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ABSTRACT

Title: Student Perceptions of their English Language Needs in the
School of Basic English at Karadeniz Technical University.
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Thesis Chairperson: Dr. James C. Stalker
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Committee Members: Dr. William E. Snyder
Dr. Hossein Nassaji

John Hitz
Bilkent University, MA TEFL Program

This study investigated the English language needs of students in the School of
Basic English (SOBE) at Karadeniz Technical University (KTU). It attempted to find
out the English language needs of students both currently and in the future when they
start studying at their departments. Students in SOBE come from five different
departments at the university, but are mixed in their classes in SOBE, and all take the
same courses. KTU is not an English medium university, but there has been a decision
by the university administration for departments to give 30% in of the courses in English.
Not all the departments have preparatory classes and their curriculum in SOBE has not
been completely settled yet. In part, the study aimed to find out whether students from
different departments perceived their needs differently. A further aim of this study is to
make curricular recommendations for SOBE based on the different groups’ perceptions
of the students’ needs.

The needs analysis attempted to find answers to these research questions:

1- What are the perceptions of students in the School of Basic English at KTU of their

English language needs?



2- Do these perceptions differ across departments served at SOBE?

Data was collected from SOBE students. In order to collect data for this needs
analysis, a questionnaire was used. Data was analysed using descriptive and inferential
statistical procedures. Because of time limitations, only the data from the Likert-scale,
yes-no, and rank order questions were analysed.

In this thesis some of the results of the needs analysis are as follows: students feel
that they need to learn English for their education and for their future jobs. Although
they think that what they have learnt at SOBE will be useful at their departments, they
don’t like learning English at SOBE. They are not pleased because what they want to
learn for their future jobs does not match with what they are being taught at SOBE.
Students feel that they will need speaking and listening in English more than grammar at
their departments, whereas the situation is the reverse at SOBE. According to the results
of the analysis there appeared a conflict among students’ perceptions of their needs like
wanting to be in mixed classes but getting technical English related to their departments
at the same time. Lack of vocabulary is the main problematic area in four skills for the
majority of the students. Students feel that grammar should be taught as a separate skill.
In addition, there are differences across departments, some of which are minor, but others
of which reflect more general distinctions. Students in the International Relations and
Maritime departments are more concerned with improving speaking skills. Students from
the Chemistry department seem differ from the other departments in the view of what
their department will require in terms of English language ability. They perceive that the

demand in their department will not be as high as other departments do.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

The program of any institution needs to change over time to become better.
The core of any program is curriculum, which includes the study of goals,
determination of content, implementation, and evaluation (Brown, 1984). In order to
set these elements in a program, there are some steps to be followed: needs analysis,
goal setting, syllabus design, methodology and evaluation (Richards, 1984). The
goals of a language program are based on different groups’ perceptions of that
program (Brindley, 1984; Brown, 1995; Jordan, 1997, Nunan, 1988). However, in
language programs, while determining objectives of the program, program designers
usually do not consider learners’ expectations enough. They have predetermined
contents for courses in their minds. Language program development or modification
processes need to be verified by learners, teachers and administrators. Without
knowing the goals of all the participants in a program such as teachers, students, and
so on, a successful outcome cannot be expected (Bachman & Strick, 1981).

Doing a needs analysis is the basis for program planning, so it is a crucial
process and is the key to a successful program (Smith, 1990; Tarone & Yule, 1989).
Needs analysis is a systematic process for determining perceived needs and concerns,
comparing current performance against desired performance and identifying priority
needs. It determines the gaps between the educational goals schools have established
for students and students' actual performance. These gaps can then form students'
needs (Brown, 1995; Jordan, 1997, Smith, 1990). Briefly, it is a method of getting
required data from a particular group of students, teachers, and administrators to
develop syllabuses, courses and materials. Needs analysis can form a link between

learners and the curricula. Since needs analysis is highly regarded as an important



tool to get a successful curriculum, it should be done before setting goals (Yalden,
1987). Trim (1981, as cited in Widdowson, 1983) states that "because of the fact that
these elements of a program is not fixed, needs analysis should be considered as an
inevitable part of a curriculum” (p.22).

Background of the Study

With the development of science, technology, and trade in the middle of the
20" century, the need to maintain the relationships among countries made English
the business and technology language of the world due to the achievements of the
USA in these fields. The need for people in other countries to learn this language
made educational institutions deal with the question of how to teach English
effectively more extensively (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987).

In order to keep up with the fact that English is the most accepted language
all over the world, English has been added to the curricula of the schools in Turkey
as well. Secondary and high school curricula teach a certain number of hours of
English a week. Both state schools and private schools have to teach two to two four
hours per week (Glinduz, 1999). With the new regulations English took its place at
primary schools as well. At private schools the implementation is a bit different;
teaching English takes priority compared with the other courses.

As for universities, there are some universities like Bilkent or Middle East
Technical University where English is the medium of instruction. At some other
universities like Atatlirk University, 19 Mayis University, only English is used as the
medium of instruction in the English Language Teaching Department and English
Literature Department. Some universities have preparatory schools for teaching

English to students although English is not the medium of instruction. They teach



English only because some courses are taught in English. Simply there are different
applications according to the purpose of the university. For instance, in some
preparatory schools only General English is taught irrespective of students’
departments whereas in some schools students are separated according to their
departments and they are directly taught English for their specific field.

Karadeniz Technical University has a preparatory school called the School of
Basic English the (SOBE), where General English is taught. The students in SOBE
come from five different departments. These departments are Computer Sciences,
Electrical Engineering, International Relations, Maritime department and Chemistry
department. This school is where the needs analysis presented here was done.

Statement of the Problem

In forming a healthy curriculum it is necessary to determine the purpose of
the program first, otherwise it would be difficult to do an evaluation of the program;
whether the goals reflect the real needs of the students, or outcomes and goals match
(Jordan, 1997). Actually needs analysis should be done before the syllabus set up so
that it can serve students needs since different learners' aims may lead us to find out
that they need to master different aspects of language. One student may need to
learn English only for reading purposes, whereas another student may need it for oral
purposes (Tarone & Yule, 1989).

The aim of this study is to determine students’ English language needs in
SOBE (School of Basic English), a preparatory school which was established 4 years
ago at Karadeniz Technical University. The aim of the university administration is
to have 30% of the courses taught in English in undergraduate faculties. Some of the

departments have already foreign teachers conducting courses in English. At the



beginning SOBE had students from only 2 departments. Now there are students
from 5 departments and the aim of the university administration is to make English
preparatory school obligatory for all the departments. So every year new
departments are sending students to SOBE.

The goals and objectives of SOBE have not been explicitly stated by the
administration and the syllabus that is being used now was generated by the
coordinator without doing a needs analysis. Throughout past three years the views of
SOBE teachers, students' faculty teachers and also students themselves have about
the education in SOBE has been that the English level of the students is not
satisfactory. Since a needs analysis has never been done before, a reliable evaluation
of the syllabus has not been possible either. So in SOBE a needs analysis should be
done in order to see the needs of the students and also to develop clearly stated goals
and objectives.

The system in SOBE is like this: at the beginning of the first term a
proficiency exam is given and according to the results, some students start studying
in their departments without attending preparatory school. The rest of the students
are divided into three levels: beginners, intermediate and advanced. Advanced
students are given a final exam at the end of the first term and those who pass the
exam start studying at their department.

The entire syllabus is prepared before the first term starts. Students take 30
hours of lessons a week. There are three midterm exams in a term and a final at the
end of the second term. There is also a common quiz every week. Because of these
quizzes, in every class the same subjects have to be taught at the same time. The

syllabus is mostly a grammar-based syllabus, and on common quizzes, mid-terms



and especially on the final exam, students are mainly assessed on their grammar
knowledge.
Purpose of the Study

The idea behind this study is to do a needs analysis to learn students’ English
language needs in SOBE at Karadeniz Technical University. In addition this study is
aimed at finding out whether there are any differences across departments in SOBE
in terms of students’ English language needs. For this aim the researcher will take
into consideration the perceptions of the SOBE students, graduates, teachers,
administrators and faculty teachers. The results of the needs analysis will reveal the
perceptions of different participants about the students’ English language needs and
hopefully these will help to improve the SOBE curriculum. In this needs analysis
Tarone and Yule’s (1989) global approach is used. The global approach to needs
analysis deals with finding out the learners’ purposes in learning English and
describing the situations where they will use the target language.

Significance of the Problem

Since every year new departments are sending their students to SOBE, it may
be difficult for SOBE meet the English needs of the students in the future. Doing a
needs analysis will provide us with information to determine students', teachers', and
administrators' beliefs about student needs at this moment and the differences and
similarities among them. In this way it can be decided how to structure our
curriculum to fulfil the goals of teachers, students, and administrators.

Having the results of this needs analysis, the next step will be determining
which aspects of language should be focused on in teaching, and how to make

changes in the curriculum in order to meet student needs.



Research Questions
The research questions are:
1- What are the perceptions of students’ in the School of Basic English at Karadeniz
Technical University of their English needs?

2- Do these students’ perceptions differ across the departments served in SOBE?



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

In this chapter the theoretical background of needs analysis is presented by
giving definition of needs analysis and describing functions of and approaches to
needs analysis. Following that, the methodology for analysing needs is discussed.

Definition of Needs Analysis

In order to comprehend needs analysis better, the meaning of “need” which is
the core concept of needs analysis should be clarified first. In the literature
researchers have defined “need” in different ways. To sum up these definitions, in
general 'needs' can be defined as the gap between current and desired general
proficiency level in language learning (Berwick, 1984; Brindley, 1984; Brown,
1995). Richterich and Chancerel (1983) agree on this definition, but they also add
that needs develop and change over time, so it should be defined as a continuous
rather than a stable process.

Needs are divided into two categories: perceived needs (also called objective
needs) and felt needs (also called subjective or expressed needs). Felt needs are
learner-generated beliefs about their own learning in a certain educational system, for
example, believing that learning grammar is the best way to learn a language.
Perceived needs refer to the educators' perceptions of their students' needs based on
available data (Berwick, 1984; Hutchinson & Waters, 1989; Nunan, 1988a). For
example, if the instructors know learning academic English is important for their
students, they may emphasize this as a learner need to be addressed.

In determining learners’ language needs it is very important to be able to

identify the current and real needs and this may cause a problem. Palmer and



Mackay (1981) describe current needs as “what the students need to do with
language for now,” future needs as “what the students may want to do with the
language in the future,” desires as “what the students would like to be able to do with
the language independent from the requirements of the situation or job” and teacher-
created needs as “what the teachers think about students needs or would like to
impose on students” (p.6). Needs analysis studies can examine all these needs at
once or focus on only one of them. In this needs analysis study, only students
current and future English language needs have been explored.

Needs analysis is a process carried out to examine students' lacks, needs, and
expectations in order to determine the objectives of the language teaching curriculum
(Brown, 1995; Jordan, 1997). In needs analysis not only students' thoughts, but also
other components of the educational program, such as teachers’, administrators’, and
community members' perceptions of students needs are taken into consideration. At
the end of the needs analysis, whether there is a mismatch between students’
perceptions of their goals and the goals predetermined by school is found out.
(Brown, 1995; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Jordan, 1997; Smith, 1990). So, the
most important outcome of needs analysis is setting the goals and objectives of an
educational institution according to the needs of the learners.

A number of researchers have offered essentially the same version of the
history of needs analysis (Nunan, 1988a, Lombardo, n.d; Stern, 1992). For the first
time needs analysis was used in language teaching in the 1970s, and it was an
important development in this decade. In the 1970's educators of Council of Europe
tried to find out the language needs of the students going abroad to study a second

language. The basic aim in using needs analysis was to put responsibility on



students' shoulders about their own learning so that the learners would be more
willing to learn. After getting necessary information about the learners, a syllabus
was prepared considering these learners' needs. Having a syllabus that addressed
their needs better, the students were found to be more motivated towards learning.
With this study, the researchers started to support the idea that learners have a right
to talk about their own needs, their problems and expectations.

Becoming a part of the language teaching curricula, needs analysis began to
be seen as an important innovation in language teaching curriculum development.
Goodlad (1979) attempts to make a distinction between traditional and current
curricula and gives a brief outline of these two curriculum types. In the traditional
curriculum studies, which aimed to develop curricula, the starting point was language
analysis, whereas current approaches emphasize the analysis of needs at the
beginning of curriculum development process. He goes on by pointing out that in the
traditional curricula, which only focused on the language, learners as a data source
for the decision making process were ignored. The learners' thoughts and
preferences were not taken into account in the planning of the curriculum.

During the1980’s needs analysis studies were improved in their methodology,
especially with the development of new approaches (Johns, 1991). For example,
Nunan (1988a) notes critiques of earlier models as collecting data about learner
rather than from them. He presents the learner-centered approach as a response to
this critique. In the learner-centered approach learners are considered as an
important factor in setting the content of courses. Curriculum designers focus on
learners' expectations in determining the objectives of the program. This practice

coincided with the beginning days of ESP which built its course content according to
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the reasons for learners’ learning English. Needs change according to the
characteristics of particular groups who may have different interests. Students may
have very different specific goals and needs in learning a second or foreign language
such as getting a job or to be able to interact with native speakers of the target
language. ESP claims that curriculum should fulfil these varying needs (Hutchinson
& Waters, 1987, Johns, 1991; Smith, 1990).

The general scope of needs analysis has not been limited to only one type of
educational program although it is usually identified with ESP and in the learner-
centered approach. The basis of these approaches requires doing needs analysis. In
the literature the articles on needs analysis in General English classrooms are very
limited although it is also very important there (Seedhouse, 1995). What students
need to learn, what they want to learn and what they are expected to learn can be
determined by using needs analysis in all types of programs such as ESP (English for
Specific Purposes), EAP (English for academic Purposes), EST (English for Science
and Technology), VESL (Vocational English Teaching) (Yalden, 1987).

Deciding the needs of the students is crucial in terms of setting up a firmly-
built curriculum. So needs analysis should be considered an important step before
designing a syllabus. In doing needs analysis what functions of language students
need to use in target language are examined and according to the results how the
curriculum can be designed to address these needs is evaluated within the available
resources of the institution (Jordan, 1997). It is very important to take learners' own
wishes and expectations into consideration in determining goals and objectives in the
process of setting a program, since students learn better when they want to learn

rather than when they have an obligation to learn.
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In order to collect data for doing needs analysis, what emphasis to give the
felt needs of students or the perceived needs described by teachers, administrators, or
community members is determined by the needs analyst. Perceived needs are
derived from external data, combined with the personal views of administrators and
teachers since they are the people who are aware of these needs of the students and
they are more aware of the ideal level they want to improve students to (Brown,
1995; Richards, 1984).

Hages (1982, cited in Tarone & Yule, 1989) points out that to ask a learner
about what they want and need to learn is a useful activity in terms of educational
implications. He says that "Learners themselves can with guidance provide valuable
information about those situations in which they need to use the language" (p.46).
Learners' taking part in needs analysis process together with teachers or
administrators brings us to a very important point. The needs analysis process
affects students' self- confidence and helps them feel that they have right to speak
about their own learning (Lombardo, n.d). Using learners' perspective is considered
as an important part of an educational program in the literature, because it is believed
that learners come to programs for different reasons. Moreover the information
collected from the students for their own learning enables them to know the
resources they have, what objectives they wish to attain, and to meet their wishes as
to what curricula should be followed. As an outcome of this activity, students have
the right to judge their progress as well (Smith, 1990; Yalden, 1987).

