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ABSTRACT

The present study aimed at assessing the possible mismatch of Tourism English
skills between the training offered at the Archaeology and Tourism Department at
Mu’tah University and the skills (tasks) required in the tourism sector in Jordan. To
do this, the study used a combination of two evaluation models to first evaluate the
effectiveness of Tourism English (TE) training offered at the university, and then
investigate needs and perceptions which might help improve the existing program
and plan for a TE course syllabus, accordingly. This needs-based evaluation was
taken from the viewpoints of various stakeholders including the current students of
the Archaeology and Tourism Department, the recent graduates, English and subject-
matter instructors, and local employers (i.e., Tourism agencies and bureaus).
Combining both models informed the two stages of the study (i.e., evaluation and
needs analysis) and necessitated collecting qualitative and quantitative data through
multiple instruments, namely, a questionnaire for both students and graduates,

interviews and the examination of the available documents and materials.

The results from all sources revealed that the English language program with its two
course types (General English and Specialty courses) was ineffective in meeting the
students” TE needs and expectations. The triangulated data appeared to ascribe this
ineffectiveness to the lack of alignment between the courses (in their aims and
objectives, content and materials, teaching methodology and assessment) and the
students’ needs and expectations. This also resulted in the participants’
dissatisfaction with the program as far as TE training was concerned. What is more,

the students and the graduates were perceived to have limited proficiency in English,



to the extent that they seemed unable to use the language to fulfill study and work
purposes. Nonetheless, the participants had positive attitudes towards English as the
language which all Tourism students and graduates should master. Therefore, all the
participants positively perceived making improvements to the existing program
through having a Tourism English syllabus. All stated that such a syllabus, when
designed, would be of great help to the Tourism students in their study and future
careers. Moreover, all agreed that the syllabus should be communicative in focus,
integrate the language skills needed in the tourism field; more specifically, the oral
and communicative interpersonal skills, and include familiar topics and functions of

tour-guiding and tour-operating.

It is suggested that the program offered at the Tourism Department should be more
TE-focused in both content and communication; e.g., to include a special TE course
as part of the curriculum offered. Such a course is suggested to depend on a syllabus
which provides sufficient content, gives more focus on TE communication; endorses
needed skills and functions, allows for ample opportunity for practice, and makes use
of various teaching techniques and assessment tools to facilitate the learning process.
All in all, this would help meet needs and expectations. More cooperation is needed,
either between the English and the Tourism departments as to how their missions
might be revised to emphasize TE training, or with other institutes in the country

including the public and the private sector.

The findings of the study are not limited only to the improvement of the program in
the research context, but they denote implications for other similar contexts in which
English is taught for specific purposes. Despite being a case study, it is implicated

that the results might be generalized to other ESP contexts inside and outside Jordan.
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Further research might take the results of the study as a blueprint to design and
implement the intended syllabus, following Nation and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus
design criteria, namely, goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and

monitoring and assessment.

Keywords: ESP program evaluation; Tourism English training; tertiary education;

Jordan; syllabus needs.



(0Y/

Bu calisma, Mutah Universitesi'nde Arkeoloji ve Turizm Béliimiinde sunulan Turizm
Ingilizcesi becerileri ile Urdiin'de turizm sektoriinde gerekli olan Ingilizce kullanimi
arasindaki olas1 uyumsuzlugu degerlendirmeyi amacglamaktadir. Bu amagla
calismada iki farkli degerlendirme modeli bir arada kullanilmustir. Ik degerlendirme,
iiniversitede verilen Turizm Ingilizcesi dersinin verimliligi konusunda, ikinci
degerlendirme ise mevcut programin iyilestirilmesi ve yeni bir Turizm Ingilizcesi
dersinin miifredatinin gelistirilmesine yardimci olabilecek ihtiyaglarin ve algilarin
arastirilmasini  hedeflemistir. Ihtiyag-temelli ikinci degerlendirme, iiniversitede
Turizm Ingilizcesi dersini alan mevcut Ogrenciler, yeni mezunlar, Ingilizce
Ogretmenleri, alan derslerini veren O6gretim elemanlar1 ve Turizm acentalarinda
calisan yerel isverenler gibi genis bir yelpazeden olusan paydaslardan alinan
gorlislerin degerlendirilmesi seklinde olmustur. Bu iki degerlendirme modelinin
birlestirilmesi, calismanin iki asamasim (yani ‘degerlendirme’ ve ‘ihtiya¢ analizi’
asamalarmi) temsil etmekte olup; hem teorik hem de modellemeli aracglarla (yani,
ogrenciler ve mezunlar icin diizenlenen bir anket, milakatlar ve belgelerin

incelenmesi gibi araglarla) nitel ve nicel verilerin toplanmasini gerekli kilmistir.

Tiim bu kaynaklardan elde edilen sonuglar, mevcut Ingilizce ders programindaki iki
dersin (yani Genel ingilizce ve Alan-odakli derslerin) dgrencilerin Turizm Ingilizcesi
ihtiyaclarimi ve beklentilerini karsilamada etkisiz oldugunu gdostermistir. Bunun
kaniti, dgrencilerin ve mezunlarin Ingilizce dilindeki sinirli yeterlilik diizeyleri ve
dolayisiyla Ingilizceyi ne akademik ne de mesleki ortamda kullanamamalaridir.

Ayrica c¢alismaya katilanlar, yiirlitilmekte olan mevcut programin misyon ve
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hedefleri, dersin ama¢ ve hedefleri, ders icerikleri ve materyalleri, dersi
yiirlitme/0gretme-0grenme siireci ve ders degerlendirme prosediirleri konularinda da
memnuniyetsizliklerini ifade etmislerdir. Bu nedenle, katilimcilar mevcut miifredatta
bir Turizm Ingilizcesi dersinin eklenmesi yoluyla iyilestirme yapilmasi diisiincesini
olumlu karsilamislar; ayrica, miifredatin iletisimsel yaklagimi temel almasini, sézli
iletisim becerileri basta olmak iizere turizm alaninda ihtiya¢ duyulacak tiim dil
becerilerini ve ayrica tur rehberligi ve tur isletmeciliginin bilinen konularini ve
islevlerini igermesi gerektigini vurgulamislardir. Turizm Boliimiinde sunulan
programin hem igerik hem de iletisim acisindan daha fazla Turizm odakli olmasi,
ornegin miifredatin bir parcasi olarak 6zel bir Turizm Ingilizcesi dersinin eklenmesi
onerilmektedir. Bu dersin, Turizm konularinda yeterli icerik saglayan, iletisime daha
fazla odaklanan, gerekli beceri ve islevleri igeren, bolca uygulama firsatlart sunan,
O0grenme siirecini kolaylagtirmak i¢in c¢esitli 6gretim teknikleri ve degerlendirme
araglarindan yararlanan bir ders olarak tasarlanmasi tavsiye edilmektedir. Bunun igin
Ingilizce ve Turizm béliimleri arasinda gerceklestirilecek isbirliginin yani sira, kamu
sektorii ve mesleki kurumlar da dahil olmak iizere tilkedeki diger kurumlarla da daha

fazla igbirligine ihtiyag¢ vardir.

Sonug olarak, bu ¢alismanin bulgular1 sadece ¢alismanin yapildig: {iniversitedeki s6z
konusu programin iyilestirilmesiyle smirli olmayip, benzer durumdaki diger
{iniversiteler i¢in de ipuglar1 tasimaktadir. Program yoneticilerinin, Ingilizce 6gretim
elemanlarinin ve alan Ogretim elemanlarinin bu c¢alismadan yararlanacaklari

umulmaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: 6zel amacli Ingilizce programmin degerlendirmesi, Turizm

Ingilizcesi egitimi; yiiksek dgrenim; Urdiin; miifredat ihtiyaclari.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter first outlines the background to the study and then presents its problem
statement as it has been experienced in the addressed context. It also gives an
overview to its main purpose demonstrating why conducting such a study would be
of value to its participants and how it would contribute to the literature on contextual
needs-based language program evaluation and syllabus design innovations in ESP

settings.
1.1 Background of the Study

English has become the driving force for major developments in almost all life
domains including business, technology, healthcare, national and international
tourism, and even personal contact among people from all over the world (Brutt-
Griffler, 2002; Crystal, 2003; Warschaeur, 2000). This has resulted in a huge demand
for English, especially in English as a foreign language (EFL) and English as a
second language (ESL) contexts where there is a compelling need for the kind of
knowledge, ability, and specialized skills of English which enable any country to go

with contemporary developments for its economic stability and growth.

The tourism sector is said to be one of the largest job-generating fields around the
globe, providing one in every ten jobs in the planet and accounting for 313 million

jobs, approximately 10% of the world’s total employment [World Travel & Tourism



Council (WTTC), 2018]. Besides creating jobs, the field is seen to drive exports and
generate prosperity across the world as a result of globalization, the spread of
English as an international language, the advent of technology, and the movement of
people and goods (Pakir, 1999; Warschaeur, 2000; WTTC, 2018). Due to the
economy-embracing status given to this sector, governments have been competing to
develop the level of services offered to tourists through providing linguistically-able
workforce who are equipped with communication, information technology (IT) and
professional skills. Needless to say, this necessitates each country to strive for
providing quality training at university and college level to appropriately prepare
students for their future careers in tourism. Of course, within such training, priority is
given to English skills development, in general, and Tourism English (henceforth,
TE) skills, in particular, with the latter being described as highly needed as it reflects
the professional functions conducted in tourism and mirrors the communication-

based nature of the whole tourism industry.

Jordan is an example of those developing countries which always gives higher
importance to tourism due to its touristic nature. The country has become a
destination for international tourists whose numbers had exceeded 4.2 million by the
end of 2017 with a growth of nearly 18% in the country’s revenues (Ministry of
Tourism & Antique MOTA, 2018; Morris, 2018). According to the tourists’
statistics, tourists were largely from Europe, the USA, Canada and India (Ministry of
Tourism & Antique, 2018). Given this, it appears that most tourists visiting Jordan
are either native English speakers or speakers of English as a second language. This
makes English as a means of international communication a pressing need. In this

respect, AlDohon (2014) states, “Because of the current position of the English
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language as the main language used in international communication, it becomes
essential for Jordanian personnel who are constantly dealing with multicultural
tourists in the workplace” (p. 56). Obviously, successful communication with tourists
in English would add to their satisfaction and ensure more tourist arrivals to the
country. It is to this end, learning English as used in tourism (i.e., Tourism English)
IS an imperative as far as tourism development is a priority of the government in

Jordan.

Although English is taught and learned as a foreign language and is not used in
everyday communication in Jordan, it is still the main instrument whereby the
tourism profession is carried out and the urgently-demanded language by tourism
graduates, employers and tourists alike (AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005). The
literature clearly addressed this fact by attesting that employers and graduates highly
require English as the language internationally used by tourists visiting the country.
It also emphasized the importance of English for specific purposes (ESP) training as
a seemingly neglected issue in tertiary education, more specifically when related to
curriculum and syllabus design innovations (AlBakrawi, 2013; Bataineh & Ayasreh,

2004).

Within this context, taking tourism as an example of an important domain for
economic growth, and Jordan as an EFL country where specialized skills and
knowledge of English are urgently needed, the present study aims to address issues
of curriculum and syllabus design and the teaching of Tourism English at the tertiary
level in Jordan to investigate the extent to which the tourism students are prepared

for language use in real-life contexts.



1.1.1 Teaching Tourism English and ESP in Jordan

With its Middle-eastern strategic position, Jordan lies on a threshold of history and
on a crossroad of many ancient civilizations which were inhabited in the area
throughout centuries. It is a place where tourism is considered a major source of its
economic income as it embraces a lot of astonishing historical wonders which attract
tourists from all over the world. As such, the government always seeks to provide the
tourism sector with the right workplace facilities and linguistically-equipped

workforce to develop the levels of services offered to international tourists.

Despite the economic importance given to this sector, English has not been well-
considered in the tourism-related educational system yet. This is evident in the
course plans of most tourism departments at Jordanian universities, where little
attention to English is given (AlBakrawi, 2005; 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib,

2005).

In the Jordanian educational system, it is apparent that teaching English as a foreign
language or even for specific purposes (ESP) is a challenging task. The country has
revived interest in teaching English as a necessary part of the early stages of teaching
process since 2000 (AlJaafreh, 2008; Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004; Council of Higher
Education (CHE), 2000). Nonetheless, the language does not seem to be exploited
enough as a productive tool to enhance the educational level in different scientific,

technical and vocational institutions.

Put differently, despite the accelerating communicative needs for vocational English
in fields like tourism, business, health, banking and finance, the educational system
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appears to lack such specialized ESP teaching and training especially at the tertiary
level (AlBakrawi, 2013, 2005; AlKhatib, 2005; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012). As
regards tourism and hotel service, for example, both have been suggested to be the
two major sectors where ESP should be integrated as they embody the main source
of the country's economy and represent those domains in which English is extremely
needed (AlBakrawi, 2005, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005). As such, direct
attention to English teaching and training in these rich labor markets is imperative in

the whole related educational system.

The teaching of ESP requires offering ESP courses that familiarize students with the
jargon used in their fields of study and in their after-graduation work (AlBakrawi,
2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlJaafreh, 2008; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012). Moreover,
the application of ESP approaches into ELT in Jordanian vocational education is still
a newborn field. This is quite indicative in fields like curriculum development and
syllabus design where it is uncommon to have those ESP syllabuses that highly
prompt communication within specialized occupations and fields of study
(AlBakrawi, 2013; Bani-Khaled, 2012). This issue has been clearly addressed in
Albakrawi's (2013) study when he described the production and implementation of

ESP as an "unprecedented attempt™ in the country (p. 14).

This unprecedented attempt refers to the scarcity of ESP-related educational
innovations (e.g., curriculum and syllabus design) that mediate theory into practice
and study into work. This scarcity may be worse when dealing with tertiary

education, clearly because students at this level are claimed to be closer to practice as



they are being trained for their future technical jobs. As a result, it could negatively

affect the overall preparation of linguistically well-trained workforce.

Tourism English as one main necessity in the tourism sector is a good example of
this scarcity of curriculum and syllabus innovations due to the big gap noticed
between what is needed and what is actually performed. In light of this, the current
study seeks to take an innovative step to bridge such a gap and intervene in a local
university context where Tourism English (henceforth, TE) is urgently demanded.
This context is represented by Mu'tah University (henceforth, MU), one of the
leading state universities in Jordan, where the English language is not the medium of
instruction despite having some courses and learning materials written and taught in

English, just like the case of the Archaeology and Tourism Department.

This intervention will purposefully seek to give a clearer picture of how much TE
training is provided by the English language program offered within the curriculum
of the Tourism Department at MU. It will also aim to identify how different
stakeholders (i.e., current tourism students, graduates, instructors, and local tourism
employers) perceive this program as effective/ineffective in meeting needs and
expectations. Importantly, the stakeholders’ perceptions of the program effectiveness
might present their needs, wants and lacks, all of which might help to improve the

program and describe what a TE course syllabus should look like.

Doing so necessitates investigating the addressed university context by using an
adaptable evaluation model that will focus on the effectiveness of the existing

language program and investigate learner and societal needs. Such evaluation will



help develop a whole-picture view of all issues involved in a language program,
including context, input, process and product (Stufflebeam, 1971) and offer an
inventory through which stakeholders can make improvement-based suggestions and
describe what a TE course syllabus should look like in terms of its goals, content and
sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment (Nation &

Macalister, 2010).

In sum, the suggested evaluation is said to give answers that could best judge a
program as effective in terms of careful identification of goals, meeting needs and
expectations, implementing suitable teaching practices and testing procedures/tools,
incorporating evaluation as an on-going process, investigating perceptions towards
the English language, in addition to evaluating the existing course syllabuses,
teaching methods and materials, and learning activities or textbooks. Reporting on
these answers will build up a grounding basis for an innovative step to plan a TE
syllabus based on the stakeholders’ descriptions and recommendations.

1.1.2 An Overview of the MU Tourism Department

The Department of Archaeology and Tourism at MU was established in 1995 in an
attempt to meet the societal requirements and the demands of having well-trained
professionals in the tourism field in Jordan. It offers Bachelor’s and Master’s
degrees; however, only Bachelor’s students are the focus of this study. A student
enrolled in the Bachelor’s degree of Archaeology and Tourism is required to
complete 132 credit hours (approximately 44 courses) that comprise a four-year
university study period (Mu'tah University Deanship Council's Decision No. 395,
2007). During this time span, students are exposed to a wide range of general and

specialty courses that seek to develop their English language proficiency levels and
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gain professional knowledge and skills that will help them in their after-graduation

careers and strengthen their cultural sensitivity to their society.

All the courses within the curriculum offered are taught in Arabic, except six courses
which represent two course types; namely, General-English (GE) and Specialty
courses, thus suggestively representing the English language program that provides
TE training. The GE courses are comprised of three courses (English Language 99,
English Language | 101 and English Language Il 102), and these are taught 3 hours
a week to all university students by English language instructors from the Language
Center, a Division under the English Department at the addressed university. These
courses have been initiated as part of a governmental language program called
Disseminating English Language Skills DELS (CHE, 2000), which aims at
developing Jordanian university and college students' English language proficiency

(AlJaafreh, 2008; CHE, 2000).

Since GE courses are highly general in content and do not emphasize a specific field
of study, they might offer little help to develop students’ English language
proficiency either in GE or in ESP (AlJaafreh, 2008). Therefore, they are
“insufficient to fulfill the students’ language requirements, and thus inadequate to

substitute for ESP courses” (Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004, p. 10).

As regards the English language proficiency and ability, students are asked to sit an
English Placement Test upon entrance to the university. The test actually assesses
students’ linguistic competence, depending largely on their grammatical and

vocabulary knowledge and their reading comprehension abilities. Based on the test



results, students are divided into three study groups that correspond to the
previously-mentioned General English Courses; namely, English 99, English 101,
and English 102. In other words, the student's total mark entails which course level
s/lhe will take. For example, a student with a mark of less than 50% (the passing
score) must take the remedial course English 99 followed by the other two courses,
respectively. Exemption from English 99 requires a student to get a passing score
ranging between 50-79%, whereas exemption from English 101 necessitates 80%
and above. A student will also be exempted from English 101 if s/he has a TOEFL or
IELTS certificate with a score of 5 in ELTS or a score of 500 in the Paper-based
TOEFL which corresponds to 173 and 61 in TOEFL Computer-based and Internet-
based, respectively (Mu’tah University Deanship Council's Decision No. 395/2007)

http://www.mutah.edu.jo/regpage/un/inst.pdf.

The specialty courses, just like those taught in Arabic, often target content
knowledge in the tourism industry but use English as a medium of instruction to
expand students’ special terminological knowledge in the field. This is due to the fact
that most tourism and archaeology-related publications are written in English; a thing
which may necessitate some courses to be taught and learned in English. These
courses are Communication Skills in English, English Terminology in Archaeology
and Tourism, and Tourism Management, and each is of three credit hours to be
taught during a semester, three contact hours per week. Compared to the GE courses,
the specialty courses are taught by the subject-matter instructors at the Archaeology
and Tourism Department, who might not be as good at English as English
instructors, or who might differ from English instructors as they teach content in

English, not the language itself.



Although the GE and Specialty courses are not considered proper ESP courses; they
appear to be the only source of ESP training provided to students in their tourism-
related study and future work. Hence, it would be worth investigating how effective
or ineffective these courses are to provide sufficient TE training, prepare students for
TE communication, and thus meet needs and expectations. This kind of evaluative
investigation will be in line with the absence of a TE course as detected in the
Department's curriculum. If found, such a course may help narrow down any
possible linguistic gap in the student's Tourism English competence; a gap that might
occur as a result of curriculum ineffectiveness, course un-connectedness beside the

noticed absence of Tourism English courses.
1.2 Statement of the Problem

Paying considerable attention to the situation where English for tourism is taught and
needed at the university level in Jordan, it seems that there is little focus on the
teaching of this specialized type of language on a communicative basis.
Communicative syllabuses and textbooks that facilitate the teaching/learning process
are few in numbers, and most of them seem to teach phraseologies and concepts
related to tourism and archaeology at Tourism and Archaeology departments
(AlBakrawi, 2013; AlKhatib, 2005). As such, they do not appear to prepare students
for any level of English due to the traditional teacher-centered approaches followed
in the teaching and learning of their content and the dominance of Arabic (the mother
tongue) in lecturing, teaching, and examining (AlBakrawi; 2013; AlJaafreh, 2008;
AlKhatib, 2005; Bani-Khaled, 2012; Njadat, 1999). As this situation could be
similar, to some extent, in all universities in Jordan, the study determines to take

Mu’tah University as its case study and the main context of investigation based on
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the researcher's multiple visits which revealed that there are neither communicative

syllabuses nor any TE courses given at the Department of Archaeology and Tourism.

The absence of communicative syllabuses is supposed to widen up the gap between
the university graduates' English language abilities and the requirements of tourism-
related workforce (AlDohon, 2014; AlJaafreh, 2008; AlKhatib, 2005). In other
words, the courses offered in the Tourism and Archeology Department’s curriculum
do not seem to prepare students for the type of English needed for communication in
a highly demandable field like tourism. Such absence of a TE communicative
syllabus can possibly make these students handicapped in the target language and
leaves them far behind from job opportunities and future employment in the local

tourism.

As a consequence of the rarity of TE communicative syllabuses and students'
incompetency in English, it is also proposed that the whole tourism sector is
negatively affected in terms of the services offered and qualified staff. Following
this, the study came to respond to this situation by making an evaluation-based
innovative step to address learner and societal needs for the English language in
Jordan, especially the type of English that is communicatively used in the field of
tourism and archeology. Such investigation of both situation and needs, being
supported by evaluating the existing English language program, allows for planning
a new TE syllabus that embraces those needs and seeks to empower the target
learners through enabling them to communicate a culturally-related content in
English. By doing so, these learners can be more confident to use English as a
foreign language to practice speaking, listening, reading, and writing about tourism

11



and archaeology-related topics representing their local interests. When planned,
developed and implemented, such a syllabus is assumed to narrow down the possible
mismatches between students' expectations and the Department's curriculum.
Likewise, it could also help bridge the gap between students' incompetency in TE
and their opportunities for future employment; consequently, the whole tourism
sector could be influenced through being subsidized with effective and linguistically-

equipped workforce.

After developing this syllabus and putting it into practice as a university ESP course,
students are assumed to have the ability to appropriately handle most language skills
and professional activities needed in the tourism field on a communicative basis. It is
also proposed that students will find the match between theory and practice and
relate issues of work to their academic study. Moreover, they will understand how
content and knowledge of their subject-matter courses are interdisciplinary (i.e.,
complementing each other) into the intended syllabus as they have the opportunity to
review and represent this content by using the English language to communicate in
their field. Supposedly, this will allow students to be trained on how to use the
language confidently to cope with tourism-work tasks after graduation. In other
words, they will have some ideas of practice as they are trained and enlightened by
the interdisciplinary approach that links content, knowledge, skills, professional
activities and functions to language. All of this is suggested to add credits to these

students as their chances of being employed will be even greater.

Moreover, the English language program offered in the Archaeology and Tourism
Department (including both General English courses and Specialty courses given in

12



English) has not been evaluated in terms of either its effectiveness in preparing
students for tourism English language use or the extent to which it can meet the
stakeholders' (students, graduates, instructors, and employers) needs, wants and
lacks. This fact has been demonstrated in AlJaafreh's (2008) study on evaluating the
effectiveness of the local language program called Disseminating English Language
Skills (DELS), developed by Higher Education Committee HEC in an attempt to
improve the English language proficiency levels of all Jordanian university students
starting from the year 2000. In this evaluation, it was revealed that although ESP is
an important component of the program to be given at a higher level of language
proficiency (i.e., when students finish 2 plus 1 General-English courses; namely,
English Language | 101, English Language Il 102, and English Language 99 being a
remedial course given to students who fail the university-entry placement test), such

ESP course has not been implemented at MU yet.

Despite their needs of the language for their academic studies and after-graduation
work, students of different fields were rarely considered in such evaluation research
where they can share their opinions and express their needs, wants, lacks and
expectations. Moreover, students were revealed to be little considered to spell out
their perceptions of some issues like the English language, taking an ESP course that
relates to their fields of study and near-future work, and the effectiveness of the
whole English language program in meeting their needs and expectations. From this
point, it is worth investigating the aforementioned issues in an ongoing evaluative
process that sheds light on the stakeholders' views on the English language program

implemented in the Archaeology and Tourism Department at MU. This evaluation
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will be the first forward move to develop an informational basis for a syllabus plan

innovation within a specific ESP field like English for Tourism.

Taking ESP students’ opinions into account within the current research paradigm
will contribute to their involvement in the learning/teaching process. This has always
been proved in the literature as students play an important role in shaping their
learning that relates to their fields of study and vocational future (Njadat, 1999).
Such a role also includes their chances to negotiate and evaluate syllabuses according
to their needs and state their perceptions of what changes they like to have to
improve their Tourism English competency. Here, it should be noted how important
the students' involvement, not only in the learning process but also in other processes

including planning, teaching, evaluation and syllabus design.

In a nutshell, the statement of the problem can be specified as follows: there is a lack
of an adequate ESP syllabus for Tourism at MU, and there seems to be inadequate
language instruction in relation to communicative English for tourism, which could
be resulted in the limited cooperation between the English and Tourism and
Archaeology departments at the University. Consequently, the graduate profile is left
without the required command of the English language knowledge and skills for the
tourism sector. This may lead to a lack of competent workforce for the tourism
sector, hence inadequate services in terms of the international standards. What is
worse to be as an overall expectation is that all the above-mentioned would
negatively affect the region's revenue. Therefore, the study aims at delving into the
addressed context to conduct a language program evaluation that unfolds realities to
investigate the perceptions, needs, and wants of the stakeholders involved in a way
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that helps innovate a practical solution through planning a TE syllabus based on the

information collected from this particular context.
1.3 Purpose of the Study

As the study draws on the theoretical issues of program evaluation, needs analysis
and syllabus design, it seeks to achieve the following objectives in a two-step
process.

1. To evaluate the effectiveness of the TE training provided by English language
program (i.e., GE and Specialty courses) offered in the Archaeology and
Tourism Department at MU in meeting students’ needs and expectations.
This perceptual evaluation is taken from the viewpoints of various
stakeholders including the current Tourism students, graduates, English and
subject-matter instructors, and local employers (i.e., Tourism agencies and
bureaus) and investigates the program effectiveness in relation to four major
issues; namely, course aims and objectives, contents and materials, conduct-
teaching/learning process, and assessment and student performance, all
representing the four major components in Stufflebeam’s (1971) evaluation
model.

2. To plan for the design of a TE syllabus as informed by the results of language
program evaluation and the analysis of needs. Such a plan will be an end-
product report that paves the way to the design, implementation, and
evaluation of the TE syllabus according to Nation and Macalister’s (2010)
syllabus design criteria; namely, goals, content and sequencing, format and

presentation, and monitoring and assessment.
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1.4 Research Questions

The research questions below are presented to correspond with the two-level process

of the study and its developmental nature.

Step 1:

Step 2:

Language Program Evaluation

1) How do the Tourism students, graduates, English/Tourism instructors of
Mu’tah University and local tourism employers in Jordan perceive the
effectiveness of TE training provided by the English language program
offered at the university’s Tourism Department, in terms of’

- aims and objectives,

- content and materials,

- conduct/teaching-learning process, and

- assessment and student performance (Stufflebeam’s 1971)

Needs Analysis and Syllabus Planning

2) What needs are reported by the above-mentioned stakeholders, which, can
help to develop a new Tourism-English course syllabus in terms of ‘goals’,
‘content and sequencing’, ‘format and presentation’, and ‘monitoring and

assessment’ (Nation and Macalister, 2010)?

1.5 Significance of the Study

The significance of the study lies in its attempt to innovate and plan to develop a

communicative TE syllabus that is mainly based on the analysis of learner and

societal needs in a local university called MU. Such analysis will allow for collecting

information about students’ needs, wants, lacks, problems, deficiencies, and

perceptions in relation to the English language, in general, and the specialized type of

English that is used to carry out functions and tasks in their future careers, in
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particular. It does inform the study of how much English is needed in terms of the
kinds of specialized skills, knowledge and ability required, and of the problems
encountered by fourth-year students at the Tourism Department in the addressed
university. Explaining and describing the local context this way is said to empower
the above-mentioned stakeholders to eagerly participate in the decision-making and
syllabus planning processes through sharing their views, needs, and suggestions as
regards what to include or exclude in the syllabus. In short, this study gives a great
opportunity for all participants to reflect on what might be perceived as problematic
and needed within the local context in relation to preparing university students in TE
so that they can be linguistically and communicatively enabled to carry out tourism

activities and thus be better considered for future employment after graduation.

It can be said that the study is based on the process of investigation and planning
where participants can describe the local setting in terms of language problems,
needs, deficiencies, wants, perceptions, skills, abilities, expectations, etc. The
resultant information will be taken for granted as a basis for planning and designing
the intended syllabus through which they will be helped again in three different

ways.

First, students and graduates will have the opportunity to prepare themselves in the
type of English language skills, representational knowledge and abilities used for
tourism purposes so that they can be regarded in the local tourism job market. They
will also be enabled to discover the wide gaps between their far-reached expectations
and their language and economic needs and between their needs and their linguistic
incompetency. Second, instructors will have the chance to play an influential role in
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the processes of syllabus planning, implementation and evaluation as they
collaborate to provide the research study with valuable information during needs and
situation analysis. Collaboration between instructors from both English and Tourism
departments will be strengthened as the syllabus, when designed and taught, may
help bridge the gap between the two departments and activate their role in preparing
university students in Tourism English enables them to communicate functionally as
active members in the tourism-related community of practice after graduation. Third,
employers, especially those in the private sectors are given the chance to participate
in the decision-making and planning processes. They can share the responsibility of
addressing and overcoming problems, and deciding on how university students may
be educationally prepared for future tourism employment. Put simply, employers will
be involved in the university educational system when it comes to preparing students
to be linguistically equipped and actively engaged in tourism businesses. Therefore,
the whole tourism field might be subsidized with professionally and linguistically
skilled workforce by which both quality tourism services and good economic income

for individuals and for the country at large may be ensured.

All in all, this process that the study endures indicates how well all participants affect
and are affected by the design of the intended syllabus, and this is where the major
contribution of the study lies.
1.6 Definition of Terms
The most important terms used in this study are defined so as to suit the study's

context and adheres to its overall methodological pattern. These terms are:
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- Language program evaluation: The literature body appears to agree that
evaluation is a systematic process of gathering information in order to make value
judgements or decisions on the worth of an educational activity (e.g., program,
curriculum, course, syllabus, etc.) in its context of use (Brown, 1989; Dudley-Evans,
2000; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Issac & Michael, 1981; Jordan, 1997; Lynch,
1996; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Nunan, 1992; Richards, 2001; Robinson, 2003;
Ryan, 2007; Stufflebeam, 1971; Tunc, 2010; White, 1988). Such evaluative
information can be quantitatively or qualitatively gathered from multiple sources and
methods of data collection (Lynch, 1996; Richards, 2001). In a broader term,
evaluation starts with the “collection, analysis, and interpretation of information for
forming judgments about the value of a particular program” (Robinson, 2003, p. 199)
but should end with “bringing about change to current activities or influencing future

ones” (Dudley-Evans & St John, 1998, p. 128).

As being at the heart of the systematic approach to language curriculum design,
Brown (1989) defines evaluation as the “systematic collection and analysis of all
relevant information necessary to promote the improvement of a curriculum, and
assess its effectiveness and efficiency, as well as the participants’ attitudes within the

context of the particular institutions involved” (p. 223).

In the context of this study, evaluation is referred to as a systematic process of
collecting detailed information from different stakeholders about how effective the
English Language program offered in the Tourism Department at Mu'tah University
to provide adequate TE training and meet Tourism students' and graduates’ needs
and expectations. This effectiveness is researched as being attached to the formative-
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summative evaluation approaches (Richards, 2001) to first address whether the
program is meeting its goals and objectives for the sake of developing and bringing
about change to the program. This change is represented by investigating the
stakeholders’ perceptions of a TE course syllabus as well as their suggestions as

regards how this syllabus should look like.

It must be noted here that the language program offered is part of the Archaeology
and Tourism Department’s curriculum, and it includes three General-English courses
(English language 99, English Language | 101, and English language Il 102) and
three Specialty courses taught in English (Communication Skills, English
Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism, and Tourism Management). In other
words, these six courses constitute the English language program, and which will
have the major study’s focus in its two steps; namely, program evaluation and needs

analysis.

- Stakeholders: The body of literature on language program evaluation and needs
analysis (e.g., Connelly and Clandinin, 1988; Richards, 2001; White, 1988), defined
the term ‘stakeholders’ as all of the people who have the right to comment on and
have input into the curriculum/syllabus processes offered in a particular educational
setting. Here, the present study makes reference to the input and comments of all
involved who could participate in evaluating the language program and share their
opinions as regards how this program could be improved. These participants
included the graduates and current students of the Tourism Department at Mu'tah
University, English and subject-matter instructors, and local employers (i.e., travel

agencies, bureaus).
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- Needs analysis: A necessary phase in planning educational programs, which was
introduced into language teaching through the ESP movement (Brindley, 1989;
Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam et al. 1985). It is described as the procedures utilized to
collect data about learners’ needs attempting to demonstrate that a proposed program
was a response to a genuine need (Pratt, 1980). According to Richards (2001:21),
such information gathering will help to: a) determine if a program/ course adequately
addresses students’ needs, b) determine which students from a group are most in
need of training in a particular setting or language skills, c) identify a change of
direction that people in a reference group feel is important, d) identify a gap between
what students are able to do and what they need to be able to do, and e) collect

information about a particular problem learners are experiencing.

In the context of the study, needs analysis is defined as a set of procedures used to
collect data about learners' needs with the aim to plan and design a new Tourism
English syllabus in a local university context. It is linked to formative-summative
evaluation so as to gather information from the aforementioned stakeholders to
examine how much TE training is offered through the existing language program and
whether this program meets needs and expectations. This linkage also helps in
identifying stakeholders’ perceptions of what of they see necessary to improve the
program and thus meet these needs and expectations. Information about the program

effectiveness and necessities will help plan for the newly suggested TE syllabus.

- A communicative syllabus: As Richards (2001) and Nation and Macalister (2010)
suggest, a communicative syllabus is either an attempt to develop a framework for a
general language course such as a Threshold Level Syllabus, or that syllabus whose

21



sole focus is on communication within a restricted setting such as English for
Specific Purposes. In the context of the present study, it is communication in a
restricted setting such as tourism is the major concern of the intended ESP

communicative syllabus.

- Syllabus design: Syllabus design can be described as the process of deciding on
what is to be taught and in what order depending on the theory of language that
underlies the language teaching method. Such a process takes three stages (planning,
implementation and evaluation) to get the syllabus designed in terms of goals,
content and sequencing, format and presentation and monitoring and assessment

(Martin, 2010; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001).

When related to this study, syllabus design refers to the process of planning a new
syllabus based on the analysis of needs. In other words, this process is mainly
dependent on the results of needs analysis that set the ground to plan for the
suggested 'English for Tourism' syllabus in terms of goals, course rationale, content
and sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessing (Nation &
Macalister, 2010). As presented in Nation and Macalister's (2010) evaluation model,
the planning of the new syllabus should be in line with researching needs (needs,
wants, and lacks), principles (methods, strategies, and procedures), and environment

(resources, instructors and employers, and constraints).

- Tourism English: This term indicates the type of the English language used in
restricted settings like tourism to fulfill job responsibilities (Luka, 2009; Richards,

2001). Compared to general English, Tourism English as a “structured language”
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(Zahedpisheh, Abu Baker, & Saffari, 2017, p. 88) can be examined by basic
properties such as functions, structures, vocabulary and tenses (Buhler, 1990; Dann,
2001). It includes a lot of special vocabulary and structures, but it is simpler, clearer
and more direct than general English (Brunton, 2009; Strevens, 1988). It is also seen
as that area within ESP that attends to learners needs and incorporates both business
English and English for academic purposes to bridge workplace communication and
classroom use (Cho, 2005). Hence, learning it has become necessary by those
needing it for better employment in guest-host related businesses including tour

guiding, travel agencies, hotels, restaurants, information centers, etc.

Based on the above-mentioned and as being inferred from the general definitions of
ESP and EAP (Johns, 1991; Johnson and Johnson, 1998; Martin, 2010; Oktay, 2010),
the term Tourism English is purposefully used in the study to address how able
students and graduates are to use English to fulfill tourism-related communicative
functions as linked to both study and work. It is also referred to as an integral
instrument which is strongly needed by both Tourism students and graduates to get a

job of their choice in the local tourism sector.

- Specialty courses: A term which is frequently used in the study to indicate the
three subject-specific courses that are taught in English at the Archaeology and
Tourism Department at Mu’tah University. These courses are Communication Skills
in English, English Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism and Tourism

Management.
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1.7 Summary

This chapter sought to situate the study in its context to address the problem stated in
relation to the language program offered to Tourism students at Mu'tah University. It
also offered a scope and purpose to investigate how this program is effective to
provide quality TE training and thus meet students’ and graduates' needs and
expectations. Moreover, the chapter highlighted the significance of the study before
it concluded with the key terms that govern the theoretical and procedural
orientations of the study. The next chapter discusses the above-mentioned terms from
a theoretical perspective so as to give the study a clearer conceptual framework that

is aligned with the methodology used.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter seeks to review the related literature on language program evaluation
and needs analysis. By defining ESP, the chapter started to illustrate the distinction
between general English and ESP and how this movement has theoretically and
practically influenced foreign language teaching since the 1970s. It also gives
reference to the models and approaches to evaluation, needs analysis and syllabus
design before discussing the empirical studies conducted worldwide. Such review of
the literature sought to provide the theoretical framework of the present study and

pave the way for its methodology.
2.1 English for Specific Purposes (ESP)

2.1.1 Defining ESP

English for Specific Purposes (ESP) is traced back to the 1960s as an influential
approach to foreign language instruction and has been continually linked to the
advent of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) as the most recent language
teaching methodology (Nation & Macalister, 2010; Oktay, 2010; Richards, 2001;
Warschauer, 2000; White, 1988). A simple definition that clarifies the term ESP is
provided by the Encyclopedic Dictionary of Applied Linguistics (Johnson &
Johnson, 1998) where ESP “describes language programs designed for groups of
individuals who are learning with an identifiable purpose and clearly specifiable

needs” (p. 105). Such a definition seems to be important as far as syllabus design is
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concerned, clearly because it focuses on the connection between purpose
identification and needs specification. Such connection informs how a syllabus can
be carefully planned as an initial stage that furnishes the grounds for its
implementation and evaluation in a way that fits the particular context of language

use.

According to this definition, the design of an ESP program is the result of the
intervention in a particular context where language is needed for fulfilling a purpose
(e.g., performing a job or a study). This intervention necessitates researching people's
contextual needs upon which a language program is evaluated (modified,
strengthened, or deleted) or a newly-suggested syllabus is backboned. It also
necessitates examining the addressed context in terms of its individuals' attitudes and
perceptions towards the English language, in general, and their language use in that

purpose-based context, in particular.

As a model of instruction, Johns (1991) demonstrates that ESP encapsulates two
types of instruction that fall into two main branches; namely, English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) and English for Occupational Purposes (EOP). As the names
suggest, EAP refers to the use of English in study-related settings, whereas EOP is
about the use of that type of English that is necessarily needed in "workplace
environment of a job or profession” (Johnson & Johnson, 1998, p. 105). Several
subcategories of these two main branches have been proposed. For example, whereas
English for Science and Technology is a subcategory of "academic Englishes”,
English for Business or English for Tourism are considered under the category
“Occupational Englishes” (Oktay, 2010, p. 9).
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Courses in English for Occupational Purposes would be usually planned and
designed for the purpose of training individuals how to perform a task or a job using
English to communicate. An English course for hotel staff or tour guides, would be a
useful example of this type. In contrary, courses in English for Academic Purposes
would entail common core elements known as 'study skills' such as note-taking,
academic writing, listening to lectures, making oral presentations, and other skills
that are necessary for one's success in academic settings. It would also entail subject-
specific skills that address a particular academic subject such as tourism, business,
and medicine; among others (Johnson & Johnson, 1998; Martin, 2010; Oktay, 2010).
An English course designed for study-abroad students who want to study at English-
medium universities or for tourism university majors is an example of English for
Academic Purposes. Such subject-specific courses are characteristically made up to
include various features such as vocabulary, language structure, specific skills related
to the subject and the appropriate academic conventional rules and principles

(Martin, 2010; Richards, 2001).

A grounding detailed definition of ESP has been offered by Strevens (1988, cited in
Johns & Dudley-Evans, 1991) where ESP is characterized in terms of categorized
claims that better describe the field and how it differs from General English. The
definition introduces these claims by acknowledging four absolute and two variable

characteristics of the ESP field that can be narrowed down as shown in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Strevens' (1988) characteristics of ESP

Absolute characteristics Variable characteristics

ESP consists of English language | - ESP may be but not necessarily:

teaching that is: * restricted as to the language skills to be
- designed to meet the specified needs of | learned (e.g., reading only)

learners * not taught according to any pre-ordained
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- related in content (i.e. in its themes and | methodology

topics) to  particular  disciplines, | - The claims of ESP are:

occupations, and activities * being focused on the learner's need, wastes
- centered on language appropriate to | no time

those activities in syntax, lexis, discourse, | * is relevant to the learner

semantics, etc., and analysis of discourse | * is successful in imparting learning

- in contrast with General English. * is more cost-effective than general English.

Dividing ESP into absolute and variable characteristics was said to be initially
helpful in resolving ambiguities and arguments about what ESP is and is not
(Brunton, 2009; Dudley-Evans & St. John, 1998; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987). In
this regard, Brunton (2009) argued that ESP does not seem to be necessarily
concerned with a particular discipline, and it is not aimed at a specific ability range
or age group. Yet, most ESP courses are studied by adults, and this is what
differentiates ESP from General English (Brunton, 2009). Other descriptions of ESP
were also given in the literature. It has been described as an approach to teaching
(Brunton, 2009), an attitude of mind (Dudley-Evans & St. John, 1998), and as “an
approach to language teaching in which all decisions as to content and method are
based on the learner's reason for learning” (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987, p. 19).

2.1.2 The Influence of ESP on Language Teaching

ESP has enormously revolutionized and contributed to language teaching from its
early advent during the 1960s. Such contribution lies in its focus on needs analysis as
a major starting point, its work on curriculum development and syllabus design, in
addition to its focus on the authenticity issue (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Martin,
2010; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Nunan, 1992; Oktay, 2010; Richards, 2001; White,

1988).
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As regards needs analysis, it has been often claimed by ESP practitioners that there
should always be a compelling need to develop new strategies and techniques that
can pave the way to examine the tasks learners ought to perform in English,
determine their learning strategies, understand the target situations in which learners
will operate, and analyze the discourse of these target situations (Johns, 1991, cited
in Oktay, 2010, p. 10). This adds to the validity of both EFL/ESL curricula and
classroom organization. Furthermore, the contribution of ESP to syllabus design lies
in the sense that ESP promotes the development of three additional syllabus types,
namely task-based, process-based, and project-based (Johns, 1991). Such promotion
aims at overcoming the problem created by the separation of features characteristic
of notional-functional and grammatical syllabuses. Interestingly, within ESP,
authenticity has shifted its focus from being on learner needs as perceived by the
learners themselves to the needs and the context of language use, that is the real
language of the contexts where learners produce and understand English (Alptekin,
2002; Davies, 2007; Jenkins, 2006; Johns, 1991; Kachru, 2005; Oktay, 2010; Pakir,
1999; Prodroumou, 2006; Richards, 2001). This means that authenticity has become
no longer restricted to native-speaking norms of interaction, but it has been expanded
to focus on interaction run either by native or non-native speakers in different
contexts of language use and for different purposes such as for tourism and
workplace, to name a few.

2.1.3 Theoretical Conceptions and ESP

Various concepts such as variety, register and special languages have been used
when discussing the theory in which the whole field of Languages for Specific
Purposes (LSP) originates. Varieties have become to be distinguished based on either

language users' characteristics such as social class and geographical region, or their
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language use where a language is used to perform a particular job or a social function
in a particular situation (Martin, 2010; Richards, 2001; Robinson, 1991). This
indicates that register is the type of language that can be distinguished in terms of its
use in a particular situation for a particular purpose and by particular participants in a
particular setting. According to Hutchinson and Waters (1987) and Martin (2010),
register is the description of a variety in terms of how, when, where and with whom
it is used, and it includes a number of crucial elements such as field, mode and tenor.
Field component refers to the subject-matter or the topic, whereas mode refers to the
channel in which register is described as either written or spoken. Tenor indicates the
style that is described and judged based on a formality scale (formal or informal)
according to a set of variables such as participants, their social status, and the role
relationships in which they get involved (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Martin, 2010).
Furthermore, the concept of special languages has also been addressed in the
literature on ESP and has been described as a jargon-related term that applies to a
particular profession (e.g. advertising, business, tourism and tour operating, banking
and finance, medicine, law, etc.).

2.1.4 Competence in ESP from the Tourism Perspective

Competence theory has been chronologically dealt with in the literature in a way that
represents the most dominant theory and approach that underlies language and
language learning methodology during a particular time span. Great shifts have been
made and contributed to the initiation of different competence frameworks,
depending on the above-mentioned shift in language learning theory and method.
Early beginnings regarded competence as the learner's ability to grasp grammar
structures and rules, i.e., grammatical competence (Canale & Swain, 1980),

considering Chomsky's Transformational Grammar and Language Acquisition
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Device (LAD) as the main dominant theory during that time. As time passed and
communication turned out to be a pressing need for language learners, Hymes'
(1972) Communicative Competence has started to dominate, being categorized under
five main headings, namely, linguistic competence (i.e., knowledge of lexis,
grammar, morphology, syntax, semantics, phonology, orthography, etc.), pragmatic
competence (i.e., knowledge of lexis in context, language functions, communication
unity and continuity, etc.), discourse competence (unity of text and situation,
exposure to language), sociolinguistic competence (i.e., the ability to understand
other cultures, registers, accents, dialects, interactive skills, etc.), and strategic
competence (i.e., communication and compensation strategies, verbal or non-verbal)
(Bachman, 1990; Canale & Swain, 1980, 1983; Tarone & Yule, 1989; Widdowson,

1979, among others).

Nowadays, English has become the language of different life domains and a means
for international and intercultural communication. As such, learning it has become an
imperative to cope with most of today's life advancements happening as a result of
globalization and the advent of Information Communication Technology (ICT)

(Kachru, 2005; Markee, 2000; Pakir, 1999; Warschauer, 2000).

New perspectives on competence have been initiated such as professional
competence and intercultural competence (Alptekin, 2002; Byram, 1998; Lund,
1996; McKay, 2002), which both give credit to cultural knowledge and exposure.
Wilson (2001) claims that today's learners should acquire personal, technologically-
professional and intercultural competencies which relate to cognition, emotion and
society. Also, these characteristics coincide with the key competencies for lifelong
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learning as referenced by the European Reference Framework, i.e., “mother tongue
communication; communication in foreign languages; mathematical competence and
basic competences in science and technology; digital competence; learning-to-learn;
interpersonal, intercultural and social competences and civic competence;
entrepreneurship; and cultural expression” (Proposal for a Recommendation of the
European Parliament and of the Council on Key Competences for Lifelong Learning,

2005, p. 19).

Despite having this plethora of classifications of language competence, these do not
seem to include the specifics of particular industries such as tourism, commerce, etc.
In the tourism business, for example, Luka (2009) argues that the current English
language competence frameworks do not usually stress the objective need for
studying the possibilities of how particular learner groups could reach a high ESP
competence level, and how they will be able to compete in labor market and
continuously develop themselves as independent autonomous learners. They also
seldom consider promoting the development of students' and trainees' professional

and pedagogical activity; let alone, the integration of ESP in studies.

According to the above-mentioned competence classifications, Luka (2008, 2009)
attempted to find out a workable definition for professional competence in the
tourism field. She suggested that tourism specialists' professional competence should
include three types, namely, cognitive competence (i.e., theoretical and practical
knowledge of tourism), personal competence (i.e., learners' communication abilities
and social skills), and technologically-professional competence (i.e., creative and
problem-solving communication and cooperation skills) (Adorjan, 2013; Brown,
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2010; Kunyot, 2005; Luka, 2012). Following this, Luka (2009) defined professional
competence as:
an individual combination of gained experience, attitude and abilities
developed on the basis of learning which allows a specialist to think
strategically, untraditionally implement knowledge, responsibly develop

tourism industry and creatively work in tourism profession observing
traditions and peculiarities of different cultures (p. 6)

In connection with this definition, ESP competence might include communicative,
intercultural, and professional activity competence, each of which has several sub-
competencies that interchangeably interact. It has also been suggested that ESP
competence can be developed in action, depending on learners' experiences, and thus
leading to formulate new experiences (Adorjan, 2013; Kunyot, 2005; Luka, 2008;
2009; 2012). Accordingly, Luka (2009) reached a groundbreaking definition of ESP
competence as related to TE. She states:
an individual combination of gained experience, attitude and abilities
developed on the basis of learning, which allows a specialist, observing
different cultural traditions and peculiarities, to creatively implement the
English language both receptively and productively in communication and

professional work, responsibly develop tourism industry and offer the clients
a product in an understandable and acceptable way (p. 8)

To relate needs analysis to her definition, Luka (2009) determined a set of defining
criteria for ESP competence and suggested indicators for each criterion. Importantly,
three levels of competence have been described according to the criteria and their
indicators. Table 2.2 gives reference to these criteria with their indicators and

suggested competence levels.

Table 2.2: ESP Tourism competence criteria with their indicators and levels

ESP competence criterion Competence indicators
Mutual oral communication, understanding of
Language use for professional duties a specialized professional text, business
correspondence

33



Professional thinking Cooperation and creativity

Abilities of intercultural communication | Openness and understanding

Competence levels

Basic user Independent user Proficient user

- low competence level - medium competence level - high competence level

- able to perform an |- can perform an activity in | - can perform an activity
activity with some help | similar situations implementing | creatively.

provided previously acquired patterns.

With the aim to improve students' learning and develop their ESP competence, Luka
(2009) has created a model of ESP competence which encapsulates all competence
types in a way that suits the tourism field and detects all its specified characteristics.
She grounded her model on student-educator mutual understanding and ongoing
needs analysis that investigates students' language learning needs in their field of
study. Significantly, the model has contributed to the literature on ESP competence
in the sense that it helps to better understand students' needs (wishes, learning styles,
lacks, etc.), build up a relaxing group micro-climate, produce a constructive
environment for study, and give regular feedback (Adorjan, 2013). Such a thing was
assumed to enable teachers/educators to properly select learning materials and
teaching-learning aids and methods, all of which can help develop students ESP
competence and improve the educators/teachers’ professional activity (Adorjan,

2013; Luka, 2009; 2012). Figure 2.1 explains how this model is structured.
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Figure 2.1: Luka's (2009) model of ESP competence for Tourism students

2.2 Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)

Content and language integrated learning (henceforth, CLIL) appears to be different
from ESP as each focuses on different learning outcomes. In other words, ESP
emphasizes language learning to perform well in different academic and

occupational contexts as the ultimate outcome, whereas CLIL focuses on both
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language learning and disciplinary content as the major outcome (Airey, 2016;

Kirkgoz & Dikilitag, 2018; Mehisto, Marsh & Friglos, 2008).

Terms such as ESP and CLIL may be confusing for some people as they think they
are interchangeable or have the same meaning. Therefore, it seems important to
explain the theoretical stance of this approach (i.e., CLIL) to language teaching
which was first initiated in 1995 (Garay, 2007). As the name suggests, CLIL
indicates the integration of both language and non-language content (e.g.,
Mathematics, Tourism, etc.). This integration is suggested to introduce a “dual-
focused education” perspective that contributes to improving thinking processes and
skills (Garay, 2007, p. 3). According to this perspective, teaching subjects through
the English language can be conducted by either an English teacher who is able to
use cross-curricular content or a subject-matter teacher who is able to use English as
the language of instruction. In both ways, the learning of content and the English

language is assumed to take place simultaneously (Coonan, 2012; Coyle, 2007).

What is important about this approach is that it describes a situation where subject-
specific teachers and language teachers collaborate to promote language learning and
content learning. This collaboration is dependent on the teachers’ awareness that
students need to learn the non-language subject without being interrupted by the
foreign language medium of instruction and that they should learn that foreign
language, too. This might not be easy for teachers unless the implementation of CLIL
in the classroom attends to the linguistic, content, cognitive and communicative
components that make up this approach, as well as to the intercultural factors

affecting the learning and teaching process (Garay, 2007; Mehisto et al., 2008). In
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other words, presenting new content and language should consider the above-
mentioned components, and doing so from a cognitively challenging perspective
might promote the two essential principles of learning, namely, interest and

motivation (Airey, 2016; Richards & Rodgers, 2001).

Although much can be said about CLIL, it seems necessary to indicate how this
approach attends to the focus of this study which addresses a context where both
content (Tourism and Archaeology) and language (Tourism English) are required
either in teaching or in curriculum and syllabus design. The CLIL approach is also
valued for the study as it is concerned with evaluating a language program and
planning a TE syllabus (in terms of goals, content, methodology and assessment)
depending on the students’ linguistic, content, cognitive, communicative and
intercultural needs. Moreover, the teacher-teacher collaboration suggested in CLIL
appeals to the context of the study as the six courses constituting the language
program offered at Mu’tah University are taught by the English instructors and the
Tourism instructors. In brief, the CLIL approach, besides ESP, represents a window

through which this study can be better understood.

Further details about CLIL are discussed in other sections in relation to needs
analysis (Section 2.4.5 Needs Analysis in a CLIL and ESP Context) and syllabus

design (Section 2.5.2 Approaches to CLIL Syllabuses).
2.3 Language Curriculum Evaluation
2.3.1 Evaluation and Curriculum Development

Any development in a country's educational system is mainly based on a well-

defined curriculum in terms of its goals and objectives (Nunan, 1992). Put

37



differently, having a good curriculum is considered the most pivotal factor in making
quality language education. An example that could be pinpointed here is the case of
those widely recognized international universities where most higher education
students dream of studying and graduating. The reputation these universities have
may be generally brought up by having a strong and well-settled educational base
represented by a good curriculum. Following this, as every single country craves for
better language education, they should always seek to review their existing
educational system and curriculum, make changes, determine success and failure in
the program, make eliminations, or accept some aspects in it based on data coming
from learners, teachers, language specialists, and other stakeholders (AlJaafreh,
2008; Martin, 2010; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Nunan, 1992; Richards, 2001;

Stufflebeam, 1983; Stufflebeam et al., 1971; White, 1988).

This sheds light on how important and valuable evaluation is in determining how
successful a language program is in whole or in parts. Therefore, evaluation is
described as a continuous systematic perceptual process whose ultimate goal is to say
how useful the curriculum is as perceived by those who are using it (i.e., learners,
teachers, parents, administrators, specialists, developers and evaluators) within a
particular context. Based on the users' views, evaluation is mainly carried out, and as
a result of this evaluation, curriculum might be reviewed, changed, renewed, or
modified (Brown, 1989; Nunan, 1992).

2.3.2 The Concept of Evaluation

Evaluation has been thoroughly discussed in the literature on curriculum
development and syllabus design and its strong relationship to the development of

language teaching (Jordan, 1997; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Nunan, 1992;
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Richards, 2001; Tunc, 2010; White, 1988;). Such discussion has resulted in plentiful
definitions of evaluation as a term. For example, Lynch (1996) describes evaluation
as “the systematic attempt to gather information in order to make judgments or
decisions” (p. 2). Similarly, it has been argued that providing feedback that leads to
successful outcomes defined in practical and concrete terms is at the heart of
evaluation (Issac & Michael, 1981). Considering evaluation as the heart of the
systematic approach to language curriculum design, Brown (1989) interestingly
provides a comprehensive definition of evaluation as “the systematic collection and
analysis of all relevant information necessary to promote the improvement of a
curriculum, and assess its effectiveness and efficiency, as well as the participants’

attitudes within the context of the particular institutions involved” (p. 223).

It is indicated that these definitions emphasize systematicity in collecting information
and feedback provision. Such systematicity is aimed at providing decision makers
with the necessary feedback so as to pass judgments and evaluate substitute decisions
or make needed changes for the purpose of improving a particular language program
so that it eventually becomes successful in fulfilling its goals and objectives. Hence,
evaluation can be defined in a broader sense as the systematic process of gathering
information and providing feedback that helps improve and reach a successful

outcome of a language program.

What must be noted from these definitions of evaluation is the correlational
relationship between improvement and evaluation, which has long been
acknowledged in educational research and practice. This relationship has led some
scholars to claim that improvement cannot be achieved without evaluation (Bailey,
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1998; Beswick, 1990; Brown, 1989; Fitzpatrick, 1988; Genesee & Upshur, 1996;
Goertz & Duffy, 2003; Isaac & Michael, 1981; Lynch, 1996; Richards, 2001;
Shavelson & Huang, 2003; Stufflebeam et al., 1971). For example, Stufflebeam’s et
al. (1971) distinction between evaluation and research remarkably indicates this
direct relationship, especially when they state that improvement in evaluation is more
important than providing proof as in research. Isaac and Michael (1981) provide
further elaboration on this association when they demonstrate that the statement of
improving means is largely dependent on the judgment that must be made regarding
"what constitutes worth or value” (p. 2). In other words, improvement is strongly
bounded with evaluation, and evaluation as a term is connected to making a
judgment about the value or the effectiveness of a particular action. In this regard,
Isaac and Michael (1981) state:

The term evaluation is associated with how effective or ineffective, how

adequate or inadequate, how good or bad, how valuable or invaluable, or how

appropriate or inappropriate a given action, process, or product is in terms of

the perceptions of the individual who makes use of the information provided
by the evaluator (p. 2).

