir okulda gérev yapmakta olan ve
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rasgele se¢ilmis 4 0gretmen bulunmaktadir. Her 6gretmen, 20 ders saati boyunca
gozlemlenmis ve kendileriyle 2’ser goriisme yapilmistir. Gozlemlenen 6gretmenlerin
Ogrencilerine de tutum Olgedi ve basar1 testleri uygulanmis ve her siniftan 6’sar
Ogrenci ile odak grup goriismeleri yapilmistir. Katilimcilardan toplanan nicel veriler
betimsel istatistik yontemi ile analiz edilirken, nitel veriler igerik analizi yontemi

kullanilarak analiz edilmistir.

Arastirmada elde edilen bulgular arastirma sorularina paralel olarak rapor edilmistir.
Ankara’nin 25 ilgesinden 0gretmen anketine katilan 349 6gretmenden elde edilen
demografik bulgular, bu 6gretmenlerin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun beklendigi gibi kadin
oldugunu, katilimcilarin hemen hemen hepsinin lisans mezunu oldugunu, beste
liciiniin  Ingilizce Ogretmenligi boliimii mezunu oldugunu, beste {igiiniin
katilimcilarin okuma becerisini ve gramer bilgisini 6lcen YDS sinavina katilirken,
hemen hemen higbir 6gretmenin katilimeilarin biitiin dil becerilerini 6lgen TOEFL
veya IELTS gibi siavlara hi¢ katilmadigini, beste ikisinin yurt disinda bulundugunu,
beste tigliniin bulunmadigini, beste tiglinden fazlasinin meslekleri ile ilgili her hangi
bir yayim takip etmedigini, meslekleri ile ilgili konferanslara katilim oraninin esit
oldugunu, ve biitiin katitlimcilarin 5., 6., 7., ve 8. smiflarda derse girdiklerini
gdstermistir. Ayrica, ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretim programi hakkindaki bilgilerini nasil
elde ettiklerine bakildiginda, 6gretmenlerin yalnizca beste ikisi program hakkinda
her hangi bir hizmet ici egitim almazken, egitimi alan kisiler arasindan sadece onda
biri hizmet i¢i egitimi yeterli bulurken, geri kalan orani ya kismen yeterli gérmiis, ya
da yetersiz oldugunu belirtmiglerdir. Bu bulgular 151831Inda  6gretmenlerin
uyguladiklart program hakkinda yeteri kadar bilgi sahibi olmadiklari, programi
uygularken yeni programin 6nerdigi yontem ve teknikleri kullanmadiklar1 sonucuna
varilabilir. Ornegin, program birincil hedef olarak Ogretmenlerin dinleme ve
konusma becerilerine odaklanmalarini 6nerirken katilimcilarin onda biri 5. siniflarda
bu becerilere odaklandigini ve yirmide biri 6. siniflarda bu becerilere odaklandigini
belirtirken, yalmizca bir kisi 7. ve 8. simiflarda bu becerilere odaklandigini

belirtmistir.
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Ogretmenlerin programin kazamim, igerik, arag-gerec, siire¢, ve degerlendirme
boyutlar1 hakkindaki bulgular 6gretmenlerin hem olumsuz hem de olumlu fikirlere
sahip olduklarin1 gdstermistir. Ogretmenlerin kazamimlar hakkindaki olumlu
diisiinceleriyle baslamak gerekirse, Giines (2009) tarafindan belirtildigi gibi bu
calisma da kazanimlarin Ingilizce 6gretim programmnin genel hedefleriyle uyumlu
oldugunu gostermistir. Er (2006) ve Giines (2009)’in ¢alismalariyla uyumlu olarak
bu calisma da kazanmimlarmn bir birleriyle uyumlu oldugunu gdstermistir. Ormeci
(2009), Tekin-Ozel (2011) ve Yaman (2010) tarafindan onceki programlar igin
yapilan degerlendirme c¢alismalari ile kazanimlarin 6grenci seviyesinin iizerinde
oldugu sonucuna varirken bu calisma yeni programdaki kazanimlarmm &grenci
seviyesine uygun oldugu sonucuna varmistir. Ayrica, bu c¢alisma kazanimlarin
ulagilabilir, gdzlenebilir, 6l¢iilebilir nitelikte oldugunu, okuma becerisini gelistirebilir
nitelikte oldugunu ve okuma becerisini gelistirmek i¢in yeterli miktarda oldugunu
gostermistir. Bunlara ek olarak, kazanimlarin Ogrencilerin giinlilk hayatinda

kullanilabilecegi ve planlanan zamanda ulasilabilecegi sonucuna varilmistir.

Diger bir yandan, Ormeci (2009), ve Tekin-Ozel (2011) tarafindan yapilan
calismalarda bulundugu gibi bu calisma da bu programin Ogrenen oOzerkligini
gelistirecek nitelikte olmadigim1 gostermistir. Ayrica, kazanimlarin 6grencilerin
dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerilerini gelistiremedigi ve bu becerilerle ilgili
kazanimlarin yeterli sayida olmadigi sonucuna varilmistir. Bu bulgular, okuma
becerilerinin ulagilabilir nitelikteyken dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerilerinin
ulagilabilir nitelikte olmadigini bulan Biiyiikkduman (2005), Giines (2009), Yaman
(2010), ve Yorii (2012)’niin ¢aligmalar1 ile uyumludur.

Ogretmenlerin igerik hakkindaki goriisleri ile ilgili bulgular, gretmenlerin daha ¢ok
olumlu goriislere sahip oldugunu gostermistir. Ornegin, Biiyiikduman (2005)
tarafindan yapilan ¢alismada bulunanin aksine, bu ¢alisma Er (2006), Glines (2009),
ve Mersinligil (2002)’in ¢alismalariyla uyumlu olarak icerigin kazanimlarla uyumlu
oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, Er (2006) ve Giines (2009)’in ¢alismalariyla uyumlu
olarak icerigin 6grencilerin ilgi ve ihtiyaglarina uygun oldugu sonucuna varilmstir.