The information collected by the teachers or administrators enables them to

learn about students' needs; in this way they can try to refine goals and objectives
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accordingly. About the importance of learners' role in need analysis, Richards (1984)
states that needs analysis has to do with what learners will do once they learn
language. This is very crucial because without knowing the learners' aim to use
language, there would be something missing in preparing the topics for the courses.
Lombardo n.d) also focuses on the advantage of considering learners' thoughts in
setting the syllabus and says that when students can talk about their own
development, problems and needs, this helps to develop a responsibility in them.
Such a syllabus creates motivation in students since they can see their contribution.

Tarone and Yule (1989) define needs analysis at four different levels:
rhetorical, grammatical-rhetorical, grammatical and global.

Needs analysis at the rhetorical level relates to the organisation of information
in the discourse that occurs within any given situation. The aim of needs analysis at
grammatical-rhetorical level is to determine what linguistic forms are used in target
situations. Grammatical level relates to frequency with which grammatical forms are
used in specific communication situations. Since the global needs analysis is the
base of needs analysis, it has priority over others.

Global needs analysis needs to find out the learners' purpose in learning the

v
target language and define the situations in which they will use this language. The
basic question is, "what do these students need to use the language for?” The Global
level refers where and for what the learners use the target language. It explores the
learning purposes of learners. Then accordingly, the specific language to be used in
the specific situations and activities that are required by these purposes is
determined. For example, for what purposes are the learners to use the target

language -- for taking notes, for listening to lectures, or reading for overall
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comprehension? Global needs analysis also tries to find out the activities for these
specified situations. For instance, activities requiring oral skills and writing in
English may not be necessary for veterinary students. Global needs analysis has
several advantages like saving time by determining what to teach. If a language
teacher focuses on teaching writing to Public Relations students, rather than
speaking, it may turn out to be a waste of time in the end.

Briefly if we accept needs as the gaps between current and desired general
proficiency level of the learners, needs analysis is a process of collecting information
about the learner's language performance in using the target language to determine
the goals and objectives of the program.

The Function of Needs Analysis

In order to understand the importance of needs analysis, first of all, it is better
to explain its function in EFL (English as Foreign Language) curriculums. Richards
(1984) claims that "the purpose of language development studies processes is to
establish an effective, efficient and useful language teaching program" (p.3). In
order to do this, information must be gathered from a variety of sources, which will
be used to help establish program goals (Brown, 1995; Richterich & Chancerel,
Richards, 1984; 1977; Weddel & Van Duzer, 1997, Widdowson, 1983,). In getting
information, the content of the subject matter can also be considered as a source for
defining goals (Widdowson, 1983). For instance the goals of a language program for
Medicine students would be quite different from Engineering students.

For the function of needs analysis in education Pratt (1984, as cited in Jordan
1997) gives a list that reveals the purposes of needs analysis in language curriculum

development;
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Needs analysis:
a) provides a mechanism for obtaining a wider range of input
into the content, design and implementation of a language program
through involving such people as learners, teachers, administrators
and employers in the planning process;
b) identifies general or specific language needs which can be
used in developing goals, objectives, and content for a language program.
c¢) provides data which can serve as the basis for reviewing and
evaluating an existing program (p.5).

If it is done at the beginning of the program, needs analysis provides
information to the instructors about the background knowledge and wants of their
learners. It is useful for teachers and administrators in placing the learners and
assessing their language skills. Accordingly, needs analysis results are useful in
developing materials and in determining the teaching approaches and appropriate
program types. As a result, it helps to design a flexible curriculum rather than a
fixed curriculum determined by teachers or administrators in advance.

If it 1s done at the end, needs analysis can be used for checking whether
students' needs have been met, what the weak and strong parts of the program are,
what the changes necessary for improvement could be (Richterich & Chancerel,
1983).

At the end of the needs analysis: teachers become more aware of learners'
needs, adapt their teaching according to these needs and the administration can plan

and adapt syllabus in line with these demands. It is therefore very important for
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administration to know these needs to make necessary changes for the future
teaching.
Problems in Doing Needs Analysis

Some teachers claim that they can make right decisions on behalf of their
students, so it may be unnecessary to do needs analysis. However, teachers'
judgments may not be sufficient and needs analysis may really reveal unexpected
results as well (Tarone & Yule, 1989). Students' perceptions of their needs must be
taken into consideration because learners can have valuable ideas about their own
learning. (Brown, 1995; Jordan, 1997; Nunan, 1988b). Even the students, who do not
know exactly why they are at that school and what they will do with the language
they are learning may have some rough ideas about their needs, some wishes to be
fulfilled by the program.

However, learners' wishes may not be always acceptable to the
administration. It is usually difficult to meet these wishes of the learners since they
may vary from person to person and also teachers and learners may have different
perceptions of students’ needs. From this point of view, deciding learners' language
needs among teachers, learners, and administrators together is the best way to
establish a common ground about the needs. After listing needs of these different
members of the educational program the second step is to determine the priorities
among them, because it is not always possible to meet all the expectations, or needs
(Tarone & Yule, 1989; Yalden, 1987).

Including all these different sources of information brings a problem with it.
Determining the learners' aims and expectations may be difficult, since every learner

may express their own expectations and interests. For example, some learners need
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to learn English for general purposes, while some have specific purposes. Moreover,
very few teachers are aware of their learners’ background knowledge in English and
their aims in taking a course. Such teachers may only be able to define learners'
needs in terms of learning rather than goals and purposes. Which of these sources
should be taken into consideration is another problem waiting to be resolved
(Widdowson, 1983).

Since students have different learning styles some researchers may not agree
with the idea that students are able to identify their needs (Young, 2000). However
at the end of the needs analysis the people who will use the results are teachers. And
teachers are closer to their students and they already know their weaknesses and
strengths of students, so if they themselves do the needs analysis of their students’
perceived needs they could verify them by consulting their own experience.

Nunan (1988a) points out another problem in needs analysis by stating that,
"in considering needs and goals, we should keep in mind that the teacher's syllabus
and the learner's syllabus might differ. One of the purposes of subjective needs
analysis is to involve learners and teachers in exchanging information so that the
agendas of the teacher and the learner may be closely aligned" (p.79). That is why, it
is very important to carry out a needs analysis study to provide this kind of
negotiation to improve syllabus.

However, in doing needs analysis researchers claim that there is a danger
related to the different sources to get information. Tarone and Yule (1989) claim that
need analysis is generally done by outsiders whereas someone involved in the
learning/teaching process or those who know what is going on at that educational

program make better observations and judgments. Hutchinson and Waters (1980)
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point out the same problem and say that there is a danger in doing needs analysis if it
is done by experts who are not familiar with the local system.

Widdowson (1983) draws attention to another point here and claims that it is
sometimes hard to make a clear description of course objectives. On one hand, they
can refer to what learners have to do with the language once they have learnt it. In
this sense objectives have to do with aims. On the other hand objectives can refer to
what the learner has to do in order to learn; in this they relate to pedagogic

objectives.

Since needs of different group of learners may conflict, it is difficult to
consider all the needs of the learners. And also learners' may differ depending on the
conditions they have. To solve this problem there should be negotiation between
syllabus designers and students in deciding the prior needs. So deciding priorities
and common points among needs would be a legitimate way in attempting to cover
the general needs (Nunan, 1989; Smith, 1990). Another solution to make
determining needs easy is to examine them at the group level to have or some of the
needs of the learners decided by their teachers (Tarone & Yule, 1989).

Approaches to Needs Analysis
Needs analysis may be person-centered or language-centered (Jordan, 1997
Smith, 1990). In person-centered needs analysis, learners' goals and expectations,
students' present level of proficiency, and the teachers’ competence in teaching are
examined. In language-centered needs analysis, the linguistic source of a specific
problem is aimed to be found out (Pratt, 1982, as cited in Jordan, 1997). For
example, the language of textbooks and course-books should be analysed if the

authorities decide to do needs analysis in this way.
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Brown (1995) lists four basic approaches to needs analysis: the analytic
approach, the diagnostic approach, the democratic approach, the discrepancy
approach. He presents the analytic approach as based on Krashen's (1985) input
theory, which claims that "one can only understand messages by receiving
comprehensible input” (p. 2). The analytic approach considers a need as anything
that will be the added to the learners' present knowledge. Learners' present
knowledge is accepted as x state in Brown's model and the new things that will find
its place within this knowledge is something like x+1. In this approach it is
emphasised that the things that are planned to be taught to the students should not go
too much beyond their present knowledge. Otherwise students can not build a
meaningful connection between two states of knowledge.

In the diagnostic approach a need is "anything that would prove harmful if it
was missing" (Brown, 1995, p.39). In this kind of needs analysis the urgent needs of
learners are examined. The aspects of language which learners need to use in daily
life to get along more easily might be looked at. The diagnostic approach is
generally associated with immigrants because they have to learn some functions of
language that they need to use everyday in that specific community. Briefly what
kind of language they should deal with in order to lead their life is examined in
diagnostic approach.

In the democratic approach, the majority of a group, consisting either of
students, teachers or administrators decides about the change to be made and it
eventually, leads to a needs analysis, which will provide the necessary information

about the most preferred learning for that group.
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The last approach is the discrepancy approach in Brown's model. In this
approach, need is considered as the differences between the current level of
knowledge and the ideal level. Both learners and teachers have perceptions related
with the learners' development in language. There may be some mismatches
between this expected level for students and their present knowledge of language,
and the discrepancy approach is aimed to find out the lacks. Smith (1990) describes
"need" in line with Brown's discrepancy approach, and says "a comparison of the
current state and the desired state will reveal existing students’ needs. The desired
state or what ought to be should be determined by considering multiple sources;
research and professional literature, national and state norms, local values obtained
from community surveys, professional judgments and existing goals" (Smith, 1990,
p. 24-25).

The Methodology of Needs Analysis

Taking the importance of needs analysis in the process of finding solutions to
the problems at an institution into consideration, Smith (1990) says that to determine
the problems that a school has, first a needs analysis should be done. Problems
identified should be verified in order to establish the validity of the analysis. The
analysis should find out the gaps between the goals of administrators, teachers,
community members and students.

In carrying out a needs analysis there are some steps to follow. First of all the
data sources should be determined. Yalden (1987) suggests that in doing needs
analysis there are various sources to collect information such as learners, teachers,

administrators, course writers, and material producers. Needs analysis also deals
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with exploring the factors affecting these people’s motivation which is considered to
facilitate learning and teaching process largely.

Smith (1990) presents a model showing the steps of needs analysis. He
claims that, first of all a needs analyst should describe the institution and the current
important local educational concern of the school. Data should come from both
sources such as teachers and students and then should be summarised to determine
the discrepancies. A successful needs analysis should come up with primary needs
of the students, but the success of a system depends on how these needs are
examined and analysed (Yalden, 1987).

Smith's (1990) modal of needs analysis is based on the discrepancy approach.
He says that priorities among identified needs are established by ranking those needs
identified by discrepancy analysis. In order to have valid identified needs, needs
should be evaluated according to:

- worth (educational value and severity of the need)

- feasibility (resources available or obtainable)

- impact (number of the students affected) (p.27).

And as for the techniques used in needs analysis, Smith (1990) proposed that
questionnaire is the best technique to gather data from a large number of subjects.
They are easy to prepare, but because some questions may be misunderstood, they
should be carefully prepared. Another way to collect information is interviews.
They provide detailed and rich information from the subjects. Open-ended questions
require content analysis of responses. The process of determining the needs requires
qualitative and qualitative data, which necessitates the use of both formal and

informal data collecting procedures. Data can be gathered by grades, test scores,
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students' scores, surveys, demographic studies. To collect data for needs analysis all
subjective and objective information is crucial to confirm the curriculum purposes
that reflect the language needs of the students in certain institution (Brown, 1995;
Smith, 1990).

To present data descriptive statistics are used and content analysis is a way to
organise and present narrative information. The outcome of content analysis may be
simply the list of items indicating needs.

A needs analysis is a procedure used to find out whether students' perceived
language needs and what the program offers them match. In doing needs analysis, to
be able to evaluate the students' target language needs from different point of views,
data is collected from various sources. There may appear some problems to
determine the needs that will be taken into account after doing needs analysis.
Researchers at this stage propose negotiation among participants' perceptions of
students' needs by deciding priorities.

There are different approaches to needs analysis as was explained above.
This study explores the students’ perceptions of their English language needs by
employing a global approach. The global approach is used to define the learners’
purposes to learn a target language. Moreover, in this study, students’ problems in
using English are examined to find out the lacks between what they are learning and
what they perceive they need to learn. The data collected is based on students’
perceptions of their English needs. In order to collect the data questionnaires were
used.

In the next chapter I explain the features of participants, instruments used,

procedures, and the data analysis sections of the study.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The aim of this study is to find out students’, teachers’, and administrators’
perceptions of the English language needs of the students in the SOBE (School of
Basic English) at KTU (Karadeniz Technical University) through needs analysis.
KTU is not an English medium university, but there is an obligation for departments
to give 30% in of the courses in English. For the time being not all the departments
have preparatory classes and the curriculum at SOBE has not been completely settled
yet. A further aim of this study is to make curricular recommendations for SOBE
based on the different groups’ perceptions of the students’ needs.
The needs analysis will attempt to find answers to these research questions:
1- What are the perceptions of students in the School of Basic English at KTU of
their English language needs?
2- Do these students’perceptions differ across departments served at SOBE.
Participants
This study as originally formulated has four groups of participants
(see Table 1); however, results only from the first group, SOBE students are reported
here. No further details will be given regarding to other groups.
Table 1

Participants of the study

1. Group 2. Group 3. Group 4. group
SOBE SOBE SOBE SOBE Faculty Head Faculty
Students  graduates Teachers Administrators of teachers
Department
n 140 38 8 2 5 4

Note. n = number of the respondents
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The first group consists of SOBE students and graduates. They were
surveyed using questionnaires. There are 10 classes and 270 students at SOBE, and
students from different departments are mixed in these classes. For the grouping
purposes stratified random sampling procedure were used. 52% of the students from
each department, were randomly chosen for participation in this study,

Table 2

Departments of SOBE Students

Departments
Computer International Electrical Maritime  Chemistry
Science Dept. Relations Engineering  Department
n=140 18 32 44 12 34

Note. n = number of respondents

Table 3

Demographic Information of Student Participants

f %

Sex
Female 119 779

Male 31 221
High School

Anatolian high School 6 43
Private School 3 2.1
Vocational high School 13 9.3
State High school 85 60.7
Super Lycee 23 16.4
Science School 10 7.1

Years of studying English

1-4 86 614

5-8 53 379
9-12 1 7.0
12-above 0 0

Levels at SOBE
Intermediate 94 67.1

Upper-Intermediate 46 32.9
Note. f = frequency
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Instruments

This study employed a questionnaire to collect information.
Questionnaires

SOBE students were surveyed using a questionnaire (see Appendix A for the
English version and Appendix B for the Turkish version). I constructed the
questionnaire used in this study on the basis of my experience teaching at SOBE.
The questionnaire was designed to gather information from SOBE students about
their current levels of ability and expectations.

The questionnaire consists of 62 questions covering 4 separate areas: The first
section of the student questionnaire used six questions to gather data about students’
age, department, gender, type of high school they had graduated from, years of
studying English and their levels at SOBE. Information related to their departments
is reported in table 2, and the other information except for age, which range from 17-
21, is reported in table 3. The questions in the second section are related to study in
SOBE, in the third section, language skills (speaking, reading, writing, listening and
grammar), including what students feel they need to know and what problems
students have in these skill areas; and in the fourth section, open ended questions
concerning suggestions and expectations for the program. These topic areas were
selected based on the courses given at SOBE.