Following the above-mentioned illustration, the improvement of learner's outcomes
IS not possible to be maintained and established if there are no “coherent systems of
expectations and assessment™ (Webb, 1997, p. 4), with expectations referring to what
a learner should know and be able to do as a result a particular program intervention.
This indicates that both expectations and assessment are indispensable components
that constitute an integral part of any educational policy, in general, and any
language teaching program, in particular. Put differently, whereas it is usual for
expectations to include goals and sets of standards that educationalists develop to

plan and design a certain program, assessment normally attends to measuring
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learners' achievements with respect to such goals and to determining how the
program has been implemented by the teachers and administrators (Backman, 1990;

Coskun & Daloglu, 2010; Richards, 2001; Webb, 1997).

It seems that assessment is a crucial element that should be taken into account as an
indicator of the achievements of what has been expected. This importance given to
assessment is demonstrated by Webb (1997) when he points out that assessment can
be used to “formulate policy, monitor policy effects, enforce compliance with
policies, demonstrate accountability, make comparisons, monitor progress toward
goals, and/or make judgments about the effectiveness of particular programs” (p. 4).
Webb's (1997) quote is very helpful in considering how both program evaluators and
program developers interact in the work they do and in the advisory and
documentary roles they play (Fitzpatrick, 1988; Gamse et al., 2002). In this respect,
Fitzpatrick (1988) stated that evaluators play a key advisory role as they help in
identifying goals and developing strategies for the accomplishment of these goals.
However, Gamse et al. (2002) assert that program developers are much concerned
with documenting the effects of their proposed intervention strategies or reforms.
They continue to state that developers are often curious about the difficulties
practitioners encounter when implementing and putting a new program into practice
(Gamse et al., 2002).

2.3.3 Product vs. Process Evaluation

The literature addressed program evaluation to fall under two major categories,
namely product-oriented and process-oriented evaluation. Such categorization is
largely dependent on the information and approaches taken into account to bring

about evaluation (Brown, 1989; Martin, 2010; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards,
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2001). The former puts much emphasis on whether the goals and objectives of the
program have been achieved, whereas the latter is primarily concerned with what
goes on in the program that helps to arrive at the goals and objectives and facilitates

curriculum change and improvement.

Moreover, based on the purpose of evaluation, program evaluation can be either
summative or formative (AlJaafreh, 2008; Coskun & Daloglu, 2010; Nation &
Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001). Summative evaluation usually focuses on the
outcome or end product of a program so as to determine how effective it is, whereas
formative evaluation is centered on the development of a program, its curriculum,
and implementation to improve and develop the program efficiency. It should be
noted here that both summative and formative evaluations revolve around two
cornerstone words as their major focus, effectiveness and efficiency. In other words,
while summative evaluation investigates the effectiveness as an end-product of the
program, formative evaluation seeks to achieve the program efficiency through an

ongoing process of curriculum change or improvement.

Another distinction is made according to the type of data that program evaluation
usually makes use of, and this distinction lies in having two different types of
analysis, namely, quantitative and qualitative (Lynch, 1996; Richards, 2001; White,
1988). These types of analysis are usually linked to summative and formative
evaluation in a way that clarifies the data analysis approach that each takes. In brief,
summative evaluation often tends to be product-oriented and relies heavily on

quantitative data, whereas formative evaluation takes a process-oriented approach to
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utilize qualitative analysis (Brown, 1989; Lynch, 1996; Nation & Macalister, 2010;

Richards, 2001).

Summative product-oriented evaluation was the major focus of program evaluation
in applied linguistics during the 1960s and 1970s (Jacobson, 1982; Lynch, 1996;
Richards, 2001; White, 1988). During that time, most program evaluations were
primarily concerned with making broad comparisons between various teaching
methods and materials (Long, 1984; Lynch, 1996). However, it was not the same in
the 1980s as researchers and field scholars began to call for using other approaches
to evaluation that were more process-oriented and qualitative-based in their data
analyses. Since that time, the literature has addressed evaluators' tendency to move
away from positivistic experimental approaches that characterize the 1960s and
1970s and explore the use of naturalistic approaches (AlJaafreh, 2008; Jacobson,

1982; Long, 1984; Lynch, 1996; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001).

All that has been previously mentioned regarding program evaluation can be
illustrated in Table 2. 3 where program evaluation approaches with their major

focuses and data analysis types are briefly summarized.

Table 2.3: A brief description of program evaluation approaches

Time In the 1960s and 1970s In the 1980s onward
Grand Positivistic experimental Naturalistic
approach
Information  Product-oriented Process-oriented
used
Purpose of Summative Formative
evaluation
Data type Quantitative Qualitative
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Program effectiveness (whether Program efficiency ( the development
Major focus the goals and objectives were of a program, its curriculum, and
achieved or not) implementation)

The process of developing a program
Specification ~ End-product or the outcome to arrive the intended outcome i.e.,

the means to arrive the end

(curriculum change or improvement)

Many research studies took different approaches to evaluation based on their focus
and the type of data needed. Some attempted to focus on the processes and used
naturalistic approaches since the 1980s. For example, Guthrie (1982, cited in Lynch,
1996) used an ethnographic approach to investigate a language maintenance program
in California. Similarly, Ullman and Geva (1985) sought to examine a core French
program in Ontario, Canada using a formative approach through classroom
observation. They also focused on investigating contextual factors such as the types
of teaching strategies used in the classroom and the documents of the program.
Nonetheless, summative and product-oriented evaluation continued to be used during
the 1980s. A good example for summative evaluation during this period is the
Bangalore/Madras Communicational Teaching Project (CTP) (Beretta &
Davies,1985) which focused on comparing the new method (CTP) as being put into

practice with the traditional structural instruction.

Late 1980s and early 1990s witnessed studies that incorporated both product-oriented
and process-oriented approaches into the evaluation framework. For instance, Lynch
(1996) cites Lightbown and Halter's (1989) study of ESL learning which was
conducted in four districts of New Brunswick, Canada. Their study aimed at

comparing an experimental program with a traditional program using post-test scores
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to measure the program effectiveness. Although the study focused on the students'
achievement (end-product), the researchers recognized the need to look into the

processes in the language classrooms.

Both approaches were also used in Lynch's (1992) study which examined the product
and process of a program designed to teach English for Science and Technology
(EST) reading skills to undergraduate students majoring in chemical sciences at the
University of Guadalajara. To investigate product, multiple post-tests were utilized to
compare the performance of both groups, the experimental (the students who
received the Reading for Science instruction) and the control group (the students who
did not receive any EFL instruction). However, different naturalistic methods such as
student and teacher interviews, teachers’ and administrators' journal entries,
classroom observation notes, and program documentation and correspondence, were
all used to investigate the process of the program. The study revealed that there was a
mismatch between the design of the program and students' expectations, which

resulted in an unqualified success (Lynch, 1992).

In an African context, more specifically, KwaZulu, South Africa, Mouton (1995)
incorporated both approaches for the purpose of reporting on an evaluation of a new
eclectic communicative method of teaching English to black students in KwaZulu.
This new method was called the English and Operacy Program (EOP) and was meant
to teach non-native speakers in the addressed context. The findings of the study
revealed that this new method was proved effective and efficient as it led to

significant improvements in the students' language performance and consequently to
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their overall performance in other school subjects such as Mathematics and social
studies.

2.3.4 Evaluation Approaches

The literature on evaluation has addressed many approaches and models each of
which was said to reflect the evaluator's ideology, philosophical considerations,
beliefs, values, cognitive style, or practical concerns (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
2007; Tunc, 2010; Worthern & Sanders, 1987; Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthern,
2004). In fact, such comprehensiveness of the literature body limits discussing all of
these approaches thoroughly in this study; as such, they are briefly summarized
under six main categories with some examples of evaluation models proposed under
each approach. These include evaluations that are: objective-based, management- or
decision-oriented, consumer-based, expertise-oriented, adversary-oriented, and
participant-oriented (See Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthern, 2004 for further analysis

of this classification).

Objective-based evaluation seeks to investigate whether the program objectives have
been met. The most prominent model that is guided by this approach is Tyler (1949)
which deals with the determination of the extent to which goals and objectives are
achieved. This determination includes specifying objectives, using objectives to
collect information, and looking for inconsistencies between objectives (Chen, 2009;
Madaus & Stufflebeam, 1989; Tunc, 2010). This approach helps in developing
several areas such as mastery learning, objective-oriented program evaluation,
criterion-referenced testing, construction of achievement tests, to name a few (Chen,
2009; Tunc, 2010). Although it might be useful for providing decisions related to

adoption, revision, or rejection of a program, this approach, as Chen (2009) argues, is
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limited in both scope and perception as evaluation may lead the evaluator to overlook
unexpected outcomes that may not relate straightforwardly to the evaluation goals.
Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) also add that this type of evaluation is too
prescriptive and problematic when specifying appropriate objectives to be evaluated,
because not all objectives can possibly be evaluated and the process of selecting

objectives could be open to bias.

Management-based evaluation belongs to the decision-making category which also
includes a consumer-based approach (AlJaafreh, 2008; Tunc, 2010), and it generally
aims at investigating a particular educational context through collecting evaluative
data to aid the decision-making process. The importance of this approach lies in the
sense that it serves to have a sound rationale for decision-making to help evaluate the
program development and performance at all evaluation stages. According to
Worthern and Sanders (1987), this approach has contributed to the literature in
identifying and evaluating needs and objectives, considering alternative program
designs or improving the existing ones and evaluating them, watching the program
implementation, and looking for bugs and explaining outcomes. Increasingly, the
literature on educational evaluation describes this approach as systematic,
comprehensive, needs-oriented, sensitive to information needs of stakeholders, and
deeply focused on judging effectiveness or value, productive modeling,
accountability, feasibility, utility, propriety and technical soundedness (AlJaafreh,
2008; Brown, 1989; Chen, 2009; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007; Tunc, 2010;

Worthern & Sanders, 1987).
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Stufflebeam’s (1971) 'Context, Input, Process, and Product’ (CIPP) model serves the
best example of an influential model under this approach. Although developed over a
period of time that approximately began in 1965, it has been extensively used and
widely applied (AlJaafreh, 2008; Chen, 2009; Stufflebeam, 1971; 2003; Stufflebeam
et al., 1971; Tunc, 2010; Worthern & Sanders, 1987). Stufflebeam (1966) developed
this naturalistic model in response to his rejection of evaluating educational programs
depending on experimental designs, behavioral objectives and standardized testing.
This model is discussed in detail later as it serves both the purpose and focus of the
current research study. In short, the rationale of management-oriented approach is
that evaluative data is an integral part of good decision-making and that the
evaluator's role can be activated to help provide valuable information to whoever in
need for it (e.g., policy makers, administrators, curriculum and syllabus designers,
teachers, students, practitioners, boards and authoritative bodies, parents, employers,

etc.) for adoption or improvement purposes.

Consumer-Oriented Evaluation Approaches:

This type of evaluation is usually run by an independent party including either
agencies or individuals who dedicate themselves to collect or help in collecting data
on human services or educational products. In education, Tunc (2010) gives some
examples of these products such as curriculum packages, materials and supplies, in-
service training, workshops, staff evaluation forms or procedures, media-based
instruction, technology innovations, software and equipment (resources available),

and provision of services to agencies.
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Looking at this approach from the perspectives of Stufflebeam and Shinkfield
(2007), Worthern and Sanders (1987) and Scriven (1967), it appears that the main
goal of this approach is to provide information about products to aid decisions about
adoptions or purchases and inform consumers through reporting on the results of
product analysis. The approach is also used to make decisions about either product
development or selecting products for dissemination. What distinguishes this
approach is that it does not address only consumers as they need information but also
seeks to pass a judgment of value to help product designers make decisions about
adoption, selection, or dissemination. It is also distinguished by the fact that it can be
judged by freedom of bias, technical soundedness, using defensible criteria for
drawing conclusions and making recommendations (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007;
Worthern & Sanders, 1987). Several contributions have been highlighted under this
approach including controlling bias, having lists of criteria for evaluating educational

products and activities, and referencing archives for completed reviews.

Another major contribution under this approach is Scriven's (1967) distinction
between ‘summative’ and ‘formative’ evaluation which corresponds to ‘end-product’
and ‘end-means’ (process) evaluation types, respectively (Nation & Macalister,
2010; Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam, 1971). From his standpoint, Scriven (1967)
suggested that summative evaluation enables administrators to make decisions about
whether the whole program, as improved by using formative evaluation, is
significant in making improvements based on available alternatives and in justifying
adoptions by an educational system. Formative evaluation, on the other hand, is
primarily used to improve the quality of a program being implemented to achieve its

designated objectives as much as possible. Stufflebeam (1971) also made use of this
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distinction between summative and formative evaluation in his CIPP model by
collecting data about a particular context to provide value judgments of a program,
inform decision-makers, and help make improvements (e.g., adoption, selection,
etc.). In sum, consumer-oriented evaluation is a productive approach as it helps raise
consumers' awareness of the most appropriate criteria used for materials selection
and other services (Chen, 2009; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007; Tunc, 2010;

Worthern & Sanders, 1987).

Expertise-oriented Approaches:

As the name suggests, this kind of evaluation considers professional expertise as the
cornerstone for judging the quality of a program, an activity, a product, or an
institution. The approach is characterized by basing quality-related judgment on an
individual's experience and knowledge and using consensus standards. Worthern and
Sanders (1987) claim that evaluation under this approach is often used for self-study
and outsider accreditation purposes. Tunc (2010) points out that using recognized
standards and experts' qualifications as criteria for judging evaluation can lead to
broad coverage of efficiency which brings to the program easiness in implementation
and timing. However, this approach falls short in its ability to control bias, openness
to conflict in personal views, and scarcity of documents needed to support drawing
conclusions (Chen, 2009; Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthern, 2004; Stufflebeam &

Shinkfield, 2007; Tunc, 2010; Worthern & Sanders, 1987).

Adversary-oriented Approaches:
This approach refers to those types of evaluation which are based on previously
planned opposing views given by various evaluators. It seeks to provide a balanced
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examination of all opposing views and controversies and underscore the strengths
and weaknesses of each. According to Worthern and Sanders (1987), the adversary-
oriented approach can be primarily deployed to examine controversial programs or
policy hearings by using argument-based decisions, depending on public hearings
and conflict in viewpoints. Evaluation using this approach can be judged by a set of
criteria that include publicity, fairness, balance and cross-examination opportunities
(Chen, 2009; Tunc, 2010; Worthern & Sanders, 1987). It contributes to evaluation in
the sense that it provides a careful examination of claims which largely aim at
closing, resolving, or illuminating some subsidiary issues. Nonetheless, the approach
has several shortcomings that represent high costs, time-consumption, fallible judges,
and heavy reliance on the presenters' skills of investigation and communication

(Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthern, 2004; Worthern & Sanders, 1987).

Participant-oriented Approaches:

The general purpose of participant-based evaluation approaches is to understand and
show how complex a program or activity is and respond to the audiences' needs for
information, accordingly (Fitzpatrick, Sanders & Worthern, 2004). They value
observation and identification of issues and consequences which are essential for
human services industries. Despite being distinguished by its ability to reflect
multiple realities and use discovery and inductive reasoning, especially in emergent
evaluation designs, this approach seems to be indirect, intensive, costly and highly-
labored. Evaluation is judged by different criteria such as credibility, confirmability,

auditability, and fit (Chen, 2009; Worthern & Sanders, 1987).
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A thorough descriptive analysis that highlights each of these approaches in detail can
be read at Fitzpatrick, Sanders and Worthern’s (1998) study as they classify these
approaches under eight headings that relate to purpose, proponents, distinguishing
characteristics, past uses, contributions to evaluation, judgmental criteria, benefits
and limitations.

2.3.5 Evaluation Models

The literature on curriculum development and syllabus design addresses many
language program evaluation models that have been used since the 1960s. Some
studies took summative evaluation as their major focus in their investigations of end-
products, while others used formative evaluation to investigate processes and
implementation. In most cases, these studies were captured to focus on examining
partial issues of a curriculum or its design processes. However, very recent studies
proved that a combination of both evaluation types can be used in a useful way to
investigate a whole-picture view of curriculum and course design (AlJaafreh, 2008;
Beretta, 1986; Brown, 1989; Isaac & Michael, 1981; Long, 1984; Lynch, 1996;
Martin, 2010; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam, 1983). As
the present study is of this combination, it seeks to sketch the scenario of those
proposed evaluation models that are in favor of working out with these two
evaluation types together.

2.3.5.1 Stufflebeam's CIPP Model

A well-known evaluation model is that of Stufflebeam’s (1971) Context-Input-
Process-Product (henceforth, CIPP) which is generally consistent with the definition
of educational program evaluation. The reason behind such consistency is the way it
has been described as “the process of delineating, obtaining, and providing useful

information for judging decision alternatives” (Isaac & Michael, 1981, p. 6).
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Evaluation in the CIPP model provides four types of decisions which relate to
planning, structuring, implementing and recycling (Stufflebeam, 1971, 1983; Isaac &
Michael, 1981). Planning decisions are those affecting the selection of goals and
objectives, whereas structuring decisions are those determining the best possible
strategies and procedural design to achieve the already resultant goals and objectives
from the planning decisions. Moreover, implementing decisions represent those the
means that look at how the program is carried out and seek improvement in the
implementation of the selected designs, methods or strategies. Finally, it is with the
decisions of recycling that a program is judged for continuation, change, or

termination, both in whole or in part.

Based on these types of decisions, four different types of evaluation have been
proposed, all of which are related to context, input, process and product (Chen, 2009;
Isaac & Michael, 1981; Tunc, 2010). Context Evaluation seeks to provide data about
needs upon which goals and objectives are devised, whereas Input Evaluation assigns
itself to collect information regarding the qualities of the alternative strategies and
designs used to realize the specified objectives. Process Evaluation gathers
information that will be helpful for monitoring and implementing the selected
strategies or procedures, while Product Evaluation aims at obtaining information
about the objectives, strategies, procedures, or methods during the implementation
process. Product Evaluation also seeks to provide feedback that can be useful in
ascertaining the extent to which the objectives are being achieved as well as in
judging whether the present form of the strategies, procedures, or methods are

worthy of continuing, changing, or terminating.
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The CIPP model seems to be different from other earlier evaluation models in the
literature as it provides information about all aspects and phases of a language
program. In this respect, AlJaafreh (2008) asserts that it is unlike most of other
preceding models which mostly focus on one aspect or phase of an educational
program. Furthermore, the importance of this model also lies in giving its highest
attention to both formative and summative evaluation expressed in its above-
mentioned four evaluation types. The literature addresses these evaluation types as
they represent a window through which several pertinent issues and questions of
language programs can be investigated (AlJaafreh, 2008; Brown, 1989; Isaac &
Michael, 1981). As a description of the CIPP model, Brown (1989) states that
evaluation is a "cyclic continuing process that must be integrated into a systematic
program” (p. 227). The efficiency of the model is also presented in Issac and Michael
(1981) when they pointed out that it gives credit to the “ongoing interplay between

process and product evaluation” (p.10).

Carefulness in applying this model in contextual case studies is necessary. It is
suggested that when followed carefully, the model helps ensure that all program
aspects and features are covered and a methodical and all-embracing design is
provided. Such a thing leads to the production of appropriate useful material for
exploration and adoption (AlJaafreh, 2008; Chen, 2009). Chen (2009) goes further to
view the model as a "positive program” that is mostly used to “enhance exercise

designed to develop rather than close existing programs™ (p. i).
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2.3.5.1.1 The CIPP Evaluation Stages

A. Context Evaluation

Context evaluation is a diagnostic stage at which the environment of the program is
studied and thoroughly described in terms of its desired and actual conditions, with
emphasis kept on identifying unmet needs and missed opportunities and providing
diagnosis for the reason why these needs have been unmet (Chen, 2009; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 1998; Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007; Tunc, 2010). According to
Worthern, Sanders and Fitzpatrick (1997), the determination of these needs by a
program clearly supports defining the program's objectives. The findings of context
evaluation usually intend to “provide a sound basis for either adjusting or
establishing goals and priorities and identifying needed changes” (Stufflebeam &
Shinkfeld, 1985, p. 172). Examples where this evaluation type is used are given in
Tunc (2010); Tunc states that context evaluation can be used as a means for an
institute to communicate to the public so as to reach a mutual understanding of the
pressing problems, needs, strengths and weaknesses. It is also used to set objectives
to develop staff, judge how worthy a project is to convince agencies for funding, or
to provide parental and advisory assistance to put emphasis on some attentive
developmental issues. In brief, context evaluation tends to “assess needs, problems,
assets and opportunities to assist decision makers to define goals and priorities and
help the broader group of users judge goals, priorities and outcomes” (Chen, 2009, p.
42). Context evaluation is the analysis of situation or reality that should be read and
assessed as related to what its individuals need, want, and lack. Of course, such
analysis is never a one-time activity; rather, it maintains to provide an informational
basis as regards the processes and achievements of the whole system (Chen, 2009;

Ornstein & Hunkins, 1998; Stufflebeam, 2003; Tunc, 2010).
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B. Input Evaluation

This stage of evaluation seeks to gather information that helps determine how
available resources are utilized to achieve the program objectives. Those involved in
such evaluation type examine capabilities for evaluation, give credit to the strategies
used to meet objectives and find out how a particular strategy is put into practice.
Moreover, in this type, particular curricular aspects or some components of a
curriculum plan can be evaluated through utilizing a set of evaluative questions.
Ornstein and Hunkins (1998) give reference to these questions as they handle issues
like appropriate statement of objectives, congruency of objectives to the
program/institute goals, consistency of content with program goals and objectives,
appropriate use of institutional strategies, the existence of other strategies that may
help in achieving objectives, and the basis on which it is believed that using both
content and strategies will help educators/designers to succeed in attaining their

objectives.

A major element of input evaluation is analyzing the individuals' environment to
figure out any constraints or barriers that may impede the program implementation.
In other words, this evaluation aims at helping clients or stakeholders to look for
other alternatives regarding their needs and circumstances in addition to developing a
feasibly scheduled work plan for their work (Ornstein & Hunkins, 1998;
Stufflebeam, 1983). Increasingly, this evaluation, as Chen (2009) points out, is
usually used by decision-makers for different purposes that include the selection of
appropriate plans, resource allocation, writing funding proposals, making work
schedules, assigning staff, and importantly assisting others in judging an activity,

budget, or a plan. To sum, this evaluation ends up with assessing alternative
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approaches, plans (e.g., plans related to actions or staffing), and budgets and judging
these for their cost-effectiveness and viability to accomplish goals and meet needs.

C. Process Evaluation

This type deals with the implementation of a program and seeks to afford feedback
that helps modify it when being inadequately implemented. It usually intends to find
answers to questions related to scheduling activities, the implementation of these
activities as planned, efficient use of available resources, and the participants'
acceptance to take part in the program and carry out roles (Stufflebeam, 1980, 2003;
Tunc, 2010). According to Stufflebeam and Shinkfeld (1985), process evaluation
should aim to compare between the actual implementation and the intended program
in terms of implementation costs and the participants' ability to judge the quality of

that effort.

Process evaluation is encapsulated within three working strategies that occur during
the implementation of program or curriculum development. These strategies include
detecting any possible difficulties in the procedural design when being implemented,
offering information for decision making, and recording procedures and processes as
they occur (Ornstein & Hunkins, 1998). Following this evaluation, those involved in
decision-making can gain more information which enables them to predict these
procedural difficulties and make good decisions to overcome them. It can be
concluded that process evaluation does not only help provide feedback on the extent
to which the program is implemented, but also it functions to offer information to
external audiences and help program staff, evaluators and administrators in the

interpretation of program outcomes (Chen, 2009; Gredler, 1996; Stufflebeam, 1980).
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D. Product Evaluation

This evaluation primarily focuses on measuring, interpreting and judging whether the
program has accomplished its goals. This indicates that product evaluation aims to
identify the extent to which specified needs were achieved and determine how
effective the program was. These aims will not be workable unless both intended and
unintended effects and positive and negative outcomes have been documented
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007; Tunc, 2010). This evaluation is utilized for the
purpose of judging the program's continuity and extendibility to other contexts, and it
provides a directive base for program modification in a way that better meets the
participants' needs and adds to the program effectiveness (Gredler, 1996; Ornstein &
Hunkins, 1998; Stufflebeam, 1980). More importantly, product evaluation seems to
be an integral part of accountability (Chen, 2009; lIsaac & Michael, 1981,
Stufflebeam, 2003), a stage that assists evaluators in connecting the activities of such
evaluation type to other stages of the whole change process within the CIPP model.
In sum, product evaluation determines and assesses outcomes, short- or long-termed,
intended or unintended, attempting to provide assistance to staff, maintain that the
program is set on attaining outcomes, and help all users to broadly judge how
successful the program was in meeting the intended needs (Chen, 2009; Lynch,
1996; Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam, 2003, 1980; Tunc, 2010).

2.3.5.2 Nation and Macalister's Model

Developed by Nation and Macalister (2010), this model is described as one of the
most recent evaluation models which give a better and shorter way to curriculum and
syllabus design in context. The model is drawn in a Mercedes-like shape with three
triangulated concentric circles representing the curriculum/course and syllabus parts

as well as other issues included in them (Figure 2.2).
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Curriculum and syllabus design has been described in the model as an activity that
can be studied as a process which includes some typical sub-processes just as the
same way the writing activity is studied and practiced in terms of its sub-processes
(i.e., gathering ideas, ordering ideas, reviewing, editing, etc.). Describing curriculum
design this way (as an activity with sub-processes and parts) is assumed to help
inform curriculum design theory and practice when different parts are used (Nation
& Macalister, 2010). Three outside circles and subdivided inner circle form their
model to curriculum design, where the outer circles constitute three things, namely,
principles, environment, and needs. These three include both theoretical and practical
concerns which greatly influence and guide the actual process of curriculum/course

or syllabus production.

Within this model, a set of factors need to be considered in the curriculum design
process. These include learners' present knowledge and lacks, available resources,
teachers' skills, the strengths and weaknesses of curriculum designers in addition to
the principles of teaching and learning. Such factors are greatly important, and when
not being taken into account, the whole curriculum/course might be inappropriate for
both learners and the situation in which this curriculum is used (Nation & Macalister,
2010). Consequently, it might be neither effective nor efficient as a way to promote
learning. These factors are encapsulated in three sub-processes of curriculum design:
environment analysis, needs analysis, and the application of principles, all being
figured in the three outer circles in the model's shape. Environment analysis as the
first outer circle is said to result in a set of listed factors and their possible impacts on
curriculum design, whereas needs analysis leads to "a realistic list of language, ideas

or skill items" in addition to learners' future needs and wants as long as their present
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language proficiency is taken into consideration (p. 1). Applying the principles is the
third outer circle and engages mini-processes such as deciding on what principles
should be applied and monitoring how they are applied all over the entire curriculum
design process. The application of principles would thus result in a course in which

learning is provided with utmost support.

Environment analysis, needs analysis, and principles, are all interlinked to the inner
circle with its center position and the three-part surrounding shape that represents the
three processes of syllabus design, namely content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessing. Figure 2. 2 presents how curriculum and
syllabus design is processed in whole and in parts within its inner, outer and

expanding circles.
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Principles

Evaluation

Monitoring
and assessing

Figure 2.2: Nation and Macalister’s (2010) model of curriculum design processes

This Mercedes-like figure makes it easier to remember all curriculum and syllabus
design parts and processes. Despite being distinguished by different curriculum
designers, curriculum and syllabus have been interlinked in a part-and-whole
processed relationship in the model. Syllabus seems to represent the inner circle
being entirely integrated with other outer circles to make up curriculum within the
big expanding circle representing progressive evaluation. This expanding circle is
drawn completely around the whole model in a way that shows evaluation as an
ongoing process that looks at every aspect of a course/curriculum to judge whether it
is adequate or needs improvements, besides saying where exactly these
improvements are needed. Supported by the literature on curriculum development
and syllabus design (especially, Nation & Carbbe, 1991; Richards, 2001; White,
1988) which asserts that evaluation is generally a neglected aspect of curriculum

design, Nation and Macalister (2010) make it clear in their model why evaluation is
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drawn as the biggest circle that covers all curriculum design processes and

curriculum parts.

Determining goals is the heart of making up a syllabus in the inner circle, and this
shows how centering goals this way reflects the importance of having clear general
goals for a course/curriculum. When goals are identified, three issues should be taken
into account as syllabus/course is being made up. These issues surround the central
goals in the model, and they are content and sequencing, format and presentation,
and monitoring and assessing. As the first part of syllabus design, content and
sequencing represent the items that are necessarily needed to learn in the course, the
order in which they appear, in addition to using the ideas of content as a means to
learn the items and not as an end (goal) in itself. In this regard, Nation and Macalister
(2010) assert that in language courses, the language content ought to be taken into
account even if the language items are not discretely presented. They also state that
giving considerable attention to content will make sure that what is going to be
learned is helpful for learners to progress in their control of the language. Moreover,
such attention to content will ensure that learners will get the paramount return for
their learning efforts in terms of the usefulness of what they will be taught or
exposed to in the course. Obviously, this will also make sure that learners are taking
all the things that they must cover so as to have knowledge of the language that could

seemingly be balanced with the knowledge being presented in the course/syllabus.

Format and presentation is the second part of the inner circle, and it embodies the
format of lessons or units within the syllabus. It also involves the techniques and the
types of activities which are going to be used to assist learning. It is indicated in the
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model that format and presentation is the part of which learners seem to be highly
aware; therefore, Nation and Macalister (2010) recommend that it should be guided
by the best accessible principles of teaching and learning. The third part of the inner
circle is called monitoring and assessment, and it is embodied in the necessity to be
highly attentive to some important issues including observing learning, testing the
results of learning, and giving appropriate feedback to the learners about their
progress. It is this part that is usually missed in the commercially designed courses
and syllabuses (Nation & Macalister, 2010). The importance of this part also lies in
its ability to give whatever available information that can possibly guide making

changes at most of the other parts of the curriculum design process.
2.4 Needs Analysis

2.4.1 Needs asa Term

A historical definition of needs was implicitly given by Dewey (1916) when he
stated that educational aims can be described as good when they are based on the
“intrinsic activities and needs of the given individual to be educated” (p. 126).
Operationalizing these needs as a unified entity 'need' has been regarded as a
challenge to whoever involved in education (Berwick, 1989; Brindley, 1989; Brown,
2010; Brown, 1995; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Kaufman, 1991; Richards, 2001,
White, 1988). This indicates that defining what the term 'need' means is an initially
integral part in developing any needs analysis model. In general, the body of
literature on needs analysis has mostly considered the term ‘need’ as the discrepancy
between what learners can do and what they should be able to do (Brown, 2010;
Kaufman, 1991; Richards, 2001; White, 1988). This discrepancy has been tackled by

Kaufman (1991) who described it as a gap that is found mostly between current and
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desired results rather than between the means and procedures whereby results can be

achieved.

With reference to language, the term 'need' has also been challenging in the way it is
operationalized. Language needs have been distinguished by Brown (1995) to refer
to a gap between what learners already know and what they yet to learn. They are
these needs that contain those linguistic features that are mostly related to a language
program needs analysis. Brown (1995) made a great contribution by emphasizing the
differences of how to deal with situational needs (i.e., needs relative to
administrative, pedagogic, and financial concerns) and language-related needs. His
contribution addressed needs in a way that added clarity to the distinction between
linguistic content required and the processes of learning (e.g., some individual

aspects such as self-esteem and motivation).

Brindley (1989) distinguished between objective and subjective needs. According to
his views, the objective needs are specified in terms of unknown events and people,
whereas subjective needs are derived from individuals. Berwick (1989) used a
similar categorization of these needs where Brindley's (1989) objective needs were
those felt needs which learners themselves have, whereas subjective needs were those
perceived needs that represent experts’ and educationalists’ beliefs and opinions about
the educational gaps in the experiences of other people involved in language
education. Interestingly, Hutchinson and Waters (1987) defined the term ‘needs’ to
involve three different types; namely, necessities, lacks, and wants. While necessities
refer to what learners need to learn for using language in the target situation with a
focus on why they are learning it (the purpose of learning), lacks represent these
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areas where learners feel they are deficient. And wants are those learners' needs as
perceived by others.

2.4.2 The What of Needs Analysis

Needs analysis as a field was strongly originated in the US educational system
starting from the 1960s when the US Congress decided to localize decision-making
on educational issues and disperse it into a more localized level instead of the
nationally-oriented one (Brown, 2010; Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam et al., 1985;
Witkin, 1984). Since then, voices from educational communities (i.e., schools,
universities, institutes, etc.) have been heard, especially in the processes of goal-
setting and decision-making, attempting to thrive as systems, face the issues of
accountability, and consequently get funded (Stufflebeam et al., 1985; Richards,
2001; Witkin, 1984). Emphasis on education has undergone many progressive
changes as there has been a shift in focus from methods (i.e., how to teach) to
objectives (what to teach) to the analysis of needs (why to teach what is taught)
(Brown, 2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988). Stufflebeam et al. (1985) justify this
shift in the sense that it provides a "defensible purpose™” for education through the
identification of needs (p.16). They state that the stakeholders’ (those investing in the
outcomes) beliefs and values will turn out to be operational through the process of
working towards this defensible purpose. Hence, it is concluded that it is the why
question that ranks higher in importance, clearly because such a purposeful question
will definitely include information not only about why to teach what is taught, but
also about what to teach and how to teach it on an evaluative basis that tackles whole

language program issues.
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This Why question represents needs analysis that is defined as the procedures used to
gather information about learners' needs (Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam et al., 1985;
White, 1988). Such information may be used for different purposes in language
teaching. Examples of these purposes would be to identify the language skills
learners need to perform a certain task or role (e.g., tour guide, university student),
evaluate an existing program or course in terms of how it adequately meets learners'
needs, and determine which group of learners who need language training and which
skills need to be learned (Martin, 2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988). Need analysis
may also be purposeful in identifying the gap between what learners are able to do
and what they need to be able to do, collecting information about a specific problem
learners encounter, or identifying a change of direction that people in a reference
group feel is important (Berwick, 1989; Brindley, 1989; Richards, 2001; Stufflebeam

etal., 1985).

Based on the above-mentioned definitions, deciding the exact purpose(s) is
considered the first step of conducting a needs analysis. A needs analysis of hotel
employees, for example, would aim to determine their present language proficiency
levels, language difficulties and how senior staff perceives these employees'
difficulties on the job, types of transactions employees perform in English and the
language characteristics of these transactions. It would also entail assessing the
extent to which employees' needs are met by the currently available programs or

textbooks (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987).

Needs analysis does not collect information only about learners' needs, but also it

addresses the analysis of the target situation in terms of the contextual factors (i.e.,
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political, social, economic, or institutional) that may affect curriculum or syllabus
innovations (Kirkgoz, 2009; Richards, 2001). Some scholars in the field of
curriculum development and syllabus design theoretically referred to this as situation
‘analysis' (Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988). It has been
argued that situation analysis helps determine the potential difficulties and
constraints to implementing a curriculum innovation/project and factors that need to
be taken into account during the planning of the project parameters. Such
identification of key factors that might positively or negatively affect the
implementation of a curriculum plan is known as SWOT analysis as it focuses on the
internal strengths and weaknesses of a language program, in addition to opportunities
and threats to its existence and successful operation (Klinghammer, 1997, cited in
Richards, 2001). The analysis of these strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and
threats might be listed and profiled in a report form that could be of great help to
plan, develop, implement and evaluate a curriculum or syllabus in all of its aspects
and processes (Brown, 2010; Martin, 2010; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Oktay, 2010;
Richards, 2001). For example, based on this report, ways of addressing the negative
factors in question can be considered, or the project's goals might be modified and
reformulated to reflect realities of the situation where the curriculum/syllabus is

implemented.

As situation analysis includes collecting information about all factors involved in the
curriculum/syllabus design process in relation to the addressed society, project,
institution, teachers, learners, and adoption process, it seems that it can be
encapsulated within a needs-analysis paradigm of research and investigation. Several

scholars (Clark, 1989; Johnson, 1982; Kirkgoz, 2009; Martin, 2010; Nation &
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Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001) made reference to this issue as they explained that
the goal of needs analysis is to gather information that can be used to develop a
profile of the language needs of a group of learners for the purpose of making
decisions about the goals and content of a language syllabus or course. Such
information gathering will never be completed unless other contextual factors apart
from learner needs are assessed and investigated as they are relevant to the design
and implementation of successful language programs. This has led some scholars
like Richards (2001), Nation and Macalister (2010) and White (1988) to consider
situation analysis as a dimension of needs analysis from one side and as an aspect of

evaluation from another.

Needs analysis is a cornerstone aspect in curriculum development and syllabus
design as it takes a system-design model to investigate a particular context in terms
of specific language needs, situational resources and constraints that might affect the
planned curriculum/syllabus in that context. Its importance lies in the fact that it
produces information that can be used in different ways. Richards (2001)
summarizes these ways as follows:

- It may provide the basis for evaluating an existing program or a component of this
program.

- It may provide the basis for planning goals and objectives for a future program.

- It may assist the development of tests and other assessment procedures.

- It can help select appropriate teaching methods in a program.

- It may provide the basis for the development of a syllabus and teaching materials

for a course.
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- It may offer information which can be used as part of a program or course report to

an external body or organization (p. 67).

It might be concluded that the major purpose of needs analysis is to be responsive to
the growing demand for educational accountability in curriculum development and
syllabus design. Such a purpose indicates how comprehensive and systematic needs
analysis should be to thoroughly describe and situate huge amounts of contextual
information within a rational philosophy and value position (Brown, 1989; Brown,
2010; Stufflebeam et al., 1985).

2.4.3 Needs Analysis Modeling

Needs analysis is described as a house-building process that begins with information
about how the house plan would be and what it should be based on (White, 1988).
Such a description gives the fact that in needs analysis the teacher or the syllabus
planner investigates the language skills required for performing a given role or roles.
The specification derived from this investigation helps build a plan for a language
syllabus. As the results of needs analysis are used to specify the ends, i.e., what the
learner hopes to achieve (Cunningsworth, 1995; Richards, 2001; White, 1988), it
leaves no or little space for the specification of the means by which the ends will be
reached. In other words, for such a plan to be developed, the construction system has
to be described in terms of resources (i.e., people and materials) available for the
product specified by the needs analysis to be realized. Such analysis of means gives
attention not only to the specification of objectives as in the case of needs analysis in
the early 1970s (Richards, 2001; White, 1988), but also to giving a clear
understanding of the resources and constraints without which a syllabus planner may

face difficulties in achieving the goals specified in the needs analysis.

69



The purpose of needs analysis originates in the need to recognize the relationship
between language code and language use as expressed in the notional-functional
approach (Martin, 2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988). This was not the case in the
past where language teaching had been focusing only on the language code, leaving
no space for defining learner's needs. Yet, when the shift in emphasis from being on
language itself to being on the functional use of language occurred, learner's needs
took an entirely different perspective in which needs have become to be determined
not only by the content of the language system but also by the use of that code by
users in the world of affairs (Cunningsworth, 1995; Richards, 2001; White, 1988;).
Therefore, the purpose for which language is to be used has turned out to be an
important concern in the definition of both the content and objectives of a language
syllabus. From this shift in focus, it looks as if what is required in needs analysis is
constructing a "sociolinguistic description of language use needed by a given set of
learners while carrying out the target roles of which language is a crucial part”

(White, 1988, p. 84).

From this sociolinguistic perspective, needs analysis as an integral stage in syllabus
design has evolved as a set of procedures associated with languages for specific
purposes LSP, the branch of language teaching which has mostly been related to
training in different life domains including technology, commerce, industry, health,
tourism, etc. What is important in LSP is the fact that the language is not learned as
an end in itself but as a means where all aspects of language use are concerned.
Accordingly, LSP as a vocational training branch has been coupled with a battery of

procedures and techniques which have been developed in the field.
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Starting with the question of how one goes about designing an LSP program, the
literature addresses some steps to be followed, which have been given greater
concerns in different research studies. Jordan (1997) specifies these steps in a
cyclical process that contains a set of procedures including needs analysis, syllabus
and course design, methodology and materials, assessment, evaluation and feedback.
Figure 2. 3 shows such a process where steps are being recycled to enrich each other
through having periodic feedback from all involved parties (i.e. teachers, students,
coordinators, administrators, etc.). This recurrent feedback is said to positively affect
syllabus and course design, materials, and evaluation techniques. A major
contribution of this model is that it does not specify these steps in a linear process
with a start-end point; rather it leaves the boundaries blurred to emphasize how
interconnected evaluation and needs analysis are and how contextual variability

plays a key role in working these steps out whenever syllabus design is thought of.

NEEDS ANALYSIS
JL T
SYLLABUS AND COURSE DESIGN
IT T
MYTHODOLOGY AND MATERIALS

S L1 [

ASSESSMENT, EVALUATION AND FEEDBACK

Figure 2.3: Steps for setting up and implementing an LSP program (adapted from
Jordan 1997, p. 57)

It should be noticeable from Jordan's (1997) model how needs analysis is considered
as a major starting point in syllabus design. Despite being a step of ESP syllabus
design, needs analysis is itself a complex issue (Jordan, 1997; Martin, 2010; Nation

& Macalister, 2010; Oktay, 2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988). It might include a
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comprehensive data collection process where data will be gathered about students
(e.g., their language proficiency levels, desires, deficiencies, problems and worries,
expectations, attitudes, etc.), the subject being studied, the sponsored department or
institution, language teachers' qualifications and attitudes, availability of materials,
methods used, facilities provided, etc. Jordan (1997) shows this complexity in a
juggler-like model where data is thoroughly specified into its discrete whats. This
indicates how huge and difficult the process is and how time, experience, money,

cooperation, effort, skills, and experience are all needed.

@‘

experlence

\
Figure 2. 4: The needs analysis juggler (Jordan 1997, p. 40)

2.4.4 Approaches to Needs Analysis
Different approaches to needs analysis have been encountered in the literature as it
has become varied according to either scope or focus. Six approaches have been

given high priority in the literature, and these are Target-situation Analysis, Present-
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situation Analysis, Strategy Analysis, Means Analysis, Learning-Centered Approach
and Language Audits (Brumfit, 1984; Cowling, 2007; Dudley-Evans & St. John,
1998; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Jordan, 1997; Martin, 2010; Munby, 1978;
Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001; Richterich & Chancerel, 1977; White,

1988:).

As the name suggests, Target-situation Analysis is about collecting data related to the
situation where language is used and practiced. Within ESP, Munby's (1978) Needs
Analysis (NA) model is found to follow this approach, ascertaining precisely the
communication needs that learners will have at a language course end and generating
a needs profile upon which an appropriate communicative syllabus can then be
developed. On the contrary, Present-situation Analysis (Richterich & Chancerel,
1977) has been proposed to put much emphasis on learners' language proficiency at
the start of a language course together with information related to the teaching
institution where the language course is offered, for example, or external sponsors,
among others. Both Present and Target situation analyses are usually conducted
together in ESP syllabus design as this combination will help syllabus designers and
planners in getting an idea of where and when to start and in paving the way in which

they have to be heading in their course of action.

Strategy Analysis is the third type of needs analysis which can be conducted during
the implementation of an ESP syllabus/course to collect information about different
issues including possible teaching methods, learning styles and learning strategies
(Brumfit, 1984; Cowling, 2007; Jordan, 1997; Munby, 1978; Nation & Macalister,
2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988;). Unlike Strategy Analysis, Means Analysis is
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normally carried out to address the local context of language use in a way that makes
ESP syllabus/course designers able to adapt their syllabuses and courses to this
context in terms of students' numbers and their abilities and talents, the teaching
staff, and the available materials and equipment (Brumfit, 1984; Cowling, 2007,
Jordan, 1997; Munby, 1978; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001; White,
1988). In other words, Means Analysis involves collecting data about the available
resources and constraints (i.e., the means by which an ESP course/syllabus can be
designed and implemented). The thing that can be pinpointed here is that while
Target and Present Situation analyses focus on the end and starting points,
respectively, both Strategy and Means analyses are implementational in nature, and

they could occur while teaching/learning is on-the-run.

Hutchinson and Waters (1987) suggested the ‘Learning-Centered Approach’ as an
attitude-based approach which focuses on the perceptions and attitudes of learners,
considering them an integral part when investigating needs. In this approach,
Hutchinson and Waters (1987) used the term ‘target needs' in reference to learner
needs and described these needs in terms of three issues, namely, necessities, lacks
and wants. Necessities in this regard embody the knowledge which a student ought to
get to perform better in the target situation, whereas lacks represent the gap found
between the knowledge the student has now (what he/she knows) and the knowledge
which he/she needs to have (what he/she needs to know). Wants, on the other hand,
refer to the learner's desire to learn in addition to his/her perception that may/may not
be inconsistent with the way the syllabus/course ought to be designed and planned.
For instance, students may have the desire to improve their speaking skills despite

being not required by their school, university, or language institute.
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Language Audit is the final needs analysis approach discussed in the literature. It
refers to those specially-made projects that are based on companies' order to
determine any language training their employees need to have to be able to perform
better on the job they do (Martin, 2010). For such a purpose, language consultants
are hired with the aim of conducting these audits and describing precisely the
employees' levels of language performance necessary for the company's specific job-
related tasks. They may also be asked to assess the employees' current language
proficiency while carrying out these tasks so that they can provide the company with
their suggestions in relation to how much language training the employees in
question need. Table 2. 4 gives a clear picture of the six approaches of needs analysis

and the focus of each.

Table 2.4: Approaches to NA and their focus

NA Approach Focus

1. Target-Situation Analysis It specifies the end (the possible learning outcomes
(Munby's 1978 model) that will be achieved at the end of the course)

2. Present-Situation Analysis The starting point of the language syllabus/course
(Richterich & Chancerel, 1977) (students' language proficiency, the teaching

institute, etc.)

3. Strategy Analysis Learning/teaching related issues during ESP
syllabus/course implementation (e.g., teaching
methods, learning styles, learning strategies, etc.)

4. Means Analysis Local context (available resources and constraints)
during ESP syllabus/course implementation

5. Learning-Centered Approach Learner's needs, perceptions and attitudes (target
(Hutchinson & Waters, 1987) needs — necessities, lacks and wants)
6. Language Audits Language consultancy (determining employees'

language training needs by outsider language
consultants)
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2.4.5 Needs Analysis in CLIL and ESP Context

Content-based Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) has turned out to be an
important methodological approach whereby needs analysis as an ESP stage (besides
other stages such as syllabus design, materials selection and production, teaching and
learning, and evaluation) can be conducted in an ESP context. Such an approach has
been made as related to ESP lately. One of the key definitions that relate ESP to
CLIL is that of Strevens (1988) in which he defines ESP as the teaching of English
that meets learners' needs, and is related to the content of specific disciplines or
occupations. Following this, a CLIL approach may be useful to investigate needs in
the learning/teaching of the content of different fields (tourism, banking, business,
etc.) by means of the English language. As such, it may be helpful in evaluating or
improving language programs and curricula by examining needs as a first step to
design an ESP CLIL-based syllabus for a particular ESP group (Ruiz-Garrido &

Fortanet-Gomez, 2009).

Furthermore, language programs seem to emphasize the learning process, being
mostly related to teachers and students. Thus, when needs analysis is considered, its
scope may be limited to these stakeholders as the ones who are mostly responsible
for the learning process. Yet in a CLIL situation, responsibility for the learning
process is shared by a larger number of stakeholders including personal, social,
professional and institutional. As such, a comprehensive needs analysis is necessary
to design a CLIL ESP syllabus or course as information from different stakeholders
(teachers, students, policymakers, policy-takers, and employers) will be taken into
account to build up a solid and detailed informational profile which will help in

planning, implementing and evaluating any newly-developed or adapted syllabus.
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2.5 Syllabus Design

A syllabus might be explained based on the nature of language and language
learning; it guides teachers and learners through the provision of some goals to be
arrived to. It was described by Hutchinson and Waters (1987) as "a statement of what
is to be learned”, and this statement "reflects language and linguistic performance"
(p. 80). Defining a syllabus this way seems traditional in the sense that it focuses
only on outcomes rather than process (Richards, 2001; White, 1988; Yalden, 1987).
Nonetheless, a syllabus could also be perceived as a summary of the content learners
would be exposed to (Yalden, 1987). Two things might be concluded based on the
above-mentioned definitions. First, a syllabus can be approximated to what will be
taught and cannot provide accurate predictions of what will be learned. And a

language teaching syllabus integrates both subject matter and linguistic matter.

Designing a syllabus is the process of deciding what is to be taught and in what order
(Richards, 2001; Yalden, 1987). It is for such a reason that adopting a certain
syllabus is mostly determined by the theory of language that underlies the language
teaching method. Theory of learning is also a determining factor in deciding on what
syllabus kind to be used. For example, a syllabus that embraces the cognitive aspects
of language learning gives careful attention to language forms and explicit
descriptive knowledge about these forms, whereas a syllabus emphasizing an
acquisition theory of learning highlights unanalyzed and cautiously chosen
experiences of the new language. Thus, selecting a syllabus is the main decision in
language teaching, and it should be created based on both awareness and detailed
information gathering. Uncertainty has been there around the possibility of whether

language teaching syllabuses can be made depending on different types of content or
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whether the source of differences in content is syllabus or method (Hutchinson &

Waters, 1987; Jordan, 1997; Richards, 2001).

As regards ESP, syllabus design as a process comes into play once needs analysis is
conducted and after one is aware of what types of language situations learners can
possibly meet inside and outside the classroom. In this process, several things must
be taken into consideration; specifically, learners' needs, the course objectives, and
the available resources in terms of staff, materials, equipment and money. Moreover,
a syllabus should aim to prepare learners for real-world demands that can be
exemplified in both various study disciplines and different occupations as far as
instruction is geared to ESP. This indicates how important the analysis of a particular
setting or situation is to design ESP syllabuses and courses and improve the learning
and teaching process in context.

2.5.1 Approaches to Syllabus Design

Many types of syllabus were addressed in the literature, each of which is dependent
on different issues that include the writer's philosophy of teaching, learners' needs,
available resources and materials, the time allotted, etc. (Jordan, 1997; Martin, 2010;
Richards, 2001; White, 1988). This multiplicity of syllabus types can be
encapsulated under three main headings that have been described in a figure-like
form in Jordan (1997). These are ‘content or product-oriented’ syllabuses, ‘skills-
oriented’ syllabuses, and ‘methods or process-oriented’ syllabuses. A similar
classification has been provided by White (1988) in his influential book ‘The ELT
Curriculum’ where the syllabus is divided into Type A and Type B, both
corresponding to Jordan's (1997) product-based and process-based syllabuses,

respectively. The same interwoven circle can be drawn in both theoretical
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orientations regarding skills-based syllabus; however, it is considered as a part that
lurks in both White's syllabus types. Figure 2. 5 explains how Jordan (1997) deals

with his classification of syllabuses.

Figure 2.5: Commonly used syllabus types in LSP course design (Adapted from
Jordan, 1997, p. 64)

Method or process-based, or what White (1988) calls procedural syllabuses, are those
which involve a set of tasks that need to be performed by learners. Martin (2010)
gives some examples of these tasks such as completing a project, planning itineraries
or solving problems of various types in the workplace. Of course, a task-based
syllabus (Breen, 1984; Prahbu, 1987; White, 1988) is an example of these syllabuses,
as the focus is on solving a problem through a second language. In addition, process-
based syllabuses focus mostly on three things: the learner, learning processes and

meaning (Martin, 2010; White, 1988). Therefore, a syllabus under this category may
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be organized around a group project, a project on selective reading in a specific

discipline, or meaningful problem-solving tasks.

The reason why the three syllabus types in Figure 2.5 were drawn interwoven is to
show that, in practice, ESP courses can integrate a number of these syllabus
approaches to learning. Therefore, a syllabus may be adapted to the at-hand situation
and may include many things such as students' numbers with their language level and
attitudes, the types of teachers who teach the course (s), the number of contact
teaching hours spent with students, and the types of language materials available to
them. To conclude, such a classification of syllabus types with their major focus
indicates how flexible ESP syllabus designers should be in many related issues
including identification of priorities, time management, making action plans, as well
as the ability and willingness to restructure a language program after getting
appropriate feedback (Jordan, 1997; Martin, 2010; Nunan, 1988; Richards, 2001;
White, 1988).

2.5.2 Principles of CLIL Syllabuses

The literature demonstrated the usefulness of content-based language integrated
learning (CLIL) in promoting learners' interest, motivation, cultural awareness,
knowledge re-representation, and meaningful learning (Richards, 2001; Ruiz-Garrido
& Fortanet-Gomez, 2009). Hence, it may form a grounding theoretical basis to select
a syllabus approach that suits a specific ESP context where content is
interdisciplinary as being interlinked with the knowledge of the taken courses in an
educational institution. In the context of ESP fields like Tourism, a topic-based
syllabus may set the grounds for designing an ESP syllabus in conjunction with other

syllabus approaches that can be integrated. This is because it has a number of
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valuable characteristics upon which any ESP syllabus can be suggestively built.
Some of these characteristics are indicated in the fact that topical or content-based
syllabuses prompt the following:

- integration of other syllabus approaches (e.g., grammar, functions, situations, etc.)

- fun that may ensure interest and motivation

- meaningful learning (it necessitates the role of students' pre-existing knowledge,
culture, integration of information and knowledge, hence, students' learning will be
closer to reality)

- whole-language experience (students can develop through interacting with the
language in its totality; learning of explicit language chunks; situational and
contextual learning)

- intercultural/cultural awareness (foreign language learning contributes to
developing students' cultural awareness in the sense that language is a cultural
practice and promotes cultural contrasts and using appropriate teaching/learning
materials)

- whole-person learning (learning as part of learner's integral development: affective,
cognitive, and social. A student is treated not only as a language learner but also s/he
can be provided with opportunities to live good experiences with the language and
have positive attitudes towards learning). In this regard, Richards (2001) suggests
that learning tasks should involve emotions, reasoning and social skills.

- interaction (learning is described as a social experience where learners should be
engaged to interact as an individual in various activities including pair-work, group-
work, and whole-class activities) (Richards, 2001; Ruiz-Garrido & Fortanet-Gémez,

2009)

81



- interdisciplinarity (It is important to promote the integration of the language
learning with other subjects and the contents can be planned according to themes or
projects. planning the content of the syllabus according to the taken themes and
topics offered in other courses and subjects is at the heart of CLIL being integrated

into ESP syllabus design) (Ruiz-Garrido & Fortanet-Gémez, 2009)

2.6 Related Studies

A plethora of research has been carried out to address the important influences needs
analysis and evaluation have made on language curriculum and syllabus design,
especially in ESL/EFL contexts. Since the 1970s, several studies on needs analysis,
evaluation, and language curriculum design have become evolutionally contributing
to English language teaching, in general, and ESP in particular. Not surprisingly, it is
not only the ESP movement that has largely affected communicative language
teaching methodology, but also has been affected by it (Cowling, 2007; Richards,
2001; White, 1988). From that time, curricula, syllabuses and courses have turned
out to be developed based on the most contemporary understanding of language and
language learning and teaching; that is communicative language teaching (CLT),
instead of the traditional approaches to curriculum/syllabus design such as genre and
register analysis (Nation & Macalister, 2010, Richards, 2001; White, 1988).

2.6.1 Global Studies

This section accommodates a good number of studies that handled needs-based
program evaluation in different world contexts to evaluate effectiveness and/or
improve curricula, programs, courses or syllabuses to provide good ESP training and
thus meet needs and expectations. For example, from the Turkish context four
influential studies conducted in different university and school settings can be cited.

The first one, conducted by Akpur, Alci and Karatas (2016), intended to evaluate the
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English language program offered to English Preparatory students at Yildiz
Technical University. The study adapted Karatas and Fer’s (2009) CIPP-oriented
questionnaire to gather information from 54 teachers and 753 students taking the
English preparatory classes at the School of Foreign Languages during the spring
semester of the academic year 2014/2015. The findings indicated that both students
and teachers had positive perceptions towards the English preparatory courses.
Nonetheless, they both expressed dissatisfaction with several issues including the
students’ inability to develop language skills, the imbalance of language skills within
the curriculum of the English courses, the inappropriateness of the audio-visual
materials, and the lack of knowledge of the English that relates to the students’ fields

of study and future needs and careers.

The study suggested conducting a comprehensive needs analysis that attends to
individuals’ interests and ensures stakeholders participation in curriculum design
processes (e.g., goal setting, determining the learning experiences, methods, or
assessment tools, etc.). It was also recommended that the courses should emphasize
the four language skills in a balanced way, rearrange the in-class activities and
group-work exercises, increase using a variety of audio-visual materials, encourage
project-assisted, group work and peer learning, and address the type of English the
students need in their fields of study. As a final remark, the researchers concluded
that surveying stakeholders (i.e., students and teachers in their study) about their
concerns, priorities, wishes and recommendations is a crucial step in curriculum and

syllabus design.
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The second example is Tunc’s (2010) study which used Stufflebeam’s CIPP model
to investigate how both students and teachers perceived the effectiveness of the
Preparatory School English program offered at Ankara University. Data were
gathered through a student questionnaire, instructor interviews and analyzing the
available written documents. According to the results, the existing English program
appeared to be partially serving its purpose as it was perceived less effective in

certain issues including the physical conditions, content, materials and assessment.

When related to the CIPP components, the analysis of context through the written
documents indicated that the teaching/learning resources and facilities, although
sufficient, were less effective in increasing the student achievement, creating a better
class climate, or giving equal attention to each student in class due to the large
number of students in each class. As regards input, the data gathered from the written
documents and interviews revealed that the program was deficient in meeting its
goals and objectives; they were neither clearly stated in detail nor satisfactory to
meet the instructors’ expectations. Although all language skills were emphasized in
the content, there was too much focus on grammar at the expense of the speaking and
listening skills. The content lacked focus on communicative activities that emphasize
these oral skills. This focus on grammar was perceived to prevent the development of
the oral skills and minimize the students’ chances to use the target language for

meaningful purposes.