Bunlara ek olarak, Giines (2009), ve Mersinligil (2002)’in calismalariyla uyumlu
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olarak igerigin Ogrenci seviyesine uygun oldugu, Giines (2009)’in ¢alismasina
uyumlu olarak kendi igerisinde uyumlu oldugu ve 0&grencilerin yasamlarinda
kullanabilecegi sonuclarina varilirken, Biiyiikduman (2005), Demirtas veErdem
(2015), Dinger (2013), Er (2006), Erdogan (2005), Erkan (2009), Mersinligil (2002),
Ocak, Kizilkaya, veBoyraz (2013), Ormeci (2009), Tekin-Ozel (2011), Yaman
(2010), ve Yorii (2012) tarafindan yapilan calismalarin aksine bu g¢alisma igerigin
planlanan zamanda bitirilebilecegini gdstermistir. Son olarak, icerigin 6grencilerin
aktif katilimimi1 saglayabilecegi, kazanimlara ulasilmasina yardimci olabilecegi, ve
Ogrencilerin okuma becerisini gelistirebilecek nitelikte oldugu sonucuna varirken,
kazanimlarla ilgili elde edilen bulgular ile uyumlu olarak igerigin de dinleme,
konusma ve yazma becerilerini gelistiremeyecek nitelikte oldugu sonucuna

varilmstir.

Programda tavsiye edilen arag-gereglerle ilgili bulgular &gretmenlerin tamamen
olumlu goriis igerisinde oldugunu gdstermistir. Ornek vermek gerekirse, bulgular
arag-gereclerin kazanimlara ulagsmada yardimci olabilecegi, 6grenci seviyesine
uygun olduklari, aktif 6grenci katilimini saglayabilecegi, ogrencilerin derse olan
ilgilerini arttirabilecegi, kolayca ulasilabilir nitelikte olduklarini ve 6grenmeyi
pekistirecek nitelikte olduklarini gostermistir. Bu baglamda, dnerilen arag-gereglerle

ilgili herhangi bir sorun olmadig1 sdylenebilir.

Programda Onerilen etkinliklerle ilgili bulgular da 6gretmenlerin daha ¢ok olumlu
goriis belirttikleri s6ylenebilir. Olumlu goriislerle baglamak gerekirse, Giines (2009)
‘in calismasinda bulundugu gibi bu ¢alisma da etkinliklerin 6grencilerin Ingilizce’ye
karst olumlu tutum gelistirmelerini saglayabilecek nitelikte oldugunu gdstermistir. Er
(2006)’in  galismasinin aksine, bu c¢alisma etkinliklerin kazanimlarla uyumlu
oldugunu ve kazanimlara ulagtirabilecek nitelikte oldugunu gostermistir. Erkan
(2009)’1n calismasinin aksine ve Giines (2009) ‘in ¢aligmasiyla uyumlu olarak, bu
calisma etkinliklerin sinifta uygulanabilecek nitelikte oldugunu géstermistir. Ayrica,
Biiylikduman (2005), ve Giines (2009)’in ¢alismalariyla uyumlu olarak, bu
calismada da etkinliklerin 6grenci merkezli olduklari sonucuna varilmistir. Bunlara

ek olarak, etkinliklerin 6grenci seviyesine uygun ve yasamlariyla uyumlu olduklar
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bulgularina ulasilmistir. Bu olumlu goriislerin aksine, 6gretmenler kazanim ve igerik
ile ilgili olumsuz goriis belirttikleri konularda yine olumsuz goriis bildirmislerdir.
Omek vermek gerekirse, etkinliklerin de o6grencilerin  dgrenme 6zerkligini,
iletisimsel becerisine ek olarak, dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerilerini gelistirecek

nitelikte olmadiklar1 bulgular1 sonucuna varilmstir.

Son olarak, programda Onerilen degerlendirme yontem ve tekniklerle ilgili bulgular,
Giines (2009)’in ¢alismasinda belirtildigi gibi onlarin uygulanabilir ve kazanimlarla
uyumlu oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, degerlendirme yontem ve tekniklerinin
Ogrenci seviyesini dikkate aldigin1 ve Ogrencilerin okuma ve yazma becerilerini
degerlendirebilecek nitelikte oldugu bulgular: elde edilirken, 6grencilerin dinleme ve

konusma becerilerini 6l¢gmek i¢in kullanilamayacagi sonucuna varilmastir.

Biitiin bu bulgular géz Oniline alinarak literatiir ile karsilastirildiginda programin
teorik olarak bir ¢cok sorundan kurtarildigini, fakat en dnemli sorunun halen devam
ettigini gdstermektedir. Ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretim programi dgrencilerin dzellikle
iletisimsel becerisini gelistirmek gelistirilmis olmasina ragmen 6gretmenlerin ankete
verdikleri yanitlar bu programin Ogrencilerin dinleme, konusma ve yazma
becerilerini gelistirecek nitelikte olmadigini gostermistir. Asagidaki paragraflarda bu

basarisizligin sebepleri hakkinda detayl bilgiler sunmaktadir.

Dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerilerinin gelistirilememesinin bu programdan m1
yoksa programin uygulanigindan mi kaynaklandigini bulmak i¢in Ankara’nin
Altindag ilgesindeki bir okulda 5., 6., 7., ve 8. smiflarin her birinde 20 saatlik
gozlem yapilmis, gozlemlenen 6grencilere tutum 6lcegi ve basari testleri uygulanmis
ve son olarak da gozlemlenen 4 6gretmenle goriismeler yapilirken 6grencilerle de

odak grup goriismeleri yapilmistir.

Uygulanan tutum 6lgegi sonucunda 6grencilerin Ingilizce’ye karst olumlu tutum
igerisinde oldugu ve 6. sif Ogrencileri disindaki diger simiflardaki Ggrencilerin
gecmis dénem notlarmin yiiksek oldugu bulgusuna ulagilmistir. Ogrencilerin dnceki

donemlerde dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerileri hi¢ degerlendirilmedigi i¢in bu
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becerilerdeki seviyeleri hakkinda herhangi bir bulguya ulasilamamastir, ¢iinkii 6nceki
donemlerde kazanimlara ulasilip ulasilmadigini 6lgmek i¢in Ogretmen tarafindan
genellikle gramer bilgisi ve okuma becerisini 6lgen yazili sinavlari uygulanmistir.
Ogrencilerin diger baz1 demografik 6zelliklerine bakildiginda, ebeveynlerinin egitim
seviyelerinin diisik oldugu, annelerin biiyiik ¢ogunlugunun ev hanimmi iken
babalarinin biiylik ¢ogunlugunun is¢i oldugu, 6grencilerin yaklasik yarisinin evde

Ingilizce’ye calisirken yardim alabilecegi hi¢ kimse olmadig gdriilmiistiir.