The questionnaires were initially prepared in English and then translated into
Turkish so that participants would not misunderstand the questions. In the
questionnaire there were five types the questions: open-ended, rank order, Likert-
scale, yes-no and questions allowing students choose more than one option. Only the

results of the Rank order, Likert-scale and yes-no questions are reported here. The
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data from these questions will provide a foundation for further discussion of the other
questionnaire items and the data from other sources at a later time.
Procedure
The data was collected during the 9"- 13" of April at KTU. All the
questionnaires and interviews were done during this time. First of all I got
permission from our SOBE head of department to do interviews with SOBE teachers
and distribute questionnaires to SOBE students. Before distributing questionnaires to
SOBE students I piloted them with 10 students to see whether there were any
misleading questions. There seemed to be no problematic questions in the
questionnaires. The questionnaires were given SOBE students 12" April 2000
during class time and it took students 40-50 minutes to answer them questions. All
the students answered the questionnaires at the same time. I gave 150 questionnaires
to SOBE students and got 140 of them back.
Data Analysis

The data reported here was first analysed using descriptive statistical
techniques such as frequencies, and percentages. For further analysis inferential
statistics included the use of repeated measured ANOVA, and Kruskal-Wallis for
rank order questions and one-way chi-square and Pearson chi-square for Likert-scale
and yes-no questions were used.

The results of the data analysis are presented in tables and abbreviations in
the tables are explained as notes. The question relating to each table is displayed
before the table and the explanation of the table follows.

A complete needs analysis should include all of the information I had

collected. However, after all data had been collected and analysis begun, it became
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apparent that because of the amount of data and the time limitations I decided to
concentrate on the student questionnaires and report here on data from the Likert-
scale, yes/no and rank order questions on the questionnaires. The research questions

of the study were adjusted to match this reduction in scope.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS
Overview of the Study
This study investigated the English language needs of students in the SOBE
(School of Basic English) at KTU (Karadeniz Technical University). Students in SOBE
come from five different departments at the university, but are mixed in their classes in
SOBE, and all take the same courses. This analysis aimed to find out the students'
perceptions about their English language needs both currently and when they start
studying at their departments. In part, the study aimed to find out whether students from
different departments perceived their needs differently.

In order to collect data for this needs analysis, questionnaires and interviews
were used and the study was conducted in SOBE and other departments of KTU.
Questionnaires were given to SOBE students and graduates, and interviews were done
with SOBE teachers, SOBE administrators, head of departments and faculty teachers.
Because of time limitations, only the data from the Likert-scale and rank order questions
on the student questionnaire were analysed.

The questionnaire consisted of 61 questions arranged in 4 topics:
Table 4

Types of Questions in the Questionnaire

Demographic Questions Language Skills Open-
information  about SOBE ended
questions

Speaking Reading Listening Writing Grammar
n 6 10 9 11 9 9 3 4

Note: » = Number of Questions
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In the questionnaire, Likert-scale, multiple choice, yes-no, and questions
allowing students to choose more than one option were used in all different topic areas.
Questions allowing students to choose more than one option (12 in the questionnaire)
were not analysed because of time limitations. The results of the first section of the
questionnaire, questions asking for demographic information (age, sex, students’
departments, years of studying English, and their level in SOBE) are presented in the
methodology chapter. The second section has 10 questions related to SOBE and the
students’ own departments. The third section consists of questions about language skills
and has 5 sub-sections: speaking, reading, listening, writing and grammar. The
questions in this section are related to the problems of the students in language skills and
their perceptions of their English needs when they start studying in their departments. In
these sections there are parallel questions as well as some other questions specific to
each skill area. The last section of the questionnaire is devoted to open-ended questions
seeking students' expectations and impressions about their education in SOBE.

The Likert-scale, rank order, and yes-no questions are found predominantly in
the second and third sections of the questionnaire. These are the questions that will be
primarily analysed here and their results will provide a foundation for later discussion of
the other data collected.

Data Analysis Procedure

For analysis, statistical calculations were done using Excel and SPPS. Different
question types require different statistical techniques. For rank order questions, means
and standard deviations were calculated. Then, to see within group differences repeated-

measure ANOVA was calculated and to see differences across groups Kruskal-Wallis
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Test was calculated. For Likert-scale and yes-no questions, frequencies and percentages
were calculated. Then to see within group differences one—way Chi-square was
calculated. To see across group differences Pearson chi-square was calculated. For chi-
square the standard value for significance is .05 and any results which are larger than
then these are considered to be non-significant.

Rank order questions have two tables. The first one is for repeated measure chi-
square. The second one is for Kruskal-Wallis test results. In the tables, abbreviations
like Com, Elec, Inter, Mar and Chem are used to refer the Computer Science
department, Electrical Engineering department, International Relations department,
Maritime department, and Chemistry department respectively. Notes are included for
each table.

Results of the Questionnaires

The first area of analysis in this will be the second section in the questionnaire
since the demographic information is displayed in methodology chapter.

Questions 7 through 17 are related to SOBE and students’ departments. Some of
the questions in this section ask about the skills that students feel will be the most
important in their departments and the skills that receive the most emphasis in SOBE,
students’ reasons of learning English, their preferences for homogeneous classes and
being taught technical English at SOBE.

In item 7, the students were asked to rank the skills in English that they think will
be more important when they start studying at their departments, from (1) to the\most

important, to (5) to the least important.
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( ) Reading
( ) Writing
() Listening
() Speaking
( ) Grammar

Table 5

Rankings of Skills Students Feel will be the Most Important in Their Departments

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem

n=(135) 18 46 28 12 31
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Reading 289 145 296 144 310 134 358 108 297 128
Writing 383 092 320 093 335 095 358 1.00 394 1.09
Listening 272 131 265 152 296 142 250 080 3.16 144
Speaking 239 164 291 144 192 101 108 029 210 1.04
Grammar 294 139 323 162 368 163 425 1.13 284 159
F 2.26 1.03 5.80 17.70 6.34
p= 072 388 .001 .001 .001

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
p = significance, F = Fisher value.

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Reading Writing Listening Speaking Grammar
K-W 2.40 13.66 3.38 24.04 9.39
p= .660 .008 .496 .001 052

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance.

For item 7, table shows that the differences among options are significant only

for the students in the International Relations, Maritime and Chemistry departments

which means that students in these departments did not give the same ranking to each

skills. The non-significant result for Computer Science department may be because of

the low number of participants in that department. However, the non-significant result
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among the answers of students in Electrical Engineering seems to reflect a true mixture
of views among students in that department. The Kruskal-Wallis results are non-

significant for reading, listening and grammar meaning that students did not rank these
skills differently across departments. In terms of the ranking of the means, listening is

* rank for the students in the Chemistry department.

1 or 2™ for 4 departments, but 4
Grammar is either 4™ or 5™ in all departments except for the students in the Chemistry
department where it was ranked 2™. This may be because they think grammar will
continue to be important in evaluations in their departments and they feel that they will
not have to attend many lectures in English or that they will be able to follow lectures in
English using subject matter knowledge. Students in other departments may perceive
greater need to understand lectures in English and perhaps feel that grammar will receive
less emphasis in their evaluation. Indeed the difference in ranking of this option in the
Chemistry department almost moved the Kruskal- Wallis results to significance.
Although the Kruskal-Wallis results were significant for speaking meaning this option
was ranked differently across departments, an analysis of the rankings and means show
that it was the most important skill in comparison to the others in all departments, except
for the students in Electrical Engineering department where it was second. A closer
examination of the means and standard deviations suggest that this effect may be a result
of much stronger emphasis on speaking in the International Relations and Maritime
departments than the other departments.

In item 8 students were asked to rank the skills in English which receive more

empbhasis in their classes at SOBE, from (1) to the most important, to (5) to the least

important.
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( ) Reading
( ) Writing
( ) Listening
( ) Speaking
( ) Grammar

Table 6

Rankings of Skills Students Feel Receives the Most Attention in SOBE

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem

n=(136) 18 46 28 12 32
m sd M sd m sd m sd m sd
Reading 3,11 1.18 3.15 123 293 1.15 292 0.52 328 0095
Writing 355 1.19 3.65 104 379 083 383 094 425 108
Listening 388 1.13 3.70 1.09 407 099 425 1.14 378 097
Speaking 288 1.18 320 128 296 132 3.00 128 256 094
Grammar 133 097 128 089 125 080 100 000 1.13 0.49

F 11.03 29.39 33.84 18.44 4571

p= .001 .001 .001 .001 .001

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
p = significance, F = Fisher value.

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Reading Writing Listening Speaking Grammar
K-W 2.23 8.27 4.56 4.12 2.99
p= .693 .082 335 .390 .560

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance.

In item 8, in terms of the ranking of means, grammar is the 1% choice, and
listening is either 4" or 5™ choice in all departments. The difference among options
within groups is significant in all departments. Students did not rank the options in the

same way. And options were ranked the same across the departments as well, since
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Kruskal-Wallis chi-square results are all non-significant. According to these results,
students, in all departments agree that grammar is the course that receives the most
emphasis at SOBE while listening receives the least. Based on my own experience [ can
confirm this result. At SOBE grammar receives more emphasis, compared with
speaking, and listening.

In item 9 a and b, students were asked to give their opinions and explain their

answers briefly about the statement below:

Classes are made up of students from different departments at SOBE, but I
would prefer taking classes only with students from my department.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure, the strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-
agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 7

Students’ Preferences for Homogeneous Classes

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 46 29 12 34 139
F % f % f % f % f % f %
D 14 778 28 609 18 62.1 11 846 26 765 97 724
TA 4 222 18 391 11 379 1 154 8 235 42 276
One —way chi-square
Chi-square 5.55 2.17 1.69 6.23 9.52
p= .018 .140 194 013 .013
Pearson chi-square
Chi-square  5.11
p= 276
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, [ = frequency
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In table 7, the within-groups test show that students from the Chemistry,
Maritime and Computer Science departments disagreed with the statement to a
significant degree. The results for the other departments were non-significant. However
a review of the raw data shows that a majority, albeit non-significant, disagreed in the
other departments. In general, then, we can conclude that students feel that they should
take courses together with students from other departments. Here are some of the main
reasons given by students for their choices: “In mixed classes, we have opportunity to
know people from other departments”. “I do not learn English just for my future job, so
to be in mixed classes is not matter for me”. “It would be nice to be with the students
from my department so that we could know each other better and also in that case we
can be given some passages or technical English about our departments”.

In item 10, students were asked to rank the following choices about the reasons
of their learning English, from (1) to the most important, to (9) to the least important.

Option 1. To be successful in my school courses.

Option 2: For further education (MA /PhD).

Option 3: To get a good job.

Option 4. To go abroad.

Option 5: Interest in English speaking cultures.

Option 6: To interact with people from other countries.

Option 7: To read the related literature in my field.

Option 8: Because it is obligatory.

Option 9: Others. Please specify.........................
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Table 8

Rankings of Students’ Reasons for Learning English

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n=(136) 18 46 28 12 32

m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 328 202 421 203 300 000 675 176 519 2.05
Opt2 344 161 413 188 525 218 750 100 247 149
Opt3 378 186 243 177 342 185 283 164 278 1.71
Opt4 533 222 496 195 267 149 633 214 509 203
Opt5 639 194 598 229 464 197 341 210 578 201
Opt6 728 141 741 184 546 204 650 250 697 2.05
Opt7 3.77 262 510 252 810 1.03 308 150 403 229
Opt.8 439 248 489 236 475 247 408 188 484 228
Opt9 728 274 578 3.16 482 245 650 3.03 7.66 235

F 9.20 15.64 19.39 9.04 20.34

p= .001 001 001 .001 .001

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the
question, Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value.

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Op.1 Op2 Op3 Op4 OpS Op6 Op7 Op8 Opd
K-W 2325 410 876 728 1381 689 1005 158 8.75
p= 001 .001 067 .122 008 .142 .040 812 .068

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance.

Results of the statistical analysis for question 10 showed that the ranking within
each department were significantly different. The across departmental analysis for the
options reveals that options 3 (to get a job), 4 (to go abroad), 6 (to interact with people
from other countries), 8 (because it is obligatory), and 9 (English is the common
language in the world) were ranked the same by the different departments. An
examination of option 3 (to get a job) in terms of the ranking of means shows that it is
among the top 3 choices in all departments, and first in Maritime and Electrical

Engineering. Option 4 (to go abroad) ranked 1* with International Relations students,
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but only 4™ 5™ or 6™ in the other departments. Still the difference between the
International Relations and that of other departments was not enough to make Kruskal-
Wallis result significant. Surprisingly, option 9 (because it is obligatory) did not rank
high but was consistently in the middle ranks across department. Option 6 (to interact
with people from other countries) consistently rated among the last three choices in all
five departments.

As a general conclusion we can say that option 3 (to get a job) is one of the most
preferred options across departments, suggesting that all students see some need for
English in their future careers. In addition International Relation students may have
ranked option 4 (to go abroad) first for similar reasons. They see that their future jobs as
ones that will take them abroad. This makes their placing option 6 (to interact with
people from other countries) second to last surprising. If other departments do not see
that their future jobs will require such interactions, then the low ranking is plausible for
them but the International Relations students' responses to this option suggests
something different. This contradiction can not be resolved here. One other result is
that the Maritime department, unlike other departments, rated option 2 (for further
education) last. This is because the B.A. degree in this department is generally
considered terminal.

In item 11 students were asked to give their opinions and explain their answers
briefly about the following statement: I think SOBE should teach me technical
vocabulary in English related to my field.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree
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In the data analysis procedure strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-
agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 9

Students’ Preferences about Being Taught Technical Vocabulary in SOBE

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 46 29 12 34 140
f % f % f % f % f % f %
TD 6 333 13 283 9 310 2 170 10 294 40 278

TA 12 667 33 71.7 20 69.0 11 830 24 706 100 722
One-way chi-square
chi-square 2.00 8.69 4.17 6.23 5.77

p= 157 .003 .041 013 016
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 1.40

p= 843
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, f = frequency

In item 11, only students from the Computer Science department ranked the
options non-significantly. However an analysis of the raw data reveals that the
percentage of the Computer Science department students agreeing with the statement
was similar to that in other departments. The non-significant result was probably on
account of the small number of students surveyed from the Computer Science
department. The between departments chi-square was non-significant showing that the
choices made were similar across departments. Students largely think that SOBE should
teach them technical vocabulary related to their departments. Their explanation for
answer is that learning technical English will be very helpful in their courses when they

start studying at their departments.
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In item 12 students were asked to give their opinions and explain their answers
briefly about the statement below:

I think that the English knowledge I have gained at SOBE will be very useful in

my department.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-
agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 10

Students’ Views of the Usefulness of the English Taught in SOBE

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 46 29 13 34 140
f % f % f % f % f % f %
TD 1 56 9 198 8 276 2 154 8 235 28 183

TA 17 944 37 802 21 724 11 846 26 765 112 81.7
One-way chi square
chi-square 14.22 17.04 5.82 6.23 9.52

p= .001 .001 016 013 .002
Pearson chi-square
chi-square  3.83

p= 429
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p= significance, [ = frequency

In item 12, within group chi-square reveals that the difference among the options
is significant in all the departments. There is also no significant difference across
departments. That is, the majority of the students believe that English they have gained
at SOBE will be useful in their departments.

In item 13 students were asked to give their opinions and explain their answers

briefly about the statement below:
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When I chose my department on the university exam, the fact that it has
preparatory classes was an important factor since I would need English very much when
I graduate.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-

agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 11

Students’ Views on the Value of Preparatory School in Their Education

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
n 18 46 29 13 34 140
f % f % f % f % f % f %
TD 1 56 13 283 9 310 4 308 10 294 37 250

TA 17 944 33 717 20 690 9 692 24 70.6 103 75.0
One-way chi-square
chi-square  14.22 8.70 4.17 1.92 5.77
p= .001 .003 041 166 016
Pearson chi square
chi-square 4.71
p= 318
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, f = frequency

Table 13 shows that only Maritime students' responses are not statistically
significant; however, when we look at percentages it is obvious that the majority in this
department is similar to that in other groups. This result may be because of low number
of the students in this department. Since there is no difference across departments
according to the between groups chi-square, as a result, we can say that students agreed
on the statement and they say that preparatory school was an important factor in their

decision about choosing a department on the university exam.
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In item 14 students were asked to give their opinions and explain their answers
briefly about the statement below:

At SOBE, skills are taught separately (grammar, reading, writing), I would prefer
to have integrated courses (like in course book lesson).