The process component, however, was investigated through the student questionnaire
and the instructor interviews. Perceptions of using a variety of teaching methods
were satisfactory, but lecturing was seen as the most dominant. During the
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instruction, the materials were found to encourage role-plays, group work, elicitation,
presentations, and discussions, of course, along with lecturing. Moreover, the
instructors perceived the supplementary materials as insufficient to develop all skills,
whereas the students considered them so only for the speaking skill. Weekly quizzes
were seen as a good tool to assess learning, and exams, although perceived by the
instructors as difficult in level and inconsistent with students’ proficiency, were
considered helpful by the students as they could make revisions and stay alert

throughout the courses.

As for product, the preparatory English program seemed to focus on the oral skills
the least; therefore, the students were seen as less competent in the speaking and
listening skills. This insufficiency was perceived to negatively influence student
motivation and the efficiency of the teaching/ learning methods. The study
recommended making improvements and revisions to the program, especially those
concerning the objectives, content and materials, and the teaching methods and

assessment.

In the third example, Kirkgoz (2009) used the term curriculum innovation to refer to
a curriculum renewal project developed for Turkish adult EFL learners at a
university context. She used a multi-dimensional needs analysis to describe the
context and investigate the English language requirements, the academic needs and
the language needs of those students who were taking an English-for-Academic-

Purposes (EAP) curriculum.
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The researcher used Richard’s (2001) theoretical model to curriculum renewal
process with its interconnected components, namely, needs analysis, goals and
objectives setting, implementing and evaluating the program. At first, the needs
analysis results were used to initiate the curriculum renewal/design process by
translating these results to a mission statement embodying the goals and objectives of
the curriculum. Through negotiations, focus groups and a three-day seminar, the
EAP teachers were introduced to the proposed innovations (in terms of
characterizing goals, objectives, material presentation, skills, and proficiency levels)
to discuss the changes made. Task-based philosophy in materials presentation in
course books was found suitable to match the learners' needs and the new
curriculum's goals and objectives. The students also preferred a content-based and
integrated-skills syllabus as they saw it of immediate relevance to their studies and
academic content-based needs. Following this, EAP materials were developed and
assessment techniques were modified to include portfolio assessment as a good way
to assess students' performance and increase their interest and learning autonomy.
Learning opportunities through technology (i.e., computer labs, video and self-access
websites) were also integrated into the curriculum as it was being renewed. Materials

were then piloted, and modifications were formulated to be used in the program.

For monitoring and evaluation purposes, Kirkgéz (2009) used a dynamic system
whereby teachers were invited to weekly meetings to review the innovations created.
They had the opportunity to provide regular feedback, monitor their work to meet the
goals and objectives, accommodate innovation into their instructional practices, and
get ascertained with the match between the specified ends and the institution's policy.

As a summative evaluation, the researcher used semi-structured interviews to
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investigate the teachers' and students' perceptions of the renewed curriculum after
five months of its implementation. The teachers held positive perceptions of the
program as they were given the opportunity to get involved in its processes. They
were also happy about the new course book as they reported that it met the

institutional and learners' needs and encouraged communication skills.

Based on the findings, Kirkgoz (2009) suggested that curriculum innovation should
be gradual, systematic and developed in light of the theory that informs practice. It
should also necessitate participants' involvement in decision-making to develop
consensus, increase commitment and motivation, support the development of
curriculum to achieve coherence among its elements and maintain international
communication needs in a way that helps innovation adopters facilitate acceptance of

change.

Kirkgoz's (2009) research project with its multi-stepped curriculum renewal process
was effective and dynamic as it addressed students' and teachers' needs. And, it was
also made up depending on the most contemporary research associated with
"curriculum design, systematic language program evaluation, participatory decision
making by the EAP teaching staff, and continuous feedback mechanism incorporated

into the system™ (p. 77).

In the fourth study conducted in the Turkish context, Bayyurt and Karatas (2011)
utilized Dudley-Evans and St. Johns’ (1998) needs analysis model to investigate the
perceptions of the English language learning needs of Tourism high school students.

This investigation aimed at developing content of mobile learning platforms that
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would address learners’ needs and boost their positive attitudes, language proficiency
and technological literacy. Data were gathered through a student questionnaire and
semi-structured interviews with teachers, hotel managers and academics. The
findings indicated that the students’ vocational language needs outweighed other
needs such as general language needs and academic and cultural needs. According to
these findings, Bayyurt and Karatas (2011) recommended that further needs analysis
research should address vocational language needs in a way that informs developing
technology-driven materials and mobile-learning platforms which could contribute to
learning English for vocational purposes and boosting students’ positive attitudes and

digital literacy.

In another EFL context like Israel, Elisha-Primo et al. (2010) conducted a need
analysis for the purpose of re-evaluating a graduate level EFL academic curriculum.
A self-reporting questionnaire was administered and distributed to 469 university
graduate students with the aim to address three issues, namely, students' attitudes
towards the English language and EFL studies, self-assessing their ability to perform
academic tasks in English, and ranking the importance of knowledge of English
language areas. These issues were investigated in relation to various independent
background variables including gender, academic field, study track (thesis/non-
thesis), mother-tongue, and language proficiency level. The findings indicated that
the students generally had positive attitudes towards studying English and that their
ability to perform different tasks was satisfactory. All areas of language knowledge
were found important by all the students. Furthermore, when asked to rank the
English language areas in relative importance, the students reported that vocabulary

and oral skills ranked higher in importance than other areas like reading, writing,
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syntax and grammar. Significant differences were also found across all of the
aforementioned background variables and proficiency levels. Based on the results,
the study recommended re-evaluating the existing curriculum in the addressed
context and paying more attention to students' voices when developing EFL

academic programs in local contexts.

As a case study in Japan, Cowling (2007) offered a detailed description of needs
analysis as the first stage to develop a set of intensive Business English courses given
at Mitsubishi Heavy industrial firm (MHI). Data were gathered from different
sources including informal interviews with clients and sales director at MHI, semi-
structured interviews with MHI’s English instructors and the students who were
required to take the courses, and open-ended questionnaires distributed among the
students and their senior employees. This detailed description of the participants'
language needs assisted in planning and designing an English-for-Business syllabus
based on the informants' perceived needs, the available resources and the
encountered problems and constraints. In other words, the results were reported and
used to compile the syllabus outlines and describe the course planning,
implementation and evaluation stages in terms of goal-setting, making the course
rationale, producing authentic materials, classroom teaching and language materials
piloting, and providing feedback especially in the areas of course content, language

taught and learners' interests.

The suggested Business-English syllabus was described to (a) include nine areas of
language study that would benefit students at their work, (b) enable students to adapt
their present language knowledge into business-related situations, (c) consider
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cultural issues when communicating in English with business people, and (d) provide
realistic authentic examples of language. Accordingly, the syllabus was designed
based on a combination of two syllabus types, content-based and notional-functional,
in which authentic language was presented in modules through practice-present-
produce (PPP) (e.g., business telephoning module) and content instruction and

meaningful tasks and activities (e.g. business negotiations module).

According to Cowling (2007), the needs analysis results positively impacted
providing language training to clients as it was found helpful for students to perform
business tasks in English. The needs analysis was also useful in assessing the target
group's needs. Nonetheless, great care and attention were found to be urgently
needed in the planning and implementation stages due to the far more complex

nature of these stages as described in the literature on course/syllabus design.

Based on the ESP curriculum development perspective, Aiguo's (2007) study aimed
to explore an appropriate approach through which aviation English could be taught in
China. Focusing on contrastive analysis (i.e., contrasts in aviation English between
English and Chinese), the study aimed to establish an ESP aviation course and

present a possible ESP teaching approach that suits the Chinese context.

For this purpose, a needs analysis was conducted, taking into account students'
proficiency levels, their learning backgrounds and aptitude, and the proper use of
teaching methods. In response to the needs analysis, a linguistic-analysis-based
contrastive approach to teach Aviation English called Aviation Linguistics (in terms

of phonetic contrast, semantic contrast, ESP collocations acquired through contrasts,
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bilingual education and computer-mediated instruction) was innovated,
experimented, and then evaluated through feedback and perceptions of its users. The
approach was perceived as effective as it suited learners and other specialists in the
aviation industry. This effectiveness was justified in the sense that 120 Chinese
college students chose the aviation linguistics course right after its establishment.
They reported they were having difficulties in their aviation-related studies as a
result of not having adequate ESP college English training. Yet, with Aviation
Linguistics and the new ESP teaching approach, they were satisfied as they found
themselves more able to realize contrasts between the two languages, acquire sounds
on a theoretical basis, resolve semantic misunderstandings, have good grasp of
aviation-related lexis, become proficient in both English and Standard Mandarin, and

use technology at their individual paces to assist their learning.

To evaluate an English-for-Tourism program at a university in Thailand, Thompson
(2011) used a student questionnaire, interviews, teacher's log and document analysis
of the course learning materials to collect data from 15 students who were taking a
Tourism-English course at the university context, the course instructor and two
university officials. While the questionnaire aimed at identifying the students’ overall
reactions to the course features, the interviews meant to investigate how the above-
mentioned stakeholders perceived the program's effectiveness. The teacher's log was
used to document, describe and reflect on the course features, while the document
analysis deeply focused on analyzing the extent to which communicative interaction
opportunities were provided in the learning materials and the textbook used in the

course.
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The findings of this study revealed that in-class listening and speaking tasks were
positively responded to by the students as they believed these tasks were easily
performed and directly related to their future ambitions and interests. Yet, these
students had negative reactions as regards the textbook and outside readings,
considering them as unnecessary to achieve their goals. In addition, the interviews
with the two officials revealed that they viewed the Tourism English course as an
integral part of the university curriculum, despite being hindered in its overall

development by the students' backgrounds.

In the Arab world, AlFehaid’s (2011) study can be considered as significant and
contributing to curriculum design that is based on evaluation and needs analysis in
ESP settings. Attempting to create a proposal for developing the ESP course offered
at Health Sciences colleges in Saudi Arabia, the study evaluated the course and
research needs from the perspective of different stakeholders, including the students
taking the course and their instructors, the graduates who previously took the course,
course administrators, hospital managers, and English-speaking health professionals.
In addition to document analysis, the study collected data by using a questionnaire
distributed among students, graduates and instructors and interviews with all of the
above-mentioned stakeholders. The results of the needs analysis revealed that all of
the four language skills were important for the students in their fields of study and
for their future careers. Although evaluated as useful, the ESP course was perceived
to be limited in its content, the teaching and learning materials and assessment
procedures. Based on these results, the study suggested proposing a new ESP course
that attends to the stakeholders’ needs and making necessary improvement by

providing proper teacher-training and recruiting qualified ESP teaching staff. The
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study also recommended that collecting multiple data types from different sources
serves the purpose of overcoming most of the problems related to needs analysis and
evaluation studies.

2.6.2 Local Studies

Several studies in both General English and the ESP field have been carried out in
Jordan. Each of these studies represents a different purpose and way of investigation
(needs, learning problems, necessities, lacks, etc.), evaluation (context, content,
materials, teaching approaches, resources, etc.), and designing (syllabuses, materials,
activities, tasks, etc.). The current study sketches the scenario of the most influential

and newly-conducted research studies in the Jordanian context in this section.

In his Ph.D. dissertation, Mahasneh (2011) sought to analyze the content of three
teacher training programs, namely, English Language Teaching Contacts (ELTeCS),
Road Show, and Teaching Knowledge Test (TKT) with respect to Jordanian EFL
teachers' linguistic and pedagogical needs. The study also investigated teachers'
perceptions of professional development in relation to teacher training programs and
the teaching context. Observing teachers' classroom practices was also a major aim.
All teachers (n=34) who were attending the above-mentioned programs were
purposefully chosen to participate in the study. It was found that the teachers had a
number of linguistic and pedagogical needs encapsulated within the content of the
teacher training programs in question. Moreover, the teachers' perceptions of these
programs and their professional development scales were positive. The programs
greatly influenced the teachers' classroom practices, and teachers were seen applying
what they learned in their classroom teaching. Their views and expectations were

also positive towards taking any teacher-training program that meets their linguistic
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and pedagogical needs and takes into account their opinions of what items should be
included in the teacher-training courses. It was suggested that the three teacher
training programs need to be redesigned and developed to incorporate all linguistic
and pedagogical needs of Jordanian EFL teachers. The researcher also recommended
taking teachers' perceptions in designing training programs, so that their needs could
be implemented in the activities of these programs. A strong recommendation was
also made as regards following new trends of EFL teaching in the development of

teacher training programs.

With the aim to design a needs-based ESP course in a local healthcare university
context, Freihat and AlMakhzoomi (2012) conducted a needs analysis to explore the
learning needs of 20 Jordanian freshmen students studying Nursing at Isra University
during the first semester of the academic year 2010/2011. In addition to a needs-
based 23-item survey, the researchers used interviews with the students and their
nursing instructors, observation of students' performance lab tests where the students
were asked to perform lab procedures in front of their instructors, and clinical

observations of the students' actual procedural performance with clients in hospitals.

The findings of this investigation helped the researchers to develop an ESP course to
act in response to the students’ most difficult language area or skill, which was the
ability to use English to communicate with their colleagues, clients, nursing
supervisors and the nursing staff in clinical settings. As a result, ESP course
materials were selected and adapted from different sources related to healthcare
communication. These materials were presented in a form of in-class presentations
and video-taped sketches with special focus on role-play format. This format helped

94



to subsidize the course content and build up the students' English communication
skills and prepare them to communicate with clients, instructors, colleagues, and
nurses from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds at work in and outside their
country. Importantly, the findings revealed that the course was useful as it was
informed by the students' greatest language difficulty (communication in healthcare
contexts) and captured students' ESP learning needs and interests. To conclude, the
researchers recommended conducting further research that satisfies various local ESP
fields of study and professions, emphasizing at the same time, making use of this
research to improve or design ESP curricula, courses, and syllabuses that meet all

academic and professional language needs and requirements.

Bataineh and Ayasreh (2004) used a questionnaire to investigate 326 university
students’ needs for Business English courses, the impact of using English as a
medium of instruction on students’ academic achievement, and the potential
difficulties resulting from this instruction. The students were enrolled in different
areas of specialty in the Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences at
Yarmouk University during the academic year 2004/2005. The study also sought to
find out if there were differences in the students’ perceptions which could be

attributed to the field of study, university level and student’s GPA.

The findings revealed that the students were found to be unable to decide on the
impact of using English as a medium of instruction on their academic achievement.
Factors such as field of study, university level, and GPA, were not significant to
affect the students’ needs for Business-English courses; however, they affected their
perceptions of the impact of and the difficulties resulting from using English as a
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medium of instruction. All the respondents indicated the strong relationship between
English proficiency and academic achievement; nonetheless, they were not aware
enough of the connection between Business concepts and Business English courses
due to the lack of exposure to such courses at the university. Finally, the students
were not satisfied with the content of the English language skills courses (i.e.,
General English courses) offered at the addressed university. Accordingly, the
researchers suggested that this dissatisfaction should bring about change to the

curriculum by offering specialized Business English courses.

The above-mentioned English language skills courses are part of the program of
Disseminating English Language Skills offered to all university and college students
in Jordan. Such a thing has made the program a hot-potato case for evaluating its
effectiveness in different university contexts. At Mu’tah University, the current
study’s context, for example, AlJaafreh (2008) examined the effectiveness of the
three General-English courses, namely, English language 99, English language | 101,
and English Language II 102, in developing students’ proficiency in the English
language after completing the courses and thus in meeting the program’s goals. A
self-administered validated test was used to check the performance of 700 students
representing different faculties and university levels. The results indicated that the
students were extremely weak in English due to the high failure rate in the test; more
than 91% of the participating students failed the test, obtaining less than 50, the
passing score. Hence, the researcher recommended doing further research to explore
the variables that could lead to such poor performance and lack of achievement on

the students’ part, especially after taking the three courses. He also suggested making
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improvement to the program in a way that might achieve its proposed goals, develop

students’ English language skills, and thus meet the students’ needs and expectations.

When related to the tourism industry, three studies were conducted to address
learners’ learning needs, problems and lacks in tourism communication. Al-Khatib’s
(2005) study intended to find out the communication needs and attitudes of 30
banking and tourism workers in Jordan by administering a questionnaire, interviews,
and analysis of authentic workplace texts. Based on the findings, the personnel’s
attitudes toward English were found to have a great influence on their “perceptions
of their needs, wants and lacks” (p. 175). Therefore, it was recommended that further
research should be oriented towards ESP as a means of communication in the

workplaces.

In a secondary school context, for example, AlBakrawi (2013) administered a
questionnaire to 146 students, 27 school teachers and 24 hotel employees in Jordan
to identify the English language needs of the hotel stream students. The results
revealed that the EFL curriculum called AMRA which was offered at the secondary
schools did not meet the needs and interests of the students in the hotel stream. The
participants were dissatisfied with what the curriculum was offering in terms of
content, materials, skills, functions, teaching approaches and teacher training needed
to fulfill study and work purposes in the hotel industry. These were considered
insufficient to increase knowledge of ESP and raise self-confidence in the learning
process. This was indicated by the fact that all expressed a lack of knowledge of ESP
and teachers were not trained to teach English for hotel businesses. However, the
participants were more enthusiastic to suggest designing different curricula to teach
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ESP at various vocational schools in Jordan to improve students’ ability to use
English in different ESP fields and thus meet their needs and expectations as regards
both study and future careers. When related to the hotel business, the participants
preferred such a curriculum to address certain issues which could be summarized as
follows:

- The curriculum should aim to increase students’ knowledge of ESP and familiarize
them with basic vocabulary and concepts that are mostly related to their study and
future jobs.

- The content should emphasize all language skills with a priority given to the oral
skills as the most needed in the hotel business. Thus, it should have proportional
shares for the skills as being ranked in the order of importance (i.e., speaking,
listening, writing and reading). Furthermore, the speaking and listening tasks were
preferred to support the activities that could actually occur in hotel and restaurant
settings or in academic vocational school contexts; these include conversations,
lecturing, or giving instructions to a group. While the reading skill should embrace
activities and exercises such as advertisements, brochures, notes, articles,
instructions, lists and tables, the writing skill should be facilitated by writing notes,
applications, lists, and instructions.

- The language functions addressed by the participants were mostly related to
workplace needs such as greeting, complimenting and advising clients, explaining
hotel services, and listening to clients and receiving their orders.

- Teachers should be trained enough to teach English for hotel purposes, acquire new
scientific approaches to teaching ESP and try out the new teaching methods,

procedures and techniques depending on the students’ language needs.
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Based on these results, AlBakrawi (2013) suggested that curriculum designers should
consider the identification of learners' needs in EFL contexts as the resulting needs
would be of paramount importance to the initial steps of curriculum/syllabus design
process in ESP fields. He also recommended conducting further ESP research that
investigates Jordanian ESP students' language needs in different universities and

school streams.

Finally, AlDohon’s (2014) study aimed to find out the needs, functions and problems
of 46 tourist police serving in different workplaces in Jordan with the help of a
questionnaire. The findings revealed that the participants regarded oral skills
(speaking and listening) as the most significant skills, followed by reading and
writing. They urgently needed to develop these oral skills in addition to reading as
they were faced with problems using them. The English language functions noted as
the most needed were providing services, general conversation, answering questions
and solving problems. Furthermore, the tourist police encountered several difficulties
in using English, and these included speaking too fast by the tourists, using
inappropriate English in speaking, limited knowledge of lexis, and inability to use

grammar in writing.

The body of literature reviewed displayed a good range of research conducted on
ESP needs in different contexts with an emphasis on problems, skills and
communicative functions needed for study and work purposes. Most surveyed the
learning needs, and language skills and functions wanted, but a few could manage to
use the results to plan an ESP program/course syllabus in response to these needs. It
is even fewer that contextual research could reflect the gap between what is needed
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and what is actually performed as regards English language use in the tourism field
in Jordan from the perspective of all involved, not only at the academic level (i.e.,
Tourism students and instructors) but also at the professional level to include
graduates and local employers whose views are seldom discussed in academic
research on needs analysis and ESP curriculum design (AlKhatib, 2005). More
importantly, one can hardly ever find a research study that reviews an existing ESP
program or syllabus, investigate needs, and allow for stakeholders’ participation in
stating how a curriculum can be improved or how a syllabus can be planned in terms
of goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and assessment and
student performance. It is proposed that such research, when conducted, would
contribute to the literature on contextual ESP program evaluation and syllabus
design, especially when it is built on solid theoretical models and when it invites all
stakeholders, including those rarely-mentioned in the tourism field (i.e., graduates
and employers) to participate in the decision-making processes (e.g., evaluation and

syllabus planning).

As the situation of TE in Jordan may appear the same in most vocational contexts,
the present study, however, is an extensive case study conducted in a particular
university context called MU at two stages, namely, ‘evaluation of program
effectiveness’, and ‘needs analysis for a TE syllabus’. At the former stage, the study
aims to evaluate the language program to investigate the English language needs and
problems of Tourism students at MU. The latter stage, however, seeks to identify the
need for a TE syllabus as an improvement to the existing curriculum as perceived by

all of the above-mentioned stakeholders.
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Studies focusing on needs-based evaluation and syllabus design usually encourage a
multiplicity of data collection sources and methods and the involvement of different
stakeholders as this will validate the results and add credit to the study’s reliability
(AlFehaid, 2011; Brown, 1995; Richards, 2001). Therefore, the present study seeks
to involve different stakeholders (i.e., students, graduates, English and Tourism
instructors, and employers) to gather information from multiple sources via multiple
means (e.g., document analysis, surveys, and interviews). Reporting the findings of
these various sources is suggested to give a clearer picture of language and learning
needs within the evaluation and syllabus design perspectives; consequently, provide

answers to the research questions asked.
2.7 Theoretical Framework

The current study deploys both Stufflebeam’'s (1971) CIPP and Nation and
Macalister's (2010) models to form a compact complementary approach that directly
matches and informs the steps of the research process (language program evaluation
and syllabus design). As in most research on curriculum and syllabus design, the
study follows a linear approach that begins with evaluation (evaluate curriculum
effectiveness, research needs, and report findings) using Stufflebeam's (1971) CIPP
and is then complemented with Nation and Macalister's (2010) theoretical views on
syllabus design, which exploit the reported findings in innovating a syllabus plan in a

particular ESP context (i.e., Tourism English).

Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP model seems to be the most consistent evaluation model
to use in the current study as it derives its purpose from the two decision-making
evaluation approaches, namely, management-based and consumer-based evaluations.

The CIPP model takes features from both approaches to complement the
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development and performance of the curriculum at all its evaluation stages (i.e.,
context, input, process, and product). It takes that feature of management-based to
evaluate the program (the GE and Specialty courses) offered in the Tourism
Department at MU and provide information about its effectiveness to provide
adequate TE training that meets students' needs, wants and lacks based on the
perceptions of all stakeholders (students, English and subject-matter instructors,
alumni, and tourism employers). The results of this evaluation will inform decision-
making and leave a space for consumer-based evaluation to take a role in aiding the
decisions about what needs to be improved in the curriculum to meet students' needs,
wants and lacks. This will also further aid in taking decisions about what to adopt,
select, or innovate to disseminate as a remedy to make the curriculum as effective as
possible. Needless to say, the CIPP model combines both summative and formative
evaluation roles which constitute a major contribution of the management-based

approach.

Once decisions about improvements to the program are at hand, the
recommendations resulting from the data will build up a grounding basis for moving
forward to decide on what to innovate or adopt in response to the learner and societal
needs. In other words, as the study aims to evaluate the English language program in
meeting students' Tourism English needs, wants, and lacks, the perceptual data from
all stakeholders will help in finding a practical solution to improve the program by
planning a Tourism-English course syllabus that is mainly based on the

recommendations and decisions reported from the gathered data.
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As stated in the literature, the CIPP model seeks to evaluate and provide information
to improve and make decisions about adopting practical solutions to the program;
however in theory, not in practice. That is, it doesn’t itself innovate a practical
solution addressing the reported decision. As this study takes the report-do design, it
employs Nation and Macalister's (2010) views on syllabus design innovations which
take a long journey to be planned, implemented and evaluated as in the Stufflebeam's
(1971) CIPP. Briefly, the study partially utilizes Nation and Macalister's (2010)
evaluation model to further complement Stufflebeam's (1971) CIPP in finding a
possible practical solution (i.e., designing a Tourism-English syllabus) based on the
data coming from the CIPP evaluations. Hence, only the inner concentric circle that
represents syllabus design in Nation and Macalister's (2010) model was regarded to
decide on planning the intended syllabus in terms of goals, content and sequencing,

format and presentation, and monitoring and assessing.

This complementary approach that merges both models ultimately focuses on a
systematic process of identifying and evaluating needs and objectives and improving
the existing curriculum through adopting a TE syllabus plan that is informed by the
stakeholders’ perceptions according to Nation and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus
design four definite criteria, namely, goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessment. Such a combination of the two models
is deemed needed in the present study as they serve its two main goals: evaluation
and syllabus design. Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP is seen adequate to evaluate not to
plan for improvement (i.e., plan for a new syllabus), whereas Nation and
Macalister’s (2010) model is better used to design not to evaluate. Hence, both

models complement each other in making a fully-compact theoretical framework
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upon which the study is backboned. Figure 2. 6 shows how this theoretical

framework employs a complementary systematic approach to both evaluation and

syllabus design in a way that informs the methodology to be utilized.
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Figure 2.6: The theoretical framework of the current study

As illustrated in the figure, the models appeared to guide the chronology of the
research questions. For the first question, the researcher utilized Stufflebeam’s
(1971) CIPP model to evaluate the existing program at MU and categorized the
findings according to this model. For the second question, it was thought that Nation
and Macalister’s (2010) model would be more appropriate especially when we
describe the needs to design a new syllabus in terms of goals, content and

sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment, all of which
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should be shaped according to the principles that reflect our teaching and learning

philosophy.

To sum up, the two models represent history and geography which describe the
context and the problem of the study in order to pave the way for its methodology.
They also represent an act-and-react approach to investigate a local context through
evaluation and then adopt decisions about changes and improvements through needs

analysis.

Combining the two models to evaluate and investigate syllabus needs in an ESP
context such as Tourism in a particular setting such as Jordan, seems to be very rare
in the literature. Therefore, it is hoped that the study will add insights to the literature

on contextual needs-based ESP curriculum and syllabus design case studies.
2.8 Summary

This chapter reviewed the literature on language program evaluation and needs
analysis for curriculum and syllabus design purposes. Several issues have been
thoroughly discussed concerning approaches and models to needs analysis and
evaluation from an ESP perspective and sketched the scenario on the related
literature on the needs-based evaluation as being experienced in different ESP
contexts around the world. This examination of the literature provided a theoretical

basis that informed this study and paved the way for its methodology.
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter gives reference to the practical considerations of the research study
including the research design and how it was implemented in terms of data collection
and analysis. More specifically, the whole implementation process guided by
Stufflebeam’s (1971) and Nation and Macalister's (2010) evaluation models is

explained in detail.
3.1 Research Design

Research within the evaluation and needs-based perspectives is often conducted as
case studies in context (Richards, 2001). Accordingly, this research was designed as
a case study that approaches language program evaluation and syllabus design to
adhere to the two-step process of the research questions asked. Case studies within
this perspective call for the involvement of a mixed-method triangular approach
(Brown & Rogers, 2004; Fraenkel & Wallen, 2010; Salkind, 2000) that necessitates a
qualitative and quantitative research design to be conducted during the stages of the
study. This admixture of both data collection approaches aimed at processing
information about a local EFL situation where a specific type of English (i.e.,
Tourism English) was needed. Such information processing was consistent with the
two steps of the research questioning pattern. The first step took the processes of
describing, evaluating, and reviewing the existing language program (i.e., the six

General English and specialty courses) at the Archaeology and Tourism Department
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at Mu'tah University (henceforth, MU). The second step, on the other hand, was
concerned with exploring the learner and societal needs through needs analysis with
the aim to design a new Tourism English (TE) syllabus as a way to improve the
program. Evaluating the language program helped investigate how effective this
program was to meet the Tourism students' needs, wants and lacks. Needs analysis,
on the other hand, helped to plan a new syllabus based on the perceptual data coming
from the stakeholders about the changes they thought necessary to meet the targeted

students’ needs and expectations.

The results of the two steps were reported systematically to address the planning
stage of syllabus design. In other words, the results helped in having a clear plan of
intended TE syllabus as being totally informed by stakeholders’ needs and their
perceptions of how the syllabus should be structured in terms of goals, content and

sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

Evaluating the effectiveness of the addressed language program was carried out
depending on Stufflebeam's (1971) four CIPP evaluation stages (i.e., context, input,
process and product) which allowed for reviewing and examining the six GE and
specialty courses in terms of the CIPP minor domains; namely, course aims and
objectives, content and materials, conduct and teaching-learning process, and
assessment and student performance. The results of this evaluation-based step were
analyzed and presented according to this model with its stages and domains. Such
evaluation was complemented by a needs analysis that deployed Nation and
Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design model to research the stakeholders’ needs of
Tourism English (TE) and investigate their perceptions of how a TE syllabus should
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look like in terms of the model’s four syllabus design criteria, namely, goals, content
and sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment. The
findings of this step will be reported under these criteria as part of the planning for

the intended syllabus.

This syllabus plan, once developed and implemented, would be an attempt to bridge
the gap between students' TE incompetency and the absence of a communicative
syllabus which integrates those language skills that are mostly needed to perform
tourism and archaeology study and professional tasks. Put simply, the syllabus-based
plan was informed by Nation and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design framework as
it provided a linear approach to syllabus design processes that began with goal
setting, followed by descriptions of content and sequencing, format and presentation,
and monitoring and assessment. In light of this framework, several issues were taken
into account in relation to syllabus planning. These included determining goals and
objectives, developing the course rationale, selecting a syllabus approach, deciding
on content and how it should be sequenced, developing and selecting authentic ESP
materials, determining the format in which materials should be presented, and

deciding on the teaching methods and assessment.

This complementary approach which combines both Stufflebeam's (1971) CIPP and
Nation and Macalister's (2010) evaluation models, has been initiated in a way that
suits the context of the study and informs what should be done as regards evaluation,
needs analysis and syllabus design. It seems to be linear and compact enough to

provide a simpler multi-stepped process that responds to a local context in an act-
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and-react framework to evaluate, research needs, innovate a syllabus plan and seek
improvements.

The research design was aligned with the Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP evaluation
components (context, input, process, and product) and clearly supported the
development of the analytical structure used to analyze and interpret results. Firstly,
context evaluation was concerned with examining the full operative context of the
English and the Archaeology and Tourism departments at MU where the GE and
specialty courses are offered to Archaeology and Tourism students. This examination
included a review of documents related to the courses that represent the language
program (six courses, three GE and three specialty courses) such as course
syllabuses, course materials (i.e., textbooks) and/or any other documents (e.g.,
department's mission, goals, objectives, strategies, etc.) that show detailed
information about the development of the program in the Archaeology and Tourism
Department. It also included general information and documents that gave reference
to the setting and facilities available at the research site and to the background of the
people in that setting (i.e., current students, graduates, English and subject-matter

instructors, and employers).

Secondly, input evaluation sought to provide a detailed description of the six courses
offered in the Tourism Department in terms of their written syllabuses, descriptions
of aims and objectives, course materials and the assessment tools used. It also
intended to describe and analyze these courses through the four CIPP domains
including ‘course aims and objectives’, ‘course contents and materials’, ‘course
conduct and teaching-learning process’, and ‘assessment and student performance’.

These courses were specified as General English courses that include English
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language 99, English language | 101, and English Language Il 102, and specialty
courses taught in English consisting of English Terminology in Archaeology and
Tourism, Tourism Management, and Communication Skills in English (see Appendix

C for more information about the courses and their codes).

Thirdly, process evaluation was concerned with investigating how stakeholders (i.e.,
the current students, graduates, English instructors and subject-matter instructors)
evaluate the above-mentioned courses in terms of the four previous criteria; namely,
1) course aims and objectives, ii) course contents and materials, iii) course conduct
and teaching-learning process, and iv) assessment and student performance. Such an
investigation required the utilization of different data collection instruments such as
questionnaires, interviews, document analysis, etc. Process evaluation also sought to
investigate the employers’ perceptions of how well the Tourism graduates were
linguistically and professionally prepared for future careers in Tourism. This
investigation gave the researcher some insights about the effectiveness of the courses

and the program as indicated by the graduates' proficiency in Tourism English.

Finally, product evaluation focused on drawing altogether the resultant data from the
three previously-discussed evaluation stages (i.e., context, input, and process) to
report findings in a way that might aid making decisions on bringing about changes
to the current program (i.e., designing a TE syllabus that attends to students' needs,
wants, and lacks). In other words, product evaluation helped in investigating what is
recommended for a change or improvement as drawn from the generated data
coming from the previous evaluations as well as from the researcher's own
experiences and observations.
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Product evaluation in this study is suggested to pave the way for the syllabus design
processes and implementation to take place, thus leaving a space for Nation and
Macalister's (2010) evaluation model to complement the CIPP and guide the syllabus
development in terms of design, implementation and evaluation. In this way, product
evaluation connected together the two research steps, namely, evaluation and needs
analysis and syllabus design. Interestingly, product evaluation narrowed down the
focus of the research to a syllabus-development perspective and integrated Nation
and Macalister's (2010) model to generate a clear plan that describes the intended TE
syllabus in terms of goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and
monitoring and assessing. Figure 3.1 gives reference to the visual representation of

the whole research design within its theoretical perspectives.

It is to this end the two research stages (i.e., language program evaluation and needs
analysis) were fulfilled and investigated in a way that sets the ground to the next step
to improve the program by innovating a whole-picture plan of the intended TE
syllabus, which when done, would make it easier for syllabus designers and material

writers to proceed for developing and implementing the syllabus.
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3.2 Context and Participants

The context of the study is the Archaeology and Tourism Department at Mu'tah
University, one of the leading state universities in Jordan. This university is not
considered an English-medium instruction context as most curricula are taught in
Arabic, the students’ mother-tongue. Nonetheless, the English language is deemed
important in some departments including the Archaeology and Tourism Department.
Six courses are given in English as part of the curriculum, and these represent the

English language program that provides TE training.

Just like other departments either in MU or other universities in the country, students
come to the Tourism Department with very little ability in English despite being
taught the language at school from kindergarten to 12" Grade (i.e., Secondary stage)
(Rababah, 2003). Although all university students take three General English courses
as part of the national program called Disseminating English Language Skills (CHE,
2000), they still encounter serious problems with using the English language in their

fields of study (AlJaafreh, 2008).

It was observed that there was not any specialized TE course or syllabus given as
part of the Department’s curriculum. As such, it is suggested that the TE training
provided by the English language program might be inadequate to prepare students
to use English appropriately in their field of study and future work, and thus fail to

meet their needs and expectations.

As a place that has been rarely researched regarding ESP training, evaluation, needs
analysis, and syllabus design innovation, this particular context deserves to be
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investigated by following the two research steps. At first, the study aims at
evaluating the effectiveness of this language program in providing adequate TE
training and meet needs and expectations. Aligned with this evaluation, the study
will investigate stakeholders’ needs and perceptions of having a TE syllabus as well

as their suggestions and views as to how this syllabus should be structured.

It is assumed that this needs-based evaluation will help better address the gap
between needs and the graduates’ incompetency in TE, adopt decisions about making
improvement to the curriculum, and innovate a TE syllabus plan that is totally based
on the needs and perceptions of those stakeholders who could best describe the

situation with TE and what such a syllabus should look like.

This overall evaluative and innovative process requires collecting information about
the whole context being studied through a theoretically-modeled language program
evaluation. Such a model is suggested to provide a basis for conducting a needs-
based evaluation whose major participants are:

- the students and the recent graduates of the Archaeology and Tourism

Department,

- instructors of both English and Archaeology and Tourism departments, and

- tourism-related employers (at travel agencies and bureaus, for example).
In the case of the student respondents, the study took only the undergraduate students
as they are high in number and have a fresh experience with the courses (i.e., GE and
Specialty courses). Although the students at the postgraduate level (i.e., Master's
level) could be included, they might not be as responsive as undergraduates to
describe the educational setting or evaluate the effectiveness of the program. In
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addition, they might not have had the same experience of the curriculum as a result
of being graduates of universities other than MU. In other words, it was believed that
undergraduates would be more familiar with the program and the curriculum and

hence they could best describe the situation as they are experiencing it.

Although all undergraduate students at the Archaeology and Tourism Department
could have participated in the study, only senior (fourth-year) students were invited,
assuming that they have already completed the English language program courses
(i.e., GE and Specialty courses), and thus they are considered more informed to share
their experiences and views in relation to the research questions asked. It is supposed
that this particular group of students could better address their language needs and
problems with TE. As they are closer to graduation, their interests and motivations in
using English are proposed to be higher. Their understanding of the current tourism-
related practice and of the extremely-valued requirements for specialized knowledge
and skills in English as a future-job guarantee, is also suggested to be of paramount
thinking. In other words, fourth-year students are more concerned with learning
English for tourism and archaeology purposes as their worries of not finding jobs
arise, especially when they discover the gap between their incompetency in English
and their far-fetched needs and expectations. Needless to say, these students will be
touching the reality of practice compared to their under-division counterparts (i.e.,
freshmen and sophomores, and even juniors). To this end, the study suggests that this
group of students is more appropriate to be researched and helped as their
understanding of their linguistic and practical needs is a major source of having more
reliable and valid information necessary for planning and designing the suggested

syllabus.
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The graduates of the Archaeology and Tourism Department also represent a good
source of information in relation to the research focus. Although the University has
been graduating Archaeology and Tourism students since 1998, it was not possible
for this study to include all graduates; therefore, it deemed necessary to have only
those who graduated in the last two years as they were supposed to be closer to study
and to the current curriculum offered. Limiting the number of those recent graduates

was carried out with the help of the Alumni Unit at the university.

The instructors from the English and the Tourism departments were thought to
provide valuable information about the program courses and how helpful they are to
equip students with knowledge, language and professional skills needed in the field.
And finally, employers were involved in the study as participants as they would
clearly address how graduates are prepared for their future jobs and state how a
syllabus should look like depending on their experiences of what is actually needed
by graduates to fulfill work duties. These employers constituted travel agencies,
national airline companies, archaeological museums, hotels and local archaeology
directorates. These employers were all found as participating members in the MU's
Job Search Gate, a unit of the Training, Consultation and Community Service Center
at MU, which links the university with other tourism institutions in Jordan to help

graduates with training and job opportunities.

The study presupposes that the selected participating groups are the most important
sources to collect data and answer the study's two-stepped questions (i.e., evaluation
and syllabus-based needs). Their opinions are suggested to reflect the gap between
what is needed and what is actually done as regards TE skills training. As students
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and graduates are said to be more informed to evaluate the program, instructors and
employers may better identify what exactly graduates need to know and be able to do
with TE. All are able to state what they think a course syllabus should be like in
terms of goals, content, teaching-learning process, and assessment. Employers could
also give their opinions of whether TE training at MU is a success based on their
experience with or views about the graduates’ English proficiency and their
assumingly related knowledge of the curriculum as being participating members in
the University's Job Search Gate. In short, the participants' views would then give a
detailed picture of what an ESP Tourism course syllabus should look like from the
perspective of those in the field at the academic and professional levels.

3.2.1 Population and Sample of the Study

The total number of the fourth-year Tourism students at the university context was
150 students (aged 21-23) comprising 79 (53%) males and 71 (47%) females. These
were registered students during the first semester of the academic year 2015/2016 as

their last (39%) and before-last (61%) semester.

The study used the simple random sampling procedures to select its participants.
Described as the situation where each member of the population has an equal
opportunity to be chosen using simple probability (Brown & Rogers, 2004; Creswell,
2003; Salkind, 2000), this random sampling technique is often utilized to produce
representative samples (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2010; Gay & Airasian, 2003; Salkind,
2000; Salkind, 2000). Following this, 75 fourth-year students were randomly selected
to participate in the study and fill in the Student Questionnaire, but unfortunately,
only 64 questionnaires were returned to the researcher. To ensure reliable results,

three questionnaires were discarded from the analysis as they contained incomplete
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and missing responses; and thus, only 61 questionnaires were part of the total

analysis of results.

Only nine students participated in the interviews, four of whom agreed to be
interviewed after completing the Student Survey as they wrote down their names and
contacts in the spaces left as an invitation at the end of the survey. The other five
students, however, were later reached through the Tourism Department's Facebook

page, and the interviews were conducted with them via Skype upon their consent.

As provided by the University’s Alumni Unit, the total number of the graduates
(those graduated two years before the academic year 2015/2016) was 74, all aged 22-
25 years old. With the help of the Alumni Unit, 41 of them were reached and
contacted to participate in the study Only 38 agreed to participate in the study as they
filled in the Graduate Questionnaire and sent it back to the researcher's email.
Similarly, two questionnaires were discarded for reliability issues, and thus the total
sample of the graduates was 36. Twenty-one of these graduates (58%) were
employed in tourism-related jobs in the country except two who were working in

fields other than Tourism. The other 15 (42%); however, were unemployed.

Regarding the number of graduates who participated in the interviews, it was eleven
graduates in total. Only five of these graduates showed agreement to be interviewed
in person after completing the Graduate Questionnaire, whereas the other six were
later reached through the Tourism Department’s Facebook page and they showed

agreement to be interviewed via Skype. Five of these interviewed graduates (around
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45%) were unemployed, while the other six (55%) were working in the tourism field,

except one who was working as a school teacher.

The instructor participants were composed of four instructors from the English
Department and six instructors from the Archeology and Tourism Department. They
were randomly selected after showing agreement to participate in the interviews
during the first-time visit to their offices. They were of different academic ranks, i.e.,
Master's (3 English instructors and 1 Tourism instructor) and Ph.D. (5 from Tourism
Department and 2 from the English Department) and different teaching experiences
at their respected departments (with 10 and 21 years as averages in the English and
Tourism departments, respectively). Four Tourism and three English instructors were
approached in person by the researcher to conduct the interviews whereas the others
(1 English and 2 Tourism instructors) were interviewed via Skype based on their

request.

Despite being many in the University’s Job Search Gate, a total number of only 12
employers replied back the researcher’s invitation email agreeing to participate in the
study. Those were then contacted to have appointments for the interviews. Six
employers were approached in person by the researcher, whereas the others were
interviewed via Skype upon their own request. The interviewed employers
represented travel agencies, national airline companies, archaeological museums and

a local archaeology directorate.

Table 3.1 gives a summary of the totals of the study samples for each participant

group and research instrument, whereas Table 3.2 gives a summary of the
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participants’ profile with information about their designations and the interview

channel each participant preferred.

Table 3.1: Total of study samples per participant/instrument

Instrument students  Graduates English Tourism Employers Total
instructors instructors
Questionnaire 61 36 -- -- -- 97
Interviews 9 11 4 6 12 42
Totals 70 47 4 6 12 139
Table 3. 2: Interview participants' profile
Current Students Graduates
,, | Code Semester Code Job
§ s [StA Last " Grad. A | Works at an archaeology museum
$> | StB Before-last § = | Grad. B | Tour guide
g' g St.C Before-last $ S| Grad. C Unemployed
== |stD Last T £ | Grad. D_| Unemployed
St. E Last — = | Grad. E Travel agent at X travel agency
St. F Before-last Grad. F School teacher
2 |StG Last 2 Grad. G | Unemployed
Q g St. H Before-last S Grad. H Receptionist at Y Hotel
— | St Last - Grad. | Unemployed
§ Grad. J Unemployed
% Grad. K | Tour operator
Instructors Employers
Code Job Code Job
Inst. A Tourism Instructor Emp. A Chief of Arch. Directorate
Inst. B Tourism Instructor Emp. B Chief of National Arch. Museum
Inst. C Tourism Instructor 2 Emp. C Training manager at X Travel
2 = Agency
°§ Inst. D Tourism Instructor § Emp. D Training manager at Y Travel
S £ Agency
= Inst. E English Instructor § Emp. E Personnel manager at X Airlines
S 5 Co.
Zf-,_ Inst. F English Instructor g' Emp. F Personnel manager at Y Airlines
T - Co.
= Inst. G English Instructor > Emp. G Chief of staff manager at S Hotel
Inst. H Tourism Instructor | .2 Emp. H Chief of Arch. Directorate
Inst. | Tourism Instructor g Emp. | Spa manager
2 |lInst.J English Instructor IS Emp.J Event & conference organizer
@ > 2 Emp. K | Hotel service Manager
<8 < Emp. L Chairman of P Travel & Tourism
N = N Institute
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3.3 Data Collection Instrumentation

As mentioned above, the study draws on multiple sources to gather data, and utilizes
a number of data collection instruments each of which corresponds to the research
steps discussed earlier. This section gives necessary elaborations on these
instruments in connection with the research objectives and the addressed participants.
The data collection instruments are also presented according to the chronology of
their procedural implementation.

3.3.1 Documentation Analysis

In language program evaluation, the analysis of documents is a major source, and it
is mostly carried out to understand contextual information related to the instructional
context, program updates, plans and policies, or curriculum and syllabus design
theory (Caulley, 1983; Lynch, 1996; Patton, 2002; Ross, 2005; Watanabe, 2006).
According to Lynch (1996), the most common document types that can be collected
and analyzed in language program evaluation are those which can reveal the official
and stated views of a program such as course syllabuses, outcomes statements, goals
and missions, students' enrollment and achievement records, instructor/curriculum

handbooks, and/or any other official documents that may be of help to evaluation.

Following this definition, the study focused on the documents that were available
both in written or by searching the university’s official website (www.mutah.edu.jo).
These documents specifically included statements of missions and goals, list of the
courses and course descriptions, descriptions of course aims and objectives (i.e.,
outcome statements), instructors’ course syllabuses, the Total-English series
textbooks used in the three GE courses, as well as the other learning materials and

references used in the specialty courses. As noted above, most of these documents
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were related to the six courses that constitute the English language program which
provides TE training to the Tourism students, and these were English Language 99
(1802099), English Language | 101 (1802101), English Language 11 102 (1802102),
Communication Skills in English (1603326), English Terminology in Archaeology
and Tourism (1603207), and Tourism Management in English (1603329) (for further

information about the courses and their codes, see Appendix C).

The analysis of these documents helps one understand the local program, its
instructional context, and how it is being effectively/ineffectively implemented to
fulfill learner and societal needs in relation to TE. Furthermore, it can provide helpful
information about the teaching and learning process and how the program is planned,
implemented and evaluated in the Tourism Department.

3.3.2 Questionnaires as an Evaluation Approach

Questionnaires can be used as a useful evaluation tool, and they are the first
instrument one may think of to collect data in language program evaluation (Davis,
2011) and needs analysis (Richards, 2001). According to Norris and Watanabe
(2011), the utilization of questionnaires emphasizes both use and usefulness when
being situated in evaluation methods, and when being so, they may explicitly ensure
that evaluations influence programs in the way stakeholders wish. Carrying out
questionnaires this way, it would be quite possible for people doing evaluations in
their programs to use the results for understanding and improvement (Davis, 2011;

Norris & Watanabe, 2011; Patton, 2008).

As informed by the two research steps (evaluation and needs analysis), the present
study undertook a two-part self-administered questionnaire called Effectiveness-
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necessity Questionnaire which was theoretically modeled depending on both
Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP and Nation and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design
model. The term effectiveness-necessity was made to address the evaluation-needs
construct, inform the two previous models in order and correspond to the two main
parts of the questionnaire. While Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP evaluation stages
(context, input, process, product) informed the first part of the questionnaire to
address evaluating the program effectiveness, Nation and Macalister’s (2010) model
in relation to syllabus design apprised the second part of the questionnaire to research
necessities needed to improve the program and describe what a TE course syllabus

should look like based on the stakeholders’ perceptions and suggestions.

Before the distribution of this questionnaire among the current students and
graduates of the Archaeology and Tourism Department, of course, it was piloted and
modified in its structure and wording to suit the participants. Details about this
piloting stage and the modifications made are discussed later in the Trustworthiness

section under the Reliability heading 3.5.4, p. 139.

The first part of this effectiveness-necessity questionnaire took an evaluative
perceptual basis in its question types to address how both current students and
graduates of the Tourism Department perceive the effectiveness of the TE training as
provided by the language program offered in the Tourism Department. The second
part was built upon this evaluative-perceptual basis to address what changes these
participants perceive as necessary to meet their needs, thus bring about change to the

language program and curriculum.
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Both parts (i.e., Program Evaluation and Needs Analysis parts) of this questionnaire
attempted to provide suggestions and recommendations to the design of the intended
TE syllabus in terms of goals, course rationale and objectives, course structure,
teaching methods and materials, and evaluation of both assessment and evaluation
tools/procedures. They also offered suggestions in relation to the overall evaluation

of syllabus design processes as illustrated by Nation and Macalister's (2010) model.

The questionnaire was devised to include three main parts that gather information
about the participants' demographic details (e.g., gender, age group, university level,
interest in Tourism English, etc.), their perceptions of the program effectiveness as
well as their needs, wants, and necessities as regards TE. In the first part, the
participants were expected to answer eight-nine questions (eight for graduates) by
ticking the appropriate box that suits their choice. Unlike demographics, the
questions of the other two parts (i.e., Program Evaluation and Needs Analysis) were
mostly formatted in a five-point Likert-scale closed form that ranged from 5

(Strongly Agree) to 1 (Strongly Disagree).

The second part (i.e., Program Evaluation part) of the questionnaire included
questions in four domains in addition to a comment-like domain where participants
were required to give their answers to a set of open-ended questions. These four

domains were as follows.
- Domain A (Course aims and objectives): Twenty-nine ‘I-can’ statements
were provided and listed under all language skills and areas (listening,

speaking, reading, writing, and grammar).
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- Domain B (course contents and materials): Thirteen questions were listed
under this domain which aimed to solicit information about the provision of
Tourism-related content and materials in the six courses offered within the
language program.

- Domain C (Course conduct/ teaching-learning process): Eleven items in this
domain focused on the effectiveness of the ways/methods used for better
delivery of content.

- Domain D (Assessment and student performance): This domain had 10
questions which probed information about the effectiveness of the assessment

procedures used to measure students' performance.

The third part of the Effectiveness-necessity Questionnaire was entirely left to a
thorough needs analysis where the main focus was on the students’ and graduates'
perceptions of what they thought necessary to bring about change to the program
offered at the Tourism Department. It started with 16 items that asked about their
needs and wants as regards TE. Based on the participants' agreement on Item 16 "We
need the curriculum to offer a special course that focuses on communication in
tourism", this part extends its focus to solicit the participants' needs and wants as
regards how this suggested TE course should look like in terms of Nation and
Macalister's (2010) syllabus design criteria, namely, goals (8 items), content and
sequencing (9 items), format and presentation (11 items), and monitoring and
assessment (9 items). Therefore, 37 questions expressing these needs and wants were
listed under these criteria in a five-point Likert-scale form. Additional questions were

regarded in a separate section, aiming to probe answers about participants' course
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expectations and their preferences of topics to be included or things to be done to
learn best.

3.3.3 Interviews in Evaluation

Following the questionnaire’s methodological orientation, the interviews followed
the same effectiveness-necessity construct, corresponding to the two steps; namely
evaluation and needs analysis. The questions of these interviews were structured
depending on both Stufflebeam's (1971) CIPP and Nation and Macalister's (2010)
models as they both follow program evaluation stages and syllabus design criteria,

respectively.

The participants in these effectiveness-necessity interviews varied as the interviews
were conducted with different groups of participants, including the current students
and graduates of the Tourism Department, English and subject-matter instructors,
and tourism-related employers. The graduates and current students participated in
semi-structured interviews which contained a set of pre-planned open-ended
questions that asked about the program effectiveness in meeting needs and the
changes they find necessary to improve the language program and provide adequate
TE training to students and graduates. Interviews of this type are said to provide a
relaxing atmosphere to both students and graduates to give in-depth detailed
information in relation to the questions asked. Semi-structured interviews have been
proved to be worth investigating educational matters as they provide extra time for
preparing participants psychologically and mentally (Doérnyei, 2003; Fox, 2009;
Fraenkel & Wallen, 2010; Gay & Airasian, 2003; Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). In

other words, in semi-structured interviews, longer time is usually needed to make
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participants feel comfortable to freely and flexibly share their viewpoints and

experiences.

Similarly, participants such as English and subject-matter instructors as well as
employers were asked to take part in the effectiveness-necessity interviews. They
were interviewed in a structured pattern where the open-ended questions were
carefully pre-planned and well-timed to capture the type of information needed. This
was suggested to ensure having clear and to-the-point responses due to the nature of
the structured interview type which necessitates directness of questions (Fox, 2009;
Fraenkel & Wallen, 2010; Gay & Airasian, 2003; Salkind, 2000). Timing and
directness in the structured interviews are said to ensure the willingness of these
participants to be part of the study as considerations to their availability and limited
time were taken as a major concern.

In short, the interviews were Informed the two theoretical models used in the study.
Furthermore, the interview questions were designed to serve the research purpose
and give the participants the opportunity to first spell out their evaluations of the
English language program offered at the Tourism Department, and then state their
opinions as regards the need for designing a TE syllabus which would fulfill the

needs of the Tourism students.

Each interview type was structured to include eight questions (but six questions only
for English instructors). In the Student and Graduate’s Interviews, Questions 1-4
sought responses about program effectiveness, whereas the others focused on needs-
based suggestions for a TE syllabus (see Appendices M-P). In the Employers’
Interviews; on the other hand, the first three questions were evaluation-oriented, and
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the rest took a needs-based perceptive (see Appendices U and V). The instructors’
interviews (English and Tourism) targeted evaluation in the first three questions,

whereas the rest were needs-focused (see Appendices Q-T).

An overview of the methodology of the whole study can be better understood in
Table 3.3 which, according to the research objectives, specifies each step of the study

with the data collection instruments used.

Table 3.3: General Overview of the Methodology and Research Steps

Step Q. | About Instrument Stakeholder
Step 1 Q1 | Perceptions | -Effectiveness-necessity | - Student and graduates of
Language on Questionnaire (Part 1) the Tourism Department
program effectiveness
evaluation -Effectiveness-necessity | - Student and graduates of
Interviews (Part 1) the Tourism Department
(semi-structured interviews
- Document analysis | with open-ended
questions).

- Instructors and employers
(structured interviews with
open-ended questions)

Step 2 - Effectiveness-necessity | - Student and graduates of
Needs Q2 | Changes Questionnaire (Part 2) the Tourism Department
analysis needed (semi-structured
(necessities) | -Effectiveness-necessity | interviews).
Interviews (Part 2) - Instructors and employers

(structured interviews)

3.4 Data Collection Procedures

The data collection procedures followed in this study are various and multi-
dimensional. As a first step, a consent letter indicating the research purpose was sent
to the presidency of MU to have an agreement to conduct the present study in the
Department of Archaeology and Tourism. After approval, the presidency office sent
the letter to the Tourism and the English departments so as to provide help to the

researcher to conduct the study.
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After this agreement, the actual implementation of the research procedures started
with obtaining the available documents about missions, policy sheets, course
syllabuses, textbooks, course descriptions, etc. Such documents were then analyzed
and evaluated in response to whether the program/ courses attend to students’ TE
needs and expectations in terms of aims and objectives, content and materials,
conduct-teaching/learning process, and assessment and student performance
(Stufflebeam, 1971). This document analysis is intended to give information about
the effectiveness of the program courses (GE and specialty courses) in providing
sufficient TE training to the students and graduates at the Tourism Department. It
was also aimed from the objective analysis of the documents (e.g., the textbooks,
course syllabuses, course descriptions) to analyze the extent to which these materials
could provide tourism-related content in the GE courses and language
communication focus in the specialty courses. This analysis was described in terms
of approximated percentages for the tourism content in the GE courses and suggested
degrees (i.e., high, moderate and low) for the communication focus in the specialty

courses.

The effectiveness-necessity questionnaire was administered and distributed among
the students and the graduates at the end of the first semester of the academic year
2015/2016. The student questionnaire was distributed by the researcher himself with
the help of the course instructors at the Tourism Department. On the contrary, the
graduates were contacted with the help of the Alumni Unit of MU. They were
informed about the research purpose and required to respond to the questionnaire.
After obtaining their consent to participate, the questionnaire was sent to them via

email. Both types of the questionnaire ended with an invitation for students and
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graduates to participate in semi-structured interviews with the researcher’s name,
phone number and email address written in the invitation. The invitation also
included spaces for those who would like to participate to write down their personal
information and contacts and sign to make it easier for the researcher to arrange for
the interviews at their available time. As mentioned above, the participants were
interviewed through two channels; namely, in-person and Skype interviews. In-
person interviews were 30-45 minutes long, and they were conducted according to a
nine-day schedule between 7-15 January, 2016. The Skype interviews, however,
were 45 minutes long and were carried out in accordance with previously-arranged
time with each participant group. The interviews were conducted at their available
paces and time and in their mother tongue, i.e., Arabic, so as to provide a relaxing

atmosphere to capture as much information as possible.

Based on the current interview protocols followed in qualitative research (Jacob &
Furgerson, 2012; Patton, 2002), an interview guide was made for each participant
group so as to ensure consistency between interviews and increase the reliability of
the results. This guide was structured to include three main parts, namely, the
opening, the body, and the closing comments. The opening intended to establish
rapport with the participant and included an introductory interviewer-made script that
demonstrated the interview purpose and duration and ensured confidentiality and
informed consent. The body contained a set of open-ended questions arranged from
simple to difficult so as to list the topics to be covered, aid recording answers, and
consequently probe in-depth information as simply and systematically as possible.
Such questions were mostly descriptive and structural in nature and aimed to elicit a

large sample of utterances in the respondents’ native language. They also targeted
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explanations under the two study steps (i.e., evaluation and need-based suggestions),
and more specifically under the already determined criteria of the evaluation models
which were used to govern the theoretical framework and guide the research
questions. Finally, the closure involved a brief summary of the topics discussed in
the interview before ending with additional comments and information about the next

course of action to be taken.