Siniflarda yapilan gozlemler, programin 6nerdigi bir ¢ok prensip ve/veya standardin
aksine smnifta 6gretmen merkezli bir 6gretim oldugunu gostermistir. Kozikoglu
(2014), Ocak, Kizilkaya ve Boyraz (2013), ve Tekin-Ozel (2011) tarafindan yapilan
arastirmalarda belirtildigi gibi bu calisma da 6gretmenlerin zamanin ¢ogunu dil
bilgisi kurallarina ve okuma becerisine harcarken dinleme, konusma ve yazma
becerilerine ¢ok az odaklandiklarini gostermistir. Ayrica, bu becerilerle ilgili
etkinliklerin genellikle yapilmadan gecildigi gozlemlenmistir. Bu gozlemlere paralel
olarak Ogrencilerin nadir olarak yapilan dinleme, konugma ve yazma etkinliklerine
katilmazken sadece okuma etkinliklerine katildiklar1 gozlemlenmistir. Diger bir
gozlem bulgusu Mersinligil (2002) ve Tekin-Ozel (2011)’in ¢alismalarinda
belirtildigi gibi &gretmenlerin iletisim kurarken hemen hemen hi¢ Ingilizce’yi
kullanmadiklarini gostermistir. Ayn1 sekilde, 6grencilerin de iletisim kurarken hemen

hemen hig Ingilizce kullanmadiklari gézlemlenmistir.

Derslerde kullanilan arag-gereglerle ilgili elde edilen bulgular, programda belirtilenin
aksine ve Akiizel (2006), Kaya, Ok ve Uriin (2015), Mersinligil (2002), ve Tekin-
Ozel (2011) tarafindan yapilan arastirmalarla uyumlu olarak en sik ve en ¢ok
kullanilan arag-gereclerin yazi tahtas1 ve 6grenci kitabr oldugunu gosterirken, isitsel,
gorsel ve isitsel-gorsel arag- gereclerin hemen hemen hi¢ kullanilmadigini

gostermistir.

Ogretim siireci ile ilgili diger bulgular derslerde ¢ogunlukla eslestirme ve soru-cevap
teknigi kullanildiginm1 gostermistir. Diger yandan, programda Onerilenin aksine

tartisma, problem ¢dzme, sohbet gibi iletisim odakli gérevler, ¢izim ve boyama,
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hikdye anlatimi, grup caligmasi, esli ¢alismalar hemen hemen hi¢ kullanilmazken
bitlinciil/Ttim fiziksel tepki yontemi ve rol yapma etkinlikleri ¢ok nadiren
kullanilmistir. Bu bulgular 1s181nda, Kaya, Ok ve Uriin (2015), Kozikoglu (2014),
Mersinligil (2002), Dénmez (2010), Ormeci (2009), ve Tekin-Ozel (2011)’in
calismalarinda belirttigi gibi uygulamada tamamen 06gretmen merkezli bir 6gretimin
kullanildig1 sonucuna varilabilir. Bunlara ek olarak, 6gretmen anketiyle elde edilen
bulgularla uyumlu olarak gozlem sonuglar1 da programin planlanan zamanda
bitirilebildigini gostermistir fakat daha c¢ok Ogretmen merkezli bir Ogretim
kullanilarak ve dinleme, konugsma ve yazma etkinliklerini yapilmayarak

bitirilebilmistir.

Son olarak 6gretmen tarafindan uygulanan degerlendirme yontem ve teknikleri ile
ilgili bulgular 6gretmenlerin degerlendirme igin sadece okuma becerisi ve dil
bilgisini 6l¢en yazili simavlarini kullanirken, programda onerilen 6z degerlendirme,
akran degerlendirmesi, sozlii simavlar, 6grenci gelisim dosyast ve projeleri
kullanmadigini, ayrica dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerilerini hig
degerlendirmedigini gostermistir. Olgme ve degerlendirme ile ilgili bu bulgularin
ogretmenin egitim-6gretim siirecindeki uygulamalar ile paralel oldugunu s6ylemek
miimkiindiir. Bu bulgular, ayrica, 6grenen Ozerkliginin neden gelismedigini de
gostermektedir. Little (2007; 2009) tarafindan belirtildigi gibi 6grenen 6zerkligini
gelistirmek i¢in programda da 6nerilen 6z degerlendirme ve 6grenci gelisim dosyast
gibi 6grencilerin kendi 6grenmelerini degerlendirebilecekleri yontemler kullanilmali,
fakat bu bulgular 6grencilere boyle bir sans verilmedigini gostermektedir, dolayisiyla
Ogrenen Ozerkliginin gelismemesinin sebebinin programdan degil programin

uygulanisindan kaynaklandigini séylemek miimkiindiir.

Gozlemlerle elde biitiin bu bulgular, programda 6nerilen ana hedef olan 6grencilerin
iletisimsel becerisini gelistirmek iken 6gretmen uygulamalarinin sadece dgrencilerin
dil bilgisi ve okuma becerisini gelistirmeye yonelik oldugunu gostermistir. Bundan
dolay1 programin planlandigi gibi uygulanmadigini séylemek miimkiindiir. Diger bir
deyisle, bu ¢alisma Erkan (2009), Kaya, Ok ve Uriin (2015), Kirkgdz (2008),

Kozikoglu (2014), Ocak, Kizilkaya ve Boyraz (2013), ve Tekin-Ozel (2011)
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tarafindan yapilan caligmalarla uyumlu olarak planlanan program ile uygulanan

program arasinda bir uyumsuzluk oldugunu gostermistir.