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure strongly disagree-disagree and strongly
agree-agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 12

Students’ Preferences for Having Integrated Skills

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total

n 18 46 29 12 34 140
f % f % f % f % f % f %
TD 5 278 25 543 20 690 3 250 20 588 74 469

TA 13 722 21 457 9 310 9 752 14 412 66 53.1
One-way chi-square
chi-square 3.56 35 4.17 1.92 1.06

p= 050 .555 .041 166 303

Pearson chi-square
chi-square  10.63
p= 031
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, f= frequency

In item 14, the results of the within groups chi-square reveals that students from
the Computer Science and International Relations departments are significant in their
choices, but the students in other departments did not differ significantly. Computer
Science students agreed with the statement while International Relations students
disagreed. This means there are differences across departments. A similar unclear

pattern occurs even in the non-significant cases like Electrical Engineering, Maritime
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and Chemistry departments. The overall results suggest unclear views on the question
within and across departments. One reason for this confusing situation may be because
some of the students did not understand the question, because their explanation for their
choices is; “We have already course-book lesson”.

In item 15 students were asked to give their ideas about the statement below:

How necessary is it for you to become proficient in English?

a) very necessary b) somewhat necessary c) necessary d) not necessary at all.

Table 13

Students’ Views on The Necessity of Becoming Proficient in English

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 44 29 12 31 135
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Very necessary 15 833 29 650 25 862 11 920 15 480 9 75
Necessary 3 167 11 250 3 103 1 80 8 260 26 17.1
Somewhat necessary Q0 0 4 100 1 30 O 0 8 260 13 79
Not necessary atall  ( 0O 0 0 O 0 O 0 0 0
One-way chi-square
chi-square 8.00 39.3 36.6 9.30 8.58

p= .005 .001 .001 .002 035
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 25.43

p= 013

Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, f = frequency

The examination of question 15 shows that the within group chi-square is
significant in all departments. No students choose option 4 (not necessary) in answering
this question. This confirms the results of q12 and q13 earlier, that all students find
English necessary to some degree. The statistical results show that choices were

significant within departments, but that there are differences across departments. This
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may be mostly an effect of the Chemistry department, whose students gave more mixed
responses to this question. While a majority of respondents in every other department
selected option 1 (very necessary) this received only plurality in Chemistry. This
difference may reflect Chemistry students’ perception of less need for English in their
future classes.

In item 16 students were asked to give their ideas about the statement below:

Do you enjoy learning English in SOBE?

a) No b) Yes
Table 14

Students’ Happiness with Learning English in SOBE

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 46 29 12 25 131
f % f % f % f % f % f %
No 15 833 25 543 19 655 10 830 18 720 87 71.6
Yes 3 16.7 21 457 10 345 2 170 7 28.0 44 284
One-way chi-square
chi-square 8.00 35 2.79 3.77 4.84
p= .005 555 .095 .052 028
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 6.31
p= 177

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, { = frequency,

Table 14 shows that the difference between the responses of the students in the
Electrical Engineering, International Relations, and Maritime departments is non-
significant, as the within group chi-square shows. In spite of this result, the percentages
reveal that even in these departments, students’ preferred no more than the other option.
Because of this the across groups chi-square is non-significant. The conclusion we can

draw from this data is that students are not happy about learning English in SOBE.
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As a brief summary of this section we can say that, students see English as
necessary for their future jobs. In particular, they want to learn English to get a good job
and to go abroad. Only students in the Chemistry department do not see great need in
knowing English for their departments. In choosing their departments, that their
departments require 1-year preparatory school education is an important factor in
students’ selections. However, they are not happy with the education in SOBE. This is
partly because what they feel they need to learn in English is different from what they
are being taught SOBE. They think that in their departments they will need speaking
and listening mostly and less grammar, whereas in SOBE the situation is the reverse. In
any case, though, they feel that what they have learnt will be useful at their own
departments. There is a contradiction in their answers: most of the students want to be
taught technical English, specific to their departments but at the same time they would
like to be in mixed classes with students from other departments.

The second section is devoted to language skills.

Questions 17 through 26 are related to speaking skill. These questions will
examine the rankings of the most important speaking skills, students’ frequency and
sources of difficulty in speaking skills, students’ views of the sufficiency of opportunity
to practice speaking in English, students’ perceptions about their oral proficiency and
students’ perceptions about their oral proficiency needs in their departments.

In item 17 students were asked to rank the following speaking skills which they
think will be more essential in their departments from (1) to the most important to (6) to

the least important.
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Option 1. Participating in class discussions.

Option 2: Asking and answering questions in lectures.

Option 3: Preparing and presenting oral reports.

Option 4. Communicating with native speakers outside class.

Option 5: Other. Please specify:.................................

Option 6: None

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.

Table 15

Students’ Rankings of The Most Important Speaking Skills for Their Departments

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 18 42 28 11 28
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 222 1.16 259 094 257 103 245 052 235 1.16
Opt2 1.88 1.02 264 1.16 271 093 254 112 275 1.10
Opt3 261 103 264 114 250 1.13 300 126 225 096
Opt4 339 092 211 117 214 135 200 134 267 127
F 5.27 1.66 982 1.21 .964
p= .003 178 406 356 414

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F= Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4
K-W 2.53 7.89 3.65 15.87
p= 639 .096 455 .003

Note. K-W= Kruskal-Wallis, p =significance.

For item 17, the only department that showed a significant difference in its
choices was the Computer Science department. The K-W chi-square results showed that
option 1 (participating in class discussions), 2 (asking and answering questions in

lectures) and 3 (preparing and presenting oral reports) were ranked similarly across
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departments. These are all the choices having to do with classroom use of English. The
non-significant results within most departments may reflect their similarity. The
Electric Engineering is the most clear cut case of this. Interestingly, in terms of means,
option 4 was ranked 1* by the students in the Electrical Engineering, International
Relations and Maritime departments and last by Computer Science students, which
could also support the grouping of the other three options. In general, students in all
departments believe that they will need to speak English for classroom use, especially
participating in class discussions.

In item 18 students were asked how often they have difficulty in speaking English.

a) Always b) Frequently c) Rarely d) Never
Table 16
Students’ Frequency of Difficulty in Speaking English

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
n 18 44 29 12 34 137
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Always 3 167 14 318 3 103 1 83 7 206 28 175
Frequently 14 778 25 568 21 724 9 750 24 706 93 705
Rarely 1 56 5 114 5 172 2 16.7 3 88 16 119
Never 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 O 0
One-way chi-square
chi-square 16.33 13.68 20.14 9.50 21.94
p= .001 .001 .001 .009 .002

Pearson chi-square
chi-square 8.33
p= 402

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f = frequency,

In item 18, within group chi-square reveals that the difference between the
options is meaningful in all departments. Most of the students tended to choose option 2

as the most favourite one for all the departments. In addition, no student chose option 4



(never). The Pearson chi-square results show that the options are not ranked
significantly differently across departments. According to the results it can be judged
that most of the students think that they have frequently have difficulty in speaking
English. Interestingly, the percentage of students in Electrical Engineering who chose
option 1 (always) is much higher than any other department. This may suggest that
Electrical Engineering students have a lower assessment of their own abilities than the
students in other departments do.

In item 19 students were asked to rank the sources of their difficulty if their
answer was a, b or ¢ to question 18, from (1) to the most important, to (5) to the least
important:

Option 1: Speaking grammatically.

Option 2: Speaking fluently.

Option 3: Using vocabulary or phrases relevant to the given topic.

Option 4. Pronouncing words correctly.

Option 5: Others. Please specify....................

Since no students chose option 5, this was excluded from the analysis.

46
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Table 17

Students’ Views of Their Sources of Difficulty in Speaking

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 18 40 28 12 32
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 294 121 258 111 261 09 267 1.15 3.00 1.19
Opt2 233 1.14 230 123 175 104 167 065 219 1.12
Opt3 2.06 094 205 09 218 090 225 1.14 206 0.76
Opt4 294 1.16 3.08 092 348 088 333 098 272 1.22
F 2.25 5.12 13.42 527 4.48
p= .094 .002 .001 .004 .006

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4
K-W 3.74 5.38 S1 6.63
p= 44 25 97 15

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

In terms of the ranking of means, option 2 (speaking fluently) and 3 (using
relevant vocabulary to a given topic), which deal with fluency in language use were
ranked 1 or 2" in every department, while options 1(speaking grammatically) and 4
(pronouncing words correctly), which deal with accuracy in language use were ranked as
3" or 4™ in every department. The analysis of the options within departments shows that
the choices made by students in the departments apart from the Computer Science
department are significant. Again this may be because of low number of students in this
department. That is their choices represent meaningful distinctions among the options.
The K-W test results were non-significant for all four options, meaning that all were
ranked the same across departments. So we can conclude that students are more

concerned with fluency issues in speaking than accuracy.
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In item 20 students were asked to give their opinions about the statement below.
In my courses I have enough opportunities to practice speaking in English.
a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree
In the data analysis procedure, the strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-
agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.
Table 18

Students’ Views of the Sufficiency of Opportunities to Practice Speaking English in
SOBE

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 44 29 12 34 137
f % f % f %f %f % f %
TD 10 556 27 614 14 483 9 750 12 353 72 5512
TA 8 444 17 386 15 517 3 250 22 647 65 4488
One-way chi-square
chi-square 222 227 .034 3.00 2.94
p= .637 132 853 .083 .086
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 8.13
p= .087
Note. TA = total agree, TD = total disagree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, opt = options in the item, f = frequency,

For item 20, an examination of results shows that the difference among the
choices within groups is not meaningful because they are all non-significant. Raw data
reveals that 2 of the departments disagree, while the rest agree with the statement. The
total percentage also shows that the total percentages of options are very similar to each
other. We can say views are unclear. Perhaps students from different departments have

different ideas of how much practice is enough.
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In item 23 students were asked how well they speak in English.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 19

Students’ Perceptions about Their Oral Proficiency

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 44 29 11 34 136
f % f % f % f % f % f %
No difficulty 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0
Little difficulty 3 167 12 273 12 414 2 182 10 294 39 26.6
Some difficulty 14 778 22 500 16 552 7 636 17 500 76 593
Great difficulty 1 56 10 227 1 34 2 182. 7 206 21 14.1

One-way chi-square

chi-square 16.33 5.54 12.48 4.55 4.65
p= .001 .060 .002 103 .098
Pearson .chi-square
chi-square 11.13
p= 194

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f= frequency,

In table 19, the within group chi-square for question 23 reveals that the
difference is significant in Computer Science and International Relations. However an
analysis of percentages points out that the majority of students in all departments chose
option 3 (some difficulty). This option is also the favourite one across departments; that
is why Pearson chi-square is non-significant. And no students think that they speak
English with no difficulty.

In item 24 students were asked how well they think they will need to speak in
English to succeed in their departments.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty

c¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
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Table 20

Students’ Perceptions about Their Oral Proficiency Needs in Their Departments

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total

n 18 41 29 10 34 132
f % f % f % f % f % f %
Nodifficulty 13 722 19 463 21 724 9 900 11 324 73 627
Little difficulty 3 167 12 293 6 207 1 100 13 382 35 230
Somedifficulty 2 111 7 171 2 69 0 0 7 206 16 11.1
Great difficulty 0 0 3 73 0 0 0 0O 3 88 6 32

One —way chi-square

chi-square 12.33 13.93 20.76 6.40 6.94
p= .002 .003 .001 011 074
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 21.04
p= 050

Note. n= number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f = frequency,

The within group test shows that only students from Chemistry department were
non-significant in their choices of options. However, this difference was enough to
cause the Pearson chi-square to be significant. By looking at percentages we can say
that option 1 (no difficulty) and 2 (little difficulty) are commonly preferred choices. So
in general it can be said that students think that they will need to speak English with no
or some difficulty in their own departments.

In general students from different departments feel that they will use English
mostly in class discussions and presenting oral reports. Again students in all
departments think that they frequently have problems in speaking. International
Relations department students do not see so many problems in their speaking English. A
substantial number of them believe that they have little difficulty. Problems related with
fluency in speaking are more important than accuracy problems. Whether students have

enough opportunity in speaking in SOBE is a question for which no clear answer
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emerged probably because of students having different criteria for having “enough”
practice.

Questions 26 through 37 are related to reading skill. Some of the questions of
this section ask the students’ perceptions about the most important reading skills that
will be required in their departments, the reading skills that receive the most emphasis at
SOBE, the frequency and the sources of their difficulty in reading English and the
students’ perceptions of their proficiency in reading English.

In item 26 students were asked to rank the following reading skills which they
think will be the most essential in their departments, from (1) to the most important, to
(6) to the least important.

Option 1: Reading to get the general idea.

Option 2: Reading to get detailed information.

Option 3: Making inferences.

Option 4: Reading quickly to absorb large amounts of material in a given time.

Option 5: Others. Please specify.......................o.

Option 6: None.

Since no students chose options 5 and 6, these were excluded from the analysis.
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Table 21

Students’ Rankings of The Most Important Reading Skills for their Departments

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 18 35 24 12 29
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 144 070 2.11 096 180 093 163 074 217 097
Opt2 206 073 166 084 225 099 200 1.07 2.10 1.05
Opt3 2.56 0.78 2.60 081 267 092 263 092 244 1.06
Opt4 394 024 363 081 346 106 375 046 328 1.07
F 36.17 25.50 9.90 7.55 5.89
p= 001 .001 .001 .001 .001

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the
question, Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4
K-W 9.53 7.02 3.53 6.46
p= 049 135 474 167

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

For item 26, the within group chi-square results reveal that the difference
between options in each department is significant. Kruskal-Wallis indicates that only
option 1 is barely significant, which means it was ranked differently across departments;
all the other choices were ranked the same across departments. The ranking of means
shows that options 1 (reading to get the general idea) and 2 (reading to get detailed
information) were chosen either 1* or 2™ in all departments. And option 3 (making
inferences) is 3™ and option 4 (reading quickly to understand large amounts of materials)
is 4™ choice in all departments. This result reveals that irrespective of departments, most
of the students feel they need reading to get the general idea and to get detailed
information more than the other choices. We may say that they think that they will not

have to read quickly at a given time.
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In item 27 students were asked how often they have difficulty in reading English.

a) Always b) Frequently c) Rarely d) Never
Table 22

Students Frequency of Difficulty in Reading English

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total

n 18 43 28 12 31 132
f % f % f % f % f % f %

Always 0 0 2 47 1 36 1 83 6 194 10 72
Frequently 10 556 20 465 9 3215 417 9 290 53 41.0
Rarely 8 444 21 488 18 643 4 333 15 484 66 478

Never 0 0 O 0 0 02 167 1 32 3 40
One-way chi-square
chi-square 0.22 15.95 15.00 3.33 13.26
p= .637 001 .001 343 .004

Pearson chi-square
chi-square  21.79
p= .040

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f= frequency,

Table 22 shows that only students from the Computer Sciences and Maritime

department chose options non-significantly, because in the other departments the

difference among options is meaningful. Pearson chi-square reveals that departments

show significant difference in their choices. Although two departments are non-

significant in their answers, percentages reveal that options 2 and 3 were frequently

chosen in all the departments in comparison with other choices. As a consequence of

this examination, we can claim that students from all the departments feel that they have

moderate difficulty in reading English.

In item 28 students were asked to rank their source of difficulty from (1) to the

most important to (6) to the least important, if their answer to 28 was a, b or c.
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Option 1: Lack of vocabulary.