With their consent, all the interviewees were recorded. Later, the recordings were
translated into English by the researcher whose mother tongue is Arabic, then
transcribed, analyzed, and linguistically coded and interpreted into in-depth written
units (Creswell, 2003; Seliger & Shohamy, 1989). In other words, content analysis
(Braun & Clarke, 2006; Creswell 2003) was deployed to qualitatively evaluate and
critically review what the participants said concerning the effectiveness/
ineffectiveness of the TE training provided by English language program offered and

their perceptions of the suggested TE course syllabus.
3.5 Data Analysis

As the analysis of the data was driven by the research questions and their underlying
theoretical models as well as the methods of data collection, the study implemented
different methods of data analysis depending on the nature of the data (i.e.,

quantitative or qualitative).

At first, the data collected from the available documents were analyzed using content
analysis (Babbie, 2003; Creswell, 2003; Krippendroff, 2004). Despite having a
plethora of definitions to content analysis as a technique that objectifies reality, the

evaluative perspective of this study grounds itself with defining content analysis as
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"the study of recorded human communications, such as books, websites, paintings
and laws" (Babbie, 2003, p. 350) and as a research technique that is used for "making
replicable and valid inferences from data to their context” (Krippendroff, 2004, p.
18). Following this, the related documents were critically reviewed and purposefully
analyzed in terms of their content so as to address any valid inference that may help
in this type of evaluation; more specifically, the evaluation of context and input. For
context evaluation, for example, the information gathered from the documents was
listed under certain themes, including the research site, missions and goals,
instructors and facilities. The documents related to the courses within the program
(i.e., input evaluation) were described and evaluated in terms of how much they
attend to the CIPP minor domains, namely, course aims and objectives, course
contents and materials, course conduct-teaching/learning process, and assessment
and student performance. Therefore, the information collected from the documents

was listed under these four domains.

Document analysis can be used to analyze the extent to which communicative
interaction opportunities are provided in the learning materials and textbooks
(Thompson, 2011). Following this, the analysis of course materials (e.g., course
syllabuses, textbooks, etc.) was also objectively described in terms of approximated
percentages of tourism-related content in the GE courses and language
communication focus in the specialty courses. For example, in the GE courses, the
researcher gave approximated percentages to weigh how much tourism-content was
included in each unit with its four lessons, considering that each lesson takes a 25%
value of the unit. The percentage of each tourism-related lesson unit within each

course book was rounded to a total percentage of the tourism-related content for the
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whole three total-English course books (Pre-intermediate-Upper-intermediate) used
for the three GE courses offered, English 099, English 101, and English 102. In the
specialty courses, however, it was hard to approximate percentages for how much
focus is kept on English communication; therefore, the researcher suggested
determining degrees (low, moderate and high) for this communication focus as
indicated by the course aims, the inclusion of communicative functions in the topics
selected, the teaching approach, the teaching techniques, and the assessment tools

and criteria used in the course.

The quantitative data gathered from the questionnaire were analyzed by means of the
Statistical Package for Social Sciences IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version
23.0. These results were tabulated and decoded using descriptive statistics in terms of

frequencies, percentages, means and standard deviations.

Aligned with the five-point Likert scale used, the statistical results were discussed
and interpreted in terms of classifying means into five degrees that show how high or
low (agree/disagree) the respondents’ perceptions of the program’s effectiveness and
their syllabus-based needs. As the interval between means in five-point scales was
found to be 0.80 (Akpur et al., 2016; Karatas & Fer, 2009), the suggested degrees
were made to match the mean intervals found between the responses on the scale.
Therefore, these degrees were as follows:

e Meanfrom1-1.79 (Very Low Degree)

e Mean from 1.80-2.59 (Low Degree)

e Mean from 2.60 -3.39 (Mid. Degree)

e Meanfrom3.40-4.19 (High Degree)
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e Meanfrom4.20 -5 (Very High Degree)

The traditional way of interpreting statistical Likert scale results was to dichotomize
the responses into two nominal categories, e.g., Agree and Disagree (Akpur et al.,
2016; Norman, 2010; Sullivan & Artino, 2013). Compared to analyzing the actual
scores, this dichotomization was seen to reduce the statistical power of the data
(Norman, 2010) and thus leave the level of agreement/disagreement unclear. As a
substitute, new approaches to results interpretation, although few, suggested treating
the scale responses as five ranked categorical measures all normally distributed
(Norman, 2010; Karatas & Fer, 2009). It is for these reasons, the current study seeks
to analyze its scale data in terms of the actual scores considering the response
categories as five ranked categories that rank the degree of agreement or

disagreement with a statement or question.

Discussing the results of the five-point Likert scale this way appears a necessity in
the study. It seeks to rate perceptions in terms of the highest-lowest
(agreement/disagreement) degree to be able to rank the importance level given to
which skill, problem, etc., as the most-least needed, or which language skill, activity,
task, approach, teaching technique, or assessment tool as the most-least effective to
be included in the syllabus. Evaluating a language program to plan for a course or a
syllabus would need such discussion of statistical results to inform what a TE

syllabus should look like as highly perceived by the participants.

For the qualitative data obtained by means of the interviews (verbal) and

questionnaire open-ended questions (written), the study applied Braun and Clarke's
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(2006) thematic analysis framework where several steps were followed to make the
data analysis process as explicit as possible. At first, the transcribed data corpus was
reviewed, and notes were made as early impressions of the data. The data were then
organized using open coding techniques (Maguire & Delahunt, 2017) to reduce data
into small chunks of meaning that apply to a research question or one of its
underlying theoretical thematic criteria. The data were later grouped under these
themes or subthemes to better check how supporting it was to the theme and capture
what the participants were saying. As themes were defined, descriptive quotes were
extracted from the written units (Ddrnyei, 2003; Palys, 1997; Seliger & Shohamy,
1989), and each quote was coded by a definite participant (e.g., Graduate A) under a
definite category or (sub)theme (e.g., Format and Presentation) that addresses a
broader theme or a question. The quotes were supported by a narrative for the

participants’ perceptions and suggestions, and some sample quotes were tabulated.

To sum, the evaluation-related results were analyzed under the CIPP’s major
categories and their four minor domains (i.e., ‘aims and objectives', ‘contents and
materials’, 'conduct/teaching-learning process’, and ‘'assessment and student
performance’). The needs-based results, however, were analyzed under Nation and
Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design criteria: ‘goals’, ‘content and sequencing’,

‘format and presentation’, and ‘monitoring and assessment’.

Table 3.4 gives reference to the data analysis techniques used for each research

question and instrument used.
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Table 3.4: Data analysis techniques as linked to the research questions and
instruments

Question and research | Data collection methods | Data analysis
step techniques
Document analysis Content analysis
Program evaluation Questionnaire Part 1 Descriptive statistics
Interviews and | Thematic analysis
questionnaire open-ended
questions
Needs analysis Questionnaire Part 2 Descriptive statistics
Interviews Thematic analysis

3.6 Trustworthiness

This section deals with the research ethical considerations that should be taken into
account to ensure smoothness of carrying out the study with total agreement of its
participants, thus add to both validity and reliability of the results obtained. By so
doing, the study may be of a major contribution to the literature on contextual
language program evaluation, needs analysis and syllabus design innovations.

3.6.1 Ethics

All the participants were briefed about the research. Their consent had been taken in
written before they participated in the study. They were also informed that all the
information gathered would be kept confidential and they could withdraw from the
research whenever they wished.

3.6.2 Triangulation

Triangulation is defined as a way to validate data, verify the accuracy of results and
improve the reliability and validity of research (Bryman, 2001; Denzin, 1973).
According to Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2007), triangulation examines the
consistency of findings by using multiple instruments, participants, analysis
techniques, or theoretical research designs. Similar to this definition, Denzin (1973)

proposed four types of triangulation which are related to data (e.g., at different times,
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different space, different people), investigator (i.e., different researchers using the
same instrument), theoretical orientations (i.e., qualitative or quantitative) and

methodological orientations (i.e., different methods to collect data from the same

people).

In the context of the present study, three types of triangulation were considered,
namely, data triangulation, theoretical and methodological triangulation. In other
words, the study attempted to utilize a mixed-method triangular approach which
combines the quantitative and qualitative research design to collect multiple data
from different participants (i.e., students, graduates, instructors and employers) by
using different instruments (i.e., questionnaires, interviews and document analysis).
In short, data collected in this study were triangulated by the use of multiple data
collection instruments used among different participants, and thus by multiple data.
The analysis procedures also varied based on each research step, participant group,
and the research instrument used; therefore, reliable and valid correlated results
might be obtained in a way that adds to the study's overall contribution in bridging
the gap in the related literature.

3.6.3 Consultation and Expertise

Relying on expert consultation is considered as an important part in establishing the
content validity of a research instrument and finding the extent to which all elements
within that instrument are relevant and representative of the entire domain or
domains the instrument seeks to measure (Haynes, Richard & Kubany, 1995).
Accordingly, the design of the research instruments was based on consulting experts
from different fields including research methodology (one expert), language and

interpretation (three experts), curriculum planning and syllabus design (one expert)

137



and educational innovation (one expert). Such consultations added credit to the
content validity of the instruments used, thus to the overall results of the present

study.

As regards the Effectiveness-necessity Questionnaire and Interviews, greater
consultation was made from the first drafting process. For example, after devising
the first draft of the questionnaire, they were sent to a panel of experts (i.e.,
academicians at the above-mentioned fields, more specifically, research
methodology and curriculum design). These experts were invited to check the
questionnaire according to how suitable and appropriate they were to both context
and the participant groups addressed. Based on their suggestions and feedback, some
items were reworded, others were deleted or rearranged in relation to their
appearance in the questionnaires. The interviews questions also undertook some
changes and modifications in the way some questions were asked. Two experts
suggested rewording, reordering, or even combining some questions together so as to
totally reflect their grounding evaluation and syllabus design models. An example of
this combination was putting together the themes in Question 4 (aims and objectives,
content and materials, conduct-teaching/learning process, and assessment and student
performance) and in Question 7 (goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation and monitoring and assessing) instead of having different and separate

questions for each theme (check Appendix M-V).

Increasingly, experts in fields like Interpretation (two experts) and Arabic Language
(one expert) were also consulted to help in translating and back-translating the
guestionnaire and interview questions. For instance, after having the first draft of the
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Arabic translated versions of the questionnaires and interviews, they were sent to an
Arabic language professor to check them in terms of suitability and grammatical
understandability. The final Arabic versions were again back-translated into English
with the help of two colleagues who were members of the Translation Committee in
the researcher’s workplace. Of course, they translated the questionnaire and the
interviews into English again without looking at the original English versions. As
this ensured complete matching of the Arabic-English versions, it also helped
increase total comprehensibility of the questions asked, and thus obtain valid and
reliable results from the two participant groups, students and graduates.

3.6.4 Reliability of the Instruments

The reliability of a research instrument is defined as the degree of consistency with
which the instrument measures the attribute it is supposed to be measuring, and it is
commonly used to reduce errors during the analysis of questionnaire responses
(Neuman, 2012). Moreover, it can be equated with the “stability, consistency or
dependability of a measuring tool” (Pilot & Hungler, 1991, p. 242). According to
Neuman (2012) and Pilot and Beck (2008), the stability of the questionnaire seeks to
find out the extent to which similar results can be attained on two different occasions
or a test-retest procedure. As the present study intended to evaluate the stability of
the questionnaire across time (i.e., two weeks before the actual data collection), the
test-retest reliability technique (Pilot & Hungler, 1991) was used to check the
questionnaire’s internal consistency through Cronbach’s alpha coefficient which is

often utilized in Likert-type scales (Neuman, 2012).

Accordingly, during the first semester of the academic year 2015/2016, a pilot study

was carried out in which the questionnaires were administered and distributed among
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randomly selected samples of 15 fourth-year Tourism students and 5 graduates.
These participants were excluded from the actual Effectiveness-necessity
Questionnaire sampling. The aim of this pilot test was to eliminate any shortcomings
and also to ensure a better understanding of the items in order to increase the possible
reliability of the answers received from the respondents. As noted by the students
and the graduates, modifications were made concerning the flow of the questionnaire
and the wording of some of the open-ended questions. They suggested using the
acronyms (SA, A, NS, D, and SD) repeatedly beside numbers (5-1) to easily recall
the five responses on the scale at the beginning of each domain. Moreover, some
words in some of the open-ended questions were simplified for a better
understanding of the question before answering it. The final versions were then

drawn up after making these changes and modifications.

The participants' responses to the questionnaire items were computed and analyzed
using SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Sciences) - IBM SPSS Statistics for
Windows, Version 23.0. The reliability of the questionnaire instrument was
established by finding its internal consistency which is often a measure of the
stability of scores across the items that compose a test or a scale within a test. As
Cronbach's Alpha is usually used when test items call for more than two response
categories (Hood & Johnson, 1997), the obtained value (R) was calculated for each
item, each domain and each part in the questionnaire in order to get the overall value
of the whole questionnaire. Consequently, the overall obtained value (R) was
successfully (0.84) for the Student Questionnaire and (0.82) for the Graduate
Questionnaire. As 0.70 is considered an acceptable reliability coefficient (Nunnally,

1978), these values (0.84 and 0.82) denote a high degree of internal consistency
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across all the questionnaire’s items and domains. Most of the items were retained

because they could result in a decrease in the alpha when deleted.

Finally, the pilot and the actual study appeared to have similar statistical results
across all questionnaire items. Means of most items were correlated and the size of
difference between these means was found to be relatively low. Such reliability
analysis indicates the stability of the questionnaire as informed by the similar results.
Therefore, the results revealed that the questionnaire instrument was reliable as the
data of the pilot study showed evidence of rational normality on the scale. Carrying
out the pilot study was objective to the extent that it first helped ensure the reliability,
validity and effective implementation of the questionnaire, and identify potential
obstacles while conducting the study. All in all, this added to the validity and

reliability of the results obtained.

Within the inductive thematic analysis paradigm (Braun & Clarke, 2006), there are
many ways to code data, and approaching data by only one researcher may increase
bias and affect data reliability. Therefore, the data collected from the interviews and
the open-ended questions of the questionnaire were subject to inter-rater reliability
measurement. In other words, the data were approached by another person (thesis
supervisor) who coded the data individually under generated themes representing the
two research questions and their underlying domains. The researcher’s and the inter-
rater’s analyses were then contrasted in order to generate a revised list of themes that
would mostly apply to the research questions. The results of both analyses appeared
to be identical as similar themes were generated from the data by both the researcher
and the inter-rater.
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3.7 Summary

This chapter situated the study in its context and gave descriptions of the
participants, instruments and procedures utilized to collect and analyze data to
answer the research questions. This description of methods and procedures was in
line with the research steps and informed by the theoretical models used in the study.
In the next chapter, data are presented according to the two steps addressing the

research questions of the study.
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Chapter 4

RESULTS

This chapter presented the results in a way that is congruent with the research
questions and aligned with the components of the two models used in the research
design. In case of the first question (i.e., program effectiveness), the results were
presented first under Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP evaluation levels (context, input,
process and product) and then within the micro levels of context, input and process,
constituting four domains, namely, ‘Course aims and objectives’, ‘Course content
and materials’, ‘Course conduct Teaching/learning process’, and ‘Assessment and
student performance’. On the other hand, the results of the second question (i.e.,
Needs Analysis) were presented in line with Nation and Macalister’s (2010) model
and its four syllabus design criteria (i.e., Goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessment). The results of both questions were
also presented in congruence with the data collection instruments used to answer
these questions.

4.1 Research Question #1 - Program Evaluation Step

4.1.1 Context Evaluation

This section gives descriptive information about several sub-headings such as the
research site, missions and goals, facilities and instructors' backgrounds and

experiences.
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4.1.1.1 The Research Site

The research site of the study was Mu'tah University, one of the leading
governmental universities in Jordan which thrives to provide people with education
and training at a standardized and professional level. Established in 1981 with its two
wings, the Civil and the Military, it has been taking the responsibility of empowering
local people to be active members within the society of both study and work

(www.mutah.edu.jo).

The Department of Archaeology and Tourism was the specific context of the study,
which has been graduating students since 1998. As a requirement of a BA degree in
Archaeology and Tourism, it is mandatory for students to take 132 credit hours
throughout a four-year study period. Only six courses constituted the English
language program within the curriculum, and they were divided into three General-
English courses and three Specialty courses taught in English. The General-English
(henceforth, GE) courses were English Language (099), English Language I (101),
and English Language II (102), whereas the specialty courses were Communication
Skills, English Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism, and Tourism Management
(see Appendix C for the list of courses with their codes and course descriptions). All
courses were of three credit hours and taught three hours a week, except English
Language | (99) which was of zero credit. The GE courses were taught by English
instructors from the Language Center, a division under the English Department,
whereas the specialty courses were taught by subject-matter instructors at the

Tourism Department.
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4.1.1.2 Mission and Goals

Information about the missions of both the English Department (Language Center)
and the Tourism Department was gathered from the University’s website and from
the interviews with the Tourism and English instructors who participated in the

study.

Since its establishment in 2008, the Mu’tah University Language Center’s
(henceforth, MULC) mission has been to promote, encourage, and support the
learning of modern languages for personal, academic, and professional purposes.
When related to the English language, it has taken the responsibility to offer a three-
level program in English: Pre-intermediate (English Language), Intermediate
(English Language 1), and Advanced (English Language Il) for all university
students. The MULC has had other responsibilities that include facilitating the
preparation of placement tests for incoming undergraduates as well as the
administration and supervision of some national and international exams such as
IELTS and TOEFL IBT (See Appendix A for more information about missions,

goals, and objectives).

On the other hand, the Archaeology and Tourism Department has the mission to
provide quality education through equipping students and graduates with theoretical,
terminological and field knowledge in both Archaeology and Tourism. It also aims to
help students gain the skills that allow them to compete and join their colleagues in

tourism-related organizations in the country (See Appendix B).
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Information about the mission of each department and how relevant the mission is to
developing students’ TE proficiency iS mentioned in the English Instructors’
Interviews (Section 4.1.3.2.2, p.198) and in the Tourism Instructors’ Interviews
(Section 4.1.3.2.3. p.203).

4.1.1.3 Instructors

There were eight English instructors in the Language Center at MU; all were
Master’s degree holders from different national and international universities. Only
the Center’s director was a PhD holder, and he in addition to another Master’s
holder, completed their education in native-speaking countries. Most have been
teaching the English language for more than 10 years as an average. The least
teaching experience was above five years for two instructors. All instructors at the
Language Center were engaged in teaching the GE courses (i.e., English Language,
English Language I, and English Language I1) to all university undergraduates beside
their responsibility of running and directing the national and international exams as

well as the placement tests.

There were nine instructors from different academic ranks at the Archaeology and
Tourism Department. Most of these instructors were holding a Ph.D. degree from
different countries, including Egypt, Irag, and the US, and only two instructors were
holding a Master’s degree from a national university. These instructors were engaged
in teaching the courses offered in the Department’s curriculum, except the GE
courses as they were taught at the Language Center. They all have been teaching at
the Department for long with 21 years as an average of their teaching experiences.
Table 4.1 indicates the instructors’ backgrounds in terms of their numbers and their

academic ranks.
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Table 4.1: Instructors’ Backgrounds

Academic rank Experience
Department Full  Assoc. Assist MA Total Average
Prof.  Prof. Prof.
Archaeology & 4 1 2 2 9 21 years
Tourism
Language Center -- 1 -- 7 8 11 years
Total 4 2 2 9 17

4.1.1.4 Facilities

Both the Language Center and the Tourism Department were in the same building
but following two different faculties — Faculty of Arts and Faculty of Social
Sciences. The Faculty of Arts was provided with an English Language Lab, a
multimedia hall, and a number of teaching classrooms most of which were ICT-

equipped (e.g., computers data shows, etc.).

As part of the Faculty of Social Sciences, the Archaeology and Tourism Department
had its own technology-equipped classrooms in addition to a lab where students
could get access to the Internet for their own studies. Moreover, there were several
classrooms and labs in the building available for students of both faculties, and they
were provided with facilities and technologies needed to aid the teaching/learning
process. The building also had two big theatre-like halls for faculty occasions,
gatherings, as well as for teaching large-sized classes in compulsory courses offered
to all university students such as National Education, Military Education, in addition
to the large sections (i.e., groups) of the GE courses (English Language 99, English

Language | 101 and English Language 11 102).

The University had a big common library that made available all sources, references

and supplementary materials the students need in their studies. The library was also
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provided with several labs and study rooms where students could use for study and
research purposes. These labs were used for running placement tests as well as
computer-based final exams for compulsory courses (e.g., Arabic Language 101,
National Education, and the above-mentioned GE courses). Moreover, students were
having remote access to the University digital library so that they could get to
resources and materials more easily.

4.1.2 Input Evaluation

The above-mentioned six courses constituting the English language program were
evaluated in this section in terms of available documents related to these courses,
including courses syllabuses, course descriptions, policy sheets, and materials
(textbooks and other documents). These courses were evaluated in terms of the four
CIPP domains, namely, aims and objectives, content and materials,
conduct/teaching-learning process, and assessment and student performance.

4.1.2.1 Course Aims and Objectives

As indicated by the written documents (instructors’ course syllabuses and
departmental goals), the GE courses were found to aim at helping students acquire
the basic language skills (reading, listening, speaking, and writing), enhance
students’ abilities in these skills, and further consolidate the practice of these skills
through more sophisticated materials in a three-level (Pre-intermediate-
Intermediate-Upper-intermediate) series called Total English. This multi-functioned
goal (acquire-enhance-and-consolidate skills) was seen to match what was taken in
the three courses: English Language 99, English Language | 101, and English
Language 11 102, respectively. The students were expected to learn and use correct
grammar, listen and understand, read non-technical passages of reasonable length,

participate in simple daily conversations, and write about familiar topics at the
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paragraph level (For more information about courses’ aims and objectives, see

Appendix E).

On the other hand, the specialty courses were observed to have more knowledge-
oriented goals and objectives, especially, the two courses: English Terminology in
Archaeology and Tourism and Tourism management. Both courses aimed at helping
students apply theoretical knowledge in their field of study. It was only
Communication Skills course that aimed to develop students’ spoken English in
certain tourism-related situations; nonetheless, it focused more on accuracy than
fluency. Examples of such accuracy were the focus on the learning of English
suprasegmentals (stress, intonation, rhythm, etc.) and Arabic-English differences in
stress patterns and intonation contours. However, the course included a range of
practice activities such as listening, asking and answering questions, inquiring,
telling direction, and simulation of tour-guiding (For more information about
courses’ aims and objectives, see Appendix E).

4.1.2.2 Course Content and Materials

In this section, all related written documents such as the course syllabuses and the
course materials used were described and evaluated as regards the two course
groups; namely, the GE courses (English 99, English 101, and English 102) and the
specialty courses (Communication Skills, English Terminology in Archaeology and
Tourism, and Tourism Management). As for the GE courses, both the course
syllabuses and the textbooks used were evaluated as to how much tourism-related
content was included in each course. On the contrary, the specialty courses were

evaluated in terms of how much focus was kept on communicative language use and
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improving students’ English language abilities in the tourism field (i.e., Tourism

English).

General English Courses

Each of the three GE courses was a three-hour credit course (except English
Language 99 which is a non-credit course), and they were taught in a one semester's
time (16 weeks) with three contact teaching hours per week. They were taught to all
university students as mandatory courses, moving them from Pre-intermediate to
Upper-intermediate levels, representing A2- B2 according to the Common European

Framework of Reference (CEFR).

Total English series with its course books representing the three above-mentioned
levels was used as the course materials. Each course book was described as a good
choice for both learners and teachers who want a well-organized course with clear
learning aims and a wide range of authentic supplementary material such as DVD,
CD ROM, Workbook, and Teacher’s Book. The course books also provided a
balanced mix of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and skills-work (For more

information about Total English series, see Appendix F).

The course books used in the GE courses (Pre-intermediate-Upper-intermediate)
consisted of 10-12 units each of which included 3 main lessons in addition to a fourth
lesson that consolidates practice through communication. For objective analysis, the
researcher gave approximated percentages to weigh how much tourism-content was
included in each unit with its four lessons, considering that each lesson takes a 25%

value of the unit. The analysis revealed only 18% of the three course books included
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topics and themes that might usually be handled in a tourism-English syllabus. Table
4.2 shows the percentages of how much tourism-related content is included in each

GE course.

Table 4.2: Percentages of tourism-related content in the GE courses

Course Coursebook/ Level Tourism-related content %
English 99 Total English Pre-intermediate 12.58%

English 101  Total English Intermediate 19.8%

English 102  Total English Upper-intermediate 22.3%

Average 18.22%

Themes such as Travel (53%) and Places (25%) in the Pre-intermediate level course
book (English Language 99) got the highest percentages, whereas topics such as
Holidays (76%), Lifestyle (37%) ranked the top in tourism-related content in the
Intermediate level (English language | 101). In the Upper-intermediate course book
(English Language Il 102), the theme Explore got the highest percentage (78%),
followed by other themes such as Old or New (48%), Work (27%) and The Past
(22%). (For more information about the percentages across units and lessons within

the units in each course level, see Appendix G).

The Specialty Courses

Each of the specialty courses was of three-credit hours and was taught on a weekly
basis (three teaching hours) during one academic semester. They seemed to cover
topics that represent theoretical and terminological knowledge and English use in the
tourism field. Compared to other students of the Faculty of Social Sciences,
Communication Skills course was taught in English to students in the Tourism
Department, and this indicates the pivotal role the English language plays in the

academic and professional tourism-related fields.
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For objective analysis to evaluate and analyze the extent to which the materials were
of communicative focus, it was hard to approximate percentages for English
communication focus in the specialty courses (just like what was done in the GE
courses as regards tourism content). Consequently, the researcher suggested
determining degrees (low, moderate and high) for this communication focus as
indicated by the course aims, the inclusion of communicative functions in the topics
selected, the teaching approach, the teaching techniques, and the assessment tools

and criteria used in the course.

Communication Skills course took the lion’s share in the degree of
communicativeness. Such communication focus can be approximated to a
moderately high degree (60%). The course appeared to aim for developing spoken
English, and the topics included represented some communicative functions (e.g.,
booking into a hotel, reserving a table, telling the time, using the telephone, etc.),
situational dialogues (e.g., at the coffee bar, laundry and dry cleaning, Wrong Order,
etc.), themes (e.g., The New Cook, The Operator), and activities (tour-guiding

simulations).

Although an English-for-Tourism book (Khudair & Fawzi, English for Tourism) was
used as the main textbook, it appeared to be outdated (i.e., published in 1985 by the
Institute for the Development of English, Beirut, Lebanon), and its content was not
seen to focus on all language skills, including writing. What might be less
communicative in the course was the great emphasis on accuracy rather than fluency,
which was exemplified by the focus on both English pronunciation aspects (stress,
intonation, and rhythm) and language descriptions (i.e., the differences between
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Arabic and English in stress patterns and intonation contours) (check Appendix D for
more information about the course syllabus). The assessment tools used in the course
again did not consider language communicative abilities when assessing students’

learning; nearly all marks (95%) were allocated to exams.

English Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism course seemed to be of a
moderately low language communicative focus, which was indicated by the course
aim, the teaching methodology, and the assessment tools used. The course aimed to
enrich students’ terminology knowledge in Archacology and Tourism when dealing
with texts written in English. Moreover, the students were required to do a lot of
reading assignments about a weekly topic to be handled through a reading-and-
analysis-based approach that gives explanations to terminology in terms of meanings,

definitions, texts, and statements (see Appendix D).

The course communicativeness might be expressed in communicating terminological
knowledge through English with focus on in-class presentations, assignments, and
quizzes that enrich communication when English is used. Finally, the assessment
tools, although mostly exam-oriented, gave more space to assessing learning through

participation and assignments, both taking 10% of the total mark.

Tourism management Course appeared to be an information-getting course, as the
students were required to do many weekly readings from different sources about a
weekly topic (see the course syllabus in Appendix D). Although rich in tourism
content, this content was mostly theory/knowledge-based and largely exam-oriented

with too little focus on language communication. Several indications might prove

153



that the course did not give a greater opportunity for students to practice using the

English language to communicate the tourism content presented in the topics

handled. These indications can be summed up as follows:

- The main course aim was to apply theoretical knowledge into practice, not to use
the English language and develop students' communicative abilities in Tourism
English,

- Lecturing was the predominant teaching technique which might limit English
language communication to some simple reading-based discussions in a question-
and-answer format, if such communication is made in English, and not in the
students’ mother tongue, Arabic, and

- The course was exam-oriented in nature in both assessment (only two mid-terms
and a final exam, as an assessment tool) and the teaching/learning process (content

was taught through reading-based approach).

However, the topics presented in this course as indicated in the course syllabus might
be helpful in developing the students’ reading and analytical skills as they were
exposed to textual theoretical tourism content. Examples of these topics would be the
history of the tourism industry, the tourist behavior, and the tourism systems, kinds of
tourism, the policies of hotel management, and the management of tourism demand

(see Appendix D for more topics in the course syllabus).

Based on the above-mentioned, the degree of language communicative focus in the

specialty courses can be represented and compared in the following table.
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Table 4.3: Specialty Courses’ Degrees of Language Communication Focus

Course Degree of Communication focus
Communication Skills Moderately-high

English Terminology in Archaeology and Moderately-low

Tourism

Tourism Management Very Low

4.1.2.3 Course Conduct/ Teaching-learning process

After reviewing the course syllabuses of the six courses, it appeared that these
courses were mostly exam-oriented (i.e., 90% and above of the total course mark was
given to the First, Second, and Final exams). As such, the teaching approaches and
techniques used largely aimed to prepare students for these exams, and consequently,

pass the course.

The GE courses were seen of a more communicative nature than the specialty
courses which were more content-focused. Some communication-indicative
techniques were used such as problem-solving, class discussions, dialogues and
simple paragraph writing. However, the teaching/learning process in these courses
heavily used lecturing and grammar-translation method due to the courses’ exam-
oriented nature where the students were required to sit exams that check reading

comprehension abilities and vocabulary and grammar knowledge.

The specialty courses; on the other hand, were more of content-related teaching
approaches; especially the two courses; namely, Tourism Management and English
Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism. Both were mainly dependent on lecturing,
reading and translating and analyzing texts. However, the latter used in-class
presentations, some discussions, translation, and dictionary use, in addition to word

analysis.
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Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) predominated in the Communication
Skills course. This was indicated by the use of communicative activities and role-
plays to perform some tourism-related communicative functions (e.g., booking into a
hotel, reserving a table, using the telephone, etc.). Situational teaching was also
present in the course syllabus as there were some situations that could promote
language use. Nonetheless, the course appeared to use a considerable amount of
language analysis and explanation due to its focus on the differences between Arabic
and English in stress and intonation patterns and on English suprasegmentals. Table
4.4 reviews the teaching approaches and techniques used in each of the evaluated

courses.

Table 4.4: The teaching/learning approaches and techniques used in each course
Course Methods

- lectures and tutorials,

- discussions,

English Language 99 | - problem-solving,

- intensive exercises

- grammar explanations

English language | 101 | - vocabulary translation

- reading non-technical texts

- writing at the paragraph level

English language Il | - short reports and homework assignments

102 - students’ pre-reading (previous preparation)

- Communicative activities

- explanation and language analysis (stress and
Communication Skills | intonation patterns, Arabic-English differences in stress
and intonation)

- dialogues and role-plays

- situational teaching

- translation (vocabulary practice)

- homework assignments

English  Terminology | - lecturing

in Archaeology and | - discussions and in-class presentations

Tourism - text-based reading and analysis
- translation and dictionary use (word-meaning
approach)

- word analysis
- reading assignments
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Tourism Management | - Lecturing and information giving
- reading assignments
- content-based teaching

4.1.2.4 Assessment and Student Performance

As indicated in the instructors’ course syllabuses, the assessment tools and criteria
used to assess students’ learning in the courses were evaluated according to the
percentage given to every tool out of the course total mark (100%). The three GE
courses appeared to have two mid-term exams (first and second) each weighing 25%
in addition to a 50% final exam. These exams were all computerized and unified to
all university students taking the courses across all course sections (for information
about the number of course sections and numbers of students check Appendix H).
Moreover, these exams seemed to mostly check students’ reading comprehension
and grammar and vocabulary development in a multiple-choice format. Short reports
and homework assignments were part of the course assessment but with no allocated

marks.

Little difference was observed in the assessment tools used in the specialty courses,
especially in the two courses: Communication Skills and English Terminology in
Archaeology and Tourism. Some marks were allocated to tools such as
Homework/Assignment and Participation/Attendance, but they were too little (5%) to
consider as nearly all the marks were given to exams (First, Second, and Final).
Table 4.5 indicates the assessment tools and criteria used in the course syllabuses of

the GE and specialty courses.
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Table 4.5: Assessment tools and criteria as indicated in the course syllabuses

Assessment Tools and Percentages
Course 1t 2nd Quizz | Final HW Part & Oral Class | Total

Exam | Exam es Exam | Assign Attend. Report/ | Perfor

Present

English 99 25% | 25% - 50% 0%* - 0% - 100%
English 101 | 25% | 25% - 50% 0%* - 0% - 100%
English 102 | 25% | 25% - 50% 0%* - 0% - 100%
Comm. 25% | 20% - 50% 5%* 5%* - - 100%
Skills
E Term. in
Arch & | 20% | 20% | 0%* - 5% 5% 0%* - 100%
Tour.
Tourism 25% | 25% - 50% - - - - 100%
Manageme
nt
- 0%* means that homework and Assignment were used as an assessment tool but with no
allocated marks.
- 5% * means that both Homework and assignment and participation and attendance share the five
marks given.

4.1.3 Process Evaluation

This section presents the results of the questionnaire and interviews concerning the
participants’ views of the effectiveness of the English language program (i.e., the
above-mentioned six courses) in meeting students’ and graduates’ TE needs and
expectations. These results were analyzed as aligned with the CIPP micro
components: ‘Course aims and objectives, ‘Course content and materials’, ‘Course
conduct teaching/learning process’, and ‘Assessment and student performance’.
4.1.3.1 Evaluation-based Questionnaire Results

This part takes care of the analysis of both students' and graduates' questionnaires as
regards program evaluation. It first reviews the results of the students' questionnaire
before going to present those related to the graduates.

4.1.3.1.1 Students' Questionnaire Results

The results within this part were analyzed and reported as related to the

questionnaire's parts, including demographics, program evaluation and needs
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analysis. Data for the last two parts were elicited via both closed-ended and open-
ended questions.

4.1.3.1.1.1 Students' Demographics

The participating students (N=61), whose ages ranged between 20-25 years old, were

distributed according to gender and semester registration as shown in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6: Distribution of Student Sample according to Gender and Semester
Registration

Semester Gender Total No. %
Male Female

Last 15 12 27 44.26%

Before the last 18 16 34 55.74%

Total 33 28 61 100%

Percentage of totals 54% 46% 100%

All of these students (No= 61) completed the three specialty courses offered in
English (i.e., Tourism Management, English Terminology in Archaeology and
Tourism and Communication Skills), whereas the majority took the three General-
English courses offered at the Tourism Department (i.e., English language 99,
English Language | 101 and English Language Il 102). The percentages of their

responses as regards these courses are shown as follows.

Table 4.7: Numbers of Students per Each GE Course

Course Std. No. %
English 99 55* 90%
English 101 61 100%
English 102 60** 98%

* Six students did not take the remedial course English 99 as they passed the
English University entrance placement test with 50%.
** One student has dropped the course lately.
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The students had positive attitudes towards how useful the English language is in
their field of study. This is shown in their responses to the last three demographic
questions (i.e., Question 8, 9 and 10). Table 4.8 shows the percentages of students'

perceptions as regards these questions.

Table 4.8: Students' Perceptions as regards the Usefulness of English in Tourism

Question 8: How often did you use English in your study at the University?

Always Sometime | Once in a | Rarely | Never
S while
N % N % N [% N[ [N |[%
11 |18% |31 |50. |12 |196 |5 |82 |2 |33
8
Question 9: How much do you like English in your field of study?
Very much | Much Somewha | A little | Not at all
t
N % N % N [% N[ [N [%

18 295 |29 475 |11 |18 1 |16 |2 |33

Question 10: How useful is English to your field of study?

Very useful Useful Somewhat | A little | Not useful
useful useful at all
N % N % N | % N | % N | %

28 459 | 23 377 | 8 131 |2 |33 |0 |0

In relation to how often students use English in their study, the results revealed that
nearly half of these students (n=31) ticked 'Sometimes' to show that they used the
target language in those courses which were taught in English such as the General-
English and the specialty courses offered in the curriculum. In contrast, 77% of the
students liked English as used in Tourism, and most of them (83.6%) found it quite
useful to their field of study.

4.1.3.1.1.2 Students’ Program Evaluation Results

Since most questions in the questionnaire were in a closed-ended pattern, the related
statistical results, especially means, were classified into five degrees to show how

participants (i.e., students and graduates) perceived the program offered in the
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Tourism Department as effective or ineffective in meeting their TE needs. These

degrees are again given here in Table 4.9 for reference.

Table 4.9: Statistical Discussion of Results

Mean range Degree
1-1.79 Very Low
1.80-2.59 Low

2.60 - 3.39 Middle
3.40-4.19 High
420-5 Very High

The questions of this part were all encapsulated within five main domains, namely,
Course Aims and Objectives, Course Contents and Materials, Course
Conduct/Teaching-Learning Process, Assessment and Student Performance and
General Questions/Comments (open-ended questions). Accordingly, the respondents'

results were analyzed and presented as related to each of these domains.

As regards the first four domains (i.e., closed-ended questions), the students' results
across these domains showed that the language program (i.e., General-English and
Specialty courses) offered at the Tourism Department was not effective in meeting
students' needs and wants as regards Tourism English. Table 4.10 indicates the low

degrees obtained for the above-mentioned domains.

Table 4.10: Students' Program Evaluation Results across Domains' Total Means

No Domain Total Mean St. Dev. Degree
A  Course Aims and Objectives 1.87 0.33 Low
B  Course Content and Materials 1.72 0.28 V. Low
C Course Conduct/Teaching- 2.40 0.70 Low
Learning Process
D  Assessment and Student 2.61 0.72 Mid
Performance
Total Domain Mean 2.15 0.51 Low
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The table shows that the students' evaluation of the whole language program was
generally low in degree with a grand total mean of 2.15. This means that they did not
perceive the program as effective in meeting their language needs as used in the
tourism context. Most of the domains were given low degrees, except the Assessment
and Student Performance domain which was given a relatively moderate degree with
a total mean of 2.61. Contents and materials ranked the lowest in this evaluation as
indicated by the total mean 1.72, representing a very low degree. Course Aims and
Objectives domain ranked second in ineffectiveness (1.87) followed by Course

Conduct/Teaching-Learning Process with a total mean of 2.40.

Analysis of Domain A, Course Aims and Objectives

This domain intended to probe students' responses of how to evaluate the aims and
objectives of the program in terms of the development of language skills, (listening,
speaking, reading, writing, and grammar). The students' results across these skills are

given in Table 4.11.

Table 4.11: Students' Results across Language Skills
Domain A (Aims and Objectives)

No Skill Total Mean St. Dev.  Degree
1 Listening 1.99 0.14 Low
2 Speaking 1.57 0.23 V. Low
3 Reading and VVocabulary  2.19 0.26 Low
4 Writing 1.85 0.25 Low
5 Grammar 1.77 0.49 V. Low

As indicated in the table, all skills were evaluated with low degrees. This means that
the offered program did not help the students much to develop their language skills

and make them able to communicate in the tourism field. Speaking was perceived as
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the least developed skill with a total mean of 1.57 followed by Grammar (1.77),

Writing (1.85), Listening (1.99), and Reading and VVocabulary (2.19).

Analyzing these results per each skill gave reference to students' perceptions and
responses according to each item within that skill. For the listening skills, for
example, most students showed disagreement with its related items which all scored
a low degree but with varying means ranging from 1.79 to 2.18. Their disagreement
was also proved by the perceived percentages of the items which exceeded 70%. The
lowest mean (1.79) was given to Item 7 as over 83% of the students disagreed with
the item's content. Unlike Item 7, Item 6 scored the highest mean (2.18) with a
percentage of over 73%. Table 4.12 gives a clear-cut view of the results across the

listening skill items.

Table 4.12: Students' Results across the Listening Skill ltems

SA A NS D SD Mean | St. | Deg.
em N T % N % N[ % N | % N | % Dv
1 |3 492 |5 820 |8 | 1311 | 22 | 36.06 | 23 | 37.70 | 2.06 114 | Low
2 |6|983 |4 656 |7 | 11.47 |19 | 31.15 | 25 | 40.98 | 2.13 1.30 | Low
3 |3 492 |4 | 656 |4 | 656 |22 | 36.06 | 28 | 45.90 | 1.88 111 | Low
4 |4 656 |3 |492 |5 | 820 |23 |37.70 | 26 | 42.62 | 1.95 115 | Low
5 |5 820 |4 |656 |5 | 820 |25 | 40.98 | 22 | 36.06 | 2.10 121 | Low
6 |4 |656 |6 983 |6 | 983 |26 | 4262 | 19 | 31.15 | 2.18 118 | Low
7 |2 1328 |3 492 |5 | 820 |21 | 3442 |30 | 49.18 | 1.79 1.02 | V.
Low
8 |3 492 |3 | 492 |4 | 656 |24 | 39034 | 27 | 44.26 | 1.87 1.07 | Low

Item 1: Use a variety of listening strategies to understand texts and listen for information and gist.

Item 2: Become familiar with the various types of listening tests including questions about
pictures, dialogues, short conversations.

Item 3: Listen and then describe the events detailed in short dialogues, articles and stories in
sequences.

Item 4: Identify a variety of different voices, situations and characters from short dialogues,
articles and stories.

Item 5: Understand and note the stress, tone and intonation from a word or a sentence.

Item 6: Make short written comments on a text while | am listening to it.

Item 7: Understand and respond to simple instructions and commands.

Item 8: Listen extensively to the radio, TV stations, movies, songs, etc. ..., and understand them.
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Speaking was indicated as the skill that students developed the least as a result of the
English program offered at the Tourism Department. Most items within this skill
were perceived with very low degrees as proved by their low means that ranged from
1.28 (Item 15) to 1.92 (Item 10) and their respective percentages (from 82% to 98%).
All the items scored a percentage of over 80%, which shows how students stressed
on their needs as regards speaking, especially in the tourism field. The student
participants' disagreement is revealed in Table 4.13 which presents the result of each

item in terms of mean, standard deviation, number, percentage and degree.

Table 4.13: Students' Results across the Speaking Skill Items

ltem SA A NS D SD Mean | St. | Deg.

No | N[ % [NT % [N] % [N] % [ N[ % Dv

9 1 164 |0 0 [3 |492 |25 |40.98 |32 |5246 | 157 |07 |V.Low
4

10 |2 3.28 | 3 492 |6 |9.83 |27 | 4426 |23 |37.70 | 192 |09 | Low
9

1 |2 328 | 2 328 |3 |492 |24 3934 |30 |49.18 [172 |09 |V.Low
5

12 |0 0 1 164 (0 |0 24 1 39.34 | 36 | 59 144 |05 | V.Low
9

13 |2 328 |3 492 |4 | 656 |18 | 2950 |34 | 5574 | 170 |10 |V.Low
2

14 |0 0 1 164 |1 | 164 |16 |26.23 |43 | 7049 | 134 |06 |V.Low
0

15 |0 0 1 164 |0 |0 14 | 2295 | 46 | 7541 | 128 |05 |V.Low
5

Item 9: Participate in discussions and in role-plays such as for example, real-life tourism events and

situations.

Item 10: Use English words correctly.

Item 11: Ask and respond to questions appropriately.

Item 12: Talk appropriately for different situations and contexts.

Item 13: Take part in conversations and participate in discussions.

Item 14: Speak at a normal speed, without hesitation, repetition or self-correction, and with smooth

use of connected speech.

Item 15: Feel confidence when | speak English to others.

Although it scored a low degree, Reading and Vocabulary skill ranked the last in the
skills order as perceived by the students themselves. It obtained the highest mean

score (2.19), and the disagreement showed in its items was not as highly-perceived as
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the other skills like speaking, listening, and even writing and grammar. The students
reported to have difficulty in identifying the differences between main ideas and
topic sentences in a text (Item 19) or in answering comprehension questions (ltem
20), but this difficulty cannot be compared with their difficulty in building up
vocabulary through contexts (Item 18) which received the least mean (1.80) and the
highest disagreement percentage (83%). Furthermore, the disagreement level across
the skill items was lower than the previous skills (i.e., speaking and listening) as their
percentages ranged from 64% as the lowest (Item 19) to 83% as the highest (Iltem
18). This is clearly indicated in Table 4.14 which focuses on the analyses of items

through means, numbers, standard deviations and percentages.

Table 4.14: Students' Results across the Reading and VVocabulary Skill ltems

SA A NS D SD Mean | St. | Deg
L}gm N[ % |[N|] % |[N[ % |[N]|] % | N[ % Dv
16 |8 | 1311 | 7 | 1147 |3 | 492 | 21 | 3442 | 22 | 36.06 | 2.30 | 1.41 | Low
17 |5 | 820 | 5 | 820 | 3| 492 | 22 | 36.06 | 26 | 42.62 | 2.03 | 1.25 | Low
18 |3 | 492 | 4 | 656 |3 | 492 | 19 | 31.15 | 32 | 52.46 | 1.80 | 1.12 | Low
19 |8 | 1311 | 6 | 983 |8 | 1311 | 21 | 3442 | 18 | 2950 | 2.43 | 1.36 | Low
20 |6 | 983 | 10 | 1639 | 4 | 656 | 21 | 3442 | 20 | 32.77 | 2.36 | 1.35 | Low

Item 16: Interpret and think about what | read.

Item 17: Use a variety of reading strategies to understand texts and recognize vocabulary, such as
scanning, skimming, and guessing the meaning from context.

Item 18: Build up vocabulary through contexts.

Item 19: Identify the difference between main ideas and topic sentences in a text.

Item 20: Answer comprehension questions following the reading of a text.

Ranked third in the students' perceived skills order with a total mean of 1.85, the
writing skill seemed to be less important than grammar (1.77) from the students'
standpoint. Their perceptions of the items 25 and 23 were even lower than other
writing items, as they obtained the least means, 1.54 and 1.69, respectively. This
shows that their difficulty is greater in applying grammar rules and using adequate

vocabulary in writing. The disagreement percentages of items approximately ranged
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from 67% (Item 21) to 92% (Item 25), representing a mean range of 1.54 - 2.16.

Means and percentages with students' numbers are given in Table 4.15.

Table 4.15: Students' Results across the Writing Skill ltems
SA A NS D SD Mean | St. | Deg.

'm“ N| % |[N] % |[N|] % | N]| % | N| % Dv

21 | 4656 | 7| 1147 | 9 | 1475 | 16 | 26.23 | 25 | 40.98 | 2.16 | 1.27 | Low
22 | 3492 | 4| 656 | 7 | 1147 | 24 | 39.34 | 23 | 37.70 | 2.02 | 1.10 | Low
23 | 2328 | 3| 492 | 2 | 328 | 21 | 3442 | 33 | 54.10 | 1.69 | 0.99 | V.

Low
24 21328 | 2| 3.28 7 | 11.47 | 23 | 37.70 | 27 | 44.26 1.84 0.99 | Low
25 11164 | 2| 3.28 2 3.28 | 19 | 31.15 | 37 | 60.65 154 0.85 V.
Low

Item 21: Write topic sentences, supporting and concluding sentences
Item 22: Write a draft of a paragraph

Item 23: Use adequate vocabulary in writing

Item 24: Recognize and deploy basic writing skills

Item 25: Produce grammatically correct sentences

Unlike writing, grammar was perceived to have a very low degree as represented by
the students' responses to Disagree and Strongly Disagree questionnaire options.
Applying correct grammar in both verbal communication (Item 29) and in writing
(Item 28) was evaluated the least as they scored the lowest means 1.31 and 1.49, and
the highest disagreement percentages 98% and 93%, respectively. Moreover, the
results also revealed that it was difficult for students to identify and correct errors
(2.43); however, their difficulty was even higher when related to their ability to
produce grammatically correct sentences (1.84). In other words, the percentages and
means across the grammar items showed varying degrees of disagreement, and both
percentage and mean ranged between 64% - 98% and 1.31 — 2.43, respectively.

Table 4.16 shows the analysis across the grammar items.
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Table 4.16: Students' Results across the Grammar Items

SA A NS D SD M St. Deg.
WNINT % N[ % (N[ % |[N[ % [N % | |
26 | 2328 | 3 | 492 | 5| 820 |24 | 3934 | 27 | 4426 | 1.84 | 1.00 | Low
27 | 6] 983 | 10| 1639 | 6 | 9.83 | 21 | 3442 | 18 | 29.50 | 2.43 | 1.33 Mid
28 | 1|164 | 1 | 164 | 2| 328 |19 | 3115 | 38 | 6229 | 1.49 | 0.79 V.

Low
29 | 0 0 1] 164 |0 0 16 | 26.23 | 44 | 7213 | 1.31 | 0.56 V.
Low
Item 26: Produce correct sentences by using present and past tenses.
Item 27: Identify and correct grammatical errors.
Item 28: Apply what | have learned; for example, use a variety of grammatical structures correctly
in writing.
Item 29: Use a variety of grammatical structures appropriately in verbal communication.

Analysis of Domain B, Course Contents and Materials

This domain involved 13 items that aimed to gather information as regards students'
perceptions of content and teaching materials-related issues. As mentioned earlier,
the students ranked this domain at the lowest in agreement as indicated by the lowest
total mean score (1.72) compared to other program evaluation domains. This was
indicated by the very low degrees (mean lower than 1.79) given to most of its items
as well as the high disagreement percentages that ranged between 66% (mean 2.41)
and 95% (mean 1.41) across the domain items. Table 4.17 presents the results of all
items (except Item 10 which will be separately analyzed) in terms of descriptive

statistics (i.e., means, percentages, numbers, standard deviations, and degrees).

Table 4.17: Students' Program Evaluation Results across Domain B, Content and
Materials

SA A NS D SD Mean St. Deg.

M I'NT % [N % [N % | N | % | N| % Dv
1 3| 492 | 5| 820 |4| 656 | 26 | 42.62 | 23 | 37.70 | 2.00 | 1.11 Low
2 2| 328 | 3| 492 |3] 492 | 24 | 3934 | 29 | 4754 | 1.77 | 0.99 V.
Low
3 21 328 | 1| 164 |1]| 164 | 24 | 39.34 | 33 | 5410 | 1.60 | 0.88 V.
Low
4 1| 164 |2 | 328 1| 164 | 26 | 4262 | 31 | 50.82 | 1.62 | 0.82 V.
Low
5 0 0 2| 328 |1| 164 | 25 | 4098 | 33 | 54.10 | 154 | 0.70 V.
Low

6 | 71147 | 9] 1475 |5/ 820 | 21 | 3442 | 19| 3115 | 241 | 137 Low
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7 | 2] 328 | 3| 492 | 2| 328 | 22 | 36.06 | 32 | 52.46 | 1.70 | 0.98 V.

Low
8 2| 328 |0 0 21 328 | 16 | 26.23 | 41 | 67.21 | 1.46 | 0.85 V.
Low
9 2| 328 | 1| 164 |5 820 | 21 | 3442 | 32 | 5246 | 169 | 0.94 V.
Low

1.80 | 0.31 Low

11 | 1] 164 | O 0 3| 492 | 22 | 36.06 | 35 | 57.38 | 152 | 0.74 V.

Low
12 | 1| 164 | 2| 328 | 1| 164 | 25 | 4098 | 32 | 5246 | 1.60 | 0.82 V.
Low
13 12| 328 | 1| 164 |0 O 14 | 2295 | 44 | 7213 | 141 | 0.86 V.
Low

Item 1: The overall design of activities (pictures, charts, tables, layout) in the course books was
satisfactory to learn English as used in tourism.

Item 2: The course materials provided me with what | needed to know and do as regards Tourism
English.

Item 3: The materials covered were appropriate as regards, for example, pace, interaction pattern
and the sequence in acquiring English language skills used in tourism.

Item 4: The materials covered were appropriate as regards, for example, tourism content and mood,
source of cultural information and interest.

Item 5: The materials corresponded to the course objectives and students' needs.

Item 6: The content of the course materials were presented coherently.

Item 7: | had no difficulty in following the course materials as they were mostly related to tourism.
Item 8: The courses provided sufficient tourism-related content that sought to improve my Tourism
English skills and abilities.

Item 9: The tasks and exercises in the course materials were effective in improving my Tourism
English skills and abilities.

Item 11: The course content and materials served to improve my skills and abilities in the English
language used in tourism.

Item 12: The topics covered were very interesting and mostly relevant to daily tourism and were
thus easier to understand, remember and use as part of my Tourism study.

Item 13: The content and materials allowed for sufficient opportunity to practice English as used in
tourism.

The table shows that the students clearly indicated their total disagreement (over
95%) to the fact that content and materials allowed for sufficient opportunity to
practice English in the tourism field (Item 13). Highly noted dissatisfactions were
also captured through their responses to several items such as Item 8 (1.46), Item 11
(2.52), Item 5 (1.54), Items 3 and 12 (1.60, for each), Item 4 (1.62), among other
low-degreed items within this domain. In other words, the students' dissatisfaction
was related to a lack of sufficient tourism content, adequate opportunity to practice

English, especially in tourism, materials' appropriateness to improve their language
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abilities as regards TE, materials' correspondence to students' needs, interests, mood,

culture, field of study and future tourism work.

With reference to students' evaluation of the content and materials as effective in
improving their TE skills (i.e., Iltem 10), the students were highly dissatisfied with
their skills development as all skills were given low degrees with a total mean score
of 1.80. The lowest mean (1.36) was given to speaking (above 95% dissatisfied) as
the skill they needed to develop the most, followed by listening (1.67), writing
(1.79), reading and vocabulary (2.07), and finally grammar (2.13). Table 4.18

presents the results related to each skill under Item 10.

Table 4.18: Analysis of Item 10* (Content and Materials and Skills Development)
Item 10: All the activities and materials used in classes contributed to the development of my
Tourism English proficiency in the following areas:

SA A NS D SD Mean | St | Deg.

It
Nc?rlno N| % |[N| % |[N| % | N % N % Dv

Listen | 1 | 164 | 3| 492 | 4 | 656 | 20 | 32.77 | 33 | 54.10 1.67 0.93 V.
Low
Speak | 0 0 11164 |1 | 164 | 17 | 27.87 | 42 | 68.85 1.36 0.61 V.
Low

R\sag/ 51820 | 5820 |4 | 656 | 22| 36.06 | 25 | 40.98 2.07 1.25 | Low
c

Writ. | 1| 164 | 3| 492 | 8| 13.1 | 19 | 31.15 | 30 | 49.18 1.79 0.97 V.
1 Low
Gram | 4 | 656 | 6 | 983 | 6 | 9.83 | 23 | 37.70 | 22 | 36.06 2.13 1.20 | Low

Analysis of Domain C, Course Conduct/Teaching-Learning Process

This domain was perceived as taking a relatively-low degree of disagreement with a
total mean of 2.40; being the third domain the students showed the least satisfaction
with while evaluating the language program. Further elaborations on the results of

this domain are presented in Table 4.19.
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Table 4.19: Students' Program Evaluation Results across Domain C, Conduct and
Teaching/Learning Process

SA A NS D SD Mea | St. Deg.

't,\ekr)“N%N%N%N%N%nDV

1 7 1118 ] 9 147 | 6 9.8 22 1360 | 17 | 279 | 246 | 1.35 | Low
2 1 1.6 3 4.9 2 3.3 20 | 327 | 35 | 579 | 1.61 | 0.90 V.

Low
3 0 0 1 1.6 1 1.6 15 24.6 44 72.2 | 1.33 | 0.60 V.
Low
4 12 | 19.7 11 18.0 9 14.7 17 27.8 12 19.7 | 290 | 1.43 Mid
5 14 | 22.9 16 26.2 6 9.8 12 19.7 13 21.3 | 3.10 | 1.50 Mid
6 17 | 27.9 18 29.5 7 115 9 14.7 10 16.4 | 3.38 | 1.45 Mid
7 2 3.3 3 4.9 4 6.5 22 | 36.0 | 30 | 49.2 | 1.77 | 1.00 V.
Low
8 5 8.2 7 11.8 6 9.8 24 39.4 19 31. 226 | 1.25 Low

9 2 3.3 3 4.9 3 49 21 34.4 32 525 | 1.72 | 1.00 V.
Low

10 |13 | 213 | 15 | 246 | 6 9.8 15 | 246 | 12 | 19.7 | 3.03 | 1.47 | Mid
11 |12 | 197 | 14 | 229 | 2 3.3 19 | 31.1 | 14 | 22,9 | 2.85 | 1.50 | Mid
Item 1: The teacher used different ways to group students in the classroom (pair work, group work,
individual work and whole-class work).

Item 2: The teacher used only English in class.

Item 3: | used only English in class.

Item 4: The teacher set up rules, and routines were clear

Item 5: The teacher checked the students' learning and made sure all the students were taking part
in the activities.

Item 6: The teacher gave equal attention to all students in the class.

Item 7: The teaching methodologies were helpful and effective in improving my English skills.
Item 8: The teacher presented tasks in an interesting and enthusiastic way which made the tasks
seem achievable to the students.