Ogrencilere uygulanan basar testleri sonuglarina gelince, 5. ve 6. siniflara dinleme
ve konugma becerilerini 6lgen basari testleri uygulanirken, 7. ve 8. siniflara dinleme
ve konusma testlerine ek olarak yazma testleri de uygulandi. Literatiirde okuma
becerisi ile ilgili biiyiik sorunlar goriilmedigi i¢in, daha dogrusu Ogrencilerin bu
beceride cogunlukla basarili oldugunu gosteren ¢alismalar oldugundan dolay1 okuma
becerisini 0l¢en herhangi bir basari testi uygulanmadi. Dinleme testi sonuglarina gore
5. siniflar 100 {izerinden 53.38’lik bir ortalama ile en basarili sinif olurken, 7. siniflar
100 tizerinden 51.67’lik bir ortalama ile bu smifi takip etmistir. 8. smiflar 100
tizerinden 47.34°lik bir ortalama ile 7. smiflar1 takip ederken, 6. smniflar 100
tizerinden 42’lik bir ortalama ile en basarisiz sinif olmustur. Konusma testi sonuglari
da benzer bir siralama gostermistir. 5. siniflar 100 iizerinden 30.73’liikk bir ortalama
ile en basarili smiflar olurken, sirasiyla 8. smiflar 100 iizerinden 27.42°lik bir
ortalama, 7. siiflar 100 {izerinden 20.44’1iik bir ortalama ve 6. siniflar 100 tizerinden
9.10 gibi ¢ok diisiik bir ortalama ile takip etmistir. Yazma becerisini Olgen basari
testlerinde ise 8. smiflar 25 lzerinden 9.52°lik bir ortalama alirken, 7. siiflar
7.33’lik bir ortalama almistir. Bu basar1 testi sonuglari, dgrencilerin en basarili
oldugu becerinin dinleme becerisi oldugunu gosterirken, en basarisiz oldugu
becerinin ise konusma becerisi oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, bu bulgular géz 6niine
alindiginda, Biiyiikduman (2005), Kaya, Ok ve Uriin (2015), ve Mersinligil (2002)
tarafindan yapilan aragtirmalarda da belirtildigi gibi dinleme, konusma, ve yazma
becerileri ile ilgili bir ¢cok kazanima ulasilamadigina, ve bu baglamda programin
basarisiz oldugu sonucuna varilabilir. Acikcasi, yukaridaki 6gretim siireci ile ilgili
aktarilan bulgular g6z Oniine alinirsa, bu sonuclarin gézlemlenenlerin dogal bir

sonucu oldugunu 6ne stirmek miimkiindiir.

Bu sonuglara etki eden faktorleri daha detayli incelemek igin gozlemlenen
ogretmenlerle goriismeler, ve bu 6gretmenlerin 6grencileri ile odak grup goriismeleri

yapilmistir. Odak grup goriismeleri, her simif seviyesinden 6’sar Ogrenci ile
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yapilmistir. Bu faktorler ile ilgili elde edilen bulgular asagidaki paragraflarda

sunulup tartigilmstir.

Ogretmenlerle yapilan goriismelerde, tutum olgegi ile ilgili bulgular, basari
testlerinin sonuglar1 ve gézlemlerden elde edilen bulgular paylasilmis ve kendilerine
bunlara etki eden faktorler sorulmustur. Bu goriismelerden elde edilen bulgular,
girdilerin siireci etkiledigini ve her ikisinin de iiriinii etkiledigini gostermistir. Siireci
etkileyen faktorler “girdiler” ana temasi altinda toplanirken, bu ana tema 0gretmen
kaynakli, 6grenci kaynakli, okul kaynakli, 6gretim programi kaynakli ve TEOG
siavi kaynakli faktorler olarak 5 alt tema altinda toplanmistir. Girdilerden etkilenip
sonuclar1 etkileyen faktorler ise siiregler ana temasi altindan toplanip 6gretmen

davraniglar1 ve 6grenci davranislari olarak 2 alt tema altinda toplanmustir.

Gozlem sonuglar ile ilgili 6gretmenlerle paylasilan ve onlara yoneltilen sorulara
verdikleri yanitlarla baglamak gerekirse, 6gretmenlere iletisim kurarken hedef dili hig¢
kullanmadiklar1 soruldugunda, buna etki eden faktorler dgretmenlerin konusma
becerisinde yetersiz olduklari, kalabalik siniflar, 6grencilerin konusma becerisindeki
diisiik seviyeleri olarak bulunmustur. Ogretmenlere sik sik dil bilgisi kurallarina
neden odaklandig1 sorulunca, TEOG simavi, 6grencilerdeki yetersiz 6n bilgi, diger
beceriler i¢in yeterli zaman olmamasi, ve yine siniflarin kalabalik olmasi gibi
faktorler One siirlilmiistiir. Benzer sekilde kelime c¢alismalarina nadiren yer
verilmesinin sebebi olarak yine sinirli zaman ve programi zamaninda bitirme
endisesi olarak belirtilmistir. Okuma becerisine ¢ok fazla odaklanilmasina etki eden
en Onemli faktor Ogrencilerin okuma becerisini 6lgen TEOG sinavi olarak
gosterilmigtir. Dinleme becerisine hemen hemen hi¢ odaklanilmamasinin ve bu
etkinliklerin yapilmadan gecilmesi veya dinleme metinlerinin 6gretmen tarafindan
okunmasinin sebepleri ile ilgili bulgular arag-gere¢ yoklugu, akilli tahtalarla ilgili
teknik sorunlar, 6grencilerin diisiik 6n bilgisi, 6grencilerin yetersiz kelime bilgisi, ve
en Onemlisi okuma becerisi ve dil bilgisi kurallarina ¢ok fazla odaklanilmasindan
dolay1 yeterli zaman kalmamas1 gibi faktorleri gostermistir. Konusma becerisine
hemen hemen hi¢ odaklanilmamasinin veya yapilmadan geg¢ilmesinin sebepleri ilgili