Option 2: Reading too slowly.

Option 3: Not being able to guess unknown vocabulary correctly.

Option 4. Interpreting passages (making inferences).

Option 5: Difficulty in finding the main idea.

Option 6: Others. Please specify..........................

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.
Table 23

Students’ Views of Their Sources of Difficulty in Reading

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 17 36 14 12 31
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 1.18 039 136 09 157 140 120 042 1.06 .025
Opt2 471 186 444 171 586 036 460 134 451 157
Opt3 247 1.12 275 140 214 077 330 182 261 1.12
Opt4 3.94 097 353 156 328 127 370 133 348 1.15
Opt.5 3.71 085 406 104 343 1.02 330 1.15 413 1.28
Opt6 476 139 486 1.15 436 093 480 139 493 1.06
F 19.88 30.80 31.89 8.06 40.57
p= .001 .001 .001 .001 .001
Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4 Opt.5 Opt.6
K-W 51 11.07 3.28 2.44 6.58 4.29
p= .97 .26 Sl .66 16 37
Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

The within group chi-square shows that the difference among options is
significant in all the departments. That is, students from all the departments ranked the

options in a way that can be meaningfuly interpreted. On the other hand, the Kruskal-
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Wallis test result shows that all options were treated in the same way across
departments. The ranking of means within departments is basis for interpreting the
Kruskal-Wallis results; for example option 1 (lack of vocabulary) is the 1* rank, option 3
(not being able to guess) is the 2™ rank, option 4 (interpreting passages), and S(difficulty
in finding main idea) are either 3™ or 4" ranks, and option 2 (reading too slowly) and 6
(uninteresting reading passages) is either 5™ and 6™ choice in all the departments.
According to these results the conclusion we can draw is that options 1 and 2, which are
both related to vocabulary and guessing unknown vocabulary are the most important
areas in reading that students are worried about.

In item 29 students were asked to give their opinion about the statements below:
In our courses I have enough opportunity to read in English.
a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure, the strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-
agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 24

Students’ Views of The Sufficiency of Opportunity to Practice Reading English in
SOBE

Com., Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
n 18 43 28 12 32 133
f % f % f % f % f % f %
TD 13 722 21 488 11 393 9 750 18 563 72 583
TA 5 278 22 512 17 607 3 250 14 438 61 417
One way chi-square
chi-square  3.556 .023 1.286 3.000 .500
p= .059 .879 257 .083 480
Pearson chi-square
chi-square  26.06
p = 111
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, f = frequency
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The difference between choices is not significant in any of the departments. Students'
choices in all the departments are unclear and also the Kruskal-Wallis Test results are
non-significant. Looking at the percentages does not give us a clear judgment about the
question because they are too similar to each other. Perhaps, students from different
departments have different ideas of how much reading practice is enough.

In item 32 students were asked how well they read in English.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 25

Students’ Perceptions about Their Reading Proficiency

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
n 18 43 28 12 32 133
f % f % f % f % f % f %
with no difficulty 2 111 0 0 4 143 3 250 2 6311 113
with little difficulty 11 61.1 25 581 18 643 6 500 18 563 78 580
with some difficulty 3 167 15 349 6 215 3 250 11 344 38 909
with great difficulty 2 11.1 3 70 0 00 0O 1 31 6 28
One-way chi-square
chi-square 12.67 16.93 12.29 1.50 24.25
p= .005 .001 .002 472 .001
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 15.32
p= 224

Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,
p = significance, f = frequency

Except for the Maritime department, in all departments the difference among
options is significant. The across group chi-square is not significant. That is students
ranked the options in the same way. Generally students from all the departments agree

on having some or little difficulty in reading English. Electrical Engineering students



feel that they have the greatest difficulty in reading English while students in
International Relations have the least.

In item 33 students were asked how well they think you will need to read in

English to succeed in their department.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 26

Students’ Perceptions about Their Reading Proficiency Needs in Their Departments
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Com Elec Inter Mar. Chem Total
n 18 43 29 12 32 134
f % f % f % f % f % f %
withno difficulty 11  61.1 23 535 21 724 5 417 12 375 72 532
with litde difficulty 5 278 11 256 7 241 6 500 9 281 38 31.1
with some difficulty ] 56 7 163 1 34 1 83 10 313 20 13.0
with great difficulty 1 56 2 47 0 0 0 0 1 3.1 4 27
One way chi-square
chi-square 14.89 16.93 21.79 3.50 8.75
p= .002 .001 .001 174 033
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 16.34
p= 176

Note. n=number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f = frequency,

Table 26 shows that within group chi-square results are all significant except for
in the Maritime department; in other words, the difference is among the choices
meaningful in the other departments. Since the departments tend to behave in the same
way, the Pearson chi-square is non-significant. An examination of the percentages
shows that students from all the departments agreed on needing to be able to read in
English either with no difficulty or little difficulty when they start studying at their own

departments. However, when compared with other departments, Chemistry students feel
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that they will not need reading English so well with a large percentage saying “some
difficulty” will be acceptable.
In item 35 students were asked whether they are given reading passages related
to their own field at SOBE.
a) Yes b) No
Table 27

Students’ Perceptions about Having Reading Passages Relevant to Their
Departments

Com. Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 18 43 28 12 32 133
f % f % f % f % f % f %
yes 0 0 O 0 O 0 O 0 O 0 0 0
no 18 100 43 100 28 100 12 100 32 100 133 100
Note. n= number of the students who answered the question, f = frequency,

As can be seen in table 27, all the students chose option "no", so there is no
difference among departments. As a result we can easily say that at SOBE students
from all departments feel that they are not given reading passages related to their
departments. My own observation also confirms this result. Students are not given
reading passages related to their own departments in SOBE.

In general, for the majority of the students in each department the most important
reading skills are reading to get the general idea and detailed information and they have
moderate difficulty in reading English. When they start studying at their departments,
students largely think that they will need to read in English with no or litle difficulty.
Lack of vocabulary is the biggest problem for the majority of the students irrespective of
their departments. All the students say that in SOBE reading passages specific to their

departments are not given.
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Questions 37 through 46 are related to listening skill. The questions examine the
listening skills that students think will be important in their departments, the listening
skills that receive the most emphasis in SOBE, the frequency and the sources of the
students’ difficulty in understanding in listening to English, and the students’ views
about having enough opportunity in listening in English.

In item 37 students were asked to rank the following listening skills which they
think will be the essential in their own department, from (1) to the most important, to (5)
to the least important.

Option 1: Understanding lectures.

Option 2: Understanding one on one conversations with instructors.

Option 3: Understanding daily conversations between native speakers.

Option 4. Understanding recorded speech.

Option 5: None.

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.
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Table 28

Students’ Rankings of the Most Important Listening Skills for Their Departments

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 17 46 27 12 37
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.l1 135 070 1.69 098 248 128 275 097 214 129
Opt2 217 0.64 217 088 244 105 225 075 215 0.82
Opt3 353 080 288 101 193 1.00 150 100 263 1.18
Opt4 294 097 326 091 3.15 082 350 0.80 3.07 092
F 18.41 17.44 461 8.13 3.50
p= .001 .001 .005 .001 .019
Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4
K-W. 19.24 2.00 30.87 4.19
p= .001 736 .000 381

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

For question 37 the difference among options in each department is meaningful
according to the within group chi-square. Option 1 (understanding lectures) and 3
(understanding daily conversations between native speakers) were ranked differently
across departments while option 2 (understanding one to one conversations with
instructors) and 4 (understanding recorded speech) were ranked the same. Means reveal
that in Computer Science, Electrical Engineering and Chemistry departments have the
same ranking for the options, which is 1, 2, 3, 4, whereas the Maritime and International
Relations departments have a different ranking, which is 3,2,1,4. In general we can
conclude that understanding lectures has an utmost importance for Computer, Electrical
Engineering and Chemistry students. On the other hand, understanding daily

conversations between native speakers is more important for the students from



61

International Relations and Maritime departments. These results may be caused by
students' different perceptions of their future. The students from Computer Science,
Electronic and Chemistry may have to listen to lectures in English. However, in their
future jobs Maritime and International Relations students will mostly need English in
interacting with foreigners. In addition to these results all the students feel that they will
not need to understand recorded speech in the future.

In item 38 students were asked how often they have difficulty in understanding
when listening in English.

a) Always b) Frequently c¢) Rarely d) Never

Table 29

Students’ Frequency of Difficulty in Listening in English

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total

n 18 44 29 12 34 137
foo%f % f %S %f  %f %
Always 1 56 10 227 2 69 1 83 5 147 19 11.6
Frequently 15 833 28 636 13 448 9 750 21 618 8 657
Rarely 1 56 6 136 14 488 2 16.7 8 23.5 31 21.6

Never 1 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 1 1.1
One-way chi-square
chi-square  32.67 18.73 9.17 9.50 12.77
p= .001 001 010 .009 .002

Pearson chi-square
chi-square  26.90
p= .008

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance , f = frequency,

In item 38 all the departments show a significant difference among options. This
means that options were not chosen randomly by students. Across departments the chi-
square shows that the options were ranked differently by students. Percentages of the

options indicate that option 2 (frequently) was highly rated. Option 3 (rarely) is the
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second most frequently chosen option. Especially students in the International Relations
department feel that they rarely have difficulty in understanding English. On the other
hand, more students in the Electrical Engineering department think that they have
frequently difficult in understanding when listening in English. In general we can say
that the students frequently have difficulty in understanding when listening in English.

In item 39 students were asked to rank the sources of their difficulty, if their
answer to 39 is a, b, or ¢, from (1) to the most important, to (4) to the least important).

Option 1. When the teacher speaks too fast.

Option 2: When the subject is unfamiliar to me.

Option 3: Listening from tape recorder, video or TV.

Option 4: Others. Please specify..........................

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.
Table 30

Students’ Views of Their Sources of Difficulty in Listening in English

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem

n 16 43 27 12 27
m sd m sd m Sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 200 0.89 200 085 192 073 210 088 1.85 0091
Opt2 1.75 093 214 086 207 09 160 070 2.03 0.85
Opt3 225 058 193 0.74 2.04 085 230 082 2.14 0.72

F 1.00 498 148 1.35 0.59

p= .380 .609 .863 286

Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3
K-W 4.19 918 5.07
p< 381 922 280

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance
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As far as the within group chi-square is concerned the difference among options

is not significant in any of the departments. Yet the options were ranked in the same
way across departments. Since the differences are not meaningful among the options
within the departments we may conclude that most of the students in all departments feel
that they have problems in understanding listening in English but they are not sure about
the priority of the sources.

In item 40 students were asked to give their opinion about the statement below.

In our courses at SOBE I think we have enough opportunity to listen in English.
d) strongly agree

a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree

In the data analysis procedure, the strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-

agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 31
Students’ Views of The Sufficiency of Opportunities to Practice Listening in English

in SOBE

Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
43 29 12 33 135

% F  %f % f %

15 455 73 552

Com.
n 18

fo% f % f
61.1 24 558 16 552 7 583

TD 11

TA 7 389 19 442 13 448 5 417 18 545 62 448
One-way chi-square
chi-square .89 .02 31 .33 27

p= 343 872 577 564 .602

Pearson chi-square

chi-square 1.50

p= 827
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,

p = significance, f = frequency

The difference among answers is not significant at all in item 28 since the results

of chi-square are non-significant both in within group and between group. So whether
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students have enough opportunity to listen in English in SOBE is not a question that
students came to a clear answer about. For that reason it cannot be judged definitely by
looking at the percentages as well because they are so similar to each other. Again
students from different departments may have had different perceptions in their minds
about what enough opportunity in listening to English means.

In item 43 students were asked how well they listen in English.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 32

Students’ Perceptions about Their Listening Proficiency

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total

n 18 43 29 12 33 135
f % f % f % f %f % f %

no difficulty 1 56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1.1
4

6

2

little difficulty 6  33.3 9 209 12 414 333 4 121 35 282

some difficulty 9 50.0 27 628 14 483 500 23 697 79 562

great difficulty 2 11,1 7 163 3 103 167 6 182 20 14.6
One way chi-square

chi-square 9.11 16.93 7.10 2.00 19.82
p= 028 .001 029 368 001
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 7.66
p= 208

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significant f= frequency

In item 43, except for Maritime department, the other departments have
statistically meaningful choices. If we evaluate option 2 (little difficulty) and option 3
(some difficulty) together (because they are similar choices) the percentage gets higher
and we can say that most students feel that they understand what they listen in English

with some or little difficulty.
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In item 44 students were asked how well they think they will need to listen in

English to succeed in their departments.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 33

Students’ Perceptions about Their Listening Proficiency Needs in Their Departments

Com Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
n 18 43 29 12 33 135
f % f % f % f % f % f %
no difficulty 15 833 25 581 19 655 10 833 11 333 80 647
little difficalty 2 11.1 12 279 9 320 2 167 13 394 38 254

some difficulty ] 56 4 93 1 34 0 0O 8 242 14 85
great difficulty 0 0 2 47 0 0 0 0 1 30 3 15
One-way chi-square
chi-square 20.33 30.39 7.10 5.33 10.03

p= .001 .001 .029 021 018
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 37.80

p= .032

Note, n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f = frequency

The within group test results show that all the departments have meaningful
distinctions among options because the majority of the students except for Chemistry
department preferred option is number 1 (with no difficulty). So in general if we
collapse option 1 and option 2 (with little difficulty) we can conclude that students think
that they need to understand English with minimal difficulty when they move to their

departments.
Generally speaking, the results of listening section show that students in the
Maritime and International Relations departments feel that they will have to listen

English in understanding daily conversations while students in the Computer Science
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and Electrical Engineering, and Chemistry departments feel that they will need to listen
to English in lectures. In all departments, the majority of the students feel that they will
not have listen to recorded speech in their departments. Except for students in Chemistry
department, who feel that they have little difficulty in listening English, other
departments believe that they frequently have problems in listening English. Across
departments, students have uncertain feelings about having enough opportunity to listen
to English at SOBE. Students believe that they have problems in understanding while
listening to English but they are not sure about the top issues in listening.

Question 46 through 55 are related to writing skill. . The following questions
examine the writing skills that students think will be important in their departments, the
writing skills that receive the most emphasis at SOBE, the frequency and the sources of

the students’ difficulty in writing in English, and the students’ views about having

enough opportunity to write in English.

In item 46 students were asked to rank the following writing skills they think will
be the most essential for their department, from (1) to the most important, to (4) to the
least important.

Option 1. Analysing what you have read.

Option 2: Summarising.

Option 3. Writing compositions.

Option 4: Writing in English in exams.

Option 5: Writing class assignments.

Option 6: None.

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.
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Table 34

Students’ Rankings of the Most Important Writing Skills for Their Departments

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 15 39 26 12 29
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 293 128 223 151 261 139 225 166 213 138
Opt2 333 144 277 127 346 1.14 333 1.15 272 1.22
Opt3 393 088 3.03 127 200 130 275 128 320 142
Opt4 180 126 328 127 3.08 144 258 1.16 3.10 126
Opt.5 3.00 141 358 143 385 112 408 124 372 130
F 4.86 4.58 6.58 2.90 4.65
p= .003 .002 .001 .033 .002
Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value.