Item 9: The teacher increased the students' self-confidence in language learning.

Item 10: When needed, the teacher was available for guidance and advice.

Item 11: Technological aids were used in the teaching process and they facilitated the delivery of
COUrSES.

Evaluation degrees of the items within this domain varied to include three degrees,
namely, Very Low (Items 2, 3, 7, and 9), Low (ltems 1 and 8), and Mid (Items 4, 5,
6, 10 and 11). While the means across all items ranged between 1.33 (Item 3) to 3.38
(Item 6), the disagreement percentages were approximated to range between 31% -
96%. Students showed a high level of dissatisfaction with using only English in the
classroom, either by themselves (1.33, over 96%) or by their teachers (1.61, over
90%). Their dissatisfaction also included the teachers' ability to raise students’

confidence in language learning (1.72) with a disagreement percentage that
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approximated 87%; let alone the effectiveness of the teaching methods used in
improving students' English skills, especially in the tourism field (Item 7) with a
disagreement percentage that reached more than 85%. Over 57% of the students
agreed that their teachers gave equal attention to all students while in class (Item 6),
and nearly 50% said that their teachers were careful in checking students' learning

and involvement in all activities (Item 5).

Analysis of Domain D, Assessment and Student Performance

As related to students' dissatisfaction with the curriculum offered, the Assessment
and Student Performance domain was evaluated the least domain students were
dissatisfied with. This was proved by the highest total mean given to the domain
2.61, indicating a relatively-moderate degree. Nearly all degree types (i.e., Very
Low, Low, Mid, and High, only in Item 10 sub-sections) were noticed through the
analyses of the domain's ten items, and the obtained means ranged from 1.65 (ltem 8)
to 3.25 (Item 10, as an average to its underlying items). Table 4.20 gives a clear

picture of descriptive statistics regarding this domain.

Table 4.20: Students' program evaluation results across Domain D, assessment and
student performance

SA A NS D SD Mean | St. Deg.
'l\tlem N|% |N|% |[N|% |N |% N % Dv
0

1 | 9 | 147 10| 164 |6 | 9.8 |17 | 279 | 19 | 311 | 256 | 1.46 | Low
2 | 8 | 131 7 [ 118 |5 82 | 21| 344 | 20 | 328 | 2.38 | 1.39 | Low
3 | 7 | 1186 | 98 |4 | 65 |18 | 295 | 26 | 426 | 218 | 1.38 | Low
4 | 4] 65 |3 | 49 |3 ] 49 [ 20| 328 | 31 | 50.8 | 1.83 | 1.16 | Low
5 |13 | 213 |15 | 246 | 6| 9.8 | 13 | 21.3 | 14 | 22.9 | 3.00 | 1.50 | Mid
6 | 8 | 131 |11 | 180 |9 | 147 |16 | 262 | 17 | 27.9 | 262 | 1.40 | Mid
7 | 2|33 | 3| 49 [3| 49 |19 | 311 | 34 | 557 | 169 | 1.01 | V.
Low

8 | 2| 33 | 1| 16 |4 65 | 21| 344 | 33 | 541 | 165 | 093 | V.
Low

9 | 1] 16 |2 | 33 | 6] 98 | 22| 360 | 30 | 492 | 1.72 | 0.90 | V.
Low

10~ T 325 [ 0.50 [ Mid
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Quiz | 24 | 39.3 |19 | 31.1
Mid- | 17 | 279 | 15 | 24.6

term
Final | 16 | 26.2 | 13 | 21.3

HW/ | 20 | 328 | 19 | 31.1
Ass

3.3 9 14.7 7 115 | 3.72 | 1.42 | High
6.5 | 14| 229 11 | 18.0 | 3.21 | 1.52 Mid

98 |10 | 164 | 16 | 26.2 | 3.04 | 158 Mid
131 | 8 13.1 6 9.8 | 3.64 | 1.33 | High
Cls | 18 | 29.5 | 20 | 32.8

9.8 9 14.7 8 13.1 | 3.50 | 1.40 High
Perf

Zrtc/i 8 |131| 7 | 118 |5 | 82 |20 | 328 | 21 | 344 | 236 | 140 Mid
tt

Item 1: The teacher gave feedback to me about what | had done and what I still needed to work on.
Item 2: The teacher gave me sufficient feedback on my performance in the
assignments/quizzes/exams.

Item 3: The marking received was fair.

Item 4: The quiz/exam results demonstrated my actual proficiency and ability to use English.

Item 5: The teacher set out the assessment criteria before the tests.

Item 6: Homework /assignments were relevant to the course aims.

Item 7: Interaction between students was assessed.

Item 8: The teachers chose different materials or activities in order to assess my language ability
and skills.

Item 9: My language skills have been correctly evaluated in the course.

Item 10*: The following assessment tools were effective in assessing our performance on the
English language throughout the courses (General-English and specialty courses).

(2] (e} o)) BN

The students were dissatisfied with Items 7 (1.69), 8 (1.65), and 9 (1.72) as they
showed high disagreement percentages that included 87%, 88.5% and 85% given to
each item, respectively. As such, they were not satisfied with the teachers' choice of
materials and activities that assessed students' language abilities and skills, their
interaction, as well as the teachers' ability to correctly assess students' language
skills. Furthermore, the students perceived the assessment procedures used as
ineffective to demonstrate their actual proficiency and language ability (Item 4,
1.80), nor did perceive the marking systems used as fair (Item 3, 2.18). Moreover,
they considered feedback given by instructors on students' performance in exams,
assignments, or quizzes insufficient (Item 2, 2.38), and when given, it did not
directly match what students had done and needed to do throughout the courses taken

(Item 1, 2.56).
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On the other hand, the students seemed to be more satisfied, especially with Items 10
and 5, scoring the total means 3.25 and 3, respectively. When related to Item 10
where students were asked to evaluate the effectiveness of the assessment tools used,
Moderate and High degrees were noted from the results of the underlying items.
While over 70% of the students were satisfied with quizzes (3.72), only about 25%
showed satisfaction with participation and attendance (2.36). High satisfaction
(64%) was also given to homework, projects, and assignments (3.64) and to class
performance (3.50) with a percentage that approximated 62.5%. Students were
satisfied the least with final exam (3.04), followed by mid-term exams (3.21) with
satisfaction percentages that approximated 47.5% and 52.5% given to each,
respectively.

4.1.3.1.2 Results of Graduates' Questionnaire

This section presents the results related to the Graduate Questionnaire under the
questionnaire parts, including demographics, program evaluation, needs analysis, and
open-ended questions, just like in the Student Questionnaire.

4.1.3.1.2.1 Graduates' Demographics

The Tourism graduates who participated in the study were 36 in number, comprising
23 (64%) males and 13 (36%) females. As they had graduated lately (i.e., in the past
two years), their ages ranged between 22-25 years old. Twenty-one of these
graduates (58%) were employed in tourism-related jobs (e.g., travel agents, tour
guides, hotel receptionists, etc.), except two who were doing a secretarial job and
school teaching. The other fifteen graduates (42%), however, were still unemployed.

As related to their use of the English language at both study and work, Table 4.21

gives reference to their responses to the demographic questions 5-8.
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Table 4.21: Graduates' perceptions as regards the usefulness of English in Tourism
Question 5: How often did you use English in your study at the University?
Always | Sometime | Onceina Rarely Never
S while
N % N % N % | N| % [N]|] %
4 | 1111 | 16 | 444 | 8 [ 2222 | 5 | 1389 | 3 | 833
Question 6: How much do you use English at work?
Very Much somewhat | Alittle | Notat all
much
N % N % N % |[N| % |[N]|[ %
9 | 25% | 11 [ 3055 | 7 |1944 | 4 | 1111 | 5 | 13.89
Question 7: How much do you like English in your field of study?
Very Much somewhat | Alittle | Notatall
much
N % N % N % |[N| % |[N| %
13| 36.11 | 15 [ 4167 | 4 | 1111 | 2 | 555 | 2 | 555
Question 8: How useful is English to your field of study/work?
Very useful Useful Somewhat A little Not useful
useful useful at all
N % N % N % |[N| % |[N| %
8 | 2222 | 22 6111 | 3 | 833 | 2 | 555 | 1 | 278

The table shows that the graduates did sometimes use the English language in their
university study with a percentage of less than 45%. However, only 11% said that
they used the English language in their study all the time. While approximately 20%
answered Somewhat to this question, around 14% claimed that they did not use the
language at all. Increasingly, when asked about how much they liked English in their
field of study, around 78% of the graduates liked English much in their study,
compared to those who liked it a little or did not like it at all, both taking the same
percentage of less than 6%. Furthermore, they perceived the language as useful in
their study and work with a high agreement percentage that exceeded 83%.
4.1.3.1.2.2 Graduates' Program Evaluation Results

Just like what has been done in the analysis of the Student Questionnaire, the results

of the Graduate Questionnaire were presented in relation to the evaluation domains
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and sub-domains. These domains were Course Aims and Objectives, Course
Contents and Materials, Course Conduct/Teaching-learning Process, Assessment

and Student Performance and General Questions/Comment (open-ended questions).

The first four domains (closed-ended related questions) were quantitatively analyzed
in terms of descriptive statistics (i.e., means, standard deviations, numbers,
percentages and dis/agreement degree), whereas the last domain was commentary in
nature and was dealt with qualitatively. As related to the closed-ended domains A-D,
the results revealed that the graduates did not perceive the program (i.e., General-
English and Specialty courses) offered at the Tourism Department effective in
meeting the graduates' and students' needs as regards Tourism English. This was
clearly indicated by the total mean of the four domains, which did not exceed 2.20,

representing a high dissatisfaction level across the domains.

The graduates perceived Course Content and Materials as the first domain that they
were mostly dissatisfied with, obtaining the lowest mean (1.87). Next, they expressed
their disagreement with the curriculum's effectiveness as regards Courses' Aims and
Obijectives, with the second lowest mean (1.92) which represents a low satisfaction
level. Course Conduct/Teaching-Learning Process came third with a total mean of
2.39, followed by Assessment and Student Performance, being perceived as the last
in the list as indicated by the highest mean (2.61) and its moderately-agreed upon

degree. Table 4.22 indicates the results across all domains.

Table 4.22: Graduates' program evaluation results across domains' total means

No Domain Total Mean St. Dev. Degree
A Course Aims and Objectives 1.92 0.39 Low
B  Course Content and Materials 1.87 0.34 Low
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C Course Conduct/Teaching-learning 2.39 0.59 Low

Process
D  Assessment and Student Performance 2.61 0.68 Mid
Total Domain Mean 2.20 LOW

Analysis of Domain A, Course Aims and Objectives

In this domain, it is intended to gather data from the graduates as related to their
perceptual evaluation of the curriculum offered in terms of language skills
development. Table 4.23 gives a closer look at the results of the graduates'

perceptions across all language skills.

Table 4.23: Graduates' results across language skills

Domain A (Aims and Objectives)

No  Skill Total Mean  St. Dev. Degree

1 Listening 1.88 0.19 Low

2 Speaking 1.68 0.33 Very Low

3 Reading and Vocabulary 2.32 0.42 Low

4 Writing 1.90 0.23 Low

5 Grammar 1.96 0.61 Low
Total Skills Mean 1.95 0.36 LOW

The given table provides clear evidence that the graduates were also dissatisfied with
the curriculum as they found it ineffective in developing their English language
skills, especially those that are mostly used in the tourism field. This was proved by
the low total mean of all skills, which approximated 1.95, as well as by the low
means each skill scored. Of course, Speaking was perceived as the least developed
skill as a result of the curriculum intervention, obtaining 1.68, the least total mean
across its related items. Moreover, the graduates ranked Listening as the second skill
they were dissatisfied with (1.88), followed by Writing (1.90), Grammar (1.96), and
finally Reading and Vocabulary (2.32).

176



The listening skill included 8 items each of which sought to address the graduates'
perceptions in terms of skill-related issues such as using various listening strategies
(Item 1), describing events detailed in listening (Iltem 3), identifying voices and
situations (Item 4), making short notes and comments on a listening text (Item 6), to

name a few. Table 4.24 shows a detailed analysis of the listening skill items.

Table 4.24: Graduates' results across the listening skill items

SA A NS D SD Mean | St. | Deg.
"IN] % |[N| % |[N| % |[N| % |N]| % bv
1 | 41111 |2 | 555 | 1 | 278 | 12 | 33.33 | 17 | 47.22 | 2.00 | 1.33 | Low
2 |3] 833 [3]| 833 | 2 | 555 | 15 | 41.67 | 13 | 36.11 | 2.11 | 1.24 | Low
3 | 1| 278 |4 1111 | 2 | 555 |18 | 50 | 11 | 30.55 | 2.05 | 1.04 | Low
4 [2] 555 1] 278 | 3 | 833 | 11 | 3055 | 19 | 52.78 | 1.78 | 1.10 | V.
Low
5 | 1| 278 | 3| 833 | 5 | 1389 | 13 | 36.11 | 14 | 38.89 | 2.00 | 1.07 | Low
6 | 1| 278 |0 | O | 4 | 1111 | 15| 4167 | 16 | 444 | 1.75 | 0.87 | V.
Low
7 | 2| 555 | 3| 833 | 1 | 2.78 | 10 | 27.78 | 20 | 55.55 | 1.81 | 1.19 | Low
8 | 1| 278 | 1| 278 | 2 | 555 | 8 | 2222 | 24 | 66.67 | 153 | 0.94 | V.
Low

Item 1: Use a variety of listening strategies to understand texts and listen for information and gist.
Item 2: Become familiar with the various types of listening tests including questions about pictures,
dialogues, short conversations.

Item 3: Listen and then describe the events detailed in short dialogues, articles and stories in
sequences.

Item 4: Identify a variety of different voices, situations and characters from short dialogues, articles
and stories.

Item 5: Understand and note the stress, tone and intonation from a word or a sentence.

Item 6: Make short written comments on a text while | am listening to it.

Item 7: Understand and respond to simple instructions and commands.

Item 8: Listen extensively to the radio, TV stations, movies, songs, etc. ..., and understand them.

All items within this table were regarded as Low and Very Low as indicated by their
low means and high dissatisfaction percentage levels. The graduates were unable to
listen extensively to the media-related channels and understand them because
approximately 89% showed their disagreement level to Item 8, and thus scoring the
lowest mean obtained (1.53). Their high dissatisfaction also included Making short

written comments while listening (1.75) followed by Item 3 (Listen and describe
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events detailed in listening) with the third lowest mean (1.78). They also had
difficulty in Responding to simple instructions (1.81), Using various strategies to
understand what they listen to (2.00), Understanding and noting the rhythmic
patterns (i.e., stress, tone, intonation) of words and sentences (2.00). Other items
were also perceived as low, but with varying degrees, all of which showed the
graduates' complete dissatisfaction with the development of the listening skill as used

in Tourism and as a result of the curriculum intervention.

Similarly, speaking was even degraded more than Listening as indicated by item total
and item-based means. Within the items 9-15, the graduates (more than 91%)
expressed their highest dissatisfaction, especially with their ability to speak
accurately with connected speech, and without hesitation, repetition, and self-
correction. Feeling confident while speaking to others was the second greatest
difficulty with a high dissatisfaction percentage that approximated 89% representing
the second lowest mean (1.44). Great difficulty was also perceived in their ability to
talk appropriately in different situations and contexts as this item scored a lower

mean of 1.47. Table 4.25 shows the related analysis according to the speaking skill.

Table 4.25: Graduates' results across the speaking skill items

SA A NS D SD Mea | St. Deg.
wemINT% [NT% |[N[% N [ % N [ % n Dv
9 1278 |2 |555 |1 |278 6 |16.67 |26 | 7222 | 150 |1.00 | V.Low
10 [3[833 |2 |555 |3 833 17 | 47.22 |11 | 30.55 | 2.14 | 1.17 | Low
11 |2 |555 |3 833 |4 |11.11 |15 |41.67 |12 |3333 | 211 |114 | Low
12 [0 ]0 1278 |1 ]278 12 3333 | 22 | 61.11 | 1.47 | 0.70 | V. Low
13 |1 ]278 |2 |555 |1 278 15 | 41.67 |17 | 47.22 | 1.75 | 0.97 | V.Low
14 [0 |0 1278 |2 |555 |5 |13.89 |28 |77.78 | 133 |0.72 | V.Low
15 |[1]278 |0 |0 31833 6 |16.67 |26 | 7222 | 144 |0.88 | V.Low
Item 9: Participate in discussions and in role-plays such as for example, real-life tourism events and
situations.
Item 10: Use English words correctly.
Item 11: Ask and respond to questions appropriately.
Item 12: Talk appropriately in different situations and contexts.
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Item 13: Take part in conversations and participate in discussions.

Item 14: Speak at a normal speed, without hesitation, repetition or self-correction, and with smooth
use of connected speech.

Item 15: Feel confidence when | speak English to others.

The previous table also indicates the graduates' complete dissatisfaction across all
items. With varying degrees and means, although low, they had other difficulties in
participating in tourism-related situational discussions and role-plays (1.50), taking
part in conversations (1.75), asking and responding to questions appropriately

(2.11), and finally using English words correctly (2.14).

Reading and VVocabulary, on the other hand, was moderately perceived, being the last
skill with which the graduates were dissatisfied and with a total mean of 2.32. Along
with the skill's items 16-20, the graduates were highly dissatisfied with their ability
to build up vocabulary through contexts as over 80% showed their disagreement to
Item 18, and consequently, having the lowest mean obtained (1.83). On the contrary,
they seemed to have a little difficulty with answering comprehension questions
following a reading text, as more than 47% showed their total agreement to Item 20.
Other items under this skill (e.g., Items 17, 16, and 19) were given low degrees
expressed by their low means that reached 2.11, 2.28, and 2.42, given to each item,

respectively. This analysis is clearly indicated in Table 4.26.

Table 4.26: Students' results across the Reading and vocabulary skill items

SA A NS D SD Mea | St. Deg.
em N T o N | % N | % N [ % N [ % n Dv
16 [3]833 |5 |13.89 |2 |555 15 | 41.67 |11 | 30.55 | 2.28 | 1.28 | Low
17 |2 |555 |4 |1111 |3 |8.33 14 138.89 |13 | 36.11 | 2.11 | 1.19 | Low
18 |1 ]278 |2 |555 |4 |11.11 |12 |33.33 |17 |47.22 |1.83 |1.03 | Low
19 |4 ]1111 |4 |1111 |3 |8.33 17 | 4722 |8 | 2222 | 242 | 127 | Low
20 |7 |19.44 |10 |27.78 |1 | 2.78 11 | 3055 |7 |19.44 | 297 | 148 | Mid
Item 16: Interpret and think about what | read.
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Item 17: Use a variety of reading strategies to understand texts and recognize vocabulary, such as
scanning, skimming, and guessing the meaning from context.

Item 18: Build up vocabulary through contexts.

Item 19: Identify the difference between main ideas and topic sentences in a text.

Item 20: Answer comprehension questions following the reading of a text.

As Writing ranked third as the most dissatisfactorily-perceived skill with a total
mean of 1.90, its items 21-25 were all given low degrees represented by the low
means and high disagreement percentages, both ranging from 1.61- 2.14 and 69.5% -

89%. Table 4.27 gives reference to the analysis of items under this skill.

Table 4.27: Graduates' results across the writing skill items

SA A NS D SD Mean | St. Deg.
MINT % N[ % [N[ % |[N[ % | N[ % Dv
21 | 2 | 555 | 3| 833 | 1 | 2.78 | 14 | 38.89 | 16 | 4444 | 1.92 | 1.16 | Low
22 | 3833|3833 | 5 | 1389 | 10 | 27.78 | 15 | 41.67 | 2.14 | 1.29 | Low
23 | 1] 278 | 1| 278 | 2 | 555 | 15 | 41.67 | 17 | 47.22 | 1.72 | 0.91 | V. Low
24 |0] 0 |1|278]| 3 | 833 | 13| 36.11 | 19 | 52.78 | 1.61 | 0.77 | V. Low
25 | 3833 | 1| 278 | 5 | 1389 | 15 | 41.67 | 12 | 33.33 | 241 | 1.17 | Low

Item 21: Write topic sentences, supporting and concluding sentences
Item 22: Write a draft of a paragraph

Item 23: Use adequate vocabulary in writing

Item 24: Recognize and deploy basic writing skills

Item 25: Produce grammatically correct sentences

According to this table, the graduates were dissatisfied the most with their ability to
recognize and deploy basic writing skills, which was proved through the lowest mean
score obtained (1.61) and the high disagreement percentage (89%). They were not
also satisfied with their ability to use adequate vocabulary in writing, considering it
the second difficulty with a mean score of 1.72, followed by writing topic,
supporting, and concluding sentences (1.92), producing grammatically correct

sentences (2.11), and finally writing a draft of a paragraph (2.14).
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Like the previous skills, grammar was also given a low degree in this evaluation as
perceived by the graduates, and with a total mean of 1.96 across the skill items. The
four underlying items 26-29 varied in their degrees (i.e., Very Low, Low, and Mid)
with a mean range of 1.42-2.81. Importantly, the graduates were completely
dissatisfied with their ability to use a variety of grammatical structures appropriately
in communication and in writing, both obtaining the lowest means (1.42 and 1.67)
and the highest dissatisfaction percentages (94.5% and 83%) given to each. Whereas
they had difficulty in identifying and correcting grammatical errors (2.81), it was
more difficult for them to produce correct sentences using present and past tenses

(1.94). Table 4.24 presents the analysis related to the items of this skill.

Table 4.28: Graduates' results across the grammar items

SA A NS D SD | Mea | St | Deg
N I'NT % [N % |[N[ % [ N[ % | N[ % n Dv
26 | 2| 555 | 2 | 555 | 4 | 11.11 | 12 | 33.33 | 16 | 44.44 | 1.94 | 1.15 | Low
27 | 6| 1667 | 8 | 2222 | 2 | 555 | 13 | 36.11 | 7 | 19.44 | 281 | 1.43 | Mid
Ite | 1| 278 | 3| 833 | 2| 555 | 7 | 19.44 | 23 | 63.89 | 1.67 | 1.10 | V. Low
m
28
29 | 1] 278 |0| 0 | 1| 278 | 9 | 25 |25 6944 | 1.42 | 081 | V. Low

Item 26: Produce correct sentences by using present and past tenses.

Item 27: Identify and correct grammatical errors.

Item 28: Apply what | have learned, for example, use a variety of grammatical structures correctly
in writing.

Item 29: Use a variety of grammatical structures appropriately in verbal communication.

Analysis of Domain B, Course Contents and Materials

The graduates perceived this domain as the most dissatisfying s when they were
asked whether the program (GE and Specialty courses) helped them develop their TE
abilities and thus meet their needs. This high dissatisfaction level came because of
the low score of the domain's total mean (1.87) as well as the domain items' means,
which were all Low/Very Low. Table 4.29 shows the results related to the domain's

13 items except for Item 10 which is later analyzed in a separate table.
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Table 4.29: Graduates' program evaluation results across Domain B, Content and
materials

SA A NS D SD St. | Deg.

M
't,jg"N%N%N%N%N%ea”DV

1 3183351389 |4 ] 1111 ) 13 | 3611 | 11 | 3055 | 233 | 1.29 | Low

2 11278 1| 278 | 2| 555 12 | 33.33 | 20 | 55.55 | 1.64 | 0.93 V.
Low

3 2555 |1 278 | 1| 278 15 | 41.67 | 17 | 47.22 | 1.78 | 1.05 V.
Low

4 0 0 2| 555 | 2| 555 19 | 5278 | 22 | 61.11 | 1.55 | 0.84 V.
Low

5 11278 |0 0 3| 833 7 19.44 | 25 | 69.44 | 1.47 | 0.88 V.
Low
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6 3] 833 1111 | 11 | 3055 | 14 | 3889 | 219 | 1.31 | Low

63.89 | 12 | 33.33 | 1.72 | 0.61 V.
Low
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8 |2[555[2] 55 [4[1111] 9 25 | 19 [ 52.78 | 1.86 | 1.17 | Low

9 [1[278[3] 833 [ 1] 278 | 15 | 41.67 | 16 | 44.44 | 1.83 [ 1.03 [ Low
10* ] ] 2.09 | 041 | Low
11 |1 2782 ] 555 [1]| 278 | 14 | 3889 | 18 | 50 | 1.72 [ 097 | V.

Low

12 |2 ]55 |0 0 2 | 555 17 | 4722 | 15 | 4167 | 1.81 | 0.98 | Low

13 11278 |0 0 2 | 555 6 16.67 | 27 75 1.39 | 0.84 V.
Low

Item 1: The overall design of activities (pictures, charts, tables, layout) in the course books was
satisfactory to learn English as used in tourism.

Item 2: The course materials provided me with what | needed to know and do as regards Tourism
English.

Item 3: The materials covered were appropriate as regards, for example, pace, interaction pattern
and the sequence in acquiring English language skills used in tourism.

Item 4: The materials covered were appropriate as regards, for example, tourism content and mood,
source of cultural information and interest.

Item 5: The materials corresponded to the course objectives and students' needs.

Item 6: The content of the course materials were presented coherently.

Item 7: | had no difficulty in following the course materials as they were mostly related to tourism.
Item 8: The courses provided sufficient tourism-related content that sought to improve my Tourism
English skills and abilities.

Item 9: The tasks and exercises in the course materials were effective in improving my Tourism
English skills and abilities.

Item 11: The course content and materials served to improve my skills and abilities in the English
language used in tourism.

Item 12: The topics covered were very interesting and mostly relevant to daily tourism and were
thus easier to understand, remember and use as part of my Tourism study.

Item 13: The content and materials did not allow for sufficient opportunity to practice English as
used in tourism.

All items within this domain were given low degrees with a low mean range of 1.39-
2.33. Item 13 received the highest dissatisfaction level (lowest mean, 1.39) as
approximately 92% of the graduates indicated that they were not happy with what the

content and materials provided them as regards the opportunity to practice English as
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used in Tourism. Complete dissatisfaction was also noted in their perceptions,
especially with those items related to materials’ appropriateness and coverage. For
example, while 89% of the graduates indicated that the content of the materials did
not correspond to the courses' objectives and students' needs (1.47), they again stated
that the materials covered in the program were not appropriate as regards tourism
content and mood, interest and cultural information (1.55). Moreover, the materials
did not provide the graduates with what they needed to know and do as regards
Tourism English (1.64). In addition, the graduates disagreed on having no difficulty
in following the course materials, clearly because mostly they were not related to

Tourism English (1.72).

The materials were negatively evaluated in terms of their appropriateness in
providing pace, interaction pattern or sequence in acquiring English language skills
as used in the tourism field (1.78). With varying degrees in means, all other items
were perceived as low in degree, with the highest mean (2.33) given to Item 1
representing the lowest disagreement level. As for Item 10 which asks about the
materials’ contribution to the graduates’ Tourism-English development across
language skills, Table 4.38 indicates that the graduates perceived all skills as low
except Grammar which was relatively moderate. It is again the speaking skill that
was negatively perceived with the lowest mean (1.47) and the highest dissatisfaction
percentage (94.4%). Listening came second with a mean of 2.08 followed by

Reading and Vocabulary and Writing with total means of 2.11 and 2.17.
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Table 4: 30: Analysis of Item 10* Content and materials and skills development
Item 10: All the activities and materials used in classes contributed to the development of my
Tourism English proficiency in the following areas:

it SA A NS D SD Mea St. Deg.
o n Dv
Noto | N % N % N % N % N %
Listen | 3 | 833 |2 | 555 | 3| 833 |15 | 4167 | 13 | 36.11 | 2.08 | 1.20 | Low
Speak | 1 | 278 | O 0 1| 278 |11 | 3055 | 23 | 63.89 | 1.47 | 0.81 | V.
Low

R\‘;?S’ 2| 555 |4 1111 |1 | 278 | 18 50 11 | 3055 | 211 | 1.14 | Low

writ | 2| 555 | 2| 555 |4 | 1111 | 20| 5555 | 8 | 22.22 | 2.17 | 1.03 | Low
Gram | 5 | 1389 | 71944 | 3| 833 |11 | 3055 |10 | 27.78 | 261 | 1.44 | Mid

Analysis of Domain C, Course Conduct/Teaching/Learning Process

Course Conduct/Teaching-learning Process ranked third within the Program
Evaluation domains as it scored the third lowest mean of 2.39. Degrees of the
domain's 11 items greatly varied between Very Low (Items 3 and 8), Low (Iltems 1, 2,
7, 9, and 11), and Moderate (Items 4, 5, 6, and 10). The results revealed that more
than 83% of the graduates did not use only English in class (1.69). Neither the
teachers presented the tasks in an enthusiastic and interesting way (1.72), nor the
teaching methodologies used were helpful in improving the graduates’ Tourism

English-related skills. Table 4.31 shows to the analysis within this domain.

Table 4.31: Graduates' program evaluation results across Domain C, Conduct and
Teaching/Learning Process

SA A NS D SD Mean St. Deg.
NN % [N % N[ % |[N| % |[N]| % Dv
1 | 5 | 1389 | 4 | 1111 | 5 | 1389 | 12 | 33.33 | 10 | 27.78 | 2.50 | 1.38 | Low
2 | 3| 833 | 4 | 1111 | 4 | 11.11 | 16 | 4444 | 9 | 25 | 233 | 1.22 | Low
3 | 1| 278 | 3] 833 | 2] 555 | 8 | 2222 | 22 | 61.11 | 1.69 | 1.09 | V.

Low
833 | 10 | 27.78 | 6 | 16.67 | 3.08 | 1.46 | Mid
1389 | 9 25 10 | 27.78 | 2.72 | 1.50 | Mid
1389 | 7 | 1944 | 5 | 13.89 | 3.22 | 1.33 | Mid
16.67 | 7 | 19.44 | 20 | 55.55 | 1.83 | 1.16 | Low
11.11 | 14 | 38.89 | 17 | 47.22 | 1.72 | 0.88 V.
Low
9 3 | 833 | 3| 833 | 2| 555 |16 | 4444 | 12 | 33.33 | 2.14 | 1.22 | Low
10 | 11 | 3055 | 8 | 2222 | 1| 278 | 9 25 7 | 1944 | 3.19 | 1.58 | Mid
11 | 1 | 278 | 4 | 1111 | 2 | 555 | 13 | 36.11 | 16 | 4444 | 1.92 | 1.11 | Low
Item 1: The teacher used different ways to group students in the classroom (pair work, group work,
individual work and whole-class work).

2222 | 9 25
19.44 | 5 | 13.89
16.67 | 13 | 36.11
5.55 1 2.78
278 | 0 0

(N |01 D>
(N[O~
Aloojojol|w
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Item 2: The teacher used only English in class.

Item 3: I used only English in class.

Item 4: The teacher set up rules, and routines were clear.

Item 5: The teacher checked the students' learning and made sure all the students were taking part
in the activities.

Item 6: The teacher gave equal attention to all students in the class.

Item 7: The teaching methodologies were helpful and effective in improving my English skills.
Item 8: The teacher presented tasks in an interesting and enthusiastic way which made the tasks
seem achievable to the students.

Item 9: The teacher increased the students' self-confidence in language learning.

Item 10: When needed, the teacher was available for guidance and advice.

Item 11: Technological aids were used in the teaching process and they facilitated the delivery of
COUrses.

Based on the results in Table 4.27, it is possible to say that the graduates moderately
perceived some items as positive, especially Items 6 and 10. For example,
approximately 53% agreed that teachers gave equal attention to all students in the
class (3.22), and they (teachers) also provided students with guidance and advice
once needed (3.19). Furthermore, although over 47% satisfactorily indicated that
teachers' set up rules and routines were clear, around 80.5% asserted that the
technological aids used in the teaching/learning process were not satisfactory enough

to facilitate the delivery of courses, and thus help improve their TE proficiency.

Analysis of Domain D, Assessment and Student performance

Across the Program Evaluation-related domains, Assessment and Student
Performance ranked last with a total mean of 2.61 which represents a relatively-
moderate degree. Most of the items within this domain varied in their degrees with a
total mean range of 1.75 - 3.22, both given to Items 7 and 10 (Item 10 has 6 sub-
items). Around 50% of the graduates positively indicated that the course teachers set
out the assessment criteria before the tests (2.94), but most (78%) perceived these
criteria as ineffective in assessing the interaction between students (1.75). The results

also revealed that the graduates stated that the exams and quizzes did not
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demonstrate their actual proficiency and ability to use English (1.81) and that their
language skills had not been correctly evaluated during the courses (1.89). There was
a little relevance of the assignments and homework to the course aims (2.06), and the
teachers were found to give little and insufficient feedback on the graduates'
performance in the assignments and quizzes (2.08), despite indicating that the
marking received was fair (2.69). Table 4.32 shows the analysis of all items within

this domain.

Table 4.32: Graduates' program evaluation results across Domain D, Assessment and
Student performance

SA A NS D SD St Deg.
Item Mean Dv
v | N[ % [ N | % [N| % | N| % [N] %
1 5 13.9 4 111 | 4| 111 | 12 | 333 | 11 | 305 | 2.44 | 140 | Low
2 3 8.3 2 55 | 3| 83 15 | 417 | 13| 36.1 | 208 | 1.20 | Low
3 6 16.7 4 111 | 7| 194 | 11 | 305 | 8 | 222 | 2.69 | 1.39 | Mid
4 0 0 2 55 | 51139 | 13 | 361 |16 | 444 | 181 | 0.89 | Low
5 9 25 5 139 (4| 111 | 11 [ 305 | 7 | 194 | 294 | 151 | Mid
6 1 2.8 3 83 |9 25 7 194 | 16 | 444 | 2.06 | 1.15 | Low
7 2 55 1 28 | 5| 139 6 16.7 | 22 | 61.1 | 1.75 | 1.16 V.

Low
8 3 8.3 4 11.1 5.5 12 | 333 | 15| 417 | 2.11 | 1.30 | Low
9 1 2.8 1 28 | 8| 222 9 25 17 | 47.2 | 1.89 | 1.04 | Low

10~ [ A R 322 [ 0.52 | Mid

N

Quizz | 11 | 305 | 14 | 389 |4 | 111 | 2 55 | 5 | 139 | 3.67 | 135 | High

Mid- 9 25 12 | 333 |4 | 111 | 5 139 | 6 | 16.7 | 3.36 | 1.44 | Mid

term

Final | 5 139 | 13 | 361 | 3| 83 7 194 | 8 | 222 | 3.00 | 143 | Mid

"AW/ 6 16.7 | 10 | 278 | 5 | 13.9 6 16.7 | 9 25 294 | 147 | Mid
ss

PCI1S‘ 16 | 444 | 11 | 305 |1 | 238 5 139 | 3 8.3 3.89 | 1.35 | High
erfo

Pat/ 5 139 | 4 111 |6 | 167 | 9 25 | 12 | 333 | 247 | 142 | Low

Attd
Item 1: The teacher gave feedback to me about what | had done and what | still needed to work on.
Item 2: The teacher gave me sufficient feedback on my performance in the
assignments/quizzes/exams.

Item 3: The marking received was fair.

Item 4: The quiz/exam results demonstrated my actual proficiency and ability to use English.

Item 5: The teacher set out the assessment criteria before the tests.

Item 6: Homework /assignments were relevant to the course aims.

Item 7: Interaction between students was assessed.

Item 8: The teachers chose different materials or activities in order to assess my language ability
and skills.

Item 9: My language skills have been correctly evaluated in the course.

Item 10*: The following assessment tools were effective in assessing our performance on the
English language throughout the courses (General-English and specialty courses).
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As for Item 10 which asks about which assessment tools were effective in assessing
their language performance throughout the courses (i.e., GE and Specialty courses),
the table indicates that the graduates considered Class Performance as the most
effective assessment tool with the highest mean scored (3.89). They ranked Quizzes
the second (3.67) followed by Mid-term Exams (3.36) and Final Exam (3.00).
Homework and Assignments came next with a total mean of 2.94, whereas
Participation and Attendance were perceived as the least effective assessment tool
with the lowest mean score (2.47).

4.1.3.1.3 Students' and Graduates' Responses to Open-ended Questions

This part presented the results as related to the responses of both students and
graduates to the open-ended questions in the questionnaire. It analyzed and tabulated
their verbal input in response to each question separately. All questions handled the
two stages, namely, program evaluation and needs analysis.

4.1.3.1.3.1 Ways to improve the curriculum offered

Over 36% of the students and 56% of graduates offered suggestions in connection
with how to improve the program (i.e., six GE and Specialty courses). The responses
showed that both students and graduates were dissatisfied with what the program
offered them in relation to their English language abilities. Their utterances in
response to this improvement-based question revealed that most of them wanted
modifications to take place into the courses in terms of what and how they were
taught. Table 4.33 gives some samples of the students' and graduates' responses as

regards the way in which the curriculum could be improved.
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Table 4.33: Students' and graduates’ suggestions to improve the curriculum

courses) be improved?

Q1. In what way(s) could the curriculum offered (General-English and Specialty

Students’ Responses

Graduates' Responses

"Making it more dynamic and helpful to us
as we learn to communicate and use the
language in Tourism"

"l don't really know, but | believe a
special course that focuses on English for
Archaeology and Tourism is a good start
to improve.”

"I want to feel a match between what | take
and what | expect to learn and do. | want to
do better in my study and get a good job in
my field.”

"Change the teaching methodologies and
add new things like activities or tasks that
are related to Tourism communication™

"We need something to build up our
knowledge upon and put this knowledge in
English as we communicate with others in
the tourism field.”

"The curriculum should have some
improvements, especially in the way it
offers courses and how useful these
courses to help students capture the skills
and functions needed in Tourism and
Archaeology."

"Reduce the amount of what is taught to give
time for practice. Time is short to take all
things."”

"Emphasis should be kept on how to use
language to express and talk, not on only
knowledge of both terms and structures.”

"Change the teaching focus from being on
grammar and vocabulary to being on
communication.”

"Enough for grammar and structure.
General English courses should help us to
communicate and express ourselves when
we talk, describe, summarize, and discuss
as part of the specialty courses."

"There must be a change; a link between GE
and Specialty courses should be addressed, a
course in between, for example. "

"Supplementary materials are needed to
foster communication and practice.
Textbooks are sometimes so boring."

Table 4.33 showed that the responses of both students and graduates were similar as
they approximately produced related suggestions to improve the curriculum offered.
These suggestions mostly seemed to indicate their needs especially those related to
having a special Tourism-English course and/or making improvement in the
addressed courses in their content, pace and methodology.

4.1.3.1.3.2 Students' and Graduates' Expectations

When asked about whether the courses offered as part of the curriculum addressed

what they had expected, the students' and graduates' responses were almost negative.

188



This was indicated by most of the written comments they provided in connection

with the question asked. Table 4.34 gives some examples of their responses.

Table 4.34: Students' and Graduates' negative responses as regards course

expectation

Q2. Were these courses what you expected them to be? Why? Why not?

Students’ Responses

Graduates’ Responses

"No, | expected them to add something to
my English proficiency. They added some
knowledge but did not add much to the
skills."

"To some extent, yes. Some GE topics were
helpful but we had less opportunity to use
the related language to work out tasks and
fulfill functions on a communicative basis."

"No, because there's less focus on the
English used in tourism communication."

"l expected to have an equal opportunity to
talk and practice. Classes were mostly
crowded, especially in GE courses as all
university students take them."

"Instructors mostly focused on teaching
grammar rules and vocabulary usage.
Maybe it was because of the large numbers
of students in each class.”

"Unfortunately not. We learned grammar
and some vocabulary from the GE courses,
and we were doing translations for Tourism
and Archaeology-related readings in the
Specialty courses."

"If | compare before and after the course,
there is not a match. | later discovered that
what is written cannot be easily achieved."

"l expected to see, observe, watch, and
participate in pairs and groups to solve a
problem or a task. Actually, | had done a
few of these."

"In these courses, we expected to use
language as a tool, not as a course to be
examined in and skip to the other. Besides,
Arabic is used in classes."

"With these courses, | expected to be
proficient enough, but I'm not. This is so
disappointing and depressing."

These written responses revealed the students' and graduates' general dissatisfaction
with the courses (i.e., GE courses and Specialty courses) as they did not address what
both groups had expected in terms of aims and objectives, teaching methodologies,
skills development, opportunities for learning and practice, and class size. Some gave
a reason for handling classes this way; that is, having a large number of students in
classes may have decreased the opportunity for practice and obliged instructors to
use the traditional teaching methodologies such as grammar, vocabulary lists and

terminology and text translation. They also pinpointed that contents and materials
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had little focus on the English language used in Tourism communication. In general,
both the students and the graduates perceived the courses as ineffective in preparing
them for the language level they had expected.

4.1.3.1.3.3 Students’ and graduates' unmet needs

A number of 32 students (52.5%) and 27 graduates (75%) responded to the question
related to needs, and more than 93% of the responses obtained from both groups
were negative. Despite indicating that their needs were often met in terms of
sufficient knowledge, neither students nor graduates were satisfied with what these
courses offered them in terms of skills, language communicative ability and
proficiency in TE use. Samples of the participants’ written responses in relation to

their TE needs are displayed in Table 4.35.

Table 4.35: Students’ and Graduates' negative responses as regards their unmet needs

Q3. Do you think these courses met your needs as regards Tourism English? Why?

Why not?

Students' Responses

Graduates' Responses

The teaching materials, especially those of GE,
had little to present and teach in relation to
Tourism. Specialty courses teach tourism and
archaeology terms, so we need to translate and
know them for our study.

Materials and teaching methodologies
did not facilitate communication in the
tourism field.

I am weak in English although I took many
courses. | wish | could use English to
communicate in Tourism. That is cool when you
know how to talk to tourists and describe
civilizations. At least, you can easily get the job
you desire in the field.

I do not think so, as | cannot use
English to speak about tourism. |
know many words, terms and English
structures, but they did not help much
in communication.

I guess we are prepared for study and
examinations. We did many things as part of
practice, but we did not use English as needed in
Archaeology and Tourism.

Not to that level | expected. Many
things were supposed to be done to
raise our language level to talk in
every life domain, including Tourism.

The courses did not meet my needs, and | am
going to take a special English course on tour
guiding after graduation Insha’Allah. This is my
plan to get a job and not to wait longer.

Perhaps, my needs were met when we
talk about knowledge, but not skills
and communication. If 1 were good at
communication, | would not be
without a job until now.

| needed to speak and talk using English to
express who | am in the field and what my field
entails. Unfortunately, | cannot do this till now.

My knowledge is good, and it helped
me a lot at work, but I find difficulty
in expressing it in English. 1 could
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have been better at my job if my
Tourism-English needs had been met.

Most of the justifications that both the students and the graduates provided regarding
many issues, most of which were in line with each other. At first, they addressed the
mismatch between the GE courses and the specialty courses by indicating that while
GE courses had little to present as regards Tourism-English, the specialty courses
heavily focused on English terminology and related reading texts. The responses
again revealed that both course types did not facilitate functional communication in
Tourism and Archaeology in terms of goals, content, presentation, and teaching
methodologies. Such a thing might have made these students and graduates clearly
address their unsatisfying proficiency levels and their weak opportunities for getting
a job accordingly. The students and graduates reported that their needs were not met
as they could not use English for tourism at the expected level that would better help
them to find the tourism-related job they desired.

4.1.3.1.3.4 Students' and graduates' views on course connection

When asked about their opinions of whether the six courses should be designed to
complement other courses within the curriculum, both the students and the graduates
were positive in their responses. Despite the fact that only 32 participants (13
students and 19 graduates) commented on this question, what they wrote as response
clearly addressed the mismatch found between these courses, and emphasized the
need for making them complement each other. Table 4.36 presents a sample of these

responses.
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Table 4.36: Students’ and graduates' responses as regards course connection

curriculum?

Q4. Should these courses be designed to complement other training courses of the

Students’ Responses

Graduates' Responses

Certainly vyes, ideas from all courses
should be related and be communicated in
English. Therefore, the language course
should be in harmony with other courses
given in the curriculum.

Instead of three GE courses, a course that
specializes in teaching the type of English
used in Tourism would help better. We
would feel a match that the GE courses
prepare students for Tourism English and in
some way are linked to other courses given.

They should match together and take
topics from each other.

Yes, they should be in line for better
usefulness in both having the knowledge and
using language. There is a great mismatch.

Teaching grammar in isolation is not
helpful for us when we study Tourism.
We cannot use English only to fulfill
grammatical accuracy and communicate
specialty terms. We should use language
to communicate the knowledge we gain
from all courses.

I am with the idea that the three GE courses
should include specialty topics, and the
specialty courses should facilitate using
language as a tool for study and future work
in the field.

I think the Department should call for this
match between the GE and the specialty
courses. We need some changes that
would be more useful to us when we
graduate.

They should look for a solution. | wanted to
study more tourism topics in the GE courses.
They would have helped me in using that
special English.

The courses helped me just a little in
improving my English; of course, not
Tourism English.

There is a big gap between the courses... the
big gap between grammar and terminology
teaching and Tourism communication
teaching.

From these comments, it is noted that these courses should complement each other in

terms of both content and skills to improve students' proficiency in using English for

tourism. Both the students and the graduates indicated the gap between the General-

English and Specialty courses as both course types did not add much to develop their

communicative abilities in their field of study and work. Instead, the courses seemed

to prepare students to have knowledge of both terminology and grammar rules and to

develop the skills of reading and translating specialist texts, memorizing the

important vocabulary items and terminologies, and identifying and using correct

grammatical structures in sentences. Put simply, the students and graduates perceived

this overlap to happen when the GE courses include considerable Tourism content
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(i.e., topics, functions, skills, tasks, etc.) and when the specialty courses facilitate
language use in their teaching methodologies.

4.1.3.1.3.5 Students and graduates and the intended syllabus

Both the students and the graduates were motivated to make comments in response to
having a special syllabus that focuses on communication in Tourism and
Archaeology. More than 42 (69%) students and 30 (83%) graduates gave positive
responses to the question asked, leaving a lot of comments. For example, they said
this course would help them to know how to get the job done and add to their English
proficiency as they study and work. Table 4.37 gives some samples of the students'

and graduates' positive responses.

Table 4.37: Students’ and graduates' responses as regards the intended syllabus
Q5. Would any communicative Tourism-English course/syllabus be any help to you
in your tourism study and your future work?

Students' Responses

Graduates' Responses

I need to know how to get the job done
in English, so | believe this course will
be helpful and interesting as it is new.

Yes, it will be of great help to students. | wish |
had one like this now. This would add to my
proficiency and help me in the job | am doing.

What a fresh idea! | definitely agree
with this course... most welcome.

I think such a course will be a match between
the GE courses and the specialty courses.

We need this course as there is not any.
At least, we need to try it out since it
focuses on communicative English in
the Tourism field.

This course seems to prepare students for work.
I mean to get a job and perform it well
according to the knowledge and skills learned.

The course will help me communicate
and use English as part of my study.
With such English and a high grade, |
can get my dream job.

This will add to students' English proficiency
once used for Tourism and Archaeology
purposes.

If it is something that raises our
motivation for study and work, it is fine
with me.

I believe it will help a lot as long as students are
exposed to real-life tourism situations where
they practice and train themselves in this type of
English. Of course, they need it not only for
their study but for their future jobs as well.

All of the students and the graduates who commented upon this question generally

accepted the idea of introducing a Tourism-English syllabus to be given as a
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university course, addressing at the same time, the absence of such course or course
syllabus in the university context. Some thought that the course would be the direct
match between the GE courses and other specialty courses, more specifically those
taught in English. However, their positive attitudes towards such a syllabus were
conditioned with some issues such as motivation, interest, emphasis on Tourism
communication, opportunities for practice, and ability to develop students' English
proficiency and prepare students for better study and work in the tourism field.
4.1.3.1.3.6 Students' and graduates' transferred skills

Less than half of both the students and the graduates responded to the question
asking whether they were able to transfer skills and information from the courses.
Their responses indicated that they were able to transfer some information and skills
from the six above-mentioned courses to other courses within the curriculum.
Analysis, translation, and reading were the major skills the students and graduates
transferred to other courses. These skills helped them to read, skim, memorize terms,
analyze structures, answer questions, understand main ideas of specialist texts, write
simple reports and summaries; consequently, do better in their study and

examinations. Samples of related comments are given in Table 4.38.

Table 4.38: Students’ and graduates’ comments as regards transferred skills/
information

Q6. Were you able to transfer/use the skills and/or information you have learned
from the courses offered into any of the courses in the curriculum?

Students’ Responses

Graduates’ Responses

I used several skills such as reading,
analyzing and translating texts. Reading
helped in writing reports and summaries in
other specialty courses. The vocabulary and
terms within texts while reading and
translating helped me in understanding the
main points from any specialist text.

We used to analyze texts using structures
and learned vocabulary and terms.
Although tourism-related content in GE
courses was very little, | think I was able to
use the vocabulary and structures in the
Specialty  courses.  Therefore,  for
‘understanding’, my answer is ‘yes’, but it
is ‘no’ for ‘communication’.

It is OK for information, but we did not

I used English to analyze, not to use in
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have a greater chance to speak, listen,
understand and discuss as part of the
courses.

communication.

We did not learn how to make oral
presentations in the GE courses. If we did,
this would have helped us a lot in using
English in the Specialty courses.

I wish I had been provided with the chance
to develop my oral skills more in the
courses. | am sure | would have done better
in other courses and got a higher CGPA
that would qualify me for any related job.

I do not feel confident. |1 want to
communicate in English. | cannot review or
summarize readings, make presentations,
speak about an inscription, for example. |
am not accustomed to this although | took

It may be yes for only individual skills
such as memorizing, translating, analyzing,
understanding main ideas and doing well in
examinations.

some courses in English.

| had a lot of information from the courses,
and this helped me a lot in study and
examinations. However, | still need to
develop other skills such as speaking so that
I can participate and talk in different
tourism situations. You can even solve
problems with English.

In our profession, we need to describe a
lot. This description is done by using
English to speak and simply write to
describe.

On the other hand, the students and the graduates were not able to transfer other
skills, mostly oral, presentation and communicative skills, because as they stated, the
courses did not help them much to improve these skills and add something to their
proficiency in English as used in Tourism. They both described their proficiency
level and communicative ability in English as ‘below expectation’ after taking the six
previously-mentioned courses.

4.1.3.1.3.7 Students' and graduates' comments on course usefulness

Around 60% of the students and 72% of the graduates commented in response to the
question of whether the six courses taken added to their Tourism-English
proficiency. Nearly all answers indicated that students and graduates believed that
the courses added either little or nothing to their Tourism-English proficiency. They
explained that most of what they learned represented knowledge of both grammar

rules from the GE courses and English subject-matter terminologies acquired from
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the Specialty courses. Table 4.39 gives some examples of their comments as regards

how useful the courses were.

Table 4.39: Students’ and Graduates' comments as regards the usefulness of the six

courses

Q7. Did the courses taken in the program really add something to your
proficiency in English as used in tourism?

Students’ Responses

Graduates' Responses

It did not. I still cannot pass oral exams
or make a presentation in English.

GE courses added a little to my GE
proficiency. Specialty courses added some
knowledge and skills but not proficiency or
language use.

I am not satisfied with my English level
in general. The courses did not develop
my ability to use English in my field.

We used English in grammar and reading
throughout these courses, but we did not use it
much to talk and describe how the field of
tourism and archaeology is.

We were not taught English for tourism.
We were taught English and Tourism as
two separate subjects for examinations.

Although English is so important in Tourism,
the courses did not add much to develop it.
The focus on interaction in tourism was so
little.

My speaking, listening and writing
skills are too bad. Speaking and doing
tourism projects in English is very
useful. It makes a person unique.

I am suffering at work because of my limited
English. The courses, especially English
courses did not help me much although I was
very careful in my study.

Truly, I have knowledge of Tourism and
Archaeology. | understand people when
they speak in English, but | cannot
express myself and talk about the
knowledge I have.  This s
demotivating...

Since communicative Tourism-English is not
addressed in the curriculum, students'
proficiency will stay zero. It is my situation as
a graduate of the same curriculum. Again,
most of the curriculum courses are taught in
Arabic; this leaves no space for developing
English as used in Tourism.

Again, the students and the graduates negatively perceived the courses (GE and
Specialty courses) as less effective in developing their competence and proficiency
level when related to the English used in restricted contexts such as Tourism. Some
stated that the courses added nothing to their ability to communicate and use the
language in the tourism study and work. They gave reasons for this, some of which
are as follows: a) Tourism-English was not addressed in the curriculum, b) there was

less focus on communication in the teaching/learning process, and c) there was a
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mismatch between GE and Specialty courses in terms of tourism content, skills and
focus.

4.1.3.1.3.8 Students' and graduates' improvement-based suggestions

Although the number of comments addressing this section was not many (only 13
students and 11 graduates), their responses carried several suggestions which mostly
represented some decisions to be made for their benefits. These are:

- bridging the gap between the GE and the Specialty courses within the curriculum,

- changing the focus and methodology of the existing courses to include more
tourism-content and emphasize Tourism-related communicative functions and skills,
- offering a special Tourism-English course that mainly introduces Tourism in
English on a communicative basis,

- addressing the students' needs and wants in relation to their Tourism-English
proficiency, and

- using only English in all classes by students and instructors throughout the courses.

Samples of the students' and graduates' suggestions are presented in Table 4.40.

Table 4.40: Students’ and graduates' other suggestions
Q8. Are there any other comments you would like to make? If yes, please write it
here.

Students' Responses

Graduates' Responses

The Department should address Tourism
English in the curriculum offered since
English is the language of Tourism.

The gap between the GE courses and the
specialty courses should be bridged for
students' benefit.

We should use English in classes and
instructors should use it all the time while
teaching. This is good for us to use the
language and improve our proficiency.

The courses should focus more on
communication as we need to communicate.

Adding a course with a special focus on
English for tourism, just like what other
universities have. We will see if it is
helpful for us or not.

We want the Department to address the
students' needs when they study and work in
the field of Tourism and Archaeology.

I know that language can be learned

Content should include audio-visual
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better through activities. Therefore,
instructors should use extra activities to
teach better, and thus we learn better.

materials; things to watch, observe, listen to,
make, present, be carried out in cooperation
with others, etc.

4.1.3.2 Results of Evaluation-based Interviews

This section presents the interview results in relation to each participant group,

beginning with the students, followed by the graduates, the English instructors, the

Tourism instructors, and finally the employers.

4.1.3.2.1 Students’ and Graduates’ Interviews- Questions 1-4

Both students and graduates were not totally satisfied with their English language

proficiency and ability to use English to communicate as part of their Tourism study

and work. Although they expected much more from the program courses (i.e., GE

and Specialty courses), they described their language level as bad, more specifically

in the speaking skill and other communication skills needed to fulfill their academic

study and professional duties. Some of their comments in response to the first

question are given in Table 4.41.

Table 4.41: Students’ and Graduates' Interview Comments in response to Question 1

Q1. How can you describe your English proficiency level in terms of the four
language skills? Are you satisfied with it in relation to your field of study?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

I am totally dissatisfied with my English
ability. With only grammar, | cannot use
the language and | cannot develop
myself. Student B

Not good and not happy about this as | did
not use English to communicate; | used it
just for study.

Graduate A

Terrible primary level when it comes to
communication, especially in the field of
Tourism and Archaeology.

Student G

My level is OK in some skills like reading

and grammar. However, | am too bad in

speaking and listening. ... No training...
Graduate D

The second question asked them about how important they see the English language

to their study and work. Their answers show that nearly all agreed that English is the
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language they urgently need to master and be equipped with to do better in their
studies and work. They asserted that the whole field of Tourism and Archaeology is
mainly dependent on English both in communication and publication. They also
stated that they dealt with English even in the other courses which were taught in
Arabic, but whose teaching materials and textbooks were written in English. Both
valued the language as an important tool that a person can use to connect with the
world of Tourism (e.g., speak to tourists; describe antiquities and historical places,
talk about trips, report past actions, etc.). Table 4.42 gives examples of the students’

and graduates’ comments.

Table 4.42: Students’ and Graduates' Interview Comments in response to Question 2
Q2. How important do you think English is to your study and (future) work?
Students' Comments Graduates' Comments
English is so helpful in my study, and of
course for my work. Being good at it | It is important for work as you can speak to
while studying will help me find a good | tourists who do not speak Arabic.
job later. Student A Graduate E
Knowing some English prepares you | English is the Tourism and Archaeology
well for studying and having a job in | language. All books and references are written
the field. Therefore, if you study | in English.... we used to keep reading and
English well, this... this is an indication | translating specialist texts. All of us, students
that you are going to do better in your | or graduates should learn it... it is a powerful
job and be somebody. tool to do better in your study and find a job in
Student D the future. Nowadays’ jobs mostly go to those
who have English. Graduate K

Question three asked both the students and the graduates whether the program (i.e.,
General English and Specialty courses) meets its students’ needs as regards Tourism-
English, or prepares them for their study and future employment. Most of them did
not perceive this program as effective to offer them the type of English they needed

and the English language level they expected. Some were sensitive to the expression
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‘Tourism-English’ and showed surprise to be questioned about as they had not been

exposed to it as part of the curriculum.

The data also revealed that although both the students and the graduates addressed
English as a valuable instrument to get a job, they did not see themselves as qualified
enough due to their limited proficiency in Tourism-English. Based on their
responses, this is the result of the curriculum’s ineffectiveness in meeting their
language needs in tourism restricted academic and professional situations. Samples

of what they said are given in Table 4.43.

Table 4.43: Students' and Graduates' Interview Comments in response to Question 3
Q3. Do you think that the curriculum offered at the Tourism Department is
effective in meeting its students' needs as regards Tourism English, and thus
prepare them for their study and future employments? Why do you think so?