bulgular kalabalik siniflar, 6grencilerin diisiik 6n bilgisi, 6grencilerin yetersiz kelime
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bilgisi, Ogrencilerin bu tiir etkinliklere olan ilgisizligi, ve 6grencilerin TEOG
sinavina olan saplantisini isaret etmistir. Nadir olarak odaklanilan bir diger beceri
olan yazma becerisine ¢ok az zaman harcanmasi ve/veya bu beceri ile ilgili
etkinliklerin yapilmadan gegilmesi ile ilgili bulgular 6grencilerin diisiik 6n bilgisi,
ogrencilerin yetersiz kelime bilgisi, 6grencilerin ana dildeki yetersizlikleri, ve yine
en 6nemlisi TEOG sinavindan dolay1 okuma becerisine ve dilbilgisi kurallarina ¢ok
fazla vakit ayrilmasindan dolay1 yeterli zaman kalmamas1 gibi faktorleri gostermistir.
Ogretmenler gibi dgrencilerin de iletisim kurarken Ingilizce’yi kullanmamasina etki
eden en Onemli faktér daha Once bahsedilen nedenlerden Otiirii 6gretmenlerin
derslerde Ingilizce konusmamasi olarak bulunmus, buna ek olarak ogrencilerin
ilgisizligi ve yine ana dildeki yetersizlikleri bunu etkileyen diger faktorler olarak
bulunmustur. Ogrencilerin okuma becerisi ile ilgili etkinliklere dinleme, konusma ve
yazma becerileri ile ilgili etkinliklerden daha ¢ok katilmalarinin sebepleri yukarida
bahsedilen faktorlerden dolayr bu etkinliklere ¢ok az yer verilmesi olarak

bulunmustur.

Arac-gere¢ kullanimi ile gozlemlerle ilgili elde edilen bulgular, 6gretmenlerin isitsel,
gorsel ve isitsel-gorsel arac-gerecleri hemen hemen hi¢ kullanmadiklar
gozlemlenirken, hemen hemen her ders yazi tahtasim1 ve Ogrenci ders kitabini
kullandiklar1 gozlemlenmistir. Buna etki eden faktorler ise arag-gere¢ yoklugu,
zaman yetersizligi, ve TEOG smavindan dolayr dilbilgisi kurallarina ¢ok fazla

odaklanilmasini igaret etmistir.

Gozlemlerle edilen bir diger bulgu cogunlukla eslestirme ve soru-cevap teknigi
kullanildigin1 gosterirken, programda Onerilenin aksine tartisma, problem ¢ézme,
sohbet gibi iletisim odakli gorevler, ¢izim ve boyama, hikdye anlatimi, grup
calismasi, esli ¢alismalar hemen hemen hi¢ kullanilmazken biitiinctil/Ttim fiziksel
tepki yontemi ve rol yapma etkinlikleri ¢ok nadiren kullanildigini gostermisti. Bu
uygulamalarin  sebepleri incelendiginde, bulgular kalabalik siniflar, zaman
yetersizligi, 6grencilerin bunlara olan ilgisizligi, bu etkinliklere diisiik katilim olmasi

ve 6grencilerin TEOG sinavi endisesini isaret etmistir.
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Programda Onerilen O0lgme ve degerlendirme ile ilgili goézlem bulgulart sadece
Ogrencilerin okuma becerisi, kelime bilgisi ve dil bilgisi bilgisini 6lgen yazili
sinavlarim kullanirken, 6z degerlendirme, akran degerlendirmesi, sozlii sinavlar1 ve
Ogrenci gelisim dosyalarimi  ya hi¢ kullanmadiklarint ya da ¢ok nadiren
kullandiklarin1 gostermistir. Bu uygulamalarin sebebi olarak sinif i¢i dinleme,
konusma ve yazma becerilerine ¢ok fazla odaklanilmamasi, arag-gere¢ yoklugu, ve

O0gretmenlerin bu becerileri 6lgebilecek testler hazirlayamamasi olarak bulunmustur.

Agikeasi, yukarida bahsedilen faktorler daha 6nce yapilmis program degerlendirme
calismalarinda siirekli olarak sorun olarak belirtilmislerdir. Bu ¢alismanin bulgulari
literatiirle karsilastirildiginda 1997 yilindan beri siirekli olarak benzer sorunlarin
isaret edildigini sOylemek miimkiindiir. Bu c¢alisma ile uyumlu olarak, kalabalik
smiflar (Akiizel, 2006; Biiyiikduman, 2005; Dinger, 2013; Donmez, 2010; Erkan,
2009; Ersen-Yanik, 2007; Harman, 1999; Kozikoglu, 2014; Ocak, Kizilkaya &
Boyraz, 2013; Ormeci, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); arag-gere¢ yoklugu
(Akiizel, 2006; Dinger, 2013; Donmez, 2010; Er, 2006; Erkan, 2009; Ersen-Yanik,
2007; Giines, 2009; Harman, 1999; Incecay, 2012; Kaya, Ok & Uriin, 2015;
Mersinligil, 2002; Ormeci, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); tek arag-gereg
olarak yazi tahtasi ve 6grenci kitabinmn kullanilmas1 (Er, 2006; Kaya, Ok & Uriin,
2015; Mersinligil, 2002); yetersiz zaman (Akiizel, 2006; Batdi, 2015; Biiylikduman,
2005; Demirtas & Erdem, 2015; Dinger, 2013; Donmez, 2010; Er, 2006; Erdogan,
2005; Harman, 1999; Mersinligil, 2002; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013; Ormeci,
2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman, 2010); sadece yazili sinavlarin kullamlarak
Ogrencilerin degerlendirilmesi (Dinger, 2013; Er, 2006; Harman, 1999; Mersinligil,
2002; Tekin-Ozel, 2011); konusma ve dinleme becerilerinin 6l¢iilmemesi (Er, 2006;
Giines, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011); ogretmenlerin dinleme ve konugma becerilerine
cok az odaklanmasi ve iletisimsel yaklagimin kullanilmamasi (Er, 2006; Kozikoglu,
2014); ogretmen merkezli 6gretim (Donmez, 2010; Koydemir, 2001; Kozikoglu,
2014; Mersinligil, 2002; Ormeci, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011); diisiik 6grenci katilimi
(Erkan, 2009); hizmet ici egitim eksikligi (Erkan, 2009; Tekin-Ozel, 2011; Yaman,
2010); SBS veya TEOG gibi merkezi smavlar (Dénmez, 2010; Kaya, Ok & Uriin,

2015); ogrencilerin ana dildeki yetersizlikleri (Akiizel, 2006; Mersinligil, 2002);
342



teori ve pratik arasindaki uyumsuzluk (Kaya, Ok ve Uriin, 2015; Kirkgdz, 2007b;
2008, Kozikoglu, 2014; Mersinligil, 2002) gibi sorunlar bulunmustur.