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4 Opt.5
K-w 5.24 1.24 22.12 12.33 5.14
p= 280 .870 .000 015 273

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

The within group test indicates that students in all the departments have
significantly chosen options. That is the students did not rank the options randomly.
The Kruskal-Wallis test results show that only option 3 (writing compositions) and
option 4 (writing in English in exams) were not treated in the same way across
departments. Examination of means reveal that option 1(analysing what you have read)
is either 1 or 2™ rank and option 5 (writing class assignments) is either last or second to
last in all departments. As a general result it can be said analysing what they have read
is the most important skill and writing class assignments is the least important skill in
writing that students think they will need at their departments. However students may
have thought that class assignments were other class assignments because when we

examine the options more closely, the first three options are already class assignments.
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In item 47 students were asked how often they have difficulty in writing in
English,
a) Always b) Frequently c) Rarely d) Never
Table 35

Students’ Frequency of Difficulty in Writing in English

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total
N 17 37 29 12 33 133

f % f % f % f % f % f %
Always 1 59 7 191 0 0 0 0 2 6.1 10 62
Frequently 11 647 15 410 11 379 8 668 10 303 55 481
Rarely 4 235 13 350 16 552 2 166 21 63.6 56 388
Never 1 50 2 49 2 69 2 166 O 0 7 69
One -way chi-square
chi-square  15.70 4.16 10.41 6.00 16.54

p= .001 244 .005 .050 .001

Pearson chi-square
chi-square ~ 35.40
p= .003
Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f= frequency

Within group chi-square results shows that except for the students in the
Electrical Engineering department, the students in all the other departments have
significant choices. Analysis of the ranking of means indicate that some departments
like Chemistry, International Relations and Maritime rated option 3 (rarely) highly,
while it is option 2 (frequently) in Computer and Electronic departments. The across
groups chi-square showing that the options were not treated the same across
departments.

In item 48 students were asked to rank the sources of their difficulty if their
answer question 47 was a, b or ¢ from (1) to the most important, to (5) to the least

important.
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Option 1: Expressing my ideas clearly in writing in English.

Option 2: Selecting proper vocabulary.

Option 3. Organising information well.

Option 4: Correct use of grammar.

Option 5. Others. Please specify.............................

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.
Table 36

Students’ Views of Their Sources of Difficulty in Writing

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 16 35 25 11 25
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.1 319 98 280 126 256 1.16 328 887 220 1.17
Opt2 1.75 8 171 8 200 9 188 1.12 1.89 0.77
Opt3 3.00 .89 314 90 288 109 263 92 3.00 1.00
Opt4 212 125 24 100 256 1.16 225 128 289 1.14
F 5.61 9.57 2.10 1.81 5.79
p= .002 .000 .108 175 .001
Note. m =mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3 Opt.4
K-W 9.42 2.34 5.90 5.90
p= .049 674 7124 207

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

Table 36 displays that only students from Computer Science and Electronic
departments gave significantly different answers to this question. By looking at means
of the options it can be said that majority of the students chose the option 2 (selecting

proper vocabulary) as the most important difficulty in writing English. This is similar to
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results in the reading section where the students chose vocabulary as their most
problematic area in reading.

In item 52 students were asked how well they write in English.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 37

Students’ Perceptions about Their Writing Proficiency

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total

N 17 44 29 12 33 135
f % f % f % F % f % f %
no difficulty 0 0 1 23 2 69 2 16.7 2 63 7 644

little difficulty 7 412 19 432 19 655 4 333 16 50.0 65 46.64
some difficulty 8 47.1 15 341 8 276 6 50.0 10 31.3 47 38.02
great difficulty 2 118 9 205 O 0 O 0 4 125 15 896
One-way chi-square
chi-square 3.65 16.73 15.38 2.00 15.00
p= 161 001 001 368 .002
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 17.48
p= 132
Note. n =number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, f = frequency

Table 37 shows that only the results of the within groups chi-square are non-
significant only for Computer Science and Maritime departments, and in each case this
may be because of the small number of participants form these departments. The overall
result suggest that students did meaningfully distinguish the options for these questions.
The results of the between groups chi-square are non-significant, meaning that students

rated choices similarly across departments. The second and third choices, /ittle difficulty
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and some difficulty attracted close to 85% of the students, suggesting that a great
majority of the students feel they write in English with moderate difficulty.
Once again, though, the students in the International Relations department seem to rate
themselves more highly than other groups, with 65% of the students in that department
saying they wrote in English with “little difficulty”.

In item 53 students were asked how well they think they will need to write in

English to succeed in your department.

a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty
Table 38

Students’ Perceptions about Their Writing Proficiency Needs in Their Departments

Com. Elec. Inter. Mar. Chem. Total

N 17 44 29 12 32 134
f % f % f % f % f % f %
no difficulty 12 706 19 432 17 586 3 250 8 250 59 445
little difficulty 5 294 17 386 11 379 5 417 16 500 54 395
some difficulty 0 0 4 9.1 1 34 3 250 8 250 16 125

great difficulty 0 0 4 9.1 0 01 83 0 0 5 35
One -way chi-square
chi-square 2.88 18.00 13.52 2.67 4.00
p= .090 .000 .001 446 135
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 26.45
p= .009

Note. n = number of the students who answered the question, p = significance, {= frequency,

As for item 53, students from Maritime, Chemistry and Computer Sciences
departments do not have significantly rated options. For the Maritime and Computer

Science departments this may be because of the low number of participants from each
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but for the Chemistry Department, it once more is the result of greater divisions among
the students in this department, with larger number saying that “some difficulty” is
acceptable. Again, the Chemistry department students may perceive the English
language requirements at their departments to be lower than other students. The
percentages of option 1 (no difficulty) and 2 (little difficulty) are similar to each other.
Across the departments but between the groups chi-square show that options were
treated differently; however, when we look at percentages, it is obvious that options 1
and 2 were rated highly. The 25 percent of the Chemistry and Maritime department
students, who think that writing with some difficulty is acceptable in their own
departments may caused this result. Students in other departments in general feel that
they will need to write English with no difficulty or little difficulty when they move to
their departments.

In general, students from the Electrical Engineering and Computer Sciences
departments frequently have problems in writing while International Relations and
Maritime departments rarely do. Selecting proper vocabulary is the students’ common
problem in writing irrespective of their departments. For students in all departments
analysing what they have read is the most important writing skill that they will need at
their departments. Chemistry department students feel that that is enough for them if
they can write in English with some difficulty in their departments, but students in other
departments think that they need to write with no or little difficulty.

Questions 55 through 57 are related to English grammar. Students were asked to

give their opinions about the sources of their difficulties in understanding English
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grammar, whether they think grammar should be given as a separate course and whether

grammar receives emphasis at SOBE.

In item 55 students were asked the sources of their difficulty in understanding
English grammar, from (1) to the most important, to (4) to the least important.

Option 1: Memorising complex grammatical structures.

Option 2: Learning grammar deductively instead of inductively.

Option 3: Confusion in choosing appropriate tense forms.

Since no students chose options 5 and 6 these were excluded from the analysis.

Table 39

Students’ Views of The Sources of Difficulty In Understanding English Grammar

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem
n 17 42 26 12 25
m sd m sd m sd m sd m sd
Opt.l1 144 073 200 083 192 074 230 067 2.04 0.88
Opt2 244 0.72 221 072 234 085 140 0.70 2.04 0.79
Opt3 2.11 0.78 179 0.87 184 088 230 0.82 2.04 0.88
F 2.80 1.93 1.95 23.29 0.01
p= .091 .97 152 .059 1.00
Note. m = mean, sd = standard deviation, n = the number of students who answered the question,
Opt = option in the item, p = significance, F = Fisher value

Kruskal-Wallis Test Results

Opt.1 Opt.2 Opt.3
K-W 2.69 5.29 3.04
p= 610 258 551

Note. K-W = Kruskal-Wallis, p = significance

According to the within group and between group chi-squares none of the

options were ranked significantly. Options were ranked the same way across groups.
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Then we can only talk by looking at means, which change across departments. For
example, option 1 (memorising complex grammatical structures) and 3 (confusion in
choosing appropriate tense forms) are in students' first two ranks. However, students
from Chemistry departments have the same means for each option. In reality, these
results do not give us so much information about their source of problems. Perhaps, this
1s because students have problems in all the options and they do not know which one has
priority or they could not understand the question.

In Item 56 students were asked to give their opinions about the statement below.

I think that grammar should be taught as a separate skill.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree  c) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure, the strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-

agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 40
Students’ Views on Whether Grammar should be Taught Separately
Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 17 44 28 12 32 133
f % f % f % f % f % f %
TD 4 235 14 318 4 140 2 167 10 313 34 235

TA 13 765 30 682 24 860 10 833 22 688 99 765
One-way chi-square
chi-square 4.77 5.81 32.34 533 4.50

p= .029 .016 .001 021 .034

Pearson chi-square
chi-square 7.46

p= .640
Note. TD = total disagree TA = total agree, n = number of the students who answered the question,

p = significance, f = frequency

For item 56, the results of the within groups chi-square indicate that all the

departments have significant selected options. And the between groups chi-square
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shows that options were treated the same across departments. Percentages clearly show
that students mostly chose TA. Students in SOBE feel that grammar should be taught
as a separate skill. This may be because this is what they have experienced as language
instruction in the past and is what they expect language instruction to be.

In item 57 students were asked whether they think that grammar is emphasised at

SOBE.
a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree d) strongly agree

In the data analysis procedure, the strongly disagree-disagree and strongly agree-

agree options were collapsed and treated as total disagree and total agree.

Table 41

Students’ Views of Whether Grammar is Emphasised in SOBE

Com Elec Inter Mar Chem Total
n 16 44 29 12 32 133
f % f % f % F % f % f %
D 5 313 7 159 7 241 2 167 5 156 26 207
TA 11 688 37 841 22 759 10 833 27 844 107 792
One-way chi-square
chi-square ~ 2.25 20.46 7.76 5.33 15.13
p= 134 .001 .005 021 .001
Pearson chi-square
chi-square 2.73

p= .640
Note. TD = total disagree, TA = total agree, number of the students who answered the question,

p = significance, f= frequency

Table 41 shows that except for Computer Science the distinction between options
is meaningful in all departments. The reason for non-significant result may be the small
number of students in Computer Science department. The options were chosen in the
same way in all the departments because the between groups chi-square is significant.

Like the students in the other departments, most of the students from Computer Science
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department chose option 2, but this number is not significant statistically. As a result we
can claim that the majority of the students believe that grammar is emphasised in SOBE.
Students in general feel that they have problems in learning English grammar but
they can not rank them according to their importance. They think that in SOBE
grammar receives more emphasis compared with other skills. And majority of the
students believes that grammar should be taught as a separate lesson. In this sense it
may be said that in SOBE the system is satisfying in terms of grammar course but
according to my observations I can say that the reason for this situation is that the
evaluation system in SOBE which is grammar-based. Since students are evaluated
through their grammar knowledge they think that grammar should be thought separately.

The overall results and discussion of the data analysis section are presented in

Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
Overview of the Study

This study investigated the English needs of students at School of Basic
English at Karadeniz Technical University. Data was collected from SOBE students,
graduates, teachers, administrators, and the students’ faculty teachers. I gave
questionnaires to SOBE students and graduates. I had interviews with SOBE
teachers, administrators, and the students’ faculty teachers. This study specifically
reports on portions of the data collected in the SOBE students’ questionnaires.

In this study Tarone and Yule’s (1989) global approach to needs analysis was
used. The global approach deals with finding out the learners’ purposes in learning
the target language. Data was analysed using descriptive and inferential statistics
including: frequency, percentages, chi-square, Pearson chi-square, Repeated measure
ANOVA and Kruskal-Wallis test.

The research questions in the study were:

1- What are the perceptions of students’ in the School of Basic English at Karadeniz
Technical University of their English needs?
2- Do these perceptions differ across the departments served in SOBE?
Results/Discussion

The first research question asked what students at SOBE felt their English
needs were. Overall results of the examination of SOBE student questionnaire reveal
that generally speaking, the students perceive the requirements of these departments
as being higher then what they feel they are being provided at SOBE. The students
feel that they need to learn English for their education and for their future jobs.

Although they think that what they have learnt at SOBE will be useful at their
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departments, they are not happy with learning English at SOBE. They are probably
not happy because what they want to learn for studies in their departments and their
future jobs does not match with what they are being taught at SOBE. Students feel
that they will need speaking and listening in English more than grammar at their
departments (see Table 5), whereas the situation is the reverse at SOBE (see Table
6). At SOBE grammar receives more emphasis compared with speaking and
listening skills.

Students in all departments would like to be in classes with students from
other departments as they think that in this way they can know different people. On
the other hand they want to be given technical English related to their departments
(see Table 9), but at SOBE they are not getting reading passages including technical
English related to their departments (table 27). Students largely think that they need
to be proficient in English but they don’t like learning English at SOBE. This is a
conflict, because these two wishes cannot go together (see the discussion on p.16,
Widdowson, 1983). Some of the students are conscious of this issue, so they are not
in favour of mixed classes. For them learning technical English is more important
because it will be helpful in their courses at their departments.

In speaking English, students are more interested in speaking fluently rather
than speaking accurately. Except for the Chemistry department, the majority of the
students in all the other departments feel that they will need to speak/write/listen/read
with no or little difficulty when they start to study in their own departments. For

students in Chemistry department “some or little difficulty” is acceptable in these

skills (see Table 20, 26, 33, 38).
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Lack of vocabulary is the main problematic area in four skills for the majority
of the students. They see this problem as an obstacle on the way being competent in
these language skills.

Students feel that grammar should be taught as a separate skill (see Table 40).
As far as I have observed SOBE students, I can say that this probably results from
having a grammar based testing system. Students are being evaluated on their
grammar knowledge. For this reason, they think that they must learn grammar better
but actually they do not think that they will need grammar so much at their
departments (see Table 5).

The second research question asked whether students’ perceptions differ
across departments. There are differences across departments, some of which are
minor, but others of which reflect more general distinctions.

All the departments are concerned with improving speaking skills in English
but students in the International Relations and Maritime departments are more
concerned. This is quite legitimate because their future jobs will require them to
speak English.

The majority of the students responded to the questions asking (see Table 19,
25, 32, 37) how well they speak/write/read/listen in English by claiming some or
little difficulty. However, students in the International Relations consistently gave
higher assessments of their abilities in these skills. In contrast students in Electrical
Engineering department have lower assessment. Whether these perceptions are true
or not can be checked by looking at their test scores or asking their teachers. The
reason of this situation is may be because students in the International Relations

department are more aware of their needs to learn English. In the future they will be
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using English very actively in their future jobs. Grammar was ranked as the 5"

option by the majority of the students in the departments except for the students in

" option. These students feel

the Chemistry department where it was ranked as the 2
that in their departments they will need English grammar more than other skills in
their courses.

Students from Chemistry department seem differ from the other departments
in their view of what their department will require in terms of English language
ability. They think that the demand in their departments will not be as high as the
other departments do (see Table 20, 26, 33, 38). The reason for this situation may be
because these students will spend more time in laboratories doing research. They
will not read English but the English of Chemistry. This result can only be
confirmed by consulting teachers in Chemistry department.

Students from all the departments have unclear responses to the questions
asking whether they get enough practice in reading/speaking/listening/writing in
English at SOBE. This probably results from their having different perceptions in
their minds related to the word “enough”.

In some questions, students have unclear responses such as the source of their
difficulty in understanding English grammar and having difficulty when listening in

English. Actually students believe that they have problems, but they cannot

distinguish the major problematic areas (see Table 30, 39).

Pedagogical Implications
First of all SOBE administrators should talk to students at the beginning of
the first term and inform them about to the extent SOBE can meet students

expectations and to what level they can improve their English in SOBE. And while
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arranging the syllabus and determining the content of the courses, students’ language
needs should be taken into consideration. However, a curriculum cannot be
developed or changed entirely based on students’ or teachers’ needs (see the
discussion pp.10, 15, Tarone and Yule, 1989; Yalden, 1987; Smith, 1990).

For example students are more concerned with speaking English rather than
learning its grammar, whereas in SOBE both the evaluation system and the contents
of the courses are grammar-based (see Table 5 and 6). The courses in SOBE could
be more communicatively oriented by giving less attention to teaching complex
grammar rules. Grammar can be given as a separate lesson as it is now, but more
interaction can be provided in the content of this lesson.