Students' Comments Graduates' Comments
Tourism and English were courses to | | do not know, but we were not taught Tourism-
be studied and passed. We were not | English. It seems new to me. | really cannot use
taught the Tourism-English you are | English in Tourism communication. To sum, the
talking about. This is my final | curriculum did not do much for us. Graduate B
semester, and my English is low, Now
you judge, effective or not? Student C
No, not effective. Why? It is just | As the courses do not prepare students’ in
because it did not give me what | | having good proficiency in English as used in
needed and expected. | Tourism domains. | can easily say that they
Student | cannot prepare them for future jobs.Graduate H

Question 4 was multidimensional in nature. It sought to probe the students’ and the
graduates’ perceptions towards how useful these courses were in developing their
language abilities as needed in Tourism communication, and in relation to four
criteria; namely, course aims and objectives, sufficient Tourism content, teaching

methodologies, and assessment tools.
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All interviewees (students and graduates) stated that they took the six previously
addressed courses (English 99, English 101, English 102, English Terminology in
Archaeology and Tourism, Communication Skills in English, and Tourism
Management in English). However, they asserted that these courses were not helpful
enough to enable them to use English in the tourism field. They perceived the course
aims and objectives as hypothetical and just like ink on paper to show that they did
not match their needs and expectations as regards language use and communication
in Tourism. The content of the courses was not much in GE courses and to some
extent sufficient in the Specialty courses but was not enriched in communication to
develop students’ and graduates’ English language abilities and confidence to use

these abilities to fulfill study and work professional functions.

Teaching-related issues were perceived as less useful by the students and graduates.
Most said that the instructors did not focus much on communication and oral skills,
which are needed the most in the tourism field. Instead, greater focus was kept on
teaching grammar rules in GE courses and on teaching terms and reading Tourism
and Archaeology-related texts in the Specialty courses. In addition, these were
mostly taught through explanations and questions and answers, most of which were
accomplished by those who used to raise their hands to participate. Some said this
was so because of the large number of students in classes, especially in the GE
courses that were often held in big halls to account for the too many students coming
from all university departments. Activities, tasks, technologies were not effectively
used in classes to aid teaching and thus help develop students’ learning of the
English language. Finally, the assessment tools used in the courses did not seem

helpful to check students’ and graduates’ language level and proficiency. For

201



example, tools to assess oral production such as speaking tests or oral presentations
were less used, and exams were the dominant assessment technique which took all or
most of the allotted marks. Table 4.44 in Appendix W gives some comments of the

students and graduates as regards these four criteria.

Comments given in italics are related to Course aims and Objectives, and the
comments related to content are written in Bold. Teaching issues were indicated in

Underlined, whereas assessment issues are indicated in Bold and Underlined. See

Appendix W.

4.1.3.2.2 English Instructors’ Interview- Questions 1-3

Four English instructors took part in the interview. They were invited to give their
opinions in response to three structured questions which aim to probe information
about whether they perceive the three GE courses effective in developing students’

English language abilities in ESP in general, and in the tourism field, in particular.

The first question asked the instructors about the English Department’s mission,
especially when related to developing the English language abilities of students of
specializations other than English. The instructors agreed that the mission was
simply to help students acquire the English language skills needed in their studies
and future work in their related fields. Yet, they added that such a mission was
partially implemented as it mainly focuses on helping students with the general use
of the language in classes and some study skills such as understanding lectures,
asking and answering questions, reading and summarizing, having knowledge of
English structures, note-taking, and comprehending main ideas in listening and
reading. Moreover, the instructors found the three GE courses insufficient to prepare

202



students in the type of English needed to fulfill the professional job activities and
functions in different ESP fields including Tourism. Table 4.45 gives some of the

instructors’ comments that addressed the Department’s mission.

Table 4.45: English instructors’ sample comments on the Department’s mission

Q1. What is the Department's mission as regards developing the English language
abilities of students of university specializations other than English; for example
Tourism?

English Instructors’ comments

Well, the mission is simply to help students in their studies by acquiring the needed
language skills. This is achieved through the language program offered to all university
specializations, and which includes three courses: English 99, English 101, and English
102. You can also say that this program attempts to enable students to be equipped with
the necessary study skills that keep them into their study and do better at it. For example,
they can understand their instructors and their lectures, take notes, ask and answer
guestions, comprehend from reading texts or listening excerpts, report or summarize, etc.
(Instructor E)

he GE courses offered actually aim to prepare the incoming undergraduates for study and
future work in their related fields and areas of specialization. However, seriously, they are
not that realistic as they can do little to develop their English language as used in their
related ESP fields. (Instructor F)

The Department’s mission can be of three points:

1. Helping students with some English as they study.

2. Raising students' attitudes towards the language in academic contexts.

3. Supporting students to learn the study skills that enable them to study well.
(Instructor J)

The second interview question asked the instructors about how effective the above-
mentioned courses are in developing students’ Tourism-English proficiency. All
English instructors confirmed that the students of the Tourism Department have to
take a three-level General-English program that includes English 99, English 101,
and English 102, all representing the pre-intermediate, intermediate, and advanced
levels, respectively. They also confirmed that there were no ESP courses taught to
students of other university specializations including Tourism.

The instructors expressed their dissatisfaction with the English language proficiency

of most, if not all, incoming undergraduates before and even after taking the above-
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mentioned courses. They stated that all undergraduates were required to sit an
entrance English placement test, and the majority of them failed, explaining that this
was the reason for taking the English remedial course English 99. Furthermore, the
instructors asserted that most students graduate with limited English; a thing which
led to say that such courses did not add much to students’ proficiency in General

English, let alone their proficiency in Tourism-English.

The instructors did not see a complete match between the courses’ aims and
objectives and students’ expectations and needs which are mostly related to
developing their language skills and communicative abilities. They confirmed that
their purpose is not ESP or developing students’ Tourism-English proficiency and
that their content has little to offer as regards Tourism English. Moreover, all agreed
that the GE courses aim to help students with the language they need in their studies,
but as they are exam-oriented, focusing on communication cannot be fostered during
the teaching-learning process. They gave several reasons to justify their stances. For
example, they mentioned that the content of the courses was too much to be covered
in a 14-week semester, three hours a day. They indicated that this time was short for
learning as it did not allow sufficient opportunity for practical activities and materials
that facilitate communication. As a result, they said, they felt obliged to skip some
activities and focus on grammar points and vocabulary use instead to better prepare

students for the exams.

Another reason that the instructors emphasized was the large number of students in
each class (might exceed 75). The instructors asserted that the number of students
and the physical environment of the classes prevented good teaching/learning to
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happen as the instructors had little chance to focus on individual students or design

pair work or group work activities in which students would practice the language.

Assessment tools were not found useful and effective to assess students’
communicative abilities and language proficiency. All the instructors pointed out that
due to the exam-oriented nature of the courses, the students’ communicative
performance was not carefully taken care of, and assessment tools such as speaking
tests, task-based communicative activities, progress tests, or oral presentations, were
not often used. They mentioned that assessment was usually run by two mid-term
exams and one final exam that was computerized and unified to all students in each
course level. These exams, especially the final, were in Multiple-choice format
aiming to assess students’ performance mostly in some language aspects such as
grammar and vocabulary usage. Table 4.46 in Appendix X gives some examples of

the English instructors’ comments.

Question 3 sought to ask the English instructors about whether the curriculum (i.e.,
GE and Specialty courses) were effective in meeting students’ Tourism-English
needs and in preparing them for future employment. The instructors’ perceptions
were negative as they found the courses insufficient to equip the students with proper
English that they needed in their field of study and work. In other words, the
instructors indicated that being proficient in Tourism-English was the most necessary
job requirement. However, these courses did not offer sufficient language practice
and knowledge to the level that they could develop students’ communicative abilities
in the tourism field. Therefore, they were perceived ineffective in meeting the
students’ needs and expectations. They again mentioned that the courses did not
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expose students to the jargon used in Tourism and Archaeology, which was

considered essential in the TE training and students’ preparation for work.

As the students’ needs were not met in these courses, the instructors suggested
offering more specialty courses in English, so that exposure to tourism jargon could
be greater. Moreover, this could add something to their TE proficiency and
communicative ability. Another point they addressed was that the students’ needs
and expectations were higher at the near-graduation stage. One of the instructors said
that as the students get closer to a real-life situation, they begin to realize the
importance of English as a golden key that opens doors of opportunities for their
future careers. Table 4.47 presents some of the English instructors’ comments as

regards this question.

Table 4.47: English instructors’ comments on the curriculum effectiveness and
students’ Tourism-English needs and future employments

Q3. Do you think that such courses, in addition to other specialty courses taught in
English at the Tourism Department, are effective in meeting Tourism students' needs as
regards Tourism English, and thus prepare them for future employments? Please, explain
your answer.

English Instructors’ comments

Not to that level, if they could help. Nevertheless, to the best of my knowledge, the
specialty courses taught in English are not many, and most of the other courses are taught
in Arabic. Therefore, | cannot judge that the courses suffice students’ needs, especially in
relation to using English in the tourism field. If all specialty courses were dealt with in
English, I mean everything was in English, the ability to use Tourism English would be
higher as exposure to the jargon used in Tourism and Archaeology would be greater.
Students would then be better helped to use the language and get a future job.
(Instructor F)

The courses could help students for English and for Tourism work, as English is the
language of Tourism, and all students or staff should master it to get their job done through
language. The English-taught courses within the curriculum are few in number, and the
knowledge and training gained from these courses are not sufficient to meet students’
Tourism-English needs and their desired future jobs. Students’ expectations and needs
become higher as they are nearer to graduation. As they are closer to practice, this will
make students think that the ability to use English in Tourism communication is the only
key to compete to get a job in the future. (Instructor G)

Students’ needs and expectations are higher than what these courses could offer in terms of
language and field training. Of course, their needs would reflect their desire to be able to
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communicate confidently and accurately in the tourism field as it is a job requirement.
Such needs cannot be met with the intervention of these courses as they are not specialized
enough to prepare students for the desired proficiency in Tourism English.
(Instructor J)

4.1.3.2.3 Tourism Instructors’ Interview- Questions 1-5

Six instructors from the Department of Archaeology and Tourism participated in the
interviews. They were asked five structured questions all of which investigated the
instructors’ perceptions as regards the curriculum effectiveness in meeting the

students’ TE needs and expectations.

When asked about the Department’s mission, they all indicated that the Department
takes the responsibility to prepare the students to be active members of the workforce
in the field of Tourism and Archaeology. However, they all asserted that students’
English language ability was not considered as a department priority, a thing that
explains why students graduate with limited English, and therefore, they have less

opportunity for work in the field. Table 4.48 gives some of their comments.

Table 4.48: Tourism instructors’ comment as regards the Department’s mission

Q1. What is the Department's mission regarding its graduates and their English
language abilities?

Tourism Instructors’ comments

The Department is committed to equipping its graduates with theoretical and field
knowledge, which help them gain future skills that allow them to join their previous
colleagues in Tourism and Archaeology organizations in the public and private sectors.
However, It does not actually pay much attention to the English language level of the
graduates. That is why their level is not what we expect them to be; we know it is better
for work. (T. Instructor A)

As indicated by the curriculum offered and its less focus on the English language through
the small number of courses given in English, we can conclude that the graduates’
English language level is not taken care of in the Department’s mission. The absence of
appropriate courses that deal with Tourism English makes their language level
unsatisfactory. (T. Instructor C)

Frankly, the Department does not care much about the development of its graduates’
English language abilities. This is because they study English courses at the Language
Center of the English Department. (T. Instructor D)

The Tourism Department is responsible for quality education to its graduates, but this
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quality education often lacks focus of the graduates’ English language proficiency. There
is not enough training in Tourism English. (T. Instructor 1)

As an answer to the second question which asked the Tourism instructors about the
English language level of the fourth-year students at the Tourism Department, they
pointed out that the fourth-year students were better in English than students of other
levels such as freshmen and sophomores. They said this was so as students of this
level (i.e., seniors) must have completed all the English taught courses, including
both General-English and Specialty courses. However, their language level was not
perceived enough to qualify them to appropriately use the English language for
tourism communication. Four instructors clearly showed their dissatisfaction with the
students’ language proficiency, and they saw this situation because of the insufficient
language training and the absence of ESP courses that teach functional Tourism

English. Table 4.49 presents some of these instructors’ comments.

Table 4.49: Tourism instructors’ comment as regards the graduates’ language level

Q2. How can You describe your students’ English proficiency levels, especially
those who are in their final year of study at the Tourism Department?

Tourism Instructors’ comments

The senior students’ level is not what we expect them to be, although we all know that
English is very important for their study and jobs. They are too bad in communication
which is needed in the tourism field. (T. Instructor B)

As | said earlier, these students may be better than other students in the language. Their
knowledge could be in grammar, structure, and field terms, but of courses not in speaking
and using English fluently. (T. Instructor D)

I could say that their level is not enough, and there must be some special courses that teach
students Tourism English so that they can do better at the study and learn to communicate
with others in the field. (T. Instructor H)

There is not enough training in Tourism English and there are no ESP courses that may
help them to use English to do their profession in the best way possible. (T. Instructor I)
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When asked about the effectiveness of the program offered in meeting the students’
and graduates’ needs as regards TE and in preparing students for future employment,
all Tourism instructors agreed that the program was ineffective in addressing the
students’ and graduates’ English language needs. They asserted that having less
focus on TE in the curriculum was one of the Department’s major pitfalls. For
example, Instructor B said that it is a pity that the students graduate with little
English although it is very important in their field. Other instructors (Instructors A
and C) linked the graduates’ low proficiency to the program’s less effectiveness in
meeting students’ and graduates’ needs for TE. Two instructors (Instructors B and H)
suggested making improvements to the curriculum by putting more focus on the
teaching of TE and on the students’ language proficiency. Table 4.50 gives some

examples of the instructors’ comments.

Table 4.50: Tourism instructors’ comments on the curriculum effectiveness and the
graduates’ Tourism-English needs.

Q3. Do you think that the curriculum offered at the Tourism Department is
effective in meeting its students' needs as regards Tourism English, and thus
prepare them for future employments? Please, explain your answer.

Tourism Instructors’ comments

The students and graduates’ English language proficiency is low. I think this directly
indicates the curriculum’s less effectiveness in preparing students in the English language
and Tourism communication in English. (T. Instructor A)

English is so important in the tourism field. It is a pity that students graduate with minimal
English; they are not able to speak and communicate. The curriculum should be improved
to focus more on Tourism-English and students’ language level (T. Instructor H)

No, and the biggest evidence for this is the English language level of the students’ now.
They cannot speak or discuss as part of classroom teaching. More focus on English is
imperative in the curriculum. (T. Instructor D)

Even if it is effective, this effectiveness cannot be something that guarantees at least 30%
of the development of their Tourism English proficiency. | am not a pessimist in saying
this. (T. Instructor 1)
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The instructors were also asked whether the six courses constituting the language
program were effective in meeting the students’ needs in terms of the CIPP criteria;
namely course aims and objectives, content and materials, teaching and learning

process, and assessment (Interview Question 4).

In general, the instructors reported that those courses were not helpful enough to add

to the students’ English language proficiency.

As for the first domain, Courses’ aims and objectives, the instructors indicated that
the aims and objectives of all courses were not effective enough, as they did not
match students’ needs of Tourism-English. All agreed that the aims and objectives of
the courses did not consider developing the students’ Tourism-English ability as their
major focus. Instructor B, for example, described this as “a far-fetched aim that is
different from the aims and objectives of the courses offered”, whereas Instructor D
said “nothing was clearly mentioned as regards Tourism-English training in the
courses’ aims and objectives”. In contrast, Instructor H said “the courses offer
theoretical knowledge and little language practice in general; they do not consider
developing students’ Tourism-English ability to practice the four language skills in

the field.”

Content and materials were found to be not much effective in addressing students’
needs of Tourism English. The instructors indicated that the materials and activities
that facilitate Tourism-English practice and communication were not sufficient, and
most did not seem to reflect what is actually done in the tourism field in terms of

functions, tasks, and professional activities. Once again, all the instructors indicated
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that Tourism-English was not the main focus of the courses’ aims or the teaching
materials, and that is why, as Instructor I puts it, “they are out of source and interests,
and thus they are less effective in saying something as far as Tourism-English
practice is concerned.” While Instructor A said that Communication Skills Course
might have little help with presenting some tourism-related activities, situations and
functions, Instructor C indicated that the course materials had just a little to present
and facilitate Tourism communication through the English language. The same
instructor also made the reason obvious as there were no special courses that teach
Tourism-English, which are purposefully designed in terms of their aims/objectives,

special content, as well as teaching and assessment approaches and practices.

The Tourism instructors confirmed that the courses offered within the program offer
only little language practice besides theoretical and terminological knowledge.
Instructor H, for example, said “the courses teach general English from one side, and
theoretical and terminological English from the other, so the content of the courses
would definitely match the two types of focus.” As regards the General-English
courses, Instructor B said:

I do not think that the teaching materials and activities, even those in the

General-English courses contribute to developing students’ communicative

language skills such as speaking. I know that their focus is on vocabulary
knowledge and grammatical ability.

The teaching and learning process was not seen as appropriate to consider language
practice either in general or in Tourism-English. Instructor A asserted that the whole
teaching-learning process was based on lecturing and teacher-centered approaches
which, as he described, disregard the vividness of language practice. Moreover,

opportunities for practice in the classrooms were less due to a number of other
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reasons which the instructors mentioned. Some instructors (Instructors C and 1)
indicated that even when practice exists, it is performed through the students’ native
language, Arabic. They said that the instructors in the English-taught courses use
Arabic in their teaching, and the students do not use English in most of their learning.
Another reason was presented by Instructor B when he asserted that with a large
number of students in class, “opportunities for language practice are not guaranteed,
as classes cannot be controlled and dealt with in terms of teaching, equal attention to
all students, participation, and assessing students’ actual performance.” The last
reason mentioned was what Instructor D said as regards the use of technology to aid
instruction in the courses offered. The instructor was sorry to uncover reality by
saying “Quality and effective teaching and learning comes through using the latest
technologies; a thing which is unfortunately less considered in the teaching of both

General-English and Specialty courses.”

The assessment tools used in the courses were described as not effective to
demonstrate students’ actual performance, and they were seen to greatly neglect
communication skills in favor of knowledge and cognitive skills. The courses were
not also seen to reflect language skills in both instruction and assessment, which

some instructors (Instructors B and H) described as traditional in their focus to regard

only knowledge-based aspects. This is clearly stated in what Instructor B said I

know language should be practiced to be learned, but memorization and drills with
their matching objective assessment tools such as MCQs do not facilitate using
language when they present theoretical knowledge in their answers.” Furthermore,
Instructor A pointed out that the Specialty courses offered in English did not have

any focus on students’ language performance in the assessment methods. He said:
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Even the Specialty courses should consider language ability when the
assessment tools are set. Some marks should be allotted to check students’
performance in using English in their field of study. From this point, we
could regard and talk about the curriculum effectiveness in considering
language besides knowledge.

Table 4.51 presents some of the Tourism instructors’ comments as regards the four

CIPP criteria.

Table 4.51: Tourism instructors’ comments on courses’ effectiveness in relation to
the four CIPP criteria

Q4. How effective do you perceive these courses in terms of these issues?

English Instructors’ comments

Aims and | - | think the aims and objectives are not really in great match with the
objectives | students’ needs of Tourism English. It is because developing students in
Tourism-English is not the focus of both General-English and Specialty

Courses. (T. Instructor A)

- The content which provides opportunities for practice in Tourism-English
Content was not sufficient in the teaching materials and references. Even if they
and focus on language practice, they rarely attempt Tourism communication in

materials English. Some activities and functions presented in the Communication
Skills course might help, but of course, this is not enough. (T. Instructor B)

- Since very little content is related to Tourism, the situation for learning
Tourism-English is even worse. (T. Instructor H)

- Vividness of practice seems to be less regarded in all courses, as
everything is based on lecturing and teacher-centered teaching practice.
Even if there is practice, most is unfortunately performed in the students’

native language. (T. Instructor C)
Teaching/ | - The teaching methodologies and practices are not effective enough to
learning teach both knowledge and language. In fact, some instructors in the English-
process taught classes use Arabic in their teaching, and students do not use English
in the classroom even in the language classes, the classes that have actually
been set to teach them to do so. (T. Instructor 1)

- The assessment tools used in most of the courses do not actually say much
Assessment | as regards students’ language ability. Their main focus is on the cognitive
and knowledge-based aspects, not on skills and abilities. (T. Instructor C)

- There is no continuous progress check for how much a student can know
and do with both language and knowledge. (T. Instructor D)

- Let me say it like this, neither instruction nor assessment reflect skills.
They do match knowledge through many traditional assessment and
teaching techniques. Even language courses consider such a thing, although
they should greatly emphasize communication skills. (T. Instructor H)
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In their answers to the fifth interview question which asked the instructors about
what they were teaching in the courses offered and what language skills they mostly
used in the classroom, all the instructors were found to separate General-English
courses from the specialty courses as they were taught in the English Department.
They indicated that General English courses teach basic language skills which are
mostly analytical and cognitive skills such as reading, grammatical accuracy, and
structural and vocabulary knowledge. The instructors linked this to the exam-
oriented nature of these courses. In other words, they were using the English

language as a subject to be taught just like other courses in the curriculum.

In the specialty courses, on the other hand, the instructors said that they mostly
emphasized the reading skill and the functions that enrich students’ theoretical
knowledge, such as identifying major points in texts, summarizing, asking and
answering questions, comprehending, translating, describing, taking notes in lectures
and readings, etc. The instructors explained why they were not having much
language practice in their subject-matter courses. For example, Instructor A said that
the language courses did not give great attention to developing students’
communicative and oral skills such as speaking and listening, and that was why they
were obliged to focus on the above-mentioned functions and skills while teaching
after they had discovered the students’ limited proficiency in English. Another
instructor (Instructor D) put it differently that Tourism instructors should focus on
the skills and functions that help get their job done in the easiest way possible
through reading and text analysis, as they were not language instructors to develop
students’ English language proficiency and their communication skills. This

instructor also said that it was the responsibility of language instructors to develop

214



students’ language, and there must be special courses that would help them in
Tourism English. He continued:

This is the language instructor’s role, not our role as subject-matter
instructors. We teach specialized topics, theories, functions that students must
know and apply once into practice. The Department’s main focus is to
graduate Tourism and Archaeology specialists.

Furthermore, Instructor C described the whole situation by saying,

Communicative skills like speaking and writing are not focused on, although
these are the skills we, as subject-matter instructors, need our students’ to
master to discuss, present and communicate theoretical and field knowledge
using English. Frankly, I prefer to focus on knowledge when | discover that
the students’ language level is low.

Table 4.52 gives examples of the instructors’ comments.

Table 4.52: Tourism instructors’ comments on what the courses teach and offer

Q5. What do you teach in these courses, and what type of language and language
skills do you mostly use in the classroom?

Tourism Instructors’ comments

Well, General-English courses are not taught in our Department; they are dealt with in the
English Department to afford the number of students coming from all specializations. |
believe they teach the basic language skills in general term, but I do not think they give
great attention to oral skills such as speaking and listening. We find these students unable
to use English in our Specialty courses, | mean to talk and communicate or describe things
in English. Communication Skills course might enrich their language practice in some
tourism-related situations if it is appropriately exploited by instructors and students. (T.
Instructor B)

The teaching of language skills that keep students motivated and confident in language use,
even in language classes, is not taken care of. That is why we are all dissatisfied with
students’ abilities and communication skills. (T. Instructor H)

In language classes, they teach simple language skills that match knowledge-based
instruction and assessment. They mostly consider grammar rules, structures, reading
comprehension, and vocabulary use. (T. Instructor C)

We mostly focus on reading and text analysis as we know students have limited knowledge
of English language communication skills. It is better to focus on these skills as well
because students really need them. (T. Instructor D)

4.1.3.2.4 Tourism Employers’ Interviews- Questions 1-3
Twelve employers in the tourism field participated in the interviews. They were

asked three questions which aimed to collect information about how able Tourism
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graduates were in using the English language in the tourism field and how they

perceived the curriculum’s effectiveness in relation to the graduates’ language level.

The first interview question investigated the employers’ viewpoints of what type of
Tourism graduates they would mostly consider for employment in the field. All the
employers emphasized the graduates’ ability to use English as a main job
requirement, as they considered English as the language by which all tourism-related
activities and tasks are carried out. Table 4.53 presents some of these comments in

response to the question.

Table 4.53: Employers’ comments on the graduates’ they consider for a job

Q1. What sort of Tourism university graduates do you consider for employment the
most in your field?

Employers’ comments

- Those who are equipped with language and professional skills. Using English
appropriately gives the employer a good impression of the graduate as one who can do the
tourism job better than those who have little language knowledge. (Employer A)

- | usually interview graduates in English. If they can cope with it, telling me a little about
themselves and the knowledge they acquired from their study, | give them a priority.
Unfortunately, most of them cannot do so. (Employer C)
- Good English is a must to consider a Tourism graduate for a job. You know, English has
become the language of the field. You cannot use Arabic with tourists, can you?

(Employer E)
- In today’s Tourism, everything is done in English; therefore, the graduate should have
some good English to get the job. Knowledge of the field is not enough. (Employer F)

The second interview question examined the employers’ satisfaction the curricula
offered at Tourism departments in Jordanian universities, in general, and at Mu’tah
University, in particular. They generally perceived Tourism departments’ curricula as
not much effective in addressing students’ Tourism-English needs, as indicated by
the graduates’ low English language proficiency and their inability to use English in

the tourism field. As related to Mu’tah University, the employers saw the curriculum
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offered at the Tourism Department as lacking those specialized courses that teach
Tourism-English and prepare graduates for their future jobs. One employer
(Employer G) said “As far as | know, the University does not have such special
courses that teach Tourism-English and meet its Tourism graduates’ needs. These
graduates greatly need this type of English for their jobs.” Some of other employers’

comments are presented in Table 4.54.

Table 4.54: Employers’ comments on the curriculum effectiveness and graduates’
needs

Q2. Do you think the curriculum offered at the Tourism Department is effective in
meeting its students’ needs as regards Tourism English, and thus prepare them for
future employments? Please, explain your answer.

\ Employers’ comments

- I do not think university curricula, including the curriculum of Mu’tah University, take
good care of the graduates’ English language proficiency. No one would say the
curriculum is effective in meeting the graduates’ Tourism-English needs, and they see
students graduate with little English. (Employer B)

- As indicated by the graduates’ English language level, | can easily say it is not. It needs
to be improved to consider students’ needs of using English in Tourism communication.
(Employer K)

- Most Tourism departments in the country do not seem to prepare graduates in the English
language they need to get a job. This is what we all need; graduates need to master
English, and we employers need them to acquire it. With English, they would do their jobs
better; consequently, we would be happy with qualified staff. (Employer D)

The employers had negative attitudes towards Tourism graduates’ English language
level. In response to the third interview question, all indicated that most of the
graduates were not proficient enough to communicate and use English in different
tourism contexts. For example, Employer A described the graduates as “weak
communicators”, whereas Employer L said “A large number of tourism graduates are
unemployed nowadays because they are not good enough in English.” The

employers gave reasons for such a situation. Some employers stated that it was just
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because of the absence of specialized TE courses in the curriculum, especially at
Mu’tah University. However, other employers indicated that the major reason was
the Tourism Department’s less consideration of ESP training as an integral part of
their education and job preparation. Table 4.55 gives some samples of other

employers’ comments.

Table 4.55: Employers’ comments on the graduates’ English proficiency

Q3. Do you think that Tourism graduates are proficient enough in Tourism
English to the extent they can communicate effectively in any tourism context?
Why do you think so?

Employers’ comments

- Most students graduate with very little English and less communicative ability. Training
in Tourism-English at Mu’tah University is barely considered as there are no special
courses. Some other universities offer courses in Tourism-English, and | believe their
English is better. (Employer 1)

- I think it is the Department’s responsibility to pay much attention to the graduates’
proficiency in English. It is part of training in their study and of their preparation to their
future jobs. (Employer J)

- I interviewed some of this department’s graduates for a job once, they were good in
knowledge and professional activities, but their English was limited, especially in
communication. (Employer H)

4.1.4 Product Evaluation

This part is handled in the last chapter, Discussion, in a way that exploits the data
collected from all sources to provide a value judgment of effectiveness of the
program in terms of the four CIPP domains, namely, aims and objectives, content
and materials, conduct/teaching-learning process, and assessment and student
performance. It also gives a simple way to report the findings and clearly state
whether the English language program offered at the Tourism Department has been
evaluated as ineffective in meeting the students’ and graduates’ needs and
expectations. Finally, it builds a suggestion-based profile that seeks to clarify needs

and expectations and develop a theoretical battery for innovating a TE course
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syllabus as a way to improve the language program based on these needs and

suggestions.
4.2 Research Question 2- Needs Analysis Step

The results under this section are presented in relation to the instruments used in the
study (i.e., the questionnaires and interviews) and in line with Nation and
Macalister’s syllabus design criteria. The results of the questionnaires are presented
first followed by the interviews’ results.

4.2.1 Results of Needs Analysis-based Questionnaire

4.2.1.1 Results of Students' Needs Analysis Questionnaire

This part consisted of 16 items that examined students' perceptions of English as
used in the tourism field. These items also intended to investigated their needs of
what they see necessary to help them develop their abilities in TE. The last item
(Item 16) examined the students' perceptions of having a newly designed
communicative syllabus that would focus on Tourism English to be offered at their
Tourism Department. This item opened a new dimension to explore syllabus-based
needs under Nation and Macalister's (2010) four syllabus design criteria: ‘Goals’,
‘Content and Sequencing’, ‘Format and Presentation’, and ‘Monitoring and
Assessing’. In other words, responding to Item 16 required the students to answer the
following questions (related to their needs of a TE syllabus) under the above-
mentioned syllabus design criteria. Of course, their answers to all items contributed
to having a clear picture of how that course syllabus would be in terms of goals,

content and sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

The results of the first 16 items revealed that the students had strong positive

attitudes towards English as it is the language that is mostly needed in the tourism
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field. They expressed a high agreement level to most of the items (except Items 3 and
9) with a percentage range that approximated 65.5% (Item 12) -- 95% (Item 8). Table

4.56 gives a clear statistical analysis of all items.

Table 4.56: Students' Needs Analysis Results (General items 1-16)

SA A NS D SD St. Deg.
ltem [N % |[N| % | N| % |[N| % | N| % |M&a"| Dy
No

1 32 (524 121 | 344 | 2 33 | 4 6.5 2 3.3 | 426 | 1.03 | V.High
2 30492 | 26 | 426 | 1 1.6 2 3.3 2 3.3 | 431 | 092 | V.High
3 2 | 33 | 4 65 | 4 6.5 | 25| 409 | 26 | 42.6 | 1.87 | 1.02 Low
4 24 1393 | 26 | 426 | 4 65 | 4 6.5 3 49 | 404 | 1.08 High
5 251409 |30 | 492 | 2 3.3 3 4.9 1 1.6 | 423 | 0.86 | V. High
6 23 | 377133541 | 4 6.5 1 1.6 0 0 4.28 | 0.66 | V. High
7 21 (344125409 | 8 | 131 | 3 49 | 4 6.5 | 391 | 1.13 High
8 36 | 59 |22 360 2 3.3 1 1.6 0 0 452 | 0.64 | V. High
9 116 | 3 4.9 6 98 | 23| 377 |28 | 459 | 1.78 | 0.93 | V. Low
10 27 | 442 1 20 | 327 |10 | 164 | 2 33 | 2 33 [ 411 | 1.02 High
11 301492 22| 360 | 4 6.5 2 33 | 8 49 | 421 | 1.05 | V.High
12 23 | 377171278 |12 | 196 | 5 82 | 4 65 | 382 | 1.21 High
13 26 | 426 |23 | 377 | 8 | 131 | 2 3.3 2 33 | 413 | 0.99 High
14 28 145921 | 344 | 5 8.2 3 49 | 4 6.5 | 408 | 1.16 High

15* 418 | 0.21 High

Speak | 41 | 67.2 | 14 | 229 | 3 4.9 2 3.3 1 1.6 | 451 | 0.87 | V. High
Listen. | 29 | 475 | 25 | 409 | 5 8.2 0| 0% | 2 3.3 | 429 | 0.88 | V.High
Read. | 27 | 442 | 24 | 393 | 6 9.8 2 3.3 2 33 | 418 | 0.97 High
Writ. | 20 | 32.7 | 27 | 442 | 5 8.2 5 82 | 4 6.5 | 3.88 | 1.15 High
Grm. | 26 | 426 | 24 | 393 | 4 6.5 | 4 6.5 3 49 | 408 | 1.10 High
Vocab. | 23 | 37.7 | 30 | 49.2 | 3 4.9 3 4.9 2 33 | 413 | 0.96 High
16 31 1508 |21 | 344 | 4 6.5 2 3.3 3 49 | 423 | 1.06 | V. High

Item 1: English is the language of national and international tourism, and thus Tourism students
should learn it.

Item 2: | need to be proficient in the English language used in tourism so that they can manage to
get a job in the tourism field easily.

Item 3: | feel satisfied with my English abilities in tourism.

Item 4: English language ability is the most important thing to get a job in the tourism field.

Item 5: Learning English ensures doing better in the tourism study.

Item 6: | need to develop my English communicative abilities in tourism and raise my literacy in
the tourism field.

Item 7: It is necessary that textbooks and materials used in teaching consider Tourism English so
that our language abilities as related to tourism can be developed.

Item 8: There should be a match between what it is taught and what | need to achieve as regards
Tourism English.

Item 9: | am satisfied with what the General-English and specialty courses offered me as regards
my English abilities in tourism.

Item 10: | will benefit better from a tourism-English course or textbook more than what General
English courses/textbooks do.

Item 11: The curriculum offered should meet our needs and expectations as regards Tourism-
English.

Item 12: Teachers should be expert enough in Tourism English.

Item 13: Materials should thoroughly describe the competencies necessary for tourism jobs.

Item 14: Materials should raise our motivation and involvement.
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Item 15: When related to Tourism English, | need to develop my ability in the language skills.
Item 16: The Tourism Department should offer a special course that focuses on communication in
tourism in its curriculum.

According to the table, the students' responses to Items 3 and 9 showed complete
dissatisfaction that was indicated by their low means, 1.87 and 1.78, and high
disagreement percentages (over 83.5% for each). Hence, they were displeased with
their TE abilities and with what the program (i.e., General-English and Specialty
courses) offered them as regards the English language used in Tourism. On the
contrary, the students positively perceived the need for having a match between what
was taught and what they needed to achieve as related to Tourism English, with Item
8 scoring the highest mean (4.52) and the highest agreement percentage (95%). Most
of them (92%) needed to be proficient in the English language used in tourism so that
they could get a future job (4.31), and more than 91% expressed their needs for
developing TE communicative ability and literacy in the tourism field (4.28). The
majority (over 90%) also agreed that they needed English to do better in their

tourism study (Item 5) with a mean of 4.23.

The students also expressed positive attitudes towards other issues including
curriculum-related needs (Items 11 and 16), textbooks and teaching materials (Items
7,10, 13 and 14) and teacher's expertise in teaching Tourism-English (Item 12). With
reference to curriculum, 85% of the students agreed that the curriculum offered at the
Tourism Department should meet their needs and expectations as regards Tourism
English, with a mean of 4.21. This was also proved by their need for a special TE
communicative course to be offered in the curriculum, as more than 85% percent of

the students showed their satisfaction with Item 16 with a mean of 4.23. Similarly,
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materials-related needs were positively perceived with high degrees of satisfaction
expressed by high means and percentages, both ranging between 3.91 - 4.13 and
75.5% - 80.5%, respectively. For example, they needed the teaching materials to
thoroughly consider TE content and skills as a way that might help improve their
language ability as used in tourism (75%). Seventy-seven percent of the students
agreed that they would benefit from a TE course/textbook more than General-English
course/textbooks, stressing that materials should be a source of motivation and
involvement (over 80%) and describe competencies necessary for tourism jobs (over

81%).

As for the TE skills the students needed to develop (Item 15), they generally wanted
to develop all language skills with a mean of 4.18. However, such a need for skills
development varied in the order of importance the students gave based on the
percentages and means. The highest priority was given to oral skills, namely
speaking (4.51) and listening (4.29), with speaking being perceived as the most
urgently-needed skill (over 90%). Reading came the third in this order with a mean
of 4.18, followed by vocabulary and grammar with means scores of 4.18 and 4.13,
respectively. Although high in agreement level, writing came the last with the lowest
mean (3.88).

4.2.1.1.1 Students' syllabus needs across Nation & Macalister's domains

The students' syllabus needs across Nation and Macalister (2010) model were
positively perceived with high satisfaction degrees with most of the items included
under the model's four criteria, namely, Goals, Content and sequencing, Format and

presentation, and Monitoring and assessing.
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Based on the students' responses to all items, they ordered these criteria according to
how important they saw each for developing a TE syllabus from which they could
benefit. Content and Sequencing ranked the highest in importance with a total mean
of 3.83 across its domain items, followed by Goals obtaining the second highest mean
(3.80). Monitoring and Assessment came the third (3.69), followed by Format and
Presentation being the least important in this order with a total mean of 3.60 which is
still high in satisfaction degree. Table 4.57 shows the order of importance given to the

criteria.

Table 4.57: Syllabus needs importance order across Nation & Macalister's domains

No Domain Total Mean  St. Dev. Degree
A Goals 3.80 0.29 High
B Content and Sequencing 3.83 0.86 High
C Format and Presentation 3.60 0.44 High
D Monitoring and Assessment 3.69 0.57 High

With reference to the students' perceptions of the first domain, Goals, nearly all items
were positively regarded with high degrees of satisfaction and with a mean range of
3.44-4.23 given to Item 8 and Item 1, respectively. The students' highest expectation
of the suggested syllabus was to improve their English ability and be able to find a
job in the tourism field after graduation (4.23, the highest mean). To use English to
talk about their country (Item 4) came the second highest priority with a mean of
4.07 representing a percentage of about 82%. Furthermore, approximately 77% of
the students stressed the need for becoming confident in spontaneous and planned
tourism-related oral and written production (Item 2). These results are presented in

Table 4.58.
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Table 4.58: Students needs across Domain A: Goals
A. Goals (After this suggested syllabus, | expect to:)

SA A NS D SD Mea | St. | Deg.
tem "NT"% [N % [N[ % N[ % |[N[ % n Dv

1 | 30| 4918 | 22 | 3606 | 3| 492 | 5 | 820 | 1 | 1.64 | 423 | 0.99 | V.
High
2 | 23| 37.70 | 24 | 39.34 | 7 | 1147 | 4 | 656 | 3 | 492 | 3.98 | 1.10 | High
3 | 18 | 2950 | 26 | 42.62 | 4 | 656 | 8 | 1311 | 5 | 8.20 | 3.72 | 1.25 | High
4 | 27 | 4426 | 23 | 37.70 | 3 | 492 | 4 | 656 | 4 | 656 | 407 | 1.17 | High
5 |17 | 27.87 | 21 | 3442 | 6 | 9.83 | 10 | 16.39 | 7 | 1147 | 3.50 | 1.36 | High
6 | 20 | 3277 | 29 | 4754 | 5 | 820 | 3 | 492 | 4 | 656 | 3.95 | 1.10 | High
7 | 18 | 2950 | 19 | 31.15 | 7 | 1147 | 12 | 1967 | 5 | 8.20 | 3.54 | 1.32 | High
8 |21 | 3442 | 16 | 26.23 | 4 | 656 | 9 | 14.75 | 11 | 18.03 | 3.44 | 1.53 | High

Item 1: develop our English ability and be able to find a job in the tourism field after graduation.
Item 2: become confident in planned and spontaneous tourism-related oral/written production.
Item 3: be able to use English at the airport and travel agencies.

Item 4: to be able to use English to talk about my country.

Item 5: be able to use English at hotels

Item 6: be proficient in English to work as a tour guide

Item 7: talk about people working in the tourism industry

Item 8: learn English to work as a flight attendant.

It can also be concluded from Table 4.58 that the students' needs and expectations to
use Tourism English varied according to tourism-related contexts. For example, their
need for learning English to work as a tour guide (Item 6) was given the highest
priority (3.95), compared to their need for learning English to work as a flight
attendant (Item 8) with the least priority as indicated by its mean (3.44). Moreover,
learning English to work at hotels (Item 5) was highly perceived with a mean of 3.50,

but not as high as when learned to work in travel agencies (3.72).

Unlike Goals domain, Content and Sequencing domain included nine items each of
which sought to gather information about the students' needs as regards how the
intended syllabus should be in terms of what to include and in what sequence content
could be presented. The high agreement level was indicated in this domain by a mean
range of 3.41- 4.21 given to Item 7 and Item 3, respectively. Following this, with a

percentage of more than 90%, the students rated their need to study something
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relevant to their needs and future goals as the most significant thing to be considered

in the suggested TE syllabus.

The results also revealed that the students wanted the content to give much attention
to what they needed to learn and do as regards TE (4.18) and to provide ample
opportunity for practicing English in the tourism-related contexts (4.16).
Additionally, over 70% of the students needed the content to address their
proficiency level and seek to develop it (Item 4), and approximately 74% needed the
content to focus on the skills, professional activities, functions, and topics necessary
to fulfill their tourism study and their future careers (Item 5). The inclusion of topics
that the students considered useful to local tourism (Iltem 8), as well as the content
which focused on fluency more than accuracy (Item 7), were perceived positively
with high degrees of satisfaction as proved by the high means, 3.93 and 3.41,
respectively. Table 4.59 presents the results of all items in terms of means, standard

deviations, numbers, percentages and degrees.

Table 4.59: Students needs across Domain B: Content and Sequencing
B. Content and Sequencing
SA A NS D SD Mean | St Deg.

N [NJ] % |N| % |[N|] % | N|] % | N| % Dv

1 |28 |459 |23 |37.7| 6 | 98 | 1 | 1.6 | 3 | 49 | 418 | 1.02 | High

2 |27 |443 |26 | 426 | 2 | 33 | 3 | 49 | 3 | 49 | 416 | 1.05 | High

3 | 23[377(32|524 ]3| 49 | 2| 33 | 1] 16 | 421 | 082 V.
High

4 | 24[393|19 311 6 | 98 | 8 | 131 | 4 | 65 | 3.83 | 1.26 | High

5 |18 |295| 27 | 443 | 4 | 65 | 5 | 82 | 7 | 115 | 3.72 | 1.29 | High

Speak |34 557 (22| 36 |2 | 33 |1 | 16 | 2 | 33 | 439 | 0.90 V.
High
65 | 6 | 98 | 3.88 | 1.31 | High
82 | 6 | 98 | 378 | 1.28 | High
147 | 12 | 196 | 3.13 | 1.42 Mid
33 | 3 | 49 | 419 | 1.03 | High

Listen | 27 | 443 | 16 | 26.2 | 8 13.1
Read 21 | 344 | 23 | 37.7 6 9.8
Writ 12 {196 | 17 | 278 | 11 18
Vocab | 28 | 459 | 25 | 409 | 3 49
in
context
Gr& |[15|246 |16 | 26.2 | 12 | 196 | 9 | 147 | 9 | 147 | 3.31 | 1.38 Mid
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7 16 | 26.2 | 20 | 328 | 6 9.8 |11 | 18. 8 | 131 | 341 | 1.39 V.
High

8 23 1377121 | 3441 9 | 147 | 6 9.8 2 3.3 3.93 | 1.11 | High

Smpl- | 17 | 278 | 26 | 426 | 9 | 147 | 3 4.9 6 9.8 3.74 | 1.21 | High
Dif

Familia | 14 | 229 | 24 | 39.3 | 10 | 16.4 | 8 131 | 5 8.2 3.56 1.22 High
r most-
least

Item 1: | want the content to give attention to what | need to learn and do as regards Tourism
English.

Item 2: | want the content to provide ample opportunity for practicing the language in different
tourism contexts.

Item 3: | need to study something relevant to my needs and future goals.

Item 4: | need the content to address my proficiency level and seek to develop it when related to
tourism.

Item 5: | want the content to focus on the skills, professional activities, functions and topics needed
to fulfill tourism study and future careers after graduation.

Item 6: | want the tourism content to give more attention to: speaking, listening, reading, writing,
vocabulary, etc.

Item 7: | want the tourism content to focus more on fluency than accuracy.

Item 8: | want the content to include topics of interest and usefulness to the local tourism
community.

Item 9: | want the tourism content to be sequenced beginning from: simple-difficult/ most familiar-
least familiar .

As indicated in Table 4.59, the students' skills preferences (ltem 6) greatly varied in
both percentages and means. Attention to speaking was exceptionally high as
compared to other skills with a satisfaction percentage that approximated 92%.
Vocabulary in context was given a high priority as well, with a percentage of 89%
and 4.19 as the second highest mean. While listening ranked third in order with a
high mean that reached 3.88, other skills, especially writing, grammar, and
pronunciation were given less attention, which was indicated by their moderately
perceived satisfaction degrees from the means 3.13 and 3.31 obtained, respectively.
Finally, the students preferred the content to be sequenced from the simplest to the
most difficult (3.74) more than from the most familiar to the least familiar (3.56).

This was indicated by the big difference in their means.
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Unlike the first two domains, Format and Presentation, i.e., Domain C, although
high in mean (3.60), was perceived the least needed by the students; consequently, it
came last in the order of importance given to the above-mentioned syllabus criteria.
This domain involved 11 items, all of which intended to collect data about students'
needs of how the content of the suggested syllabus should be presented in terms of
the overall design, syllabus approach, activities, learning time and pace, and the
teaching techniques and learning styles that students would feel comfortable with.
Items 4-7 were analyzed separately as each contained sub-items that needed to be
handled in terms of their means and percentages. Table 4.60 gives an overview to the

results within this domain.

Table 4.60: Students’ needs across Domain C: Format and Presentation
C. Format and Presentation
SA A NS D SD St. | Deg.

tem [N | % | N| % |N| % | N % | N | % | Mean | Dv

No
1 |21 |344 |27 442 |4 ] 65 | 5 | 820 | 4 | 656 | 391 | 1.16 | High
2 | 23| 377 | 25|409 5| 82 | 3 | 492 | 5 | 820 | 395 | 1.19 | High
3 | 28| 450 | 26 | 426 | 3| 49 | 3 | 492 | 1 | 164 | 426 | 089 | V

High

8 25 1409 | 20| 327 | 6| 938 6 9.83 | 4 | 656 | 3.92 | 1.23 | High

9 29 | 475 | 21 | 344 | 4| 65 2 328 | 5 820 | 410 | 1.19 | High

10 26 | 426 | 23 | 377 | 1| 16 9 | 1475 | 2 | 328 | 402 | 1.16 | High
11 15246 |18 295 |7 | 115 | 10 | 1639 | 11 | 18 3.26 | 1.46 | Mid

Item 1: Content should be presented in ways that suit students' individual learning styles.

Item 2: Content should include materials and activities that facilitate both reception and production

in tourism contexts.

Item 3: Content should include activities that increase fluency and allow me to use the language |

already know.

Item 8: | want the overall design of content (course book) to be tourism-like and include pictures,

tables, maps, charts, figures, etc.

Item 9: | want the content to be a source of encouragement to students.

Item 10: | want the content to allow enough time and pace for learning.

Item 11: | want to be taught by a teacher who is an expert in teaching Tourism English.
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The table shows that the highest mean (4.26) was given to Item 3 with a percentage
of 88%; this indicates that the students needed the content to include activities that
increase fluency and allow them to use the language they already know. They also
suggested that content should be a source of encouragement (4.10) and allow enough
pace and time for learning (4.02). Moreover, the students had high satisfaction with
the content inclusion of materials and activities that facilitate both reception and
production in tourism contexts (3.95), as well as with the presentation of this content
in ways that suit students' learning styles (3.91). Furthermore, they wanted the
overall design of the intended syllabus (textbook) to be presented in terms of
pictures, tables, maps, figures, charts, all of which could better situate the tourism

context (3.92).

As regards the students' most preferred syllabus approach(es) which should underlie
the suggested syllabus (Item 4), they preferred the integrated approach with a high
satisfaction level that reached 75%. Their agreement with other approaches varied in
degree (Low, Moderate, High). For example, the satisfaction level was relatively
high for approaches like Notions and Functions (3.60), Skills (3.57) and Topics
(3.52). Less consideration to Grammar and Vocabulary Lists (2.69) and Situations
was clearly expressed through the students' dissatisfaction percentages that
approximated 56% and 70.5%, respectively. These results are clearly indicated in

Table 4.61.

Table 4.61: Analysis of Item 4* Students' needs as regards syllabus approach
Item 4*: The content should be presented in terms of:
SA A NS D SD St. | Deg.

Item N
O IN] % N[ % |[N| % | N| % | N]| % |Ma| Dv

Grf_\t/oc- 12 1196 | 9 | 147 | 6| 98 |16 | 26.2 | 18 | 295 | 2.69 | 1.52 | Mid
IS
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Topics 17 | 278 | 25| 409 | 2| 3.3 7 115 | 10 | 16.4 | 3.52 | 1.43 | High
Situation | 7 | 115 | 10 | 164 | 1 16 | 19| 311 | 24| 393 | 229 | 143 | Low

Skills 15| 246 | 27| 442 | 2| 33 |12 | 196 5 8.2 3.57 | 1.28 | High
Notions/ | 20 | 32.7 | 22 36 3| 4.9 7 11.5 9 | 14.7 | 3.60 | 1.42 | High
functions

Tasks 14 | 229 |23 | 377 |4 | 65 | 12| 19.6 8 | 13.1 | 3.37 | 1.38 | Mid
Integrated | 25 | 40.9 | 21 | 344 | 6 | 9.8 6 9.8 3 4.9 3.96 | 1.17 | High

As regards Item 5, the students needed the suggested textbook to be presented in
terms of Units (3.42) rather than Modules (2.83), and with Units obtaining a

percentage of 59%. Table 4.62 gives reference to the analysis of this item.

Table 4.62: Analysis of Item 5** Students' needs as regards textbook presentation
Item 5**: The content should be presented in the textbook in terms of:
SA A NS D SD St. | Deg.

temNo N[ % | N[ % [N| % |[N| % |N| % || P

Module | 14 | 229 | 7 | 115 |8 | 131 |19 | 311 |13 | 21.3 | 2.83 | 1.48 | Mid
Units | 21 | 344 | 15| 246 | 4] 65 | 11 18 10 | 16.4 | 3.42 | 1.52 | High

The students also expressed their wants and needs with reference to the teaching
techniques that they mostly preferred the suggested syllabus to focus on. Table 4.63
shows the respondents' agreement and disagreement level for each technique handled

under Item 7.

Table 4.63: Analysis of Item 6*** Students' needs as regards teaching techniques

Item 6***: It is comfortable for students to work/learn content through:

SA A NS D SD Mean St. Deg.
wem NoNTTo [N [% |N[% N [% |N |% Dv
Pair 26 | 426 |23 | 377 |2 |33 6 9.8 4 6.5 4.00 | 1.21 | High
work
activities

Groupwk | 18 | 295 | 22 | 36 116 11 | 18 9 14.7 | 3.47 | 1.45 | High
activities

Class 21 [ 344 |12 [ 196 |2 | 3.3 15 | 246 | 11 | 18 3.28 | 1.58 | Mid
discuss.

Indiv. 16 | 26.2 |19 | 311 |5 | 8.2 14 | 229 |7 115 | 3.37 | 1.39 | Mid
work

Project- 20 | 327 |25 (409 |7 |115 |3 4.9 6 9.8 3.82 | 1.23 | High
based act
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According to the table, Pair work Activities ranked the first teaching technique that
the students felt comfortable with, scoring the highest mean (4.00) and the highest
percentage (80%). Students were also satisfied with Project-based Activities as they
ranked it second in order of importance (3.82). Other teaching techniques like Group
work, Class Discussion, and Individual Work, were all moderately perceived with a

mean range of 3.28 - 3.47, and with Class Discussion being the least needed.

As regards the students' preferences of how they wanted to learn throughout the
suggested syllabus (Item 7), approximately 87% of the students said that they would
best learn when they discuss and solve problems (4.09). Learning through talking to
others was ranked the second best to learn with a total mean of 3.92 followed by
learning by seeing and observing (3.85). The students were also comfortable with
learning through getting logical explanations (3.79) and doing homework,
assignments and projects (3.74). Table 4.64 gives a clear picture of the students'

learning preferences.

Table 4.64: Analysis of Item 7**** Students' needs as regards learning preferences

Item 7****: | believe students will best learn when they:

SA A NS D SD St. | Deg.

temNo7 [N % | N| % |[N|] % | N| % | N | % | 2| bv

See writ. 171 278 | 15| 246 | 6 | 9.8 | 12| 196 | 11 18 3.24 | 1.50 | Mid
info

Hear / 20| 327 |18 | 295 | 2| 33 | 9 | 147 | 12 | 19.6 | 3.41 | 1.55 | High
repeat

Move/mk | 19 | 311 | 22| 36 |8 | 131 | 3 | 49 9 | 147 | 3.64 | 1.37 | High
gestures

Discuss/ | 25 | 40.9 | 28 | 459 |1 | 1.6 3 4.9 4 6.5 | 4.09 | 1.10 | High
solv prob.

Talk to 24 | 393 | 23 | 37.7 | 4 6.5 5 8.2 5 8.2 3.92 | 1.24 | High
others

Getlogic. | 20 | 32.7 | 27 | 442 | 2 | 3.3 5 8.2 7 115 | 3.79 | 1.31 | High
explain.

Dohmwk | 23 | 377 | 19 | 31.1 | 5| 8.2 8 | 131 6 9.8 | 3.74 | 1.35 | High
[assign/
projects

Findinfo | 17 | 278 | 26 | 426 |3 | 49 | 7 | 115 | 8 131 | 3.61 | 1.36 | High

See & 28 | 459 | 17 | 278 | 2 3.3 7 115 7 115 | 3.85 | 1.41 | High
observe
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Other learning strategies/techniques were perceived as moderately high such as
moving and making gestures (3.64), finding information themselves (3.61), and
hearing and repeating (3.41). Seeing written information was considered the least

effective despite being moderately perceived with a mean of 3.24.

The last domain handled in the syllabus-based needs analysis is Domain D:
Monitoring and Assessment which ranked the third before the previously discussed
domain (i.e., Format and Presentation) with a mean of 3.69. This domain involved 9
items each of which intended to examine the students’ wants and needs as regards
monitoring and assessment issues such as receiving feedback, checking self-progress,
having a match between assessment and students' actual ability and their needs, using
audio-visual techniques to teach and learn content, having sufficient time to absorb
and practice content, etc. As Item 3 asked students about how they wanted to be
assessed in the suggested syllabus, it was analyzed in a separate table to show how
the underlying items were perceived by students. Table 4.25 shows the results of the

items 1-9, except Item 3 which was analyzed and presented in Table 4.65.

Table 4.65: Students needs across Domain D: Monitoring and Assessment
D. Monitoring and Assessment

SA A NS D SD St. Deg.

M
'tﬁmN%N%N%N%N%eanDV
[o]

1 |23 |37.7 28459 |1 1.6 3 49 | 6] 98 | 397|122 High
2 | 25]409 |22 | 36 9.8 5 82 | 3] 49 | 400 | 1.14 | V.High
3* 3.34 | 0.63 Mid

[op]

4 22| 36 | 241393 |6]| 98 6 9.8 | 3] 49 |392 | 114 High
5 | 29| 475 |23 | 377 |4 6.5 3 49 | 2| 33 | 421 | 1.00 | V.high
6 |18 ] 295 |30 492 | 4 6.5 4 65 | 5] 82 |38 | 117 High
7 | 30]49.2 |25|409 3] 49 2 3.3 1] 16 | 432 | 0.85 | V.High
8 |20 ] 327 |28 |459 | 5] 82 3 49 | 5] 82 | 390 | 116 High
9 | 241393 | 26| 426 | 6| 98 3 49 | 2] 33 | 410 | 1.00 High

Item 1: | need to receive feedback on our learning.

Item 2: The course should provide an opportunity for me to check my progress.

Item 4: | want to be assessed on what | needed to learn and do.

Item 5: | want assessment to demonstrate my actual proficiency level and ability to use English in
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the tourism context.

Item 6: | want audio-visual aids to be part of the learning/teaching of content.

Item 7: | want the content to be selected and presented according to students' needs and interests.
Item 8: | need sufficient time to absorb and practice content.

Item 9: | need to learn from a textbook and other available resources (technology, for example).

According to Table 4.65, all items were regarded as high as indicated by a high mean
range 3.90 - 4.32 and a high agreement percentage (78-90%). For example, students
urgently wanted the content to be selected and presented according to their needs and
interests (4.32). They also highly expressed their needs to learn from a TE-related
textbook and other resources as over 82% showed their agreement with Item 9 with a
mean of 4.10. Moreover, they significantly needed the suggested course syllabus to
provide an opportunity to practice content, and this was indicated by their high
agreement level that reached 3.90. The students also agreed on having audio-visual
aids as part of the learning/teaching process with a total mean of 3.85. Similarly,
assessment issues were also positively perceived. For example, they wanted the
assessment to demonstrate their actual proficiency level and ability to use English in
the tourism context (4.21). They also needed the syllabus to give more opportunities
to check their progress (4.00); let alone, their needs to receive feedback on their
learning (3.97). Finally, they showed their total agreement with the need for being
assessed based on what they needed to learn and do as regards Tourism English

(3.92).

When asked about the assessment tools with which they felt comfortable (Item 3),
the students addressed Quizzes and Progress Tests first, followed by Portfolio (3.90)
and Project work (3.85). High means were also given to Oral Production (3.79),

Final Exam (3.77) and Mid-term Exams (3.47). Homework and Assignments and
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Class Performance were perceived as moderate in the students' agreement level with
means of 2.69 and 2.98, respectively. However, the students perceived Participation
and Attendance as the least preferred assessment technique with the least mean

(2.24). Table 4.66 gives a clear view of the analysis related to this point.