Bu calisma ile literatiire yapilan en biiyiik katki ise bu faktorlerin tek basina degil de
birleserek nasil programin uygulama siirecini ve sonuglarini etkiledigidir. Biitiin bu
bulgular incelendiginde, 6gretmenlerin ankete verdikleri yanitlarla ilgili bulgularin
isaret ettigi gibi uygulanan basari testleri de 6grencilerin dinleme, konugsma ve yazma
becerilerinin gelistirilemedigini gdstermistir. Agiklayici veriler yoluyla elde edilen
bulgular ise bu basarisizligin 6gretim programindan degil programin uygulanis
biciminden kaynaklandigin1 gostermistir. Kirkgdz (2008), Kozikoglu (2014), Kaya,
Ok ve Uriin (2015), ve Mersinligil (2002) tarafindan yapilan caligmalarda belirtildigi
gibi bu calismada da planlanan program ile uygulanan program arasinda bir
uyumsuzluk oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Daha somut ifade etmek gerekirse,
programin standartlarina uygun olmadigr gozlemlenen girdiler ve siireglerin
birbirlerini etkiledigi, her ikisinin de elde edilen bu basarisiz sonuclara etki ettigini
one slirmek miimkiindiir. Bu baglamda, teori ve pratik arasindaki uyumsuzluktan
dolayi, bir “teori basarisizligi” degil “program basarisizligr” (Suchman, 1976 akt.

Collis & Moonen, 1988; Shapiro, 1985) oldugunu sdéylemek miimkiindiir.

Toparlamak gerekirse, bu ¢aligma programda herhangi bir iyilestirme yapmak yerine
programin uygulamisimi etkileyen olumsuz faktorlerin etkilerini en aza indirecek
onlemler alinmalidir. Incecay (2012)’in da belirttigi gibi gerekli arag-gereclerden
yoksun okullar ve kaliteli 6gretmenlerin sayica az olmasi bu programin planlandigi
gibi uygulanmasini zorlagtiracaktir. Goziitok, Akgiin ve Karacaoglu (2005)
tarafindan One siiriildiigii gibi, bir egitim programi, programi uygulayacak tlkenin
gerceklerine, insaninin karakteristik 6zelliklerine, toplumun ve bireylerin istemlerine
ve gereksinimlerine, gelecekteki uzak ve yakin hedeflerine uygun olarak ve program
gelistirme ilkeleri 15181nda hazirlanmalidir. Biitiin bu 6zelliklere sahip bir programin
bile yetkin olmayan 6gretmenlerle, kalabalik siniflarda ve kotii fiziksel kosullarda
uygulandig diisiintildiiglinde, eski programdan elde edilen yarari bile saglama sansi

yoktur (akt. Tekin-Ozel, 2011).
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Bu ¢aligmada ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretim programu ile ilgili elde bulgular ve varilan
sonuglar hem degerlendirilen bu program hem de bir agidan Tiirkiye’deki yabanci dil
egitimi ile ilgili bir ¢ok O6nemli Oneri de sunmustur. Bu Oneriler asagidaki

paragraflarda sunulmustur.

Aragtirma bulgulari, program uygulayicilart olan ogretmenlerin uyguladiklar
program hakkinda yeteri kadar bilgi sahibi olmadiklarin1 gostermistir. Bundan dolay1
da yeni program dgretmenlerin kullandiklari strateji, metot, teknik veya etkinliklerde
herhangi bir degisiklige sebep olmadig1 anlagilmistir. Bu baglamda, gelistirilen yeni
bir programin uygulamaya konulmadan 6nce karar vericilerin programi uygulayacak
olan 6gretmenlere hizmet i¢i egitim gibi olanaklar sunarak, programin planlandigi
gibi uygulanmasini saglamalar1 Onerilmektedir. Aksi takdirde, yeni programin
dayandigi felsefeyi veya yaklagimlari bilmeyen veya benimsemeyen dgretmenlerin

programin gerektirdiklerini yerine getirmesi beklenemez.

Bu calisma, 6gretmenlerin hedef dilde yetersiz olduklarinin, 6grencilerin 6zellikle
dinleme ve konusma becerilerini Olcebilecek 6lgcme ve degerlendirme smavlarini
hazirlamada yetersiz olduklarinin farkinda olduklarini, fakat kendilerini bu konularda
gelistirebilecekleri bir firsatlar1 olmadigini géstermistir. Bu baglamda, 6gretmenlerin
diizenli olarak bahsedilen bu beceriler veya baska alanlarda siirekli olarak
degerlendirilerek yetersiz olduklari1 alanlarda gelistirilmeleri i¢in onlara karar
vericiler tarafindan uygun firsatlar sunulmali. Karar vericilerin bu konuda her hangi
bir sey yapmamasi durumunda bile 6gretmenler kendilerini gelistirebilecekleri yollar

aray1p bulmalidir.