Vocabulary is considered a main problem by students irrespective of their
departments. In SOBE more attention should be given to improve students’
vocabulary. Current mixed classes can be kept. However, at the advanced level,
students may be given some reading passages including specific terminology related
to their departments. Mixed classes would be a problem at this stage, but for this
lesson students from the same department can be gathered.

However, these recommendations are based on only a partial analysis of all
the data collected. Further analysis of the remaining data is necessary to confirm that
was found here and to see if there are any conflicts with the perspectives. Major
curriculum changes should await a more complete analysis.

Limitations of the Study

Since there was not enough time I could not analyse all the data I collected.

To make a stronger and whole analysis, the interviews and graduate students’

questionnaires should be analysed as well. The perceptions of faculty teachers and
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SOBE administrators and teachers of students’ English needs are very important to
make more meaningful changes in the curriculum.

During the analysis process I came across some questions including vague
concepts. For example, for the word “enough” I should have determined a criterion.
In some questions, students could not understand some choices or words, although
the questionnaire was in Turkish. For example, the word “integrated” confused some
students. They responses were “We already have an integrated course book lesson”.
I should have clarified this word (see Table 12).

Implications for Further Research

The remaining data can be analysed for explaining differences and
similarities across departments more accurately. Depending only on students’
perceptions of their own needs would not be enough for determining or making
changes in the curriculum. Also, for the Electrical Engineering and International
Departments, tests’ scores can be checked to see whether questionnaire results reflect
actual abilities of these students. Another analysis can be done on the testing system

of SOBE to see whether it really measures students’ English knowledge on the basis

of the things they should know.
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Appendix A
QUESTIONNAIRE
Dear students,

I work at School of Basic English at Karadeniz Technical University as a
lecturer. Being an MATEFL student at Bilkent University now I am analysing the
needs of students in the School of Basic English (SOBE) for my thesis. Your answers
to the questions below will contribute to my research and your responses will be kept
confidential.

Thank you very much for your corporation. Emine Cuvalci

SECTION 1
Demographical Information
1) Age:....oooooeeii
2) Department:...........c.coooeviiieiiii
3) Gender: ( ) female ( ) male

4) Which type of high school did you graduate from?
( ) Anatolian high school
() Private college
( ) Vocational high school
( ) State high school
() Super Lycee

( ) Science School

5) How long have you been studying English?
() l-4years () 5-8years () 9-12years ( ) 12-above

6) What is your level in SOBE?

( ) Pre-intermediate ( ) Intermediate ( ) Advanced
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SECTION 2
Questions related to the departments and SOBE

7) When you start studying at your department, which skills in English do you think
will be more important? (Please put the following in order of importance assigning
number (1) to the most important, number (5) to the least important).

( ) Reading

( ) Writing

( ) Listening

( ) Speaking

( ) Grammar

8) Which skills receive more emphasis in your classes in SOBE? (Please put the
following in order of importance assigning number (1) to the most important, number
(5) to the least important).

( ) Reading

( ) Writing

( ) Listening

( ) Speaking

( ) Grammar

Please give your opinion about the statement below.
9) a) Classes are made up of students from different departments in SOBE, but I
would prefer taking classes only with students from my department.
a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

b) Could you explain your answer briefly.
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10) Why are you learning English? (Please put the following in order of importance

assigning number (1) to the most importaat, number (9) to the least important)

(

NSNS AN AN SN N SN~

)

To be successful in my school courses.

For further education (MA /PhD).

To get a good job.

To go abroad.

Interest in English- speaking cultures.

To interact with people from other countries.
To read the related literature in my field.
Because it is obligatory.

Others. Please specify...................ooii

Please give your opinion about the statements below.

11) Ithink SOBE should teach me technical vocabulary in English related to my

field.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree d) strongly agree

b) Could you explain your answer briefly.

12) I think that the English knowledge I have gained in SOBE will be very useful in

my department.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

13) When I chose my department at the university exam, the fact that it has

preparatory classes was an important factor since I would need English very much

when I graduate.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree d) strongly agree
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14) a) At SOBE, skills are taught separately ( grammar, reading, writing), I would
prefer to have integrated courses (like in course book lesson).

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

b) Could you explain your answer briefly.

15) How necessary is it for you to become proficient in English? (Please circle one).

a) very necessary b) necessary c)somewhat necessary d) not necessary at all

16) Do you enjoy learning English at SOBE?
a) No b) Yes 4

/

SECTION 3
Language Skills
SPEAKING

17) Which of the following speaking skills do you think will be more essential in
your own department ? (Please put the following in order of importance assigning
number 1 to the most important, number 6 to the least important).

( ) Participating in class discussions.

( ) Asking and answering questions in lectures.

() Preparing and presenting oral reports.

( ) Communicating with native speakers outside class.

() None.

18) How often do you have difficulty in speaking English?.
a) Always b) Frequently c) Rarely d) Never
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19) If your answer to 18 is a, b or ¢, what are the sources of your difficulty? (Please
put the following in order of importance assigning number (1) to the most important,
number (5) to the least important).

() Speaking grammatically.

( ) Speaking fluently.

( ) Using vocabulary or phrases relevant to the given topic.

( ) Pronouncing words correctly.

() Others. Please specify...................coooiiiiiii i

Please give your opinion about the statement below
20) In my courses I have enough opportunities to practice speaking in English.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree d) strongly agree

21) In which situations do you need to speak English out of the classroom? (You may
circle more than one).

( ) Speaking with foreign instructors.

( ) Speaking to my friends.

( ) Speaking to tourists.

() Others. Please specify.....................oo

( ) Never.

22) Which of the following speaking skills do you practice in SOBE? (You may
circle more than one).

( ) Using appropriate registers.

( ) Using cohesive devices.

() Using short answers.

( ) Being able to start and end a conversation.

( ) Using English stress patterns.

() Using pauses, self corrections, backtracking of the massage to clarify the
massage.

() None.



23) How well do you speak in English?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

24) How well do you think you will need to speak in English to succeed in your

department?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

25) In your department in which situations do you think you will have to speak in
English? (You may circle more than one).
( ) Interacting with foreign instructors.
) Interacting with other students.
) Presenting oral reports.
) Class discussions

(

(

(

( ) Asking and answering questions.

() Others. Please specify...............coocoiiiiiiiiii
(

) Never.

READING

26) Which of the following reading skills do you think will be the most essential in
your own department? (Please put the following in order of importance assigning
number (1) to the most important, (6) to the least important).

() Reading to get the general idea.

() Reading to get detailed information.

() Making inferences.

() Reading quickly to absorb large amounts of material in a given time.

() Others. Please specify.......................coovinii,

( ) None.
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27) How often do you have difficulty in reading English?
a) Always b) Frequently ¢) Rarely d) Never

28) If your answer to 27 is a, b or ¢, what are the sources of your difficulty? (Please
put the following in order of importance assigning number (1) to the most important
number (6) to the least important).

() Lack of vocabulary.

() Reading too slowly.

() Not being able to guess unknown vocabulary correctly.

( ) Interpreting passages (making inferences).

( ) Difficulty in finding the main idea.

() Others. Please specify..............coooooiiiii i,

Please give your opinion about the statements below
29) In our courses I have enough opportunity to read in English.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree C) agree d) strongly agree

30) What do you read in English out of the classroom? (You may circle more than
one).

a) Literature.

b) Magazines.

c) Web pages and chat rooms.

e) None.

31) Which of the following reading skills do you practice in SOBE? (You may circle
more than one).

() Skimming

(' ) Scanning

() Guessing vocabulary

() Making inferences

() Rapid reading

( ) Interpreting passages.

( ) None.



32) How well do you read in English?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
c¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

33) How well do you think you will need to read in English to succeed in your

department?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

34) In your department what do you think you will have to read in English? (You
may circle more than one).

() Textbooks.

() Journal articles.

( ) Technical reports.

() General literature.
() Nothing.

35) Are you given reading passages related to your own field in SOBE?
a) Yes b) No

36) a) If your answer to 35 is yes, do you have difficulty in reading them?

a) always b) frequently c) rarely d) never

b) Could you explain your answer briefly.

93
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LISTENING

37) Which of the following listening skills do you think will be the most essential in
your own department? (Please put the following in order of importance assigning
number (1) to the most important, number (5) to the least important).

( ) Understanding lectures.

() Understanding one on one conversations with instructors.

() Understanding daily conversations between native speakers.

() Understanding recorded speech.

() None.

38) How often do you have difficulty in understanding when listening in English?

a) Always b) Frequently ¢) Rarely d) Never

39) If your answer to 38 is a, b, or ¢, what are the sources of your difficulty? (Please
put the following in order of importance assigning number (1) to the most important,
number (4) to the least important).

( ) When the teacher speaks too fast.

( ) When the subject is unfamiliar to me.

( ) Listening from tape recorder, video or TV.

() Others. Please specify............ccooooviiiiiiii

Please give your opinion about the statements below.
40) In our courses at SOBE I think we have enough opportunity to listen in English.

a) strongly disagree b) disagree c) agree d) strongly agree

41) What do you listen to in English out of the classroom? (You may circle more
than one).

() Music.

( ) Films.

() Foreign TV channels.

() Others. Please specify.................ocooviiiiiiiiiiii

( ) None.



42) Which of the listening skills do you practice in SOBE? (You may circle more
than one).

() Discriminating sounds in English.

() Processing speech containing pauses, errors, correction etc.

() Processing speech in daily conversation.

() Recognising cohesive devices.

( ) None.
43) How well do you listen in English?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty

c) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

44) How well do you think you will need to listen in English to succeed in your

department?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

45) In your department what do you think you will have to listen in English? (You
may circle more than one).

( ) Lectures taught in English.

( ) Foreign instructors out of the classroom.

() Recorded speech.

() Others. Please specify............cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i,

( ) None.
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WRITING

46) Which of the followings writing skills do you think will be the most essential
for your department. (Please put the following in order of importance assigning
number (1) to the most important, number (4) to the least important).

() Analysing what you have read.
( ) Summarising.

() Writing compositions.

() Writing in English in exams.
() Writing class assignments.

( ) None.

47) How often do you have difficulty in writing in English.
a) Always b) Frequently c) Rarely d) Never

48) If your answer to 47 is a, b or ¢, what are the sources of your difficulty? (Please
put the following in order of importance assigning number (1) to the most important,
number (5) to the least important).

( ) Expressing my ideas clearly in writing in English.
() Selecting proper vocabulary.

( ) Organising information well.

( ) Correct use of grammar.

( ) Others. Please specify)..............c.coooii i

Please give your opinion about the statements below
49) In our courses at SOBE I think we have enough opportunity to write in English.
a) strongly agree b) agree c) disagree d) strongly disagree

50) What do you write in English out of classroom? (You may circle more than one).
() Writing letters.
() Writing diaries.
() Writing messages or chatting on the Internet.
() Others. Please specify........................ocoo i,
() Nothing.
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51) Which of the following writing skills do you practice in SOBE? (You may circle

more than one).
( ) Using correct grammatical systems.
() Using cohesive devices.
() Organising writing well.
() Producing writing at an efficient rate of speed to suit your purpose.
() Others. Please specify...................coooiiiiiiiiiiiiii .
( ) None.

52) How well do you write in English?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty

¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

53) How well do you think you will need to write in English to succeed in your

department?
a) with no difficulty b) with little difficulty
¢) with some difficulty d) with great difficulty

54) In your department what do you think you will have to write in English? (You
may circle more than one).

( ) Exams.

() Class assignments.

( ) Summarising or analysing what you have read.

() Compositions about a given topic.

() None.
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GRAMMAR

55) What are the sources of your difficulty in understanding English
grammar?(Please put the following in order of importance assigning number (1) to the
most important, number (5) to the least important).

() Memorising complex grammatical structures.

() Learning grammar deductively instead of inductively.

() Confusion in choosing appropriate tense forms.

( ) None.
Please give your opinion about the statements below
56) I think that grammar should be taught as a separate skill.

a) strongly agree b) agree c) disagree d) strongly disagree

57) Ithink that grammar is emphasised in SOBE.
a) strongly agree b) agree c) disagree d) strongly disagree

58) What were your expectations about SOBE and do you think that they were
fulfilled?

59) What do you perceive to be the strengths of SOBE?



60) What do you perceive the weaknesses of SOBE?

61) What are your suggestions for SOBE to improve the teaching of English?
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Appendix B
ANKET

Sevgili Ogrenciler,

100

Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi, Hazirlik bélimiinde 6gretim gorevlisi olarak ¢aligmak-

tayim. Halen Bilkent Universitesinde Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi (TEFL)

programinda yiiksek lisans 6grenimi gormekteyim. Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Hazirlik

siniflarindaki (SOBE) 6grencilerin Ingilizce ihtiyaglari izerine bir arastirma yapmaktayim.

Siz 6grencilerin ankete verecegi cevaplar ¢alismama buiytk bir katkida bulunacaktir.

Vereceginiz cevaplar sakli tutulacaktir.

Katkilariniz i¢in simdiden tesekkirler.

1. BOLUM
Kisisel Bilgiler
1) Yagi..........oooii
2) Bolim:...............
3) Cinsiyetiniz: ( ) Bayan ( )Bay

4) Hangi tiir liseden mezun oldunuz?

a) Anadolu Lisesi

b) Ozel Kolej

¢) Meslek Lisesi

d) Duz Lise

e) Super Lise

£) Fen Lisesi .........cocovviieiiiiiiiiiciie

5) Kag yildir Ingilizce dgreniyorsunuz?

() l-4yil () 58yl () 9-12yil () 12-ve yukarist

6) SOBE' deki Ingilizce seviyeniz su anda nedir?
() Intermediate () Upper- Intermediate

Emine Cuvalci
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2. BOLUM
SOBE' ye ve Boliimlere Dair Sorular

7) Kendi boliiminiize gegtiginizde sizce Ingilizce’de asagidak: hangi dil becerileri daha
onemli olacaktir? (Litfen en 6nemlisinden (1), en az énemlisine (5) kadar yazmak suretiyle
onem sirasina koyunuz).

( ) Okuma

( ) Yazma

( ) Dinleme

() Konugma

( ) Gramer

8) SOBE' de Ingilizce derslerinde hangi dil becerileri tizerinde daha fazla duruluyor? (Liitfen
en onemlisinden (1), en az dnemlisine (5) kadar yazmak suretiyle 6nem sirasina koyunuz).

( ) Okuma

( ) Yazma

( ) Dinleme

( ) Konugma

( ) Gramer

Asagidaki ciimle hakkindaki disiincenizi isaretleyiniz.
9) a) SOBE' de siniflar farkli boliimlerden 6grencilerin bir araya gelmesiyle olusmugtur; ama

ben sadece kendi bolimiimden ¢grencilerden olusan bir sinifta ders almak isterdim.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  ¢) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katihyorum

b) Litfen cevabimzi kisaca agiklayiniz.

10) Neden Ingilizce dgreniyorsunuz? (Litfen en onemlisinden (1), en az énemlisine (10)
kadar yazmak suretiyle énem sirasina koyunuz).

Boliimiimde Ingilizce alacagim derslerde.

Daha ileri bir egitim gérmek i¢in (mastir, doktora gibi).

Iyi bir is bulmak igin.

Yurt disinda egitim gérmek igin.

Yurt diginda galigmak igin.

Ingilizce konusan iilkelerin kiiltiirlerine duydugum ilgiden dolay:.
Diger uilkelerden insanlarla iletisim kurabilmek igin.

Kendi alanimla ilgili Ingilizce kaynaklardan faydalanabilmek igin.
Zoruniu oldugu i¢in.