Table 4.66: Analysis of Item 3* Students' needs as regards assessment preferences
Item 3*: | need to be assessed in this course in terms of:

SA A NS D SD Mea | St Deg.

Itergn*NON%N%N%N%N%nDV
Mid- 21 | 344 | 15| 246 |6 | 98 | 10| 164 | 9 | 14.7 | 3.47 | 1.47 | High
term
exams
Hwrk/ 11 18 9 | 147 | 8| 131 |16 | 26.2 | 17 | 27.8 | 2.69 | 1.48 Mid
assign.
Quizzes/ | 22 36 | 27 | 443 | 2| 33 4 6.5 6 9.8 | 390 | 1.25 | High
prog. test
Portfolio | 21 | 34.4 | 26 | 426 | 3 | 4.9 6 9.8 5 8.2 | 3.85 | 1.24 | High
/proj.
wrk
Part & 6 9.8 9 | 147 | 3| 49 |19 | 311 | 24| 393 | 224 | 1.37 | Low
attend.
F.exam | 17 | 27.8 | 29 | 475 | 4 | 65 6 9.8 5 8.2 | 3.77 | 1.20 | High
Oral 21 | 344 | 25| 409 | 3| 49 5 8.2 7 3.79 | 1.32 | High
prod
Class 13 | 213 | 14 | 229 (6| 98 | 15| 246 | 13 | 21.3 | 298 | 1.49 Mid
perform

As the needs analysis part has a fifth domain where additional questions were
provided (i.e., Questions about topic and learning strategy preferences), Table 4.67

and 4.68 discuss the results of these preference-related questions in order.

The results given in Table 4.67 revealed that the students were highly interested in
topics like Local people in Tourism and Tour Guides and Tour Operators, both
receiving the highest mean 2.31. Local Tour and Where to Go ranked the second
most preferred topic (2.26), followed directly by History and Ancient Civilizations

(2.25). Moreover, topics such as Local Hotel Industry, Effect of Tourism on Local
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Community, and Travel Agencies, all ranked next in order as they had the mean
scores of 2.18, 2.15, and 2.11, respectively. However, the students did not show
interest in some of the given topics such as Holiday Types, the least they were
interested in (1.49), followed by Road and Rail Travel (1.62), Money (1.64), and Sea
Travel (1.70), respectively. Table 4.67 shows the analysis related to students' topic

preferences.

Table 4.67: Students' Syllabus-based needs as related to their preferred topics

Topic Int | OK | N St Topic Inter OK N St
3 | 2 | Int | M= | Dev 3 2 | Int | Mean | Dev
1 1
Local people | 29 22 10 | 231 | 0.74 History and 28 20 13 225 | 0.79
n 475 | 36 | 164 _ancient 459% | 32.8% | 21.3
tourism % % % civilizations %
Travel 21 26 14 | 211 | 0.75 Tour guides 26 28 7 231 | 0.67
agencies 344 | 426 | 22.9 and tour 42.6% | 45.9% | 11.4
% % % operators %
Local tour ) 16 24 21 1.92 0.78
andwhereto | 25 | 27 9 | 226 | 070 | Airtransport | 26205 | 39.3% | 34.4
go(Petra, | 409 | 443 | 148 %
Jerash, etc) % % %
Responsible 20 24 17 | 205 | 0.78 | Local hotel 23 26 12 218 | 0.74
tourism 328 | 39.3 | 27.8 '”dUStW_ ff“}d 37.7% | 42.6% | 19.6
% % hotel facilities %
Tours 17 25 19 | 197 | 0.77 Careers in 20 25 16 2.07 0.77
abroad 27.8 | 40.1 | 31.1 tourism 32.8% | 40.9% | 26.2
% % %
Holiday 8 14 39 | 149 | 0.72 Effects of 25 22 12 215 | 0.77
types 13.1 | 229 | 63.9 tourismon 40.9% 36% 19.6
% % local %
community
Money 12 15 34 | 1.64 | 0.80 Fooql and 21 24 16 2.08 | 0.78
19.6 | 24.6 | 55.7 drink 34.4% | 39.3% | 26.2
% % % %
The history 21 18 22 | 198 | 0.85 | Travel Py sea 13 17 31 1.70 | 0.80
and 344 | 295 | 36 and river- 21.3% | 27.8% | 50.8
development % % cruises and %
of tourism ferries
Promotion 18 21 22 | 193 | 081 Travel by 15 8 38 1.62 0.86
and 295 | 344 | 36 roadandrail | 246% | 13.1% | 62.2
marketing in % %% %
tourism

When asked about their preferences of the learning strategies they would mostly like
to do while learning, students gave the highest consideration to Reporting Past
Events as indicated by the highest mean (2.36). Having Vocabulary and Discussion
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Practice both ranked the second most useful strategies with means of 2.34 and 2.33,
respectively. Furthermore, the students rated Practicing Presentation Skills (2.30) as
more useful than other strategies like Practicing Meeting Skills and Having Listening
Practice, both receiving the same mean (2.28). On the other hand, the students
considered Having Writing Practice (1.72) the least useful strategy they needed in
the suggested syllabus. They also gave less attention to Practicing Negotiation Skills

(1.92) and Having Grammar Practice (1.98).

Table 4.68: Students' Syllabus-based needs related to their learning strategy

preferences

Strategy | 3 2 | 1 |Me SDt Strategy | 3 2 1 | Mean | StD
have 32 17 12 | 2.33 | 0.79 | read more 25 21 15 2.16 | 0.80
discussion 524 | 27.8 | 19.6 40.9 | 344 | 24.6%

practice % % % % %

have 28 26 7 2.34 | 0.68 | practice 29 20 12 228 | 0.78
vocabulary | 459 | 426 | 114 meeting 475 | 328 | 19.6%

practice % % skills % %

have 21 18 22 | 198 | 0.85 | practice 25 27 9 2.30 | 0.70
grammar 344 | 295 | 36 presentati | 40.9 | 442 | 14.8%

practice % % on skills % %

have 14 16 31 | 1.72 | 0.82 have 23 32 6 2.28 | 0.64
writing 229 | 26.2 | 50.8 listening 37.7 | 524 | 9.8%

practice % % % practice % %

practice 19 18 24 1192|084 report 33 17 11 2.36 | 0.78
negotiating | 31.1 | 29.5 | 39.3 past 54% | 27.8 18%

skills % % % events %

4.2.1.2 Results of Graduates' Needs Analysis Questionnaire

The graduates indicated positive perceptions of the 16 needs-based items. They had
great passions to learn English, considering it as the most commonly-used language
in the tourism field. Their attitudes were very high towards English as the language
of national and international tourism (4.58), and for this reason more than 94%
wanted to learn it. They also agreed on having a match between what is taught and
what students need to achieve as regards TE, and this was indicated by the high

agreement percentage (94%) and the second highest mean (4.56). In contrast, the
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graduates were totally dissatisfied with their abilities in using English for tourism
purposes, which was expressed by the highest disagreement percentage (89%) and
the lowest mean score (1.64). Moreover, more than 75% of the graduates expressed
negative perceptions of what the program (i.e., the General-English and Specialty
courses) had offered them related to their ability to use the English language in the
tourism field (Item 9). Table 4.69 presents the graduates' positive perceptions related

to their needs and necessities.

Table 4.69: Graduates' Needs Analysis Results (General items 1-16)

SA A NS D SD Mea | St Deg.
"t\lem N[ % [N] % [N] % | N[ % N % n Dv
0
1 |24]666 10278 1] 28 [ 1] 28 | 0 0 | 458 | 0.69 | V.High
2 |19|528 16444 (0] 0o [ 0] O 1 | 28 | 444 ] 077 | V.High
3 1] 28 | 2|55 1] 28 [11|305 | 21 | 583 | 1.64 | 0.99 | V. Low
4 [ 1336116444 2] 55 | 4 [111] 1 | 28 | 400 | 1.07 | High
5 |10|278|18| 50 [3] 83 | 3| 83 | 2 | 55 | 3.86 | 1.10 | High
6 |13|361 |17 472 1] 28 | 2 [ 55 | 3 | 83 | 397 | 1.18 | High
7 |19[528 12333 |2] 55| 0] 0 3 | 83 | 422 | 1.15 | V. High
8 |23[639 11305128 1] 28] 0 0 | 456 | 0.69 | V.High
9 3183 | 2|55 [4|111]15]416]| 12 [ 333|214 ] 1.20 | High
10 |18] 50 (13361 (3] 83 | 1| 28 | 1 | 28 | 428 | 0.94 | V. High
11 | 9 [ 25% |24 | 666 |2 55 [ 1| 28 | © 0 | 414 | 0.64 | High
12 | 1331123336166 | 2 | 55 | 3 | 83 | 3.83 | 1.23 | High
13 | 20555 10278 3| 83 | 1 | 28 | 2 | 55 | 425 | 1.11 | V. High
14 |12[333|22]611(1] 28 0] 0 1 | 2.8 | 422 | 0.76 | V. High
Speak | 25 | 694 | 7 [ 194 [ 1] 28 | 2| 55 | 1 | 2.8 | 447 | 1.00 | V. High
Liste | 19 | 528 |11 [ 305 |2 | 55 | 1 | 28 | 3 | 83 | 417 | 1.21 | High
n
Read | 14 | 389 |10 | 278 [ 5] 139 | 3 | 83 | 4 | 111 | 375 | 1.36 | High
Writ | 9 | 25 [12 333 [4|111] 3 | 83 | 8 | 222|331 ] 151 | Mid
Gram | 6 | 166 | 10 | 278 | 2| 55 |10 | 278 | 8 | 222 | 289 | 1.47 | Mid
Voca | 12 [ 333 |15 | 416 | 1| 28 | 6 | 166 | 2 | 55 | 3.80 | 1.24 | High
b.
16 |20 555 |12]333 (383 [ 1] 28] 0 0 | 442 | 0.77 | V. High

Item 1: English is the language of national and international tourism, and thus Tourism students
should learn it.

Item 2: Tourism students need to be proficient in the English language used in tourism so that they
can manage to get a job in the tourism field easily.

Item 3: | feel satisfied with my English abilities in tourism.

Item 4: English language ability is the most important thing to get a job in the tourism field.

Item 5: Learning English ensures doing better in the tourism study.

Item 6: Tourism students need to develop their English communicative abilities in tourism and
raise their literacy in the tourism field.

Item 7: It is necessary that textbooks and materials used in teaching consider Tourism English so
that students' language abilities as related to tourism can be developed.
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Item 8: There should be a match between what it is taught and what students need to achieve as
regards Tourism English.

Item 9: | am satisfied with what the General-English and specialty courses offered me as regards
my English abilities in tourism.

Item 10: Students will benefit better from a tourism-English course or textbook more than what
General English courses/textbooks do.

Item 11: The curriculum offered should meet students' needs and expectations as regards Tourism-
English.

Item 12: Teachers should be expert enough in Tourism English.

Item 13: Materials should thoroughly describe the competencies necessary for tourism jobs.

Item 14: Materials should raise students’ motivation and involvement.

Item 15: When related to Tourism English, students need to develop their ability in the language
skills.

Item 16: The tourism Department should offer a special course that focuses on communication in
tourism in its curriculum.

Based on the high means of Items 2-6, the graduates indicated the fact that learning
English would ensure doing better at both study and work and that Tourism majoring
students ought to be proficient in the English language as they would need it to fulfill
tourism purposes. Their perceptions as regards materials-based needs were also
positively considered with 4.24 as the average mean score of its four related items

(ltems 7, 10, 13, and 14).

Furthermore, when asked about the language skill(s) that they needed to develop, the
graduates ranked Speaking, followed by Listening as the two most commonly
preferred skills to be used in Tourism, both receiving the highest means (4.47 and
4.17) and agreement percentages (89% and 83%). Vocabulary came next with a
mean of 3.80, followed by Reading (3.75), while both Writing and Grammar came
last as the least needed skills with the means of 3.31 and 2.89, respectively.
Furthermore, the graduates' perceptions of having a communicative TE syllabus to be
offered within the Tourism Department’s curriculum (Item 16), were incredibly
positive with a very high mean (4.42) and a high agreement percentage that reached

89%.
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4.2.1.2.1 Graduates' syllabus needs across Nation & Macalister's domains
Just like the Student Questionnaire, the Graduate Questionnaire's results were
analyzed under Nation and Macalister's (2010) four syllabus criteria, namely, Goals,

Content and Sequencing, Format and Presentation, and Monitoring and Assessing.

Although all criteria were positively perceived in light of the high means given to
each, the results gave an order to each of these criteria as perceived by the graduates
themselves. Indicated by the total mean 4.06, Content and Sequencing was given the
highest consideration as the most important domain needed for the development of
the suggested syllabus. Goals ranked the second in this order with a total mean of
4.00 followed by Monitoring and Assessment (3.83) and finally Format and
Presentation (3.72). The statistics in Table 4.70 provides evidence to the analysis of

graduates' syllabus needs across all domains.

Table 4.70: Syllabus needs importance order across Nation & Macalister's domains

No Domain Total Mean St. Dev.  Degree
A Goals 4.00 0.16 High
B Content and Sequencing 4.06 0.39 High
C Format and Presentation 3.72 0.38 High
D Monitoring and Assessment 3.83 0.50 High

As regards the first Questionnaire domain, Goals, the participating graduates
perceived the items within this domain as high in degree with a total mean that
varied between 3.69 and 4.19. They first gave their highest consideration to Item 1,
indicating that the suggested syllabus should aim to develop their English ability
that would better help them to find a job in the tourism field. Being able to use

English to talk about their country (Item 4), came the second aim/objective the
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graduates saw necessary in the suggested syllabus (4.14), whereas becoming
confident in planned and spontaneous tourism-related oral/written production
ranked third with a total mean of 4.11. Table 4.71 shows the analysis of these items

in terms of means, standard deviations, degrees and percentages.

Table 4.71: Graduates' needs across Domain A: Goals
A. Goals (After this suggested syllabus, | expect to:)

SA A NS D SD Mea | St. | Deg.
'ﬁgﬂ N % N % | N[ % [ N[ % N[ % n Dv
1 | 17| 4722 |14 3889 |2 | 555 | 1] 278 | 2 | 555 | 419 | 1.06 | High
2 |12 3333 |20 | 5555 |1 | 278 | 2| 555 | 1 | 278 | 411 | 0.92 | High
3 |10] 2778 | 18| 50 |4 | 1111 |2 | 555 | 2 | 555 | 3.89 | 1.06 | High
4 |16 | 4444 | 15| 4167 | 2| 555 (0] O 3 | 833 | 414 | 1.13 | High
5 | 13| 36.11 |14 | 3889 [ 5| 1389 | 3| 833 | 1 | 2.78 | 3.97 | 1.06 | High
6 | 17 | 4722 |11 | 3055 [ 3| 833 |2 | 555 | 3 | 833 | 403 | 1.25 | High
7 | 14] 3889 |13 |36.11 |6 | 1667 | 1 | 278 | 2 | 555 | 400 | 1.10 | High
8 | 11| 3055 |16 | 4444 [ 1| 278 [ 3] 833 | 5 | 13.8 | 3.69 | 1.37 | High
9

Item 1: develop their English ability and be able to find a job in the tourism field after graduation.
Item 2: become confident in planned and spontaneous tourism-related oral/written production.
Item 3: be able to use English at the airport and travel agencies.

Item 4: to be able to use English to talk about their country.

Item 5: be able to use English at hotels

Item 6: be proficient in English to work as a tour guide

Item 7: talk about people working in the tourism industry

Item 8: learn English to work as a flight attendant.

As shown in Table 4.71, Tourism-English use in contexts (i.e., at hotels, travel
agencies, etc.) was positively perceived but with slight variations in their related item
means. For example, being proficient in English to work as a tour guide (4.03) was
perceived as more necessary than talking about people working in the tourism
industry (4.00), being able to use English at hotels (3.97), or learning English to

work as a flight attendant (3.69).

Content and materials-related issues were considered the most necessarily needed in

the intended syllabus as the graduates ranked Content and Sequencing at the top
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priority of syllabus-based needs with a mean of 4.06. Although all items were
perceived with high means, the graduates’ highest agreement (91.5%) was on having
the content to give more attention to what the students need to learn and do as
regards TE (Item 1) with the highest mean (4.33). The second highest content-related
consideration was given to Item (5) with a mean of 4.30, as approximately 89% of
the graduates preferred the content to focus on the skills, activities, functions and
topics needed to fulfill tourism study and after-graduation careers. Furthermore, with
the same mean (4.28), high consideration was also given to both Items 2 and 7,
where the graduates reported that it was necessary for the content to provide ample
opportunity to practice English in tourism-related contexts and to focus more on
fluency and intelligible communication than on accuracy (i.e., rule-governed patterns
such as accurate correct grammar and/or pronunciation). Similarly, the graduates
greatly recommended that students should study something relevant to their needs
and future goals (4.25) and that the content should include topics of interests and
usefulness to the local tourism community (4.11). The analysis related to the items

within this domain is presented in Table 4.72.

Table 4.72: Graduates' needs across Domain B: Content and Sequencing
B. Content and Sequencing
SA A NS D SD St. Deg.

Item No N % N % N % N % N % Mean Dv
1 20| 555 | 13| 36.1 | O 0 1 28 | 2| 55 | 433 | 1.04 | V.High
2 17 | 472 | 15| 416 | 2 | 55 1 28 | 1| 2.8 | 428 | 0.91 | V. High
3 16 | 444 | 17 | 472 | 1| 2.8 0 0 2| 55 | 425 | 0.97 | V.High
4 7 | 194 |23 | 639 |4 | 111 | 2 55 |0 0 3.97 | 0.74 High
5 21 ] 583 | 11 0 0 2 55 | 2 1.12

Speak | 26 | 72.2 | 8 1] 28 0 0 1 . 0.80

Listen | 13 | 36.1 [ 15| 416 | 5] 139 | 1 28 | 2| 55 | 400 | 1.07 High
Read |17 | 472 |10 | 278 | 2| 55 3 83 | 4| 111|392 | 138 High
Writ 9 25 | 10| 278 | 5139 | 5 | 138 | 7] 194 | 325 | 148 Mid
Vocab | 23 | 639 |11 | 305 | 1| 28 1 28 | 0 0 4.56 | 0.69 | V.High

in
context
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Gr& 8 222 | 13| 36.1 | 3 8.3 7 194 | 5| 138 | 3.33 | 1.39 Mid
Pro

7 20 | 555 |10 278 |4 111 ]| O 0 2 | 55 | 428 | 1.06 High
8 16 | 444 | 15| 416 |1 | 238 1 28 | 3| 83 | 411 | 117 High

Smpl- |13 | 361 |12 | 333 |5 | 139 | 2 | 55 |4 | 111 | 3.78 | 1.31 | High
Dif

Familia | 15 | 416 | 14 | 389 | 1| 28 | 3 | 83 |3 | 83 | 397 | 1.25 | High

r most-
least

Item 1: The content should give attention to what students need to learn and do as regards Tourism

English.

Item 2: The content should provide ample opportunity for practicing the language in different

tourism contexts.

Item 3: Students need to study something relevant to their needs and future goals.

Item 4: The content should address students' proficiency level and seek to develop it when related

to tourism.

Item 5: The content should focus on the skills, professional activities, functions and topics needed

to fulfill tourism study and future careers after graduation.

Item 6: The tourism content should give more attention to: speaking, listening, reading, writing,

vocabulary, etc.

Item 7: The content should focus more on fluency than accuracy.

Item 8: The content should include topics of interest and usefulness to the local tourism

community.

Item 9: The content should be sequenced beginning from: simple-difficult/ most familiar-least

familiar.

Concerning the skills the graduates perceived the most necessary in the suggested
syllabus, Speaking and Vocabulary in context were ranked the highest, both receiving
extremely-high means of 4.61 and 4.56, respectively. With a high degree, both
Listening and Reading came next with means of 4.00 and 3.92, respectively.
However, Grammar and Pronunciation and Writing, although with a moderate
degree, ranked last as the least needed in the syllabus as they received the lowest
means 3.33 and 3.25, respectively. Finally, the results revealed that the graduates
wanted the content to be sequenced beginning from the most familiar to the least
familiar more than from the simplest to the most difficult, and this was proved by the

variation noted in their means (3.97 compared to 3.78).
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Unlike Content and Sequencing, Format and Presentation, i.e., Domain C, was
considered the least needed as indicated by the mean 3.72 across the domain items.
Nonetheless, this mean refers to a high satisfaction level to the related items.
Importantly, all items within this domain were positively perceived as needed to be
considered in the syllabus, with the highest mean 4.25 given to Item 9 and the lowest
3.56 given to Item 8. The total means of Items 4-7 were given in Table 4.69, and
their sub-items were analyzed separately in the following tables. An overview of the

results of all items within this domain is presented in Table 4.73.

Table 4.73: Graduates' needs across Domain C: Format and Presentation
C. Format and Presentation
SA A NS D SD St. | Deg.

tem TN % | N % % 9% | Mean | Dv
[0]

N

1 12 | 3333 | 11 | 3055 | 7 | 19.44
4
2

2 17 | 47.22 | 10 | 27.78
3 14 | 38.89 | 14 | 38.89

8.33
8.33

555 | 4.03 | 1.21 | High
8.33 | 3.92 | 1.25 | High

wlwlsl 2

N

1111 | 2 | 555 3.75 | 1.20 | High
2
3

8 12 | 3333 | 10| 2778 | 5| 1389 | 4 | 11.11 | 5 | 13.89 | 3.56 | 1.42 | High

9 19 | 5278 | 12 | 3333 | 1| 278 | 3| 833 | 1| 278 | 425 | 1.05 | V.

High
10 |13 ] 36.11 | 16 | 4444 | 5] 1389 | 0 0 2| 555 | 4.06 | 1.01 | High
11 8 | 22.22 | 18 50 2| 555 | 5]1389 |3]| 833 | 364 | 1.22 | High

Item 1: Content should be presented in ways that suit students' individual learning styles.

Item 2: Content should include materials and activities that facilitate both reception and production

in tourism contexts.

Item 3: Content should include activities that increase fluency and allow students to use the

language they already know.

Item 8: The overall design of content (course book) should be tourism-like and include pictures,

tables, maps, charts, figures, etc.

Item 9: The content should be a source of encouragement to students.

Item 10: The content should allow enough time and pace for learning.

Item 11: Students need to be taught by a teacher who is an expert in teaching Tourism English.

The table shows that over 86% of the graduates wanted the content to be a source of

encouragement to students (Item 9), whereas only 61% agreed that the overall design
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of content should be tourism-like and include pictures, tables, maps, charts, etc. (Item
8). The graduates gave their second highest consideration to Item 10 where they
wanted the content to allow enough time and pace for learning (4.06). They further
perceived that the content should include materials and activities that facilitate
reception and production in tourism contexts (4.03) and increase fluency to the extent

that they allow students to use the language they already know (3.92).

As for the graduates' syllabus approach preferences (Item 4), they mostly went for
the integrated syllabus which obtained the highest mean (4.11) and the highest
satisfaction percentage that exceeded 83%. Topics came the second with a mean of
3.86 followed by Notions and Functions and Skills with means of 3.67 and 3.53,
respectively. However, the graduates did not give much consideration to Grammar
and Vocabulary Lists, Situations and Tasks, with the first having the least mean
(2.81). Table 4.74 indicates the analysis as regards the graduates' syllabus approach

preference.

Table 4.74: Analysis of Item 4* Graduates' needs as regards syllabus approach

Item 4*: The content should be presented in terms of:
SA A NS D SD St. Deg

fem No N T9% [N[% |[N[% |N [% |N[% Mean | Dv

Gr &|7 194 |5 |139 |6 | 166 |10 | 278 |8 | 222 |281 1.45 | Mid

Voc. List

Topics 12 333 |1 |416 |4 |111 |2 |55 3183 3.86 1.20 | High
5

Situation | 9 25 8 |222 |5 |139 |8 |222 |6 |16.6 | 3.17 1.46 | Mid

Skills 14 | 389 |7 (194 |4 |111 |6 |16.6 |5 |139 | 353 1.50 | High

Notions/ | 10 | 278 |1 |416 |2 |55 7 |194 |2 |55 3.67 1.24 | High

functions 5

Tasks 6 166 |1 (389 |5 |139 |4 |111 |7 |194 |3.22 1.40 | Mid
4

Integrated | 17 | 472 |1 |36.1 |2 |55 1 2.8 31|83 4.11 1.19 | High
3
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Moreover, the graduates positively perceived the content to be presented in terms of
Units more than Modules, as approximately more than 72% expressed a preference
to Units with a mean of 3.92. Table 4.75 shows the graduates' preference of Units

compared to Modules.

Table 4.75: Analysis of Item 5** Graduates' needs as regards textbook presentation
Item 5**: The content should be presented in the textbook in terms of:
SA A NS D SD Mean | St. Deg

tem No 'N"T% [N [% |N[% % | N | % bv

N
Modules | 11 | 305 |8 |222 |7 |194 |4 |111 |6 |16.6 | 3.39 146 | Mid
Units 14 1389 |12 | 333 |5 ]139 |3 |83 2 |55 3.92 1.18 | High

As regards the teaching techniques they wanted the suggested syllabus to emphasize,
the graduates valued Class Discussion the most with the highest mean (4.22),
compared to Individual Work which was ranked the least with the lowest mean
(3.31). Pair work and Project-based Activities were also valued as they both got the
second highest mean (4.08). Group work Activities came next with a high mean

(3.81). Overview of this analysis is provided in Table 4.76.

Table 4.76: Analysis of Item 6*** Graduates' needs as regards teaching techniques
Item 6***: It is comfortable for students to work/learn content through:
SA A NS D SD Mean St. Deg.

temNo 'NT % | N[ % |[N[ % |[N|[ % N[ % bv
Pair 16 | 444 | 12 | 333 | 4| 111 | 3 8.3 1] 28 4.08 1.08 | High
work
Activities
Groupwk | 13 | 36.1 | 14 | 389 | 1 2.8 51139 | 3| 83 3.81 1.31 | High
Activities
Class 21| 583 | 8 222 | 2 5.5 4 (111 |1 28 4,22 1.15 Vv

Discuss. Hidh
Indiv. 8 | 222 | 11| 305 |6 | 166 | 6| 166 | 5| 13. | 3.31 | 1.37 | Mid
work 9

Project- | 12 | 33.3 | 19 | 52.8 | 3 8.3 0 0 2155 4.08 0.97 | High
based
Act
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When asked about which learning preferences they wanted the syllabus to address,
the graduates' related responses greatly varied. For example, they preferred Talking
to Others and Seeing and Observing as the mostly valued teaching techniques
expressed by their respective high means 4.36 and 4.11. However, they considered
the least Hearing and Repeating (3.25), followed by Seeing Written Information and
Finding Information, both having the same mean 3.42. Furthermore, they were happy
with Discussion and Problem-solving more than (4.08) with Getting Logical
Explanation (3.67) or Doing Homework, assignments or Projects (3.58). Table 4.77

indicates the related analysis.

Table 4.77: Analysis of Item 7**** Graduates' needs as regards learning preferences

Item 7****: | believe students will best learn when they:

SA A NS D SD | Mea [ st [ Deg.
'te?*NON%N%N%N%N%nDV
Seewrit. | 9 25 13| 36.1 | 5| 139 2 55 | 7 | 19.4 | 3.42 | 1.44 | High
info
Hear/ | 10 | 27.8 | 8 222 | 4| 111 9 25 | 5| 139 | 3.25 | 146 | Mid
repeat
Move/mk | 7 | 194 | 13 | 36.1 | 8 | 22.2 3 83 |5 139 | 339 | 1.29 | Mid
gestures
Discuss/ | 17 | 47.2 | 11 | 305 | 3 8.3 4 | 111 |1 | 28 | 408 | 1.13 | High
solv
prob.

Talkto | 20 | 55,5 | 12 | 333 | 2 515 1 28 | 1| 28 | 436 | 0.93 V.
others High
Get 11 | 305 | 13| 36.1 | 5| 139 3 83 |4 | 111 | 3.67 | 1.31 | High
logic.
explain.
DoHW | 14 | 389 | 9 25 3 8.3 4 | 111 | 6 | 16.6 | 3.58 | 1.52 | High
[assign/
projects
Find 8 222 | 11| 305 |7 | 194 8 | 222 | 2| 55 | 3.42 | 1.23 | High
info
See & 16 | 444 | 13| 36.1 | 4 | 111 1 28 | 2| 55 | 411 | 1.09 | High
observe

With a mean of 3.83, the last domain, Domain D, Monitoring and Assessment,
ranked third as indicated by the means of the domain's items. The graduates valued

the fact that the assessment should demonstrate students' actual proficiency level and
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ability to use English in the tourism contexts (Item 5 obtaining the highest mean
4.28). A high preference (4.25) was given to Items 2 and 4 as the graduates reported
that the syllabus should provide an opportunity for students to check their progress
and that students should be assessed based on what they need to learn and do. It was
also found that it was important for the content to be selected and presented
according to students' needs and interests (4.14), and students should receive
feedback on their learning (4.06). The graduates also believed that the students
should have sufficient time to practice content (4.00) and that they need to learn from
a textbook and other available technological resources (3.92). Table 4.78 shows the

analysis of this domain items, except Item 3, which was analyzed in a separate table.

Table 4.78: Graduates' needs across Domain D: Monitoring and Assessment
D. Monitoring and Assessment
SA A NS D SD Mean | St. Deg.

't’\?mN%N%N%N%N% Dv
[0]

1 | 141389 | 15 | 416 | 3 8.3 3 83 | 1] 238 406 | 1.04 High
2 |17 ] 472 | 13 | 36.1 11.1 5.5 0 4.25 | 0.87 | V.High
3* 354 | 0.57 High

I
N
o

4 |21 1583 | 10 | 278 | 1 2.8 1 28 | 3| 83 425 | 1.20 | V.High
5 [12 333 | 23 | 639 | 0 0 1 28 | 0 0 4.28 | 0.61 | V.High
6 |17 472 | 11 | 305 | 4 | 111 | 2 55 | 2| 55 4.08 | 1.16 High
7 | 141389 | 17 | 472 | 3 8.3 0 0 2| 55 414 | 0.99 High
8 [ 15416 | 13 | 361 | 4 | 111 |1 28 | 3| 83 4.00 | 1.19 High
9 [10] 278 | 19 | 528 | 2 55 | 4 | 111 |1 ]| 238 3.92 | 1.02 High

Item 1: It is important for students to receive feedback on their learning.

Item 2: The course should provide an opportunity for students to check their progress.

Item 4: It is better to assess students on what they needed to learn and do

Item 5: Assessment should demonstrate students' actual proficiency level and ability to use English
in the tourism context.

Item 6: Audio-visual aids should be part of the learning/teaching of content.

3
=

Item 7: The content should be selected and presented according to students' needs and interests.

Item 8: Students need sufficient time to absorb and practice content.

Item 9: Students need to learn from a textbook and other available resources (technology, for
example).

3
o)
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As regards the graduates' preferences of the assessment procedures they considered
effective (Item 3), they perceived Oral Production and Quizzes and Progress Tests
as the most effective techniques to assess students in the intended syllabus, both
obtaining the two highest means 4.08 and 4, respectively. In contrast, Participation
and Attendance was perceived the least effective with a mean of 2.44 followed by
Class Performance (2.92). Portfolio and Project work and Mid-term Exams were
also considered effective in assessing students, as both obtained the second highest

means, 3.86 and 3.83, respectively. This analysis can be seen in detail in Table 4.79.

Table 4.79: Analysis of Item 3* Graduates' needs as regards assessment preferences
Item 3*: Students need to be assessed in this course in terms of:

SA A NS D SD Mean | St. | Deg.

temNo |'N'T"% [NT % [N[ % [N[ % [N[ % Dv
Mid- 121333 |14 1389 |4 | 111 |4 | 111 | 2 55 3.83 | 1.18 | High
term
exams
Hwrk/ 9 25 131361 |7 | 194 |6 |166 | 1 2.8 3.64 | 1.13 | High
assignmt
Quizzes/ | 16 | 444 | 11| 305 | 3| 83 |5 (139 | 1 2.8 4.00 | 1.17 | High
prog. test
Portfolio | 13 | 36.1 | 15 | 416 |2 | 55 |2 | 55 4 11.1 3.86 | 1.29 | High
Iproj.
wrk
Part & 51139 | 5 | 139 4| 111 | 9 25 13 | 36.1 244 | 146 | Low
attend.
F.exam | 10 | 278 | 13| 36.1 | 3 | 8.3 194 | 3 8.3 3.56 | 1.32 | High

Oral 14 | 389 | 16 | 444 | 2 | 55 | 3| 83 1 2.8 4.08 | 1.02 | High

~

prod
Class 4 | 111 |11 | 305 |5|139|1]|278 | 6 16.6 292 | 1.32 | Mid
perform 0

As part of the Needs Analysis, the graduates responded to the additional questions,
especially those related to topic and strategy preferences. As for topics, they were
interested the most in Food and Drinks as more than 94% of the graduates showed
their preference to this topic, receiving the highest mean (2.58). Local Tour was

preferred the second with a mean of 2.47, followed by other topics like History and
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Ancient Civilizations (2.42), Tour Guides and Tour Operators (2.36), Responsible
Tourism (2.17), and Local People in Tourism and Tours Abroad, both having the
same mean (2.14). On the other hand, the graduates considered the least other topics
like Travel by Sea (1.42), Money (1.61), Travel by Road and Rail (1.64) and The
History and Development of Tourism (1.75). Table 4.80 gives an overview to the

related analysis.

Table 4.80: Graduates' syllabus-based needs as related to their preferred topics

Topic Inte | OK N Mn | St Topic Int OK N Mn | StD
r 2 Int D 3 2 Int
3 1 1
Local 12 17 7 2.14 | 0.72 | History and 20 11 5 242 | 0.73
people in | 333 | 472 | 194 ancient 555 | 30.5% | 13.9
tourism % % % civilizations % %
Travel 13 14 9 211 | 0.78 | Tour guides | 17 15 4 2.36 | 0.68
agencies 36.1 | 388 | 25% and tour | 47.2 | 41.7% | 111
% % operators % %
Local tour 9 12 15 1.83 | 0.81
and where | 21 11 4 2.47 | 0.70 | Airtransport | 25% | 33.3% | 41.7
to go | 583 | 305 | 111 %
(Petra,..) % % %
Responsib 16 10 10 2.17 | 0.85 | Local hotel 8 17 11 192 | 0.73
le tourism 444 278 | 278 industry and | 22.2 | 47.2% | 30.5
% % % hotel % %
facilities
Tours 17 7 12 2.14 | 0.90 | Careers in 10 18 8 206 | 0.71
abroad 47.2 194 | 333 tourism 27.8 50% 22.2
% % % % %
Holiday 14 11 11 2.08 | 0.84 | Effects of | 12 15 9 2.08 | 0.77
types 38.9 305 | 305 tourism on | 333 | 41.7% | 25%
% % % local %
community
Money 5 12 19 161 | 0.73 | Food and | 23 11 2 2.58 | 0.60
139 | 333 | 529 drink 63.9 | 30.5% | 5.6%
% % % %
The 7 13 16 1.75 | 0.77 | Travel by 4 7 25 142 | 0.69
history 194 | 36.1 | 444 sea and | 11.1 | 19.4% | 69.4
and % % % river-cruises % %
developme and ferries
nt of
tourism
Promotion 9 14 13 1.89 | 0.78 | Travel by 9 5 22 1.64 | 0.89
and 25% | 38.9 36.1 road and rail | 25% | 13.9% | 61.1
marketing % % %
in tourism
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The graduates' responses as regards their preferred learning strategies greatly varied
in their means. For example, while Reporting Past Events ranked first as the best
learning strategy (2.47), Having Writing Practice was considered the least effective
strategy as indicated by the lowest mean score (1.69). With the second highest mean
(2.28), both strategies, Having Discussion Practice and Practicing Meeting Skills,
were greatly valued followed by Having Vocabulary Practice (2.22) and Practicing
Presentation Skills (2.19). However, Reading more and Having Grammar Practice,
were less considered as indicated by the means 1.75 and 1.78 given to each,

respectively. Table 4.81 shows the analysis related to strategy use.

Table 4.81: Graduates' syllabus-based needs as related to their learning strategy

preferences
Strategy 3 2 1 Mn | St | Strategy 3 2 1 | Mn SDt
D

have 16 14 6 2.28 | 0.74 | read more 6 15 15 1.75 | 0.73
discussion 444 | 38.8 16.6 16.6 417 | 417
practice % % % % % %
have 13 18 5 2.22 | 0.68 | practice 18 10 8 228 | 0.81
vocabulary 36.1 | 50% | 13.9 meeting 50% 278 | 22.2
practice % % skills % %
have 8 12 16 | 1.78 | 0.80 | practice 10 23 3 2.19 | 0.58
grammar 222 | 333 | 444 presentatio | 27.8 639 | 8.3
practice % % % n skills % % %
have writing 9 7 19 1.69 | 0.86 | have 13 16 7 217 | 0.74
practice 25% | 194 | 528 listening 36.1 444 | 194

% % practice % % %
practice 11 13 12 1.97 | 0.81 | report past | 21 11 4 2.47 | 0.70
negotiating 305 | 36.1 | 333 events 58.3 305 | 111
skills % % % % % %

4.2.2 Results of Needs Analysis-based Interviews
As the interviews were taken from different stakeholders (i.e., students, graduates,
instructors, and employers), the analysis of each participant interview was separately

considered.
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4.2.2.1 Students’ and Graduates’ NA Interviews- Questions 5-8

The fifth interview question was built on the students and graduates’ responses as
regards their dissatisfaction with the program and thus asked them to provide their
suggestions of what should be done to improve this program from their viewpoints.
Most of the students and graduates suggested making some changes that could better
address their language level and needs as regards using English in the tourism field.
The suggested changes were numerous and included reducing the amount of GE
topics and adding Tourism content instead, teaching Communication Skills course by
experienced English instructors, and facilitating Tourism communication in the
courses. They also included having a direct match between course aims and
objectives and their needs and expectations, and using other teaching methods and
aids that could raise students’ interest and motivation and help develop their oral and

communicative skills used to perform tourism professional functions.

Their focus on the changes in the teaching-related issues was higher as the students
and the graduates considered many things. These involved using technologies,
practice activities, and student-centered learning approaches in the classes, planning
(i.e., realistic objectives that match students’ needs and output production),
classroom physical environment (i.e., reducing students’ numbers in each class), and
instructors’ expertise in teaching English as a subject and a medium of instruction.
As an example of teaching practices, some preferred the use of task-based activities
that address TE communicative functions such as describing, reporting, presenting,
scheduling, summarizing, talking to tourists, making reservations, etc. They again
wanted these teaching techniques to directly address the course assessment tools

used. In other words, they wanted to be assessed on their ability to use English to
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fulfill such communicative functions in the tourism field. Table 4.82 gives a sample

of both students’ and graduates’ comments.

Table 4.82: Students' and graduates’ interview comments in response to Question 5

Q5. If these courses did not meet your needs and expectations as regards Tourism
English and employment opportunity, what more do you think could/should be
done in any other way which would assist in making improvements to the

curriculum offered?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

Give Communication Skills Course to
expert English teachers to teach, and add
something useful to the course, things to

facilitate English communication in
situations related to Tourism and
Archaeology. Student C

Make some changes in the curriculum such as
reducing the amount of General English
courses and give Tourism-English content. At
least it would be related to their study and
work.

Graduate D

Make real course objectives that match
students’ proficiency levels and needs and
reduce the number of students in classes.

Use technological aids to facilitate teaching
and learning. Pictures, video sketches, and
tasks would increase motivation and interests.

This is better for practicing and | Focus more on developing oral skills and
participating a lot. functions upon which tourism jobs are
Student G based... let the students solve problems

together, let them make presentations, write
reports, or describe sites, pictures, events or
places, for example. Graduate F

Question 6 asked both the students and the graduates about what language skills and
functions they saw necessary to perform tourism study and work. Their responses
indicated that speaking was the most wanted skill as it could keep them motivated
and confident to use English to communicate in the tourism field. They also
addressed vocabulary knowledge, listening and writing in some functions such as

making reports and summaries.

They pinpointed several functions through which tourism study and work could be
accomplished. As for study, they mentioned functions like summarizing, reporting,

making oral presentations, working on tourism-related projects, solving problems or
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tasks, acting out real-life tourism roles, expressing self and pre-existing knowledge,
describing and practicing with classmates. They gave several job functions as well,
which represented some tourism job types such as tour guiding and working in
museums and travel agencies. These functions were talking to tourists and describing
their local culture (e.g., people, places, traditions, customs, past events, ancient
civilizations, historical objects, tourism jobs and responsibilities, and local tourism).
They also mentioned planning tours, making trip schedules, tour operating, making
brochures, replying phones or e-mails, and making flight or hotel reservations. Some

of the comments made are given in Table 4.83.

Table 4.83: Students' and Graduates' Interview Comments in response to Question 6

Q6. What language skills, functions, and professional activities do you think you
need the best to fulfill their Tourism study and future employment purposes? Why

do you think so?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

I need to speak and write about my country
to get others’ interests. I also need to
describe historical places, food and dishes,
and my culture. (Student A)

Describing is the most appropriate and
urgent function needed, | believe. This is
done through speaking and using many
vocabulary words.

(Graduate C)
I want to appropriately write a summary | The skills that are related to tourism jobs
report about a reading text and present it to | such as talking to tourists, making

others. | also need to use English to express
what | previously know and myself.
(Student F)

reservations, and taking care of travel trips
and schedules, for example.
(Graduate K)

Talk to tourists in person, by phone or by

email.

Describe my country and its people in a

good way.

Be more confident in speaking and

expressing myself and the tourism field.
(Student B)

For skills, you focus more on speaking and
the functions that help develop it. These are
like making presentations, summarizing
things either orally or in writing, doing
projects about places, people, food, hotels,
traditions, or historical objects or ancient
civilizations and many others.

(Graduate E)

I need to know and make plans for tours
and manage travel trips and describe them
fully to tourists. | definitely need to speak
and listen to them and report their
problems and suggestions both in written
and orally. (Student H)

Through speaking and communication, we
can connect Jordan to the rest of the world.
Describing what Jordan is and what it has is
the most important thing.

(Graduate A)
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With an attempt to make improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, Question 7 asked the students and graduates whether they recommend
having a special syllabus that focuses on communication in the tourism field. Their
opinions included several suggestions of what and how that syllabus would be in
terms of the four syllabus criteria, namely, Goals, Content and sequencing, Format

and presentation, and Monitoring and assessment.

Both the students and the graduates stressed the need for such a syllabus as a kind of
improvement that aims to develop students’ proficiency in Tourism English (TE). As
for Goals, for example, they both recommended that the syllabus should address
students’ needs and proficiency levels and reflect their local culture in a way that
would allow them to use language to communicate what they already know. The
students and graduates agreed that the syllabus should have realistic objectives which
would mainly aim to equip students with the English language abilities, skills and
functions that are mostly needed to do better at study and increase their chances for
future careers. Samples of their comments as related to the syllabus goals are given

in Table 4.84.

Table 4.84: Students' and Graduates' Interview Comments in response to Question 7,
Goals

Q7. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a
newly-designed syllabus which focuses on communication in local tourism?

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of Goals?

Students' Comments Graduates' Comments

- It should address our needs and reflect | - It should focus on communication within
our local tourism and culture. We know a | the tourism field as the ultimate goal.
lot about Tourism and Archaeology, but we | (Graduate B)

need this syllabus to enable us to put this
knowledge in English and express | - This syllabus should prepare students for
ourselves. (Student E) how to do Tourism and Archaeology jobs in
terms of language. (Graduate G)
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- The syllabus should improve our English | - T expect the syllabus to develop students’
language  abilities to speak and | Tourism-English proficiency so that students
communicate in Tourism. In this way, it | can do better at study and get a future job
enables us to get a job in the future. easily. (Graduate J)

(Student 1)

The students and the graduates provided a lot of suggestions that expressed their
needs of what the syllabus should include (content) and how it should be sequenced.
They recommended that the syllabus should allow for ample opportunity for practice
and include those materials, activities, and tasks, all of which could raise students’
interests and awareness and develop their language skills, more specifically
communicative skills, to perform Tourism-related academic and professional
functions. Both agreed that the sole focus of the syllabus should be on
communication in Tourism, with a priority given to speaking, followed by

vocabulary use, listening, reading, and task-based writing, respectively.

Moreover, the students and the graduates wanted the content of the syllabus to be
different from the GE courses and the way they were taught. In other words, they
both liked the syllabus to be interdisciplinary to include similar topics that were often
taken as part of the curriculum’s Specialty courses. They also wanted the content to
be a source of encouragement to students as it addresses their interests, needs and
language level, and seeks to develop their language abilities to be good TE users. In
contrast, both students and graduates appeared different in their suggestions about
the sequence of the syllabus. The students wanted the syllabus to be sequenced from
the simplest to the most difficult, whereas the graduates wanted it to begin from the
most familiar to the least familiar. Samples of the students’ and the graduates’

comments are provided in Table 4.85.
254



Table 4.85: Students' and graduates' interview comments in response to Question 7:

Content and sequencing

Q7. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a
newly-designed syllabus that focuses on communication in local tourism?

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of Content

and sequencing?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

- We need topics we know so that we can
talk about them. This is what most Tourism
jobs require. (Student B)

- We want something for practice.

(Student D)
- The content should be related to the things
we do and learn in the curriculum courses. It
should start from the simplest and match
what we need to study to develop our
English to be used in Tourism. (Student H)

- We need content to allow great
opportunity to practice the language and talk
confidently and freely without or with little
help from a teacher. (Student A)

- Simple but familiar things should come
first. We need to understand better because
when we understand, we will better practice
and be able to use the language. (Student E)

- It should give much attention to oral skills
such as speaking. In addition, | believe
reading would strengthen speaking and
writing through oral/written summaries and
descriptions. (Student I)

- Something that looks different from GE
textbooks and the way they were taught.
(Graduate A)
- Content should include tourism topics that
students study. It should also address
tourism functions performed in tourism and
archaeology situations such as describing
your country or a historical place to
tourists.

(Graduate E)
-This content should address familiar things
first because it becomes easier for students
to study and follow. (Graduate I)

- The content should be arranged from
familiar topics and integrate all skills. It
should offer something to practice, be
motivated with, talk about, read about,
write about, learn vocabulary from, and
thus develop students’ language to do better
in study and work. (Graduate D)

- Topics must raise students’ awareness and
interests, and address their actual language
level and seek to develop it
(Graduate H)

- It should reflect real-life Tourism and
Archaeology and what goes into it.
(Graduate. F)

As regards Format and presentation, the students and the graduates were similar in
their suggestions to recommend the same things. For example, they both wanted the
syllabus to be taught by an experienced English instructor from the English
Department. They described this teacher as one who would seem to teach the tourism
content in a way that raises students’ interests and seek to develop students’ TE
communicative abilities through using various and

teaching techniques
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supplementary materials. Furthermore, the students’ and the graduates’ responses
indicated a preference for a topical syllabus that integrates all language skills but puts
more focus on communicative and oral skills. They wanted the syllabus to give less
attention to teaching grammar rules as they believed that learning these rules would
be useless in developing communication skills and facilitating mutual understanding

between language users in the tourism field.

They both liked the syllabus to be presented in terms Units, each of which includes a
tourism topic that is a source of encouragement to students and contains a set of
materials and activities that increase fluency and facilitate both reception and
production in the tourism contexts. Moreover, they suggested that the syllabus should
not be too much in terms of content presentation as this might prevent students’
boredom and allow sufficient time for learning. Additionally, the general format of
the syllabus was perceived to be closer to the presentation of pure tourism content in
terms of related figures, charts, maps, pictures, tables, charts, etc. Finally, they
recommended the syllabus to match students’ needs and the way they need to learn
and be taught. For example, both the students and graduates stressed the use of some
teaching and learning strategies such as discussions, pair or group work, using audio-
visual aids, seeing and observing, solving problems, making presentations, practicing
with others (read, listen to, talk, describe, report, etc.), and doing assignments or
projects with others. Table 4.86 gives some samples of the students’ and graduates’

comments.
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Table 4.86: Students' and graduates' interview comments in response to Question 7:
Format and presentation
Q7. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a
newly-designed syllabus which focuses on communication in local tourism?
If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of Format
and presentation?

| Students' Comments Graduates' Comments
- The presentation of the syllabus should be | - The syllabus should include many
based on the way students want to learn and | activities and materials that teach and
do things using language. (Student C) increase fluency in communication.
- | want to see everything in the syllabus pure | These activities should not focus only on
tourism, including pictures, topics, maps, | grammar. They should also allow
figures, etc. (Student G) students to receive and produce.
- We need each unit to speak about | (Graduate B)
something we know or have taken during our | - To learn better, most learners need to
study. That is interesting when we use | see, observe, discuss with others a topic
English. (Student F) or prepare for it with friends as an
- | do not need so much grammar and | assignment or project for example.
grammar teaching in the syllabus; it is boring | (Graduate D)
and we do not really use English once taught | - Content should not too much, because

this way. (Student D) students get bored with too much content
- A good teacher may make the teaching of | to be learned in short time. No use of this
this syllabus better and more interesting. (Graduate A)

(Student H) - Both content and the teacher should

allow fun because with fun students can
- We need to make presentations and | learn better.
discussions over topics or problems, which (Graduate J)
come from activities or projects. All of us | - Units can be interesting when they
need to get interested in what we learn and | include topics students like and skills
do as a group through activities. they need to develop to perform Tourism
(Student A) both in study and at future work.
- Content should be something we, as | (Graduate G)
students, can add to or participate in. | mean | - The syllabus should be taught by an
we can prepare something related; for | experienced teacher who knows to teach
example, a video, a picture, a travel | Tourism-English. He/she should be an
brochure, a hotel description, etc. English instructor not from the Tourism
(Student B) Department. (Graduate 1)
- Instructors should use a lot of
technology in the class.
(Graduate C)

Monitoring and assessment were also commented on by the students and the
graduates. Both stressed the use of technology in the teaching/learning process as
they thought it could bring motivation to students and facilitate their learning and

practice. They mostly agreed that with technology use in the classroom, instructors
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would teach better and thus students would learn better as they watch, observe, find
or search for information themselves, do projects, make presentations, etc. They also
mentioned some conditions upon which the syllabus would succeed. First, they
suggested that the syllabus should be taught by an experienced English instructor
who would do much to make the whole teaching-learning process fruitful and
interesting and seek to develop his/her students’ TE proficiency through using
materials and instructional practices that facilitate communication in the tourism
field. Time was the second factor the students and the graduates saw necessary for
the syllabus to succeed. They reported that the syllabus should allocate enough time

for learning so that students could learn and then be assessed better.

The students and the graduates needed the syllabus to be different from the General-
English and the specialty courses and the way they were taught. They needed the
syllabus to include the most suitable teaching and assessment techniques from the
two course types to better assess and check students’ progress in terms of language
ability and knowledge. For example, they did not want to learn from only a textbook
that focuses on the teaching and learning of grammar and vocabulary just as in the
GE courses or on terminology knowledge as in the specialty courses. Instead, they
wanted a syllabus whose textbook is enriched with other resources and

supplementary materials that serve the purpose of teaching Tourism communication.

The students and the graduates admitted using various teaching techniques and
assessment tools that should be realistic to match students’ interests and demonstrate
their actual language level and communicative performance. As for teaching, they
suggested that the teaching methods and techniques used in the syllabus should
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match students’ learning preferences, styles and strategies. Some of these techniques
were noted by the students and the graduates such as discussions, pair and group
work, problem-solving tasks, presentations, seeing and observing, and practicing
through reading, listening, talking to others, writing, reporting, oral and written

summaries and descriptions.

The same thing went for assessment as the students and the graduates preferred using
a variety of tools that would continuously check students’ performance and progress.
For example, some students and graduates stressed the use of quizzes and speaking
tests for better assessment, whereas others suggested using unit tests, whole semester
work, and student participation. However, they mostly agreed on the use of projects,
presentations, quizzes, self-assessment check, assignments, oral performance check,
progress tests, all of which could aim for assessing language use within the tourism
field. Moreover, all valued different issues such as giving feedback on students’
learning, keeping a student record for his/her whole course work, and using different
types of questions that realistically assess what a student can do as far as TE
communication is concerned. They did not want the exams, quizzes, or any
assessment tool used to follow only one pattern in questioning. For example, they
stated that they had bad experiences with the use of some question types such as
multiple-choice or true/false statements in the GE and Specialty courses. Therefore,
they preferred the syllabus to give less attention to these types of questions as they
might not assess skills. In other words, they wanted the syllabus to use different
question types which could better assess both knowledge and skills, especially
communicative and functional skills. Table 4.87 gives some samples of students’ and

graduates’ comments related to Monitoring and assessment.
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Table 4.87: Students’ and graduates' interview comments in response to Question 7:

Monitoring and assessment

Q7. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a
newly-designed syllabus which focuses on communication in local tourism?

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of Monitoring

and assessment?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

- Instructors should use technology in the
class as students like to see, watch, observe,
or present things that are useful for learning
Tourism-English.

(Student C)
- With technology, | think teachers teach
better and students learn better.

(Student A)

- The syllabus should be different from the
GE courses and the way they were taught. It
should be something for practice.
(Student B)
- The syllabus should make use of various
teaching and assessment techniques. It should
have new techniques that bring motivation
and satisfaction. (Student D)
- Assessment techniques should be realistic
and assess what students can do with
language. (Student I)
- Students are better assessed when quizzes
and speaking tests are used and when marks
are fairly distributed to include many things
like participation and students progress, oral
and written. (Student F)
- We need time to learn and check our
progress, thus we have good marks when
tested. (Student G)

- Exams should focus on skills rather than
knowledge when we deal with language. | do
not want to be tested with only MCQ
questions or T/F statements. They do not
check my skills and how much I can speak or
write. We need the syllabus to demonstrate
our actual performance when we use English.
For example, projects, presentations,
assignments, can be part of good teaching
and good assessment. (Student E)

- The syllabus should be taught by an
experienced English instructor from the
English Department, one who can make
teaching more interesting and seek to
develop students” TE proficiency through
using activities and materials that focus on
communication.

(Graduate A)
- Students do not prefer to learn only from
a textbook that teaches only grammar just
like what is done in the GE courses.
Teachers can use other resources or let
students prepare things useful. (Graduate
K)
- | believe the syllabus should include
some suitable teaching and assessment
techniques from both the GE and Specialty
courses. (Graduate C)

-The teaching techniques should be
different and fresh and foster different
learning and teaching strategies such as
discussions, group or pair work, seeing
and observing, problem-solving, and
practice with others (read, listen to, talk,

describe,  report, summarize, etc.)
(Graduate E)
- Teachers should give continuous

feedback on students’ progress in tests,
quizzes and activities or worksheets, for
example. (Graduate D)

- There should be enough time for learning
before testing, and assessment should
include different types of exam questions
that assess skills not only knowledge
through MCQ questions. (Graduate H)

Question Eight inquired about the students’ and the graduates’ additional suggestions

which could help plan for the intended syllabus. Most of these suggestions were
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related to the goals, content and teaching methods to be used in the syllabus. For
example, some of the students and graduates suggested that the syllabus should aim
to help students with language use. They considered being equipped with TE as the
shortest way for every graduate to get a job in the tourism field. Therefore, its
content should describe tourism-related communicative functions so that learning
could be interesting and purposeful. They both agreed that the main focus should be
on communication in all syllabus aspects including goals development, content,

presentation and assessment.

All the students and the graduates valued the development of this syllabus as they
thought it would bridge the gap between the GE courses and the specialty courses.
Such attitudes led some to suggest teaching this syllabus as a substitute to either one
of the GE courses or Communication Skills course. Table 4.88 gives some of the

students’ and graduates’ suggestions.

Table 4.88: Students’ and Graduates' Interview Comments in response to Question 8
Q8. What other suggestions can you provide about such a syllabus, which can be of help
in course planning and designing?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

It should describe the Tourism and
Archaeology functions and make
learning purposeful.  (Student D)

Content, format, teaching, and assessment
should all be interesting and aim to develop
students’ Tourism-English proficiency, not to
provide them with only knowledge.
(Graduate B)

It is better for the syllabus to replace
one of the General-English courses
given in the curriculum. (Student A)

It should be useful for students, especially in the
ability to English to describe and talk in the
tourism field.  (Graduate C)

It should focus on communication in all
aspects goals development, content and
presentation, and even assessment.
(Student C)

It should relate to what is taken in the Specialty
courses offered as part of the curriculum.
(Graduate A)

Teachers should use the best teaching
and assessment techniques to learn and
be assessed better. (Student F)

The syllabus should aim to help students have
the English that qualifies them to get a future
job. (Graduate F)

It should help us speak English better in
the tourism field and its professional

It should match between the GE courses and the
Specialty courses. Maybe it would be good if it
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activities and functions. (Student G) is taught instead of Communication Skills
course. (Graduate G)

4.2.2.2 English Instructors’ NA Interviews- Questions 4-6

The three questions of this part sought to have the English instructors’ views about
what should be done to improve the curriculum offered at the Tourism Department
and thus help develop its students’ TE proficiency. As a practical solution, the
instructors were also invited to provide their suggestions as regards the idea of
offering a special TE syllabus and what they recommend in relation to how that
syllabus would be in terms of the syllabus design criteria: ‘Goals’, ‘Content and

sequencing’, ‘Format and presentation’, and ‘Monitoring and assessment’.