Bu calismada, kalabalik siiflar, O6gretmenlerin 68renci merkezli etkinlikleri
yapmadan ge¢melerinin en 6nemli sebeplerinden biri olarak gosterildi. Bu siniflarda
yapilan etkinlikler asir1 giiriiltiiye sebebiyet verdigi icin, Ogretmenlerin smnif
yonetiminde yetersiz kalmalarina ve hatta siniftaki otoritelerini kaybetmelerine yol
acmistir. Bundan dolay1 da 6gretmenler bu gibi etkinlikleri bir daha hi¢ uygulamadan
gecmistir. Bu baglamda, dgretmenler kalabalik siniflarla bas etmeleri i¢in gerekli

bilgilerle donatilmali, daha da Onemlisi 6grenci merkezli etkinliklerin kalabalik
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smiflarda nasil uygulanmasi gerektigi ile ilgili bilgi sahibi olmalar1 gerekmektedir.
Dolayisiyla, Ogretmenlerin buna benzer etkinlikleri bir defa yaptiktan sonra o
etkinliklerden vazge¢cmek yerine siiregte yasanan sorunlardan kurtulmak igin farkli

yollar bulup denemeleri 6nerilmektedir.

Bu caligmadaki bir diger onemli bulgu da arag-gere¢ yoklugunun simiftaki
uygulamalar iizerindeki etkilerini gdz &niine sermistir. Ogretmenlerin en ¢ok yazi
tahtast ve 6grenci ders kitabini kullandiklar1 gézlemlenirken gorsel, isitsel ve gorsel-
isitsel arag-gereglerden hemen hemen hi¢ faydalanmadiklart gozlemlenmistir. Bunun
dogal bir sonucu olarak dinleme etkinlikleri yapilmadan gecildi ve dolayisiyla
Ogrencilerin dinleme becerileri beklendigi seviyede gelistirilemedi. Agikgasi,
siniflarda bulunan akilli tahtalar ve internet baglantis1 biliylik bir olanak
bulunmaktadir. Akilli tahtanin isitsel, gorsel ve isitsel-gorsel bir araca
doniistiiriilmesi 6gretmenlerin kendi elinde. Bu baglamda, dinleme metinlerinin
Ogretmenlerin  kendileri tarafindan okunmasindansa akilli tahtaya indirilip
ogrencilere orijinal haliyle akilli tahtadan dinletilmesi onerilmektedir. Ayn1 sekilde,
ogrencilerdeki On bilgi yetersizligi, oOgrencilerdeki konusmaya kars1 diistik
motivasyon ve bu etkinliklerdeki az katilimdan dolayr konusma becerisi ile ilgili
etkinlikler de cogunlukla yapilmadan geg¢ildi. Arastirmaci tarafindan Ogrencilere
uygulanan konusma testinde baz1 dgrencilerin ¢ok iyi ve akici bir sekilde Ingilizce
konusmasi Ogretmenlerini de sasirtti. Bu baglamda, programin asil hedefi
ogrencilerin dinleme ve konusma becerisini gelistirmek oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde bu

becerilerle ilgili etkinliklerin mutlaka yapilmasi biiyiik bir 6nem arz etmektedir.

Calismanin diger bir bulgusu 6grencilerin ingilizce’ye kars1 olumlu tutum igerisinde
olmalarina ragmen Ingilizce dersinde basarisiz olduklarimi gdstermistir. Agikcasi,
Ogretmen tarafindan kullanilan yontem ve tekniklerde c¢esitlilik olmamasi
ogrencilerin sikilmalarma sebep oldugu sonucuna varilmistir. Bundan dolay,
O0gretmenlere siirecte karsilasilan sorunlara ragmen 6grenci merkezli etkinliklerden
vazgecmemeleri ve dgrenciler tarafindan beklendigi gibi 6grencilerin ilgilerini daha

cok cekebilecek eglenceli etkinlikler kullanmalar1 6nerilmektedir. Daha somut bir

345



sekilde ifade etmek gerekirse Ogrenciler oyun benzeri etkinliklerle eglenerek

O0grenmeyi beklemektedirler.

Ortaokul Ingilizce dgretim programi sozlii pratigi destekleyen iletisimsel yaklagimi
benimsemesine ragmen, arastirma bulgulart 6gretmenlerin daha ¢ok dil bilgisi
kurallar ile ilgili konu anlatimini tercih ettiklerini gostermistir. Bunun sonucu olarak
da Ogrencilerin dinleme, konusma ve hatta yazma becerileri beklendigi gibi
gelistirilememistir. Bu baglamda, ogretmenlere iletisimsel etkinlikleri daha fazla
kullanmalar1 6nerilmektedir. Aslinda, dil bilgisi kurallarina bu kadar ¢ok odaklanma
sebepleri arasinda en biiyiik etken TEOG sinavi olarak gosterildi. Bundan dolayi,
karar vericilere ya TEOG smavini kaldirmalart ya da bu sinavda Ingilizce ile ilgili

her hangi bir soru sormamalar1 6nerilmektedir.

Bu caligmada elde edilen diger bir bulgu da okul yonetiminin 6gretmenlerden sadece
siiflarda kullandiklar1 yazili sinavlarini istediklerini gostermistir. Daha somut bir
sekilde ifade etmek gerekirse, bu davranis 6gretmenlerde 6grenci basarisinin sadece
yazili smavlarla Olgiilmesi gerektigi algisini olusturmustur. Bu baglamda, okul
idarecilerine Ogretmenlerden O6grencilerin dinleme ve konusma becerilerini de
Ol¢melerini ve bu beceriler i¢in kullandiklar1 6lgme ve degerlendirme araglarini talep

etmeleri tavsiye edilmektedir.

Son olarak, 6gretmen anketiyle elde edilen bulgularin aksine goriigmelerden elde
edilen bulgular programin ¢ok yogun oldugunu ve zaman yetersizliginden dolay1
biitiin etkinlikleri yapma olanagi tanimadigini gostermistir. Programi zamaninda
bitirme endisesinden dolayr dinleme, konusma, ve yazma becerileri ile 1ilgili
etkinliklerin yapilmadan geg¢ildigi gozlemlenmistir. Acikcasi, yapilan goézlemler
ogretmenlerin gramer kurallarini en ince detayina kadar verebilme ¢abasindan dolay:
zaman sorunu yasadigini gostermistir. Bu baglamda, Ogretmenlere dil bilgisi
kurallar i¢in ¢ok fazla zaman harcamamalar1 ve bu konu hakkinda ¢ok fazla detaya

girmemeleri 6nerilmektedir.
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Bu calisma, ortaokul Ingilizce 6gretim programu ile ilgili gelecekte yapilacak
calismalar icin de dnemli dneriler sunmaktadir. Oncelikle, bu ¢alisma Tiirkiye’nin bir
ili olan Ankara’da uygulandi. Bu baglamda, Tiirkiye’nin farkli illerinde benzer
calismalar yapilarak sonuglart karsilastirilabilir.