NN AN AN AN AN AN e SN~
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Asagidaki 5 ciimle hakkindaki distincelerinizi isaretleyiniz.
11) a) SOBE' de bana kendi alanimla ilgili Ingilizce kelimelerin 6gretilmesi
gerektigini diisiiniilyorum.

a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  ¢) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

b) Litfen cevabinizi kisaca agiklayiniz.

12) SOBE' de 6grendigim Ingilizce bilgisinin kendi bolimiimde ¢ok yararh olacagini
disiiniiyorum.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  c) katiiyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

13) Mezun oldugumda ihtiyacim olacagt i¢in iiniversite sinavinda boliimiimiin Ingilizce
hazirlik sinifinin olmasi segimimde 6nemli bir rol oynad.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  ¢) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

14)a) SOBE ' de gramer, okuma, yazma gibi dersleri ayr1 ayr1 almak yerine tiim bu
becerilerin  bir arada verildigi bir dersin olmasini isterdim (Course Book dersi gibi).

a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  ¢) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

b) Litfen cevabinizi kisaca agiklayiniz.

15) Sizce boliimiiniiz deki, basariniz agisindan Ingilizce' yi bilmeniz ne kadar gerekli?
a) ¢ok gerekli b) biraz gerekli c) gerekli d) gerekli degil

16) a) SOBE' de Ingilizce 6grenmekten hoglaniyor musunuz?
a) Evet b) Hayir

b) Cevabinizi kisaca agiklayiniz.




3.BOLUM

Dil

Becerileri

KONUSMA

17)

18)

19)
one

20)

a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum

21) Sinif diginda hangi durumlarda Ingilizce konugmak geregi duyuyorsunuz? (Birden fazla

Asagidaki Ingilizce konugma becerilerinden hangilerinin bsliimiiniiz i¢in daha
gerekli olacagini distiniiyorsunuz? (Liitfen en énemlisinden (1), en az énemlisine (6)
kadar yazmak suretiyle 6nem sirasina koyunuz).

() Sinif tartigmalarina katilmak.

() Derslerde soru sorup cevap verme.

() Sozli sunular hazirlayip sunmak.

() Simf diginda yabanci uyruklu kisilerle veya hocalarla konusmak.

() Diger. Lutfen belirtiniz:.............................o.o

( ) Higbiri.

Ingilizce konusurken zorluk ¢ekiyor musunuz?
a) Her zaman b) Sik sik c) Nadiren d) Hig bir zaman
18. soruya cevabiniz a, b veya c ise, probleminizin kaynag: nedir? (Lutfen en

mlisinden (1), en az 6nemlisine (5) kadar yazmak suretiyle 6nem sirasina koyunuz).
() Gramer kurallarina uygun konugmak.

() Akici konugmak.

( ) Konuya uygun terim deyim ve ifadeler kullanmak.

() Kelimeleri dogru telafuz etmek.

Asagidaki ciimle hakkindaki diistincenizi isaretleyiniz.

Derslerde yeterince Ingilizce konugma firsatim var.

stkki igaretleyebilirsiniz).

(

(
(
(
(

) Yabanci hocalarla konusmak.

) Arkadaglarla konugmak.

) Turistlerle konugmak.

) Diger. Lutfen belirtiniz:....................oc i
) Higbiri.
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c) katthyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum
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22) Asagidaki konusma becerilerinden hangilerini SOBE' de pratik yapiyorsunuz? (Birden
fazla

sikki isaretleyebilirsiniz).

( ) Ortama uygun konugmak.

( ) Baglaglarin dogru kullanimu.

() Kisa cevaplar vermek.

( ) Bir konusmayi baslatip sona erdirebilmek.

( ) Ingilizce' deki vurgulari dogru olarak kullanmak.

( ) Konusurken duraksamalar ve diizeltmeler yapmak.

( ) Higbiri..

23) Ne kadar iyi Ingilizce konugabiliyorsunuz?
a) Hig zorluk ¢ekmeden konusabiliyorum.
b) Biraz zorluk ¢ekerek konugabiliyorum.
¢ ) Zorluk ¢ekerek konusabiliyorum.
d ) Oldukga zorluk gekerek konugabiliyorum.

24) Kendi bolimiiniizde ne kadar iyi Ingilizce konugmaniz gerekecegini diisiiniiyorsunuz?
a) Cokiyi.
b) lyi.
¢) Cokiyi olmasina gerek yok.
d) lIyi olmasina hig gerek yok.

25) Kendi boliimiiniizde hangi durumlarda Ingilizce konugmak gerekecegini diisiiniiyorsunuz?
(Birden fazla sikki isaretleyebilirsiniz).
() Yabanci 6gretmenlerle konusurken.
() Diger ogrencilerle konugurken.
() Smf sunularioldugunda.
() Sinif tartigmalarinda.
() Soru sorup cevap verirken.
( ) Higbiri.

OKUMA

26) Asagidaki Ingilizce okuma becerilerinden hangilerinin bolimiiniizde daha gerekli

olacagini
dusiiniiyorsunuz? (Liitfen en 6nemlisinden (1), en az onemlisine (6) kadar yazmak
suretiyle dnem sirasina koyunuz).

Metnin ana fikrini anlayabilmek i¢in okuma.

Metindeki detayl: bilgiyi anlayabilmek igin okuma.

Metinden g¢ikarimlar yapabilme.

Metinleri belirli bir zaman diliminde hizli okuyabilme.

NN N SN N~

Higbiri,
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27) Ingilizce metinleri okurken zorluk ¢ekiyor musunuz?
a) Her zaman b) Sik sik c) Nadiren d) Hig bir zaman

28) 27. soruya cevabiniz a, b veya c ise, probleminizin kaynagi nedir? (Liitfen en 6nemlisine
(1), en az dnemlisine (5) yazmak suretiyle énem sirasina koyunuz).

( ) Kelime eksikligi.

( ) Cok yavas okuma.

( ) Bilinmeyen kelimeleri dogru tahmin edememek.

() Metni yorumlayamamak.

() Metinden gikarimlar yapamamak.

() Ana fikri bulmada zorluk ¢ekme.

Asagidaki ciimle hakkindaki diisiincenizi isaretleyiniz.

29) Derslerde yeterince Ingilizce okuma firsatim var.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  c) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

30) Sinif diginda Ingilizce neler okuyorsunuz? (Birden fazla gikki isaretleyebilirsiniz).
() Edebiyat eserleri.
() Dergiler.
() Web sayfalar ve bilgisayarda chat yaparken.

() Higbirsey.

31) Asagidaki okuma becerilerinden hangilerini SOBE' de pratik yapiyorsunuz. (Birden fazla
sikki isaretleyebilirsiniz).
() Metindeki temel fikri anlayabilme.
( ) Metni ayrintiliolarak anlayabilme.
( ) Kelime tahmin etme.
() Metinden gikarimlar yapabilme.
( ) Hizli okuma.
() Metni yorumlayabilme.
( ) Higbiri.
32) Ne kadar iyi Ingilizce okuyabiliyorsunuz?
a ) Hig zorluk gekmeden okuyabiliyorum.
b ) Biraz zorluk gekerek okuyabiliyorum.
¢ ) Zorluk gekerek okuyabiliyorum.
d ) Oldukea zorluk gekerek okuyabiliyorum.

33) Kendi bélimiiniizde ne kadar iyi Ingilizce okumaniz gerekecegini diigtiniiyorsunuz?
a ) Cokiyi.
b ) lyi.
¢ ) Cok iyi olmasina gerek yok.
d ) lyi olmasina hig gerek yok.
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34) Kendi bsliimiiniizde Ingilizce ne gibi kaynaklar okuyacaginizi disiniyorsunuz? (Birden
fazla gikk: isaretleyebilirsiniz).
( ) Ders kitaplar.
( ) Makaleler.
( ) Teknik raporlar.
( ) Bilimsel yayinlar.

( ) Higbiri.
35) SOBE de' size kendi bolimiinizle ilgili okuma pasajlari veriliyor mu?
a) Hayir b) Evet
36) a) 35. soruya cevabiniz evet ise bu pasajlart okumakta zorluk ¢ekiyor musunuz?

a) Her zaman b) Sik sik c) Nadiren d) Hig bir zaman

b) Litfen cevabinizi kisaca agiklayiniz.

DINLEME

37) Asagidaki Ingilizce dinleme becerilerinden hangilerinin boliimiiniizde daha
gerekli olacagini duguniyor sunuz? (Liitfen en 6nemlisinden (1), en az 6nemlisine (5)
kadar yazmak suretiyle onem sirasina koyunuz).
( ) Dersleri anlayabilme.
( ) Yabanci 6gretmenler ile bire bir konugmalart anlama.
( ) Yabanci konusmacilar arasinda gegen giinliik konugmalart anlama.
( ) Kasete kaydedilmis konugmalar1 anlama.
() Higbir.

38) Ingilizce dinlerken anlamada zorluk gekiyor musunuz?
a) Her zaman b) Sik sik c¢) Nadiren d) Hi¢ bir zaman

39) 38. soruya cevabiniz a), b) veya c) ise, probleminizin kaynag1 nedir? (Liitfen en
onemlisine (1), en az dénemlisine (5) yazmak suretiyle 6nem sirasina koyunuz).
( ) Ogretmen hizli konustugunda.
( ) Konunun yabancisi oldugumda.
( ) Teyp veya televizyondan Ingilizce dinledigimde.
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Asagidaki ciimle hakkindaki diistincenizi isaretleyiniz.

40) Derslerde yeterince Ingilizce dinleme firsatim var.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  ¢) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

41) Simf disinda Ingilizce neler dinliyorsunuz? ( Birden fazla isaretleyebilirsiniz).
( ) Yabanci muzik.
( ) Yabanc filmler.
( ) Yabanci TV kanallart.

( ) Higbirgey.

42) Asagidaki dinleme becerilerinden hangilerini SOBE' de pratik yapiyorsunuz. (Birden
fazla

sikki igaretieyebilirsiniz).

( ) Ingilizcede ki sesleri ayirt edebilme.

( ) Iginde duraksamalar, hatalar ve diizeltmeler olan konusmalari anlayabilmek.

( ) Ginlik konugmalari anlayabilmek.

() Baglaglarin kullanimint anlayabilme.

() Higbiri.

43) Ingilizce dinlediginiz seyleri ne kadar iyi anlayabiliyorsunuz?
a ) Hig zorluk ¢gekmeden anlayabiliyorum.
b ) Biraz zorluk ¢ekerek anliyabiliyorum.
¢ ) Zorluk gekerek anlayabiliyorum.
d ) Oldukga zorluk ¢gekerek anlayabiliyorum.

44) Kendi bolimiiniizde dinleyeceginiz Ingilizce' yi ne kadar anlamamz gerekecegini
diisiiniiyorsunuz?

a ) Cokiyi.

b ) Iyi.

¢ ) Cok iyi olmasina gerek yok.

d ) lyi olmasina hig gerek yok.

45) Kendi boliimiiniizde Ingilizce neler dinlemeniz gerekecegini diigiiniiyorsunuz? (Birden
sikki fazla igaretleyebilirsiniz).
( ) Ingilizce anlatilan dersler.
() Ders disinda yabanci 6gretmenleri.
( ) Kasete kaydedilmis konusmalari.

() Higbiri.
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YAZMA
46) Asagidaki Ingilizce yazma becerilerinden hangilerinin boliminiizde daha gerekli

olacagini diigiiniiyorsunuz? (Lutfen en onemlisinden (1), en az 6nemlisine (6) kadar yazmak
surettyle énem sirasina koyunuz).

( ) Okudugunuzu analiz etme.

( ) Ozet ¢ikarma.

() Verilen bir konu hakkinda komposizyon yazma.

( ) Ingilizce sinavlari cevaplayabilme.

( ) Siuf édevlerini yazma.

( ) Higbiri.

47) Ingilizce yazarken zorluk gekiyor musunuz?
a) Her zaman b) Sik sik c) Nadiren d) Hig bir zaman

48) 47. soruya cevabiniz a, b veya c ise, probleminizin kaynagi nedir? (Liitfen en
onemlisinden (1), en az énemlisine (5) kadar yazmak suretiyle 6nem sirasina koyunuz).
( ) Ingilizce yazarken fikirlerimi ifade edebilmek.
( ) Upygun kelimeleri segebilmek.
() Yaziy1iyi organize edebilmek.
( ) Gramer kurallarini dogru kullanmak.

Asagidaki ciimle hakkindaki disincenizi isaretleyiniz.

49) Derslerde yeterince Ingilizce yazma firsatim var.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  ¢) katiliyorum  d) kesinikle katiliyorum

50) Sinif disinda Ingilizce neler yaziyorsunuz? (Birden fazla isaretleyebilirsiniz)
( ) Mektup.
( ) Gunlik.
( ) Internette mesaj yazma ya da chat yapma.
( ) Digerlen.. Lutfen belirtiniz..................cco
() Higbirsey.

51) Asagidaki yazma becerilerinden hangilerini SOBE' de pratik yapiyor sunuz. (Birden
sikki fazla igaretleyebilirsiniz).
() Gramer kurallarini dogru kullanma.
() Baglag¢lart dogru kullanma.
() Yaziy1 organize etmek.
() Amaciniza uygun olarak verilen belirli bir zamanda yazi yazabilmek.

( ) Higbiri.

52) Ne kadar iyi Ingilizce yazabiliyorsunuz?
a ) Hig zorluk gekmeden yazabiliyorum.
b ) Biraz zorluk gekerek yazabiliyorum.
¢ ) Zorluk gekerek yazabiliyorum.
d ) Oldukga zorluk ¢ekerek yazabiliyorum.
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53) Kendi boliimiiniizde ne kadar iyi Ingilizce yazmaniz gerekecegini diisiiniiyorsunuz?
a ) Cokiyi.
b ) lyi
¢ ) Cokiyi olmasina gerek yok.
d ) lyi olmasina hi¢ gerek yok.

54) Kendi boliimiiniizde hangi durumlarda Ingilizce yazmaniz gerekecegini diisiiniiyorsunuz?
(Birden fazla sikki isaretleyebilirsiniz).
() Smnavlarda.
() Smif 6devlerini.
() Okudugumuzu analiz etme veya Ozet ¢ikarma.
() Verilen bir konu hakkinda komposizyon yazma.
() Digerler. Lutfen belirtiniz............................o
( ) Higbiri.

GRAMER

55) Ingilizce grameri anlamakta karsilagtiginiz zorluklar nelerdir.( Litfen en 6nemlisinden
(1), en az onemlisine (5) kadar yazmak suretiyle 6nem sirasina koyunuz).

() Gramer kurallarin1 ezberlememizin istenmesi.
( ) Ingilizce gramer' ini pratik yapilmaksizin direk kurallarindan baslayarak dgretilmesi.

( ) Tiurkge' de olmayan gramer yapilariniogrenmek.
() Diger. Lutfen belirtiniz:..............................
( ) Higbiri.

Asagidaki cimleler hakkindaki diisiincenizi isaretleyiniz.

56) Gramerin ayr bir ders olarak verilmesi gerekir.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  c) katiliyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

57) SOBE' deki gramer derslerine fazla 6nem verildigini diiginiiyorum.
a) kesinlikle katilmiyorum  b) katilmiyorum  c¢) katthyorum  d) kesinlikle katiliyorum

58) SOBE de Ingilizce egitimine baslamadan 6nceki beklentileriniz nelerdi? Bunlarmn ne
olgide kargilandigint digiiniiyorsunuz?
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59) Sizce SOBE'de verilen Ingilizce egitiminin olumlu yonleri nelerdir?

60) Sizce SOBE'de verilen Ingilizce egitiminin olumsuz yonleri nelerdir?

61) SOBE de verilen Ingilizce egitiminin daha iyi olmast igin 6nerileriniz nelerdir?