Ikinci bir 6neri ise kullanilan degerlendirme modeli ile ilgili sunulabilir. Bu ¢alisma
cesitli veri toplama aract kullanimii destekleyen Stake’in uygunluk-olasilik
kullanilarak yapildi ve bdylece bazi degiskenler arasindaki etkilesimin programin
uygulanisina ve genel sonuglarina etkilerini ortaya ¢ikarmayr miimkiin kildi. Bu
baglamda, benzer ¢aligmalar bu model kullanilarak bu sehirde, baska sehirde veya

baska 0gretim programlar1 lizerinde yapilabilir.

Son olarak, bu ¢alisma gbézlemlenen bu okuldaki basarisizligin sebebinin planlanan
program ile uygulanan program arasindaki uyumsuzluktan kaynaklandigini
gostermistir. Gelecekteki calismalar, bu program planlandigr gibi uygulandigi

takdirde beklenen basarinin elde edilip edilemeyecegi lizerine planlanabilir.
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APPENDIX Z

ADDITIONAL TABLES

Table 1
Table of Specification for the 5" Grade Listening Test

Analysis
Synthesis
Evaluation

Knowledge
Application

Units

Sum

1. My Daily Routine -
2. My Town -
3. Hello! -
4. Games and Hobbies -
5. Health -
6. Movies -
7. Party Time -
Sum 0

'R w w & w s w s Comprehension

ﬁww.pw.pw.p

Table 2
Table of Specification for the 6™ Grade Listening Test

Analysis
Synthesis

Knowledge
Application

Units

Evaluation

Sum

1. After School -
2. Yummy Breakfast -
3. A Day in My City -
4. Weather and Emotions -
5. At the Fair -
6. Vacation -
7. Occupations -
Sum 0

D v & W w B w w| Comprehension

W B W W W WwWWw

N
N
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Table 3
Table of Specification for the 7" Grade Listening Test

Analysis
Synthesis

Knowledge
Application

Units

Evaluation

Sum

1. Appearance and Personality
2. Biographies -
3. Sports -
4. Wild Animals -
5. Television -
6. Parties -
7. Superstitions -
Sum 0

R v & ww w s | Comprehension

Dn bk WWwWWwWwhkhapMH

[\
(o)}

Table 4
Table of Specification for the 8" Grade Listening Test

g
= =% <
2 £ F <5
Units 3
1. Friendship - 3 - - - - 3
2. Teen Life - 3 - - - - 3
3. Cooking - 4 - - - - 4
4. Communication - 4 - - - - 4
5. The Internet - 3 - - - - 3
6. Adventures - 4 - - - - 4
7. Tourism - 5 - - - - 5
Sum 0 25 0 0 0O 0 25
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Table 5
Table of Specification for the 5" Grade Speaking Test

g
o 2 Q =
S s
S FE E < a3
Units S
1. My Daily Routine - - 3 - - - 3
2. My Town - - 3 - -3
3. Hello! - - 4 - - - 4
4. Games and Hobbies - - 3 - - - 3
5. Health - - 2 - - - 2
6. Movies - - 3 - - - 3
7. Party Time - -2 - - -2
Sum 0O 0 20 0 O 0 20
Table 6
Table of Specification for the 6" Grade Speaking Test
g
(D] 5 e w [
%ﬁ 5 "% 7 2 = g
T T2 FE 2 3
S S
Q g‘ & < A
. 5 < =
Units O
1. After School - -3 - - -3
2. Yummy Breakfast - - 3 - - -3
3. A Day in My City - - 3 - - - 3
4. Weather and Emotions - -3 - - -3
5. At the Fair - -2 - - -2
6. Vacation - -3 - - -3
7. Occupations - - 3 - - -3
Sum 0O 0 20 0 O O 20
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Table 7
Table of Specification for the 7" Grade Speaking Test

&
s 2 8§ £ 2 § g
8 =2 5 = 2 3
Q o, o, e a < N
Q g a < >
. g < 3
Units O
1. Appearance and Personality - - 3 - - - 3
2. Biographies - 3 - - 3
3. Sports - - 4 - - - 4
5. Television - - 4 - - - 4
6. Parties - - 3 - - - 3
7. Superstitions - -3 - - -3
Sum 0 0 20 0 0 0 20
Table 8

Table of Specification for the 8" Grade Speaking Test

5 2 Ff 25
R
Units 3

1. Friendship - - 3 - - - 3
2. Teen Life - 3 - - - 3
3. Cooking - - 3 - - - 3
4. Communication - - 2 - - - 2
5. The Internet - - 3 - - - 3
6. Adventures - - 3 - - - 3
7. Tourism - -3 - - -3
Sum 0O 0 20 0 0 0 20

351



Table 9
Table of Specification for the 7" Grade Writing Test

g
2 2 5 % 2 & E
5 g“ & < =
. g < is
Units O
1. Appearance and Personality - -1 - - - 1
2. Biographies - 1 - - - 1
3. Sports - -1 - - - 1
4. Wild Animals e T |
5. Television - - 1 - - - 1
Sum 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
Table 10

Table of Specification for the 8" Grade Writing Test

g

S 2 8 %2 o £ €
= 2 =2 5 B 2 &

2 £ EZ & Z

) s < F

Units O

1. Friendship - - 1 - - - 1
2. Teen Life - 1 - - - 1
3. Cooking - 1 - - - 1
5. The Internet - - 1 - - - 1
6. Adventures - - 1 - - - 1
Sum 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
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APPENDIX ZA

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik Enstitiisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiist

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Kaya
Adi  : Suat
Boliimii : Egitim Bilimleri

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : Evaluation of the Middle School English Language
Curriculum Developed in 2012 Utilizing Stake’s Countenance Evaluation
Model

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans Doktora X

. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimden bir (1) il siireyle fotokopi alinamaz. X

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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