The English instructors were also asked about the language skills, functions and
professional activities that they saw necessary for students to fulfill their Tourism
study and future work. They all answered that these students need communication
skills the most because they considered that employers would always prefer those
who are linguistically prepared to perform the tourism-related jobs. Instructor E put it
clearly that English is the language that the tourism field urgently needs in terms of
staff development and the country’s economic growth. They all indicated that the
students should be trained in attracting tourists through descriptions in speaking and
writing, phone or email communication, presenting and reporting events, public
speaking, managing trips, and making tourist plans and reservations. These
functions, as Instructor G said, reflect the graduate’s ability to show and help others
through using the English language in the tourism field. In addition to the productive

skills, the instructors also gave importance to the receptive skills such as reading and
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writing as they thought these skills could reinforce their production while

communicating to perform job functions and professional activities.

As regards study, the instructors emphasized that for doing better at study, the
students should learn how to make presentations, oral/written reviews, discussions,
talk to peers, work with mates on projects or assignments, solve problems, or give
opinions as they read texts or listen to excerpts. In other words, the instructors
indicated that both communication skills and study skills would be the most
important things that need to be focused on to train tourism students for the job-
related functions. These skills, when focused on during the study, were said to ensure
both good study and better job opportunity after graduation. Table 4.89 presents

some of the three instructors’ comments.

Table 4.89: English instructors’ comments on the needed language skills and
functions

Q4. What language skills, functions, and professional activities do you think these
students need the best to fulfill their Tourism study and future employment purposes? Why
do you think so?

English Instructors’ comments

The skills that enable students to interact and communicate in real-life tourism-related situations.
They need to be equipped with a special language to perform communicative functions mostly
performed in the tourism field. As we know, Tourism is the field that urgently needs English in
terms of staff training and the country’s economic growth. It is mainly based on functions such as
attracting tourists through many descriptions in speaking or writing, communicating through phone
or other technological devices such emails, sms, etc., presenting and reporting events, managing
trips, speaking in front of the public, | mean to tourists, or making tourist plans or reservations in
hotels or flights, etc. (Instructor E)

I would go for the skills that could develop their reception and production in the tourism field. For
example, having a topic that is of students’ interests, and through which they can read, listen,
speak, and work out tasks, can work better to raise students’ awareness and develop knowledge
and ability to practice English in the tourism field.

As for study, they need to acquire the important study skills that help them with their studies. Their
ability to do better in study would be enhanced through presentations, discussions and talking to
peers, working with mates on project or assignments, solving problems or opinion giving as they
read or listen to texts or excerpts. (Instructor F)

Students mostly need to communicate in speaking and simple writing. They need to be able to talk
to tourists, give oral reviews that often include descriptions of civilizations, antiquities,
inscriptions, places and even the people who work in the tourism field. Tourism jobs are based on
showing and helping others using language, which is mostly English; therefore, communication
skills in English are the most important thing that needs to be focused on while study. This will
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help these students when they graduate to have a go in finding or doing their jobs appropriately and
effectively. (Instructor J)

The fifth interview question was related the English instructors’ opinions of whether
they recommend giving a special TE course that is based on a newly designed
syllabus that focuses on communication in local tourism. The four instructors had
positive attitudes towards such a syllabus, as it would be the starting point to the ESP
teaching in the university context. They saw the development of the intended
syllabus as a contribution that would seek improvements in the curriculum offered in
the Tourism Department. They also considered this step innovative as it might bridge
the gap between the GE courses and the specialty courses, and do something to help

students with the language skills they need to do better at study and work in the field.

Based on their positive responses, the instructors were also asked to give their
suggestions as regards how this syllabus would be in terms of the four above-
mentioned syllabus design criteria (i.e., goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessment). As for goals, the instructors indicated
that the ultimate goal of the syllabus should be to develop students’ ability to use
English in the tourism field so that they could be prepared for their jobs after
graduation. They also said that with linguistically prepared staff, the whole tourism

sector would flourish, and consequently, the country’s economy would grow.

In connection to content and sequencing, the instructors suggested that the syllabus
content should focus more on communication and practice in real-life tourism

situations and on the jargon used in the tourism field. They all stressed
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communication skills that enable students to use language to fulfill a lot of functions
such as describing places, reporting past events, checking in and out of a hotel,
escorting tourists and talking to them in public, explaining brochures and trip
schedules, replying and making phone calls when at a reception desk, etc. Moreover,
the instructors believed that it would be more useful for the syllabus to be sequenced
from the most familiar things, explaining that students would be more motivated to
learn and use English to talk about what they already know from the specialty
courses. Hence, they preferred the content of the new syllabus to match the content
of other courses in the curriculum. One instructor (Instructor J) indicated that simple
things might be boring; therefore, familiar things might work better despite their
difficulty level. Another instructor (Instructor E) saw that it would be better for a
familiar topic to integrate the skills of listening, reading, grammar and vocabulary
use, and task-based writing to develop students’ speaking ability as the ultimate goal.
In short, the instructors wanted the syllabus to pay more attention to communication

that could be fostered by speaking and task-based writing.

The instructors gave several recommendations as regards the syllabus format and
presentation. They suggested the syllabus to be presented in the form of units rather
than modules, as they believed that the students were more familiar with units,
especially in the GE courses. The instructors preferred the syllabus approach to be
mostly topical but integrate at the same time other syllabus types such as skills,
functions, situations and tasks, depending on the students’ needs and learning
preferences. They said that topical syllabuses are interesting in nature and could
easily get students involved in learning and using English to communicate the

knowledge they have when topics are familiar to them.
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Furthermore, the instructors reported that the teaching materials, methods and
approaches should all address students’ needs and learning preferences. One
instructor claimed that as students are different in the way they want to learn,
activities should have considerable focus on a wide range of students’ learning
preferences and styles. The instructors indicated that some students might want to
learn through doing projects, making gestures, or getting logical explanations.
Others, on the other hand, might prefer to learn when they discuss and solve
problems, make presentations, talk to others, hear and repeat, read and summarize,
see and observe, or do homework. The instructors also suggested that the syllabus
should allow ample opportunity for practice as its content includes topics that
integrate the needed language skills and support language production in the tourism

field.

Their suggestions as regards monitoring and assessment were numerous and related
to what they believed what would go better to teach and assess students as
appropriately as possible. At first, the instructors reported that the use of technology
in the class would aid the teaching-learning process. With technology, they said that
instructors could use a variety of extra materials to reinforce learning, search the
Internet for teaching resources and techniques that might apply to their context and
class level and get students’ interests and involvement. All indicated that the syllabus
should address Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) as its main teaching
approach where student-centeredness and cooperative learning are the sole focus of

the teaching-learning process.
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Moreover, they suggested different things related to assessment and its approaches.
At first, they all gave importance to giving feedback on students’ learning on a
continuous basis, and they agreed that a variety of assessment tools should be used to
enable the instructors to assess their students’ actual performance, and consequently,
get students’ satisfaction/trust as regards their proficiency and language ability.
While one of the instructors suggested using summative and formative evaluation
through progress tests, quizzes, oral performance check, and students’ portfolios,
others suggested tools such as unit tests, multi-tasks exams, students’ participation,
projects and assignments and self-assessment checks. As a final remark, it was also
suggested that the whole teaching and learning process could be better monitored and
assessed when the teacher uses a portfolio where he/she keeps records of all things
related to students’ exam results, their overall progress, communicative behavior,
learning strategies, as well as the teacher’s observation records. However, he doubted
his ability to do so, considering how this could be realistic with the big number of

students.

Table 4.90 in Appendix Y gives some of the instructors’ comments in relation to the

four syllabus criteria.

The last interview question (Question 6) was about the instructors’ additional
suggestions and recommendations, all of which could help in planning for the
suggested syllabus. At first, they stated that the syllabus should address what
students want in terms of syllabus focus (i.e. goals), content, the teaching and the

syllabus approach, the presentation of the syllabus and the way it assesses learning
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and student’ actual level. They indicated that doing so would guarantee having

realistic objectives that could be both attained and measured.

The instructors also suggested the syllabus to be technology-driven, that is, to
include content in terms of materials, tasks, and professional activities for students’
self-study. One instructor (Instructor G) said that such electronic content would aim
to reinforce students’ understanding and enable them to check their own progress as
they get into these materials through audio-visual aids such CDs, DVDs, or through
internet websites. Another instructor (Instructor E) supported this suggestion by
saying that a textbook alone would be boring and that technology would ensure
students’ motivation and attentiveness. The instructors also recommended that the
syllabus content should represent the students’ local culture, as it would become
more familiar to them, and this familiarity would ensure greater opportunity for
practice and involvement in the learning/teaching process. Table 4.91 presents the

most important suggestions made by the English instructors.

Table 4.91: English instructors’ additional suggestions
Q7. What other suggestions can you provide about such a syllabus, which can be of help
in course planning and designing?
\ English Instructors’ comments

The syllabus should regard students’ needs and expectations in terms of all syllabus
criteria, goals, content, teaching methodologies and approaches and assessment. It should
not have idealistic objectives but realistic ones that can be attained and easily measured.
(Instructor E)

The syllabus should focus on the most urgently needed functions and professional
activities that mirror real-life tourism. | also believe that the content should reflect the
students’ local country and culture so that they would more than eager to represent their
pre-existing knowledge in the English language. (Instructor F)

I would love to see such a syllabus technology-driven. The idea of having a textbook alone
has become boring to students, as they need something to surprise them and get them
motivated and attentive. They focus more on the teaching practices and quickly judge the
class and the teacher through what other things he/she can offer. They expected more as
they start each course; therefore, | want this course to be beyond their expectations.
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(Instructor G)

| recommend that the English Department and the Tourism Department should come into
close contact and cooperation to decide on the planning and implementation of this
syllabus, getting at the same time all stakeholders (students, graduates, instructors, and
administrators) involved in this process. (Instructor J)

4.2.2.3 Tourism Instructors’ NA Interviews- Questions 6-8

The six instructors who participated in the interviews were asked three structured
questions under this necessity-driven interview part (i.e., Questions 6-8). Unlike the
previous interview questions (i.e., evaluation-driven Questions 1-5), these questions
investigated the instructors’ perceptions and suggestions as regards developing a
special syllabus that focuses on communication in the tourism field. They also
considered the instructors’ perceptions of what they thought Tourism students would
need to fulfill their study and future employment. For example, Question 6 asked
about the skills and language functions the instructors perceived as highly needed for
Tourism students. As a way to seek improvement to the curriculum offered, Question
7 aimed to investigate the instructors’ recommendations as regards the development
of the intended TE syllabus in terms of Nation and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus
design criteria, namely goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and
monitoring and assessment. The last question was left to the instructors’ additional

comments which could complement their responses and syllabus-based suggestions.

As for Question 6, the instructors rated communication skills as the most needed in
the tourism field. They ordered the skills according to how each is urgently required,
starting with speaking, reading, listening and task-based writing. The instructors
emphasized communication skills in their descriptions. For example, Instructor C

said: “they are the skills such as speaking, listening, and some writing, which make
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students active members in study and work communities,” whereas Instructor A said:
“Communication skills are the most important thing, as students will need the

language to communicate and reflect what is being performed in the tourism field.”

The instructors addressed several functions and professional activities that they
thought would be of benefit to students in their study and work. Using English to
describe places, antiques, local culture, people, traditions, etc. was the most needed
function as all the instructors mentioned it in the interviews. They thought that with
description, one could easily attract and socialize with tourists. The functions
captured were related to either study or field work. Those study-based functions were
working on tourism projects or brochures, asking and answering questions,
understanding lectures, analyzing and summarizing texts, making presentations,
communicating with others, and making oral or written reports. The field functions,
on the other hand, were preparing trip schedules, describing places and historical
sites, replying phones, taking and leaving phone messages, describing tours, tour
guiding, and business communication. Other examples involved socializing with
tourists and personnel in workplaces, managing travels and hotel reservations,
describing cultures and antiques to tourists, talking about local tourism and peoples’
responsibilities, replying tourists’ questions, explaining procedures and travel
activities, and making brochures for places to visit. Table 4.92 gives some examples

of the instructors’ comments.

Table 4.92: Tourism instructors’ comments on the most needs skills and functions
Q6. What language skills, functions, and professional activities do you think these
students need the best to fulfill their Tourism study and future employment purposes? Why
do you think so?
Tourism Instructors’ comments

| - All language skills are helpful, but students need speaking, reading and listening
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Skills the most as tourism tasks require these skills. (T. Instructor B)

needed - The skills that make students active members in study and work communities
such as speaking, listening and some writing. (T. Instructor H)

- All skills are fine, but in relation to the tourism industry, we should order the
skills based on their urgent need. Therefore, they should be speaking, reading,
listening and then writing, although writing should be for specific purposes such as
reports, projects, or on-task writing. (T. Instructor D)

- Specific field functions such as asking and answering questions, understanding
Functions/ lectures, analyzing and summarizing texts, communicating with others, preparing
professional | trip schedules, describing places and historical sites, replying phones, taking and
activities Iea_\éi_ng phone messages, making oral or written reports, describing tours, tour
guiding, etc.

(T. Instructor B)
- Business communication, socializing with tourists and personnel in workplaces,
managing travels and hotel reservations, tour operating, describing cultures and
antiques to tourists, talking about local tourism and peoples’ responsibilities.

(T. Instructor I)
- Replying tourists’ questions, explaining procedures and travel activities,
describing things to attract tourists, making brochures for places to visit, working
on tourism-related projects, making presentations, and others.

(T. Instructor C)
- Well, there are many functions and activates, but truly describing Jordan in terms
of what it has (historical places, ancient civilizations, people, traditions, culture,
hotels, local dishes) to attract tourists seems to be the most important function.
This can be done through oral and written communication, for example
presentations, video-sketches, reports, brochures, or projects, etc. (T.
Instructor H)

The instructors had positive attitudes towards developing the TE syllabus as a
practical solution to the inadequate TE training offered within the curriculum. As
they welcomed the idea, they suggested this syllabus to be designed and taught to
Tourism students as a course that could link the GE courses with the English-taught
specialty courses offered within the program. Their suggestions as regards Nation
and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design criteria were various and touched some

important issues.

As for the first domain, goals, all the instructors agreed that the syllabus should
bridge the gap between the GE courses and Specialty courses and help students with
using English in Tourism study and communication. One instructor (Instructor B)

said “the syllabus should introduce students to the jargon used in the tourism field so
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that they would know what to say and do in tourism particular situations and
functions.” Another instructor (Instructor 1) described the syllabus as “an entrance to
the world of language practice in the tourism field.” To conclude, the most agreed
goal was to meet students’ needs, that is, to improve their proficiency in Tourism-

English and prepare them for better study and future employment opportunities.

The instructors recommended that the content of the suggested syllabus (i.e., the
second domain) should address the students’ language level, needs and interests.
They also stated that the teaching materials and activities should focus less on
knowledge and more on language skills that could help students in their study and
future work. One instructor (Instructor A) said “the syllabus content should foster
communication skills, more specifically speaking through other skills such as reading
and listening.” He gave a reason for this, claiming that “students at their final year of
study do not need knowledge; rather, they need to communicate what they already
know in the tourism field.” Another instructor (Instructor H) suggested that the
syllabus content should pay attention to the language skills in order of importance
which begins with speaking, followed by reading, listening, vocabulary, writing, and
finally grammar and pronunciation. Instructor C addressed management skills to be
included in the syllabus content as she said “doing Tourism management skills

through language is the main thing that the content should address.”

The tourism-related functions the instructors addressed were similar to those
previously mentioned in Table 4.83. However, the instructors valued functional
descriptions and management and study-related functions the most to be accounted
for in the syllabus content. As for how content should be taught and sequenced (still
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domain 2), all the instructors indicated that beginning with familiar things would be
more appropriate, as students would study something they might be interested in and
thus would greatly get involved in the learning process. Two instructors (Instructors
B and 1) clearly touched this by stating that familiarity might bring interest and
motivation, and thus students would have greater opportunities for practice and
involvement. Instructor C wanted the syllabus to disregard traditional grammar
structures and use only those that would serve the communicative function in
question. He stated “grammar rules and structures just like those on commercial
textbooks are boring as they must be sequenced from simple to difficult, neglecting

how much they are needed to fulfill a communicative situation.”

Several issues related to the syllabus format and presentation, i.e., the third domain,
were considered in the tourism instructors’ recommendations. At first, all instructors
suggested that the syllabus activities should vary in the way they would be presented
to address students’ learning preferences and different classroom teaching
techniques. Two instructors (Instructors A and D) indicated that such variation would
help avoid students’ boredom throughout the learning and teaching process. In this
context, Instructor H said:

If some students prefer to learn through pair-work and discussions to talk to

others, solve problems or get logical information, and these are not accounted

for in the syllabus, the students would get bored quickly. They would also be

detached from the whole learning process as they would feel that the syllabus
presentation did not meet their needs and wants.

The instructors also noted that the materials and activities should have a topic focus
and integrate the language skills, functions, situations and tasks that are mostly
needed in the tourism field. For example, Instructor B said “a topic which helps
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students with knowing what to say and do in a particular situation using language
would be the greatest way to present the syllabus.” Moreover, the instructors
mentioned that the syllabus presentation should be motivating and allow enough time
for learning to happen. Three instructors addressed this issue by stating that the
syllabus should be presented in a way that encourages students and gives enough
time for learning and teaching to take place. Finally, all the instructors agreed that
the syllabus should be presented in terms of units, as they thought that the students

would be more familiar with units rather than modules.

In their comments on the last domain, monitoring and assessment, the Tourism
instructors made many recommendations. They all focused on the importance of
constant feedback on students’ language practice through in-class activities, tests,
and projects or assignments. They also gave importance to varying the assessment
techniques to demonstrate the students’ actual language performance, especially in
communication skills. Instructor A said “The first thing that the syllabus should
focus on in assessment is to pay great attention to a student’s ability to confidently
use English in different tourism-related contexts.” Instructor C emphasized “the
assessment should be skills-based and should use multiple tools to assess a student’s

actual language level as accurately as possible.”

The instructors valued a number of assessment tools such as quizzes, progress tests,
feedback, students’ portfolio work, projects, skill-based tests, as well as class and
oral performance. For example, Instructor B noted that the syllabus should make use

of tools such as skills-based tests, progress tests, and class performance, whereas
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both Instructor H and | valued the use of quizzes, projects, portfolio work and oral

performance.

Furthermore, the six instructors recommended the syllabus to be technology-
enhanced as they confirmed that the latest audio-visual aids should be an integral part
of the teaching and learning process. Instructors A and D, for example, asserted that
the syllabus should integrate technology so as to avoid total dependency on a
textbook. Instructor B also commented “Tourism-English would be better learned
with the help of technology such as video-sketches, worksheets, online resources,
listening, websites, in addition to the textbook.” One final remark that two instructors
(Instructors C and H) made was that the syllabus should allow sufficient time for
teaching and learning so that the assessment would assess outcomes better and reflect

reality.

Table 4.93 in Appendix Z presents some examples of the tourism instructors’

comments (See the Appendix).

The Tourism instructors had suggestions as regards the intended syllabus. For
example, Instructor A suggested having an electronic version of textbooks and other
supplementary materials that could be used for practice and reinforcement.
Moreover, Instructor H recommended that the syllabus should be motivating in its
layout, whereas Instructor C advised that the syllabus should focus on tour-guiding
and management-based skills. Moreover, Instructor D emphasized that the syllabus
content should be in connection with the content of other courses in the curriculum

and that the teaching of the syllabus should be away from spoon-feeding and

275



lecturing. Finally, Instructor B suggested that both the English Department and the
Tourism Department should provide help and support to get this syllabus designed.

Table 4.94 addressed some of the instructors’ comments.

Table 4.94: Tourism instructors’ additional syllabus suggestions
Q8. What other suggestions can you provide about such a syllabus, which can be of help
in course planning and designing?
Tourism Instructors’ comments
There should be an electronic version of the textbook with other supplementary materials
for practice. (Instructor A)
The total design and layout of the textbook should be motivating. (Instructor H)

It would be more appropriate if the syllabus focused on tour-guiding and tourism-

management skills. (Instructor C)

The syllabus content should take topics and skills from other courses in the curriculum

offered, especially the specialty courses that are taught in English. When being taught, |

suggest that teaching should be away from lecturing and spoon-feeding formats.
(Instructor D)

4.2.2.4 Employers’ NA Interviews- Questions 4-8

This interview part asked the same employers five questions (i.e., Questions 4-8).
These questions aimed to investigate the employers’ opinions of what they thought
necessary to help students with TE, based on the skills and professional activities that
they perceive graduates should master to fulfill tourism-related jobs. Their
recommendations as regards designing a TE syllabus were taken, as they would help

plan for that syllabus later.

In response to Question 4, the Tourism employers gave a number of professional
activities that a Tourism graduate should be able to do in English, but they stressed
some activities such as tour guiding and tour operating as the most highly valued.
Under these two, the employers mentioned other sub-activities. For example, in tour-

guiding, they indicated that the graduate should use English to communicate with
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tourists, manage their groups, attract tourists through a lot of descriptions, respond to
visitors’ enquiries, solve problems, talk about the cultural heritage and ancient
civilizations, organize and lead excursions, escort new-coming visitors from the
airport, offer sightseeing advice, translate and interpret, and prepare short reports.
Similarly, the employers gave several examples of tour-operating activities. These
included creating and operating tailor-made tours, arranging travel programs through
different ways (e.g., travel agencies, advertisements, call centers, or online websites),
arranging accommodation, transport and tourist activities for visitors, sales and
marketing through phone and internet communication, providing services to clients,
answering visitors’ questions, making reports on travel schedules, and explaining trip

procedures and destinations.

Moreover, the employers emphasized that although foreign language skills were
essential in performing the above-mentioned activities, other general skills were
needed such as communication skills with a strong focus on clients, IT skills,
management and organizational skills, interpersonal and presentation skills, and team
working and leadership skills. Some employers claimed that knowledge of the
English language might enable a graduate to be a good communicator, a leader, a
negotiator and a socializer, and consequently a proficient and skillful tour guide or
tour operator. For example, Employer B said, “the graduate’s ability to practice
English with tourists will enable him/her to perform job functions and skills, that is,
to manage, guide, arrange, socialize, operate, market, administer, lead, and offer

tourist services appropriately.”
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Another employer (Employer F) indicated that the graduates would be unable to
perform Tourism activities such as tour-guiding and tour-operating with limited
knowledge of the English language. He stated: “The professional activities of a tour
guide and a tour operator dominate most careers in the tourism industry in the
country, and English is the language that governs how these activities are done.”

Some of the employers’ other comments are given in Table 4.95.

Table 4.95: Employers’ comments on the professional activities the graduates should
do in English
Q4. What professional activities do you think Tourism graduates should be able to
do in English?
Employers’ comments
- Actually, they can do all tour-management activities such as tour-guiding and tour
operation. As a tour guide, a graduate needs English to describe and attract tourists,
communicate and solve visitors’ problems, and manage their groups. (Employer A)

- | think Tourism and hospitality management activities. For example, you cannot create
and operate tours, arrange transport, accommodation and tourist activities, and do phone
or internet communication or marketing, without language skills in addition to other IT
and organizational skills. Moreover, you cannot do tour-guiding unless you are able to
translate and interpret, respond to tourists’ queries and do a lot of oral descriptions to
places, antiques, archaeological sites, etc. (Employer E)

- In order to find a job, a graduate should have good English to do customer service-driven
communication and manage tours through making travel schedules, explaining
procedures, and preparing reports on trips and trip events. (Employer J)

The fifth interview question asked the employers about the type of Tourism
graduates they would seek to employ. They all valued language training and
experience in Tourism communication to employ Tourism graduates. They
considered proficiency in TE the only way to run and develop businesses in the
tourism field. In this context, Employer C said
The graduates with good experience in the English language could help you a
lot, as they can handle most of the job’s responsibilities. They do not have a

problem as they are able to use and understand English as it is used in the
field.
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Another employer (Employer I) considered the experience in TE as a condition for a
job application. He said “I do not consider all graduates for a job. This is because we
need English in our business, so only English knowers can apply.” Table 4.96 gives

some of the employers’ comments in response to this question.

Table 4.96: Employers comments on the graduates’ English training and their
employability

Q5. Do you prefer to employ any Tourism graduates or only those with special training
and experiences in English for tourism? Why do you prefer so?

Employers’ comments

- Most graduates are good when it comes to knowledge, but we need only those with high
communicative ability to do our job as appropriately as possible. (Employer G)

- Any employer would not mind employing qualified graduates, but since the whole
tourism industry is based on English, we require those are experienced in the language.
Their experience in Tourism-English is a valuable asset. (Employer L)

- | have to employ those who are trained in Tourism-English. I will not worry much about
the job by then. (Employer D)

The employers were asked about the skills they highly required Tourism graduates to
master in the sixth interview question. Although they valued all language skills, they
gave the highest priority to the oral communicative skills; namely, speaking and
listening. They considered knowledge in English as the ability to communicate with
and understand others who usually do not speak Arabic, the country’s native
language. For example, Employer K described communication skills as “a gateway
to good services and good job offers,” whereas Employer A emphasized the
importance of oral skills (speaking and listening) in performing tourism jobs’ duties
in the best way possible. He said: “It is the speaking and listening skills that make a
graduate favored for any Tourism employment opportunity because, with these
skills, they can manage to fulfill the requirements of the job.”
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All the employers agreed to rank the skills according to how important each skill is
to the tourism job. This ranking began with speaking, followed by listening, reading,
and finally writing. Only one employer (Employer H) ranked reading before listening
and explained his stance by saying: “Although listening is very important, | feel that
an employee usually needs to understand emails and some important texts to be able
to reply to them directly.” Furthermore, the employers perceived speaking and
listening as the most demanded skills because of the nature of the tourism industry
that is commonly based on oral communication. At the same time, they valued
reading and writing as the skills that cannot be overlooked, as they might rank higher
than the oral skills in some tasks and professional activities such as email-
communication. Employer C made this clear when he said: “You will need speaking
and listening when you serve customers either face-to-face or on phone, but when
you do a search, write a trip proposal or reply emails, you will need reading and

writing more than other skills.” Some other comments are presented in Table 4.97.

Table 4.97: Employers’ comments on the skills graduates need to master the most
Q6. What skill (s) do you highly require a graduate to master the best, reading,
listening speaking, or writing? Please order the skills based on how important
you see each and give your reasons.
\ Employers’ comments

- There is no doubt that speaking and listening are the most needed skills in the field.
Tourism is a communication-based industry. Therefore, | rank speaking first, then
listening, followed by reading and writing. (Employer J)

- The graduates need to be equipped with communication skills the most to get the
tourism job done. Other skills such as reading and writing are important in simple tasks
that cannot be handled through oral communication. These are like making a brochure or
working on a project, for example. To order the skills, I must begin with speaking,
listening, and task-oriented reading and writing. (Employer B)

- Of course, oral skills because they will tell you how much a graduate is prepared for
tourism-related employment. (Employer F)
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The seventh interview question was a trajectory as it shifted the focus on how
employers could participate in making improvements to the curriculum offered at the
Tourism Department at Mu’tah University. This participation included their
recommendations of designing a new TE syllabus, which might help to plan for such
a syllabus in terms of goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and

monitoring and assessment.

As regards goals, all the employers agreed that the syllabus’s main goal should be to
enable students to use TE confidently and fluently in Tourism communication as it
reflects what is actually performed in the tourism industry. Some employers
described the syllabus as the best language training opportunity that the graduates
would have as a before-job preparation. For example, Employer A said, “The
syllabus should train students in Tourism-English so that they can get a job, whereas
Employer E said, The syllabus should offer good English language training and

prepare graduates for functional English.”

When asked to give their recommendations as regards the syllabus content, the
employers greatly valued the inclusion of local content (e.g., representing places in
Jordan) that addresses students’ interests, needs, language difficulties, and the skills
required in the tourism field. Eight employers indicated that the most important thing
in content was to present the local tourism industry and cultural heritage to others
through using the English language. They considered such a thing as a good step to
train staff, offer good services, and develop the tourism sector by presenting things
originally from Jordan. One employer (Employer H) said, “Local tourism is
described as a city or country branding process where all involved should attract and
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market Jordan to global visitors. To do this, we need good language representation of

our local culture and communicatively able staff.”

The employers preferred the syllabus content to give great attention to oral and
communicative skills and develop them. They emphasized those skills as a key factor
in considering graduates for job opportunities in the tourism field. Employer L
asserted this fact by saying, “the syllabus content and materials should seek to
develop the skills students need in the tourism field such as speaking and listening.
These skills will enable the graduates to communicate and use the language.”
Another employer (Employer G) recommended discarding the extensive use of
grammar rules in the syllabus unless they serve specific communicative functions
and particular tourism-related situations. He added: “Materials should focus on
communication skills, not on grammar and language analysis. We do not need this
much in our field. We need the graduates to communicate with a good vocabulary

range and be intelligible.”

All employers recommended that the content should consider topics from other
courses taught in the curriculum, be a source of motivation to students, and include
various activities and tasks, whose focus would be to facilitate practicing language in
different tourism situations and contexts. In this regard, Employer E stated, “The
content should be familiar and taken from their previous courses. It must be
motivating and include different activities that facilitate practice in tourism
situations.” Furthermore, most employers suggested that the syllabus should move

from what seems familiar and interesting to students, as put by Employer I: “The
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syllabus should begin with what is familiar and what students are interested in

studying.”

All recommendations made by the employers as regards the syllabus format and
presentation stressed the importance of variety in presenting content and materials to
account for different teaching methods as well as different learning styles and
preferences. This variety was said to ensure students’ comfort, avoid boredom, and
bring about change to how the syllabus would be taught and learned. The best
example that supports this was given by Employer D:

The syllabus should not take only one form in presenting materials and

activities. This is boring, as it will not consider students’ learning styles and

preferences. It should take care of various teaching approaches and learning
strategies to ensure students’ comfort.

In other words, the employer (Employer D) emphasized that the syllabus content
should be presented in a way that directly addresses the teaching approaches and
learning strategies students would be comfortable with. Moreover, all the employers
overlooked grammar as a way to present the syllabus, because they thought it would
not serve the communicative purpose of the whole tourism field. Instead, they
preferred a skills-based syllabus that integrates the use of motivating topics and
tourism situations and addresses the most urgent communicative functions and
professional activities practiced in tourism workplaces. For example, Employer B
recommended, “The syllabus content should be presented in terms of situational
topics that encourage conversational skills needed to fulfill communicative functions

in tourism.”
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The allocated time and syllabus layout were considered important in the employers’
recommendations. Seven employers indicated that the syllabus presentation should
allow sufficient time for learning and teaching content; some suggested having a
balance between the amount of content and time specified for learning. Employer K
described this balance as what might make the syllabus more useful:
The syllabus would be useful if enough time was given in syllabus
presentation. | believe if time is short, teachers will rush in teaching, and

students will not learn much. In short, there should be a balance between the
amount of content and the time specified for teaching and learning it.

As regards the syllabus layout, most employers recommended that the syllabus
should be motivating in its layout by including videos, pictures, figures, schedules,
and maps, all of which represent real-life local tourism and address local heritage.
Employer C gave a good reason for such a layout when he stated, “Pictures or videos
of local and familiar places, attached with simple language representation, would be

helpful in encouraging students to communicate and describe using English.”

When asked about what they recommended as regards monitoring and assessment,
the last syllabus design criterion, all the employers valued those practical teaching
methods and assessment tools that address students’ learning needs and demonstrate
their actual language performance, especially in Tourism communication. The best
example that can be quoted here is what Employer F said, “Both teaching and
assessment should be practical to use whatever helpful in addressing what students
need to learn and in demonstrating their actual language performance in different
tourism contexts.” Most employers revealed that communication skills should be the
focus of the syllabus teaching and assessment. For instance, Employer A stated,

“Students’ conversational ability should be monitored throughout the whole learning
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process. This is the most important thing.” Employer G added, “Either teaching or
assessment should greatly focus on communication skills because the nature of the

whole syllabus must be communicative.”

In relation to the practical assessment tools suggested, the employers recommended
using different techniques. For example, Employer F suggested assessing students
based on their individual performance in projects, outdoor activities, tasks as well as
skills-based tests. Nine employers emphasized the use of presentations,
communication-based quizzes and tests and cooperative projects and task-based
writing. Homework, progress tests and individual oral performance, all were revealed
valid as they were recommended by more than five employers. Moreover, all
employers valued the use of skills-based tests, projects, and presentations as the most

useful assessment techniques.

In addition, there were other recommendations put forward by the employers. The
integration of technology into the syllabus, for example, was suggested by all the
employers, as it would vary the way content could be taught and learned. They
thought without technology, the syllabus would be handicapped in its ability to
facilitate practice and ensure students’ motivation and engagement in the learning
and teaching process. Some emphasized the role of technology in allowing students
to participate in the learning process by preparing reports or activities, or making
presentations about new themes. Employer B described technology as “the right path
for today’s Tourism education,” whereas Employer D said, “All teachers and

students should use the available technologies. Technology can bring other ways of
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teaching, learning and absorbing content.” Table 4.98 presents some of the

employers’ comments on the above-mentioned syllabus design criteria.

Table 4.98: Employers comments on Tourism-English syllabus recommendations
Q7. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a
newly designed syllabus that focuses on communication in local tourism?

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of these
criteria; namely, Goals, Content and sequencing, Format and presentation, and
Monitoring and assessment?

Employers’ comments

- It should reflect what is done through language in the tourism field.

Goals (Employer B)

- Its main goal to develop students’ English language level and strengthen

language use in different tourism contexts. (Employer D)

- It should include topics that present Jordan in an attracting way. You know, the

aim is to make graduates be part of local tourism and help to develop it.

Content & _ _ _ _ (Employer A)

sequencing | Students know much in the field as part of their academic study, but they have
little English to communicate this knowledge and do the tourism job. Therefore,

familiar knowledge would motivate students better in the syllabus. (Employer K)

- The presentation stage should vary in the selection of activities. Different

Format & | presentation means different ways of teaching and different ways of learning. |

presentation | Mmean variety is good for learning. (Employer L)

- | do not prefer the syllabus to be based on grammatical use. Both students and
employers know how urgent communication is needed in the field. I will not
employ a grammar knower because | need a communicator to do my job.
Therefore, the syllabus should be practical to focus on topics, skill, situations,
functions or tasks, or a mixture of some. Only a little grammar can represent
Tourism.

(Employer E)
- We want to see many videos and pictures of local places as part of the syllabus
presentation. (Employer F)
- | believe using various teaching techniques and assessment procedures would be
better. | see those teaching practices that facilitate cooperative learning would be
Monitoring | more helpful if the syllabus could monitor them. (Employer G)

&
assessment

- The assessment procedures should be realistic to check students’ progress and
demonstrate their actual language use or communication ability in the tourism
field. (Employer I)

- With the use of technology, both teachers and students can enhance the syllabus
as they participate in adapting its content and subsidizing it with extra activities
and materials. (Employer H)

- | recommend using the assessment tools such as skills-based tests or quizzes,
cooperative projects and presentations. | think they are more practical.

(Employer C)
- Focusing on students’ conversational English is the best and most authentic way
to assess a student in the tourism field. (Employer J)
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The last interview question inquired about the employers’ additional suggestions as
regards the intended syllabus in general. Although not many, the employers’
recommendations were mostly related to making improvement to the curriculum
offered, local syllabus content, and content interdisciplinarity with the content of
other courses. As for improvement, Employer E described the syllabus as “a good
start to solve an existing problem which everybody knows and talks about, but
nobody dares to do something practical.” Employer H welcomed his participation in
addressing students’ syllabus needs; he said, “It is good to let us participate in
planning for the syllabus and in deciding on what to include/exclude to help students’
in Tourism English as much as we can.” Moreover, the best comment that indicated
the importance of syllabus interdisciplinarity and local content was created by
Employer | when he stated, “We have many hot topics and tourist places that need to
be considered in a TE syllabus. If added, they would make the syllabus unique and

useful.”
4.3 Summary

This chapter presented the quantitative and qualitative results in light of the research
questions that underlined the two theoretical models used in the study. The results
were also objectively and subjectively analyzed and presented in relation to each
domain and sub-domain that was accounted for in Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP and
Nation and Macalister’s (2010) models. In general, the results indicated that the
English language program was perceived ineffective in addressing the students’
needs and expectations. Therefore, the participants in the study suggested improving
the program by offering a Tourism-English course that could align the syllabus goals,
content and materials, teaching techniques and assessment with the students’ needs

and expectations.
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION

This chapter discusses the findings of the study according to the two research
questions and the two stages of, namely, evaluation and needs analysis. Aligned with
the models used in each stage, the effectiveness of the program was discussed in
terms of the CIPP stages (i.e., context, input, process, and product); more
specifically, under the four domains, ‘Course aims and objectives’, ‘Course content
and materials’, ‘Course conduct Teaching/learning process’, and ‘Assessment and
student performance’. On the other hand, the analysis of needs and improvement-
based suggestions were discussed in accordance with Nation and Macalister’s (2010)
model and its four syllabus design criteria (i.e., goals, content and sequencing, format
and presentation, and monitoring and assessment).

Before discussing the findings of the study this way, it was deemed to make a
preliminary conclusion from the data presented in the previous chapter by stating the
most important things that came up from the analysis. These can summed up in the
following points:

- the English language program that provides TE training at Mu’tah University was
ineffective in meeting students’ needs and expectations as perceived by all
participants of the study.

- it appeared from the analysis that this ineffectiveness was due to the lack of
alignment between the courses (in their aims and objectives, content and materials,

teaching methodology and assessment) and the students’ and the graduates’ needs
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and expectations. In other words, the six courses constituting the language program
were neither communicative nor TE-focused in their aims and objectives, content
and materials, methodology and assessment.

- Tourism English training was not the major focus of both the Language Center and
the Tourism Department. The courses were taught in two separate departments (the
Language Center and the Tourism Department); this led to segregate professional
knowledge from language skills training and overlook TE training.

- All the participants had positive attitudes towards the English language, in general,
and learning Tourism English, in particular. They all highly perceived having a TE
course that would teach Tourism-English at the university, provided that such a
course would reflect their needs and expectations in its goals, content and
sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment. The course
should also be a great opportunity to provide professional knowledge and effective
communicative interpersonal skills training to students so that it could better address
employability issues.

5.1 Evaluating the program effectiveness

As mentioned earlier, the English language program offered at the Archaeology and
Tourism Department was perceived by all the participants as ineffective, inadequate
and lacking. This section addresses the first research question and discusses the
findings related to this ineffectiveness in connection with Stufflebeam’s (CIPP)
evaluation stages.

5.1.1 Context Evaluation

The research site, departments’ missions, instructors and facilities were discussed as

to how they contributed to the program ineffectiveness.
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At first, Mu’tah University did not seem to pay much attention to offering ESP
training to students. This was indicated by the non-existence of any ESP courses
offered to students in different areas of specialties; thus, they were left with little
language training needed to succeed at both the academic and professional levels.
Similar findings were reached as related to the little ESP training and the absence of
ESP courses in other university contexts or vocational institutions in Jordan
(AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005; Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004;

Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012).

The missions of both the English Department (Language Center) and the Tourism
Department appeared to be focusing on two different things and had less in common.
While the Tourism Department’s mission seemed to focus on equipping students
with theoretical and terminological knowledge, the Language Center’s mission was
set to raise students’ proficiency in the English language in general. Furthermore,
neither the English Department nor the Tourism Department seemed to give much
attention to preparing students in the English language needed to fulfill academic and
professional activities in the tourism field. The non-existence of any specialized
course in TE was a major reason behind the less cooperation and coordination

between the above-mentioned departments.

The instructors at both departments were from the same cultural backgrounds, and
they appeared to be qualified in their fields. The English instructors at the MULC
were qualified instructors with MA degrees and a considerable experience range in
teaching the English language, and they might not have experienced teaching ESP as
far as their knowledge and specialties were concerned. On the other hand, the
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Tourism instructors had a wide experience in teaching Tourism and Archaeology-
related topics (theoretical, terminological and field knowledge). Nonetheless, when it
comes to Communication Skills course, the instructors might not have been as good
as English instructors to teach the course. This was clearly indicated by the students’
and the graduates’ suggestions that the course should be taught by an English

instructor for more language practice in the field.

As regards the facilities provided, especially the language labs, they were not
sufficient for the students. Having only one language lab in the English Department
means that other students of different specializations (i.e., those taking the GE
courses) were left behind with little or no lab use. However, there were other labs in
the building that included the two colleges (College of Arts, and College of Social
Sciences) as well as in the University library. Those labs were used by students for
research and language training. They were also used for handling the computer-based
tests for the GE courses besides other general mandatory courses taught to all
university students.

5.1.2 Input Evaluation

In this section, the English language program offered was evaluated in terms of the
available documents such as courses syllabuses, course materials, textbooks, etc. As
indicated by the analysis of documents (i.e., course syllabuses and courses
textbooks), the program was perceived to be ineffective in providing TE training and
meeting students’ and graduates’ needs and expectations. This ineffectiveness was
shown and discussed under the four CIPP Input-related domains; namely, ‘course
aims and objectives’, ‘course content and materials’, ‘course conduct and

teaching/learning process’, and ‘assessment and student performance’.
9
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5.1.2.1 Course aims and objectives

The aims and objectives of the program courses (i.e., the GE and Specialty courses)
did not appear to meet the students’ needs because there was not much focus on
either tourism content in the GE courses or on communication and language use in
the specialty courses. The analysis of the documents, e.g., course descriptions and
syllabuses, directly indicated such little focus, leaving fewer opportunities for TE
training that might better mediate general content and theoretical and terminological
knowledge. To sum, the mismatch between the aims and objectives of the two course
types (i.e., GE and Specialty courses) led to separating language from knowledge,
and consequently left needs and expectations unmet. Needless to say, any language
program may be perceived as ineffective once needs are not considered (Akpur et al.,
2016; AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlFehaid, 2011; AlJaafreh, 2008;
AlKhatib, 2005; Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004; Cowling, 2007; Elisha-Primo et al.,
2010; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012; Jordan, 1997; Kirkgoz, 2009; Mahasneh,
2011; Nation & Macalister, 2010; Richards, 2001; Thompson, 2011; Tunc, 2010;
White, 1988; among others).

5.1.2.2 Course content and materials

The language program can be judged as effective or ineffective when it provides
sufficient content and materials used in its courses, and when this content addresses
students’ needs and expectations (Ayasreh & Bataineh, 2004; Cowling, 2007;
Mahasneh, 2011). As the program was of two course types, the GE courses were

discussed first.

The GE courses were evaluated as to how much tourism-related content (i.e., topics,

skills, functions, activities, situations, tasks, etc.) was provided in the textbooks used
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(the Total English series ranging from Pre-intermediate to Upper-intermediate). As
indicated by the content analysis, the overall tourism content was approximated to
only 18% of the total content given in the three textbooks used in the courses,
English Language 99, English Language | 101, and English Language Il 102,
respectively. This shows that the content offered in the GE courses was too general
and insufficient to develop students’ TE ability, and it did not meet the students’ and
graduates’ needs of good TE training. Similar results were reported in other
contextual ESP studies where the content of GE courses was too general and
insufficient to address needs and develop ESP competence and communicative
ability in fields such as tourism (Aiguo, 2007; AlBakrawi, 2005; 2013; AlDohon,
2014; AlKhatib, 2005; Thompson, 2011), health (Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012),
business and finance (AlKahtib, 2005; Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004; Cowling, 2007),

or the ESP field in general (AlJaafreh, 2008; Bani-Khaled, 2012; Kirkgoz, 2009).

On the other hand, the specialty courses were evaluated as to how much focus was
kept on communication and language use in TE through analyzing the available
documents (i.e., course syllabuses and the textbooks and references used). As
indicated by the document analysis, the courses appeared to be of a moderately-low
communicative focus with few opportunities for language practice in the tourism

field, i.e., communicating theoretical knowledge using English in speaking.

Such little focus on communication skills might be attributed to the fact that the
courses (GE and Specialty courses) were not meant to focus on TE training in their
aims and objectives, content and materials, the teaching-learning process and the
assessment procedures and tools used. Course goals focused on applying
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theoretical/terminological knowledge and language analytical skills (e.g., grammar,
structures, vocabulary lists, text-based readings, etc.) and not on using the English
language for purposeful tourism communication (i.e., Tourism English). The
assessment techniques used in the courses were mostly exam-oriented. In fact, this
might consequently be linked to the presence of the traditional teaching methods
such as lecturing, grammar-translation method, and the use of L1, all of which might
give very little space for English language use and communication in the tourism
field.

5.1.2.3 Course conduct and teaching-learning process

The teaching techniques used in the courses (i.e., GE and Specialty courses) were
teacher-led, emphasizing lecturing, explanations, and text-based readings, most of
which aimed to present content and spoon-feed students with knowledge of either
theories and terminology or language structures and vocabulary lists. Knowledge-
based approach appeared to be the predominant approach to the teaching and
learning of content of the courses. The analysis of the course syllabuses clearly
proved the exam-oriented nature of the courses, which left little opportunity for
practice activities that facilitate communicating content through cooperation and

interaction (e.g., through pair/group work, discussions, role-plays, etc.).

The teaching methodologies used in the courses were neither helpful nor effective in
improving the students and the graduates’ English language skills, both in General
English and TE. Course instructors did not seem to use a variety of ways to teach and
help students learn content, nor did they seem to use only English in the classes.
Since the focus was not on TE as the ultimate goal in the two course types (GE and

Specialty courses), the course instructors appeared to use those teaching techniques
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that might prepare students for their exams and thus pass the courses. Therefore, one
might conclude that the presentation of content was not engaging, and it did not aim
to increase self-confidence in language learning. Moreover, the whole teaching and
learning process was deemed fruitless as far as TE communication and needs are
concerned. To sum, the course conduct can be simply described as traditional,
unenthusiastic, authoritative, less interactive, teacher-led, spoon-fed, knowledge-
oriented and exam-driven.

5.1.2.4 Assessment and student performance

As indicated in the course syllabuses of the two course types, the assessment
techniques and tools used were heavily based on two mid-term exams and a final
exam, all taking more than 90% of the total mark of each course. There was very
little opportunity to assess students learning through other assessment tools such as
homework, assignments, quizzes, short reports, and participation and attendance,
most of which appeared with no allocated marks. What is worse, the course
syllabuses did not include any assessment techniques by which language use and
communication skills could be appropriately checked and assessed. For example,
techniques such as skills-based tests, oral presentations, projects, or speaking tests,

were all totally neglected.

The assessment tools used in the GE courses (2 mid-terms and a final exam) seemed
to check students’ reading comprehension and grammar and vocabulary development
in a multiple-choice questioning format. This might be the reason why the exams of
these courses were computerized and unified to be given to all university students in
all course sections. In this way, the courses turned out to be only subjects to be

passed and not as a good opportunity to facilitate language learning and improve
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language skills, especially oral and communicative skills either in GE or in TE as a
far-fetched goal. This might be a clear objection to what the students, graduates,

instructors and employers actually needed and expected as regards TE training.

The assessment techniques used in the specialty courses were found to be checking
students’ theoretical and terminological knowledge through two mid-term exams and
a final exam, but they had little consideration for other techniques such as
homework, assignments and participation and attendance. Again, the specialty
courses were just like subjects to be passed without any considerable attention to
language development in a specific field like Tourism. This is noticed when a person
checks how a course like Communication Skills given to Tourism students
completely neglects communication-based assessment tools, considering that
functions and activities in the tourism field are basically carried out through

communication.

To conclude, the whole assessment procedures handled in the two course types were
proved inadequate as they did not address students’ needs, nor did they aim to assess
language performance in the tourism field. Furthermore, the assessment tools were
objective-based and unrealistic as they did not check students’ actual language level
and ability to communicate language as used in the tourism industry.

5.1.3 Process Evaluation

This part addresses evaluation from the perspective of the stakeholders through the
two data sources, the questionnaire and interviews. It discusses the stakeholders’

perceptions of the program courses under the four above-mentioned domains: ‘aims
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and objectives’, ‘content and materials’, ‘conduct and teaching-learning process’ and

‘assessment and student performance’.

The results obtained from the questionnaire and interviews showed agreement on the
ineffectiveness of the English language program offered at Mu’tah University. This
ineffectiveness was resultant from different reasons that were indicated through the
participants’ responses. These included the students and graduates’ limited
proficiency in English, the course aims and objectives, content and materials, the
teaching approaches and methods, as well as the assessment procedures and tools
used in the courses.

5.1.3.1 Students’ and graduates’ language proficiency

All the participants (students, graduates, instructors and employers) reported the low
proficiency level of students and graduates, to the extent that made them
insufficiently prepared for the job market in the tourism field. The employers frankly
addressed the graduates’ limited English proficiency as one main reason for their
unemployability, considering that the graduates did not have a good English training

opportunity through the courses they had taken.

The English language program offered was not perceived to develop the English
language skills, especially the communicative ones such as speaking as an urgently
demanded skill in the tourism field. The students and the graduates were found
unable to use English to communicate confidently and express themselves and their
cultural heritage appropriately. They had difficulty to speak, listen, write, and use
appropriate vocabulary to communicate general and tourism-related content.
Moreover, both the students and the graduates confirmed that the program courses
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did not allow sufficient opportunity to speak, listen to natural conversations,
communicate in a written form, use vocabulary in context, or even learn the language
for a communicative purpose (i.e., the ultimate goal to do well in study and compete

in the job market after graduation).

The study this way supports the findings of other studies, especially those of Aiguo
(2007), AlBakrawi (2013), AlJaafreh (2008), Bataineh and Ayasreh (2004), and
AlDohon (2014), which reported that students, graduates and employees were proved
to be weak in using English for general, academic and professional purposes. What is
more, the study findings replicate the findings of AlJaafreh (2008) when he evaluated
the three GE courses given as mandatory courses to all of Mu’tah University
students.

5.1.3.2 Course aims and objectives

The English language program at the Tourism Department did not fulfill its aims and
objectives in improving or developing students' TE ability in the four skills. This was
indicated by the students and the graduates’ actual language performance as
expressed by all the stakeholders either in the questionnaire (Students’ and
Graduates’ Questionnaire) or in the interviews. Therefore, it can be concluded that
the aims and objectives were perceived as less focused on TE training, and
consequently did not match the students’ and the graduates’ needs and expectations

of using English for study and professional purposes in the tourism field.

In brief, all the participants agreed that the aims and objectives of the two course
types were not realistic enough to develop students and graduates’ communicative
skills or to match what was needed and what was actually performed during the
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courses. The findings this way supports the contextual literature on ESP which
demonstrated that it is uncommon to have syllabuses that highly prompt
communication within specialized occupations and fields of study (AlBakrawi, 2013;
AlJaafreh, 2008; Bani-Khaled, 2012) and which reported that content was
insufficient to meet ESP needs or develop ESP competence and skills (Bataineh &
Ayasreh, 2004; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012).

5.1.3.3 Course content and materials

Throughout the findings, content and materials was the area that was indicated in the
stakeholders’ evaluation of the program courses (GE and Specialty courses) as the
first major source of the program’s ineffectiveness. They all had the same
perceptions that content and materials, although coherently presented, were
insufficient, inattentive to tourism, de-emphasizing communication, irresponsive to
needs, demotivating, and aimless to improve language skills and abilities either in

GE or in TE. At the same time, it was more theoretical and knowledge-based.

All the stakeholders reported that the six courses were important in equipping the
students with field knowledge and language analytical skills. However, the
employers perceived these analytical skills (e.g., grammar, structures, translation) as
something that is unneeded and incomparable to communication skills, the sole focus
of the tourism field and the main job requirement in the whole tourism industry. In a
nutshell, it can be concluded that the participants’ responses related to content and
materials were interrelated to support the idea that content was not that much in
quantity, quality, goal, and focus; therefore, it could not address needs or overcome
difficulties with TE. In fact, the literature supports this idea when courses (especially

GE courses) were found inadequate and insufficient in content to develop language
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in ESP fields (AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlJaafreh, 2008; AlKhatib, 2005;
Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004; Bayyurt & Karatas, 2011; Cowling, 2007; Freihat &
AlMakhzoomi, 2012; Kirkg6z, 2009; Mahasneh, 2011).

5.1.3.4 Course conduct and teaching-learning process

The teaching and learning process in both course types was not effective enough to
respond to needs or fulfill expectations as regards improving TE skills. Although all
materials used in the courses were written in English, the teaching-learning process
was conducted in both English and Arabic, the students’ mother tongue. This was
clearly indicated in the stakeholders’ perceptions, especially those of students and
graduates when they stated that they did not use English in classes all the time, and
instead, classes were run in Arabic for more terminology translation and grammar
explanation. What is more, the courses were perceived as lacking the instructional
techniques that facilitate communication and language production either in GE or in
TE. Inappropriateness of the teaching approaches and instructional techniques was
also noted in the literature studies, especially those of Aiguo (2007), AlBakrawi

(2013), AlJaafreh (2008), Bataineh and Ayasreh (2004) and Kirkgoz (2009).

This finding could be attributed to the exam-oriented nature of the courses, which
left a greater chance for grammar-translation method, vocabulary lists, reading and
text-based analysis, and other traditional approaches to teaching to dominate the
conduct of the courses. This might explain why there was a total agreement in the
stakeholders’ perceptions that the courses were just preparing students for passing
exams, and not equipping them with both language and knowledge to be prepared as
communicatively-able staff. In short, the teaching approaches used in the courses

were not focusing on providing adequate TE training and improving communication
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skills used in the tourism field. Therefore, one might conclude that the whole
teaching-learning process is a teacher-led, spoon-fed and routinely-acted activity
which impedes learning and practice through student-centered approaches.

5.1.3.5 Assessment and student performance

All the participants agreed that most of the assessment techniques used in the two
course types were objective-based and inadequate to demonstrate the students’ actual
proficiency and ability to use English either in GE or in TE. These techniques did not
exceed two mid-terms and a final exam, which took most of the marks in each
course. The language courses were supposed to assess all skills including speaking
and listening, but in fact they did not. Furthermore, the respondents, especially the
students, graduates and employers reported that they had high expectations of
Communication Skills course, but unfortunately they were disappointed as both the
course conduct and assessment did not pay much attention to interaction and
communication skills as the course’s main focus (i.e., practice, develop skills and

assess communicative performance in TE).

Negative perceptions and complete dissatisfaction were also expressed by all the
respondents as the courses totally neglected to assess interaction and students’
communicative performance during the teaching-learning process. The instructors
were also accounted for not using a variety of techniques and materials that enable
assessing a student’s actual language ability and skills. However, this could be
justified by the large class-size, especially in the GE courses, which makes it difficult
for instructors to assess communicative performance. It might also be attributed to
the exam-oriented nature of the courses as the instructors assess what they actually

had taught. What was taught was mostly related to theoretical-terminological
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knowledge and language analysis (grammar and structures). In other words, exam-

oriented teaching necessitates exam-oriented assessment and vice versa.

The students and the graduates were unable to use English appropriately and
communicate confidently in both GE and TE. To sum, the students’ and the
graduates’ limited English communication skills were perceived to leave them
unqualified for employment in the local tourism job market, a thing which would
negatively affect the level of services offered to international tourists, and
consequently affect the whole local tourism industry. Difficulties with
communication skills, especially speaking and listening, were highly noted in the
literature addressing the urgent needs for these skills to communicate not only in
Tourism (Aiguo, 2007; AlBakrawi, 2013; AlKhatib, 2005; AlDohon, 2009;
Thompson, 2011), but also in other ESP fields (AlFehaid, 2011; Bataineh &
Ayasreh, 2004; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012; Cowling, 2007; Kirkgoz, 2009).
5.1.4 Product Evaluation

It appeared from the findings that the effort made in the English language program
offered at the Tourism Department did not succeed to develop the students’ TE
ability in terms of aims and objectives, content and materials, the teaching and
learning process, and the assessment and student performance. In fact, most
stakeholders stressed that TE did not seem to be the focus of the program as the
courses (i.e., GE and Specialty courses) taught terminological-theoretical knowledge

and language in isolation without any coordination between the two course groups.

Not hearing of Tourism English as expressed by one of the graduates might leave
one to infer how the effort made throughout the program with its elements (planning,

302



implementation and evaluation) lagged behind the graduates’ needs and expectations
as far as their professional success was concerned. However, the program was
evaluated as successful in providing knowledge about the tourism field theories and
relevant terminology as well as structural patterns, but not successful in language

skills and workplace communication.

As a final remark on the language program offered at the Tourism Department at
Mu’tah University, all data sources indicated the ineffectiveness of the program due
to a number of reasons. Needs were not met, expectations were not reached, goals
were mismatched with needs and de-emphasizing TE training, content was
insufficient, communication in TE was neglected, language proficiency was below
expected, and most graduates were left unemployed. Moreover, the program courses
were not defensible to support the development of TE skills, nor were the teaching-
learning process and assessment well-implemented to address needs, improve TE
proficiency, demonstrate language level and assess TE skills. All of these would
make the program to be judged as indefensible, mismanaged, fruitless, and needing

urgent improvement.
5.2 Need Analysis and the Suggested Syllabus

It was concluded from the findings that all the participants had positive attitudes
towards English as a priority in the whole tourism industry and at both academic and
professional levels. Similar positive attitudes were also reported in other contextual
studies related either to Tourism (AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005; Bayyurt &
Karatas, 2011; Thompson, 2011) or to other GE or ESP fields (Akpur et al., 2016;
AlFehaid, 2011; Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004; Elisha-Primo, 2010; Freihat &

AlMakhzoomi, 2012; Kirkgoz, 2009; Mahasneh, 2011). The participants (especially
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the students, the graduates and the instructors) showed strong desires for learning and
teaching TE. Such desires were derived from their dissatisfaction with what the
program had offered them as regards TE training. They noted the total mismatch
between the program’s focus and their needs, and consequently, they required
something to be done to improve the program such as offering a special TE course

that would be based on tourism content and a communication-focused syllabus.

As all the respondents were asked to give their recommendations concerning how the
syllabus should look like, the findings were discussed in connection with Nation and
Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design criteria, ‘goals’, ‘content and sequencing’,
‘format and presentation’, and ‘monitoring and assessment’.

5.2.1 Goals and content

All the participants reported similar perceptions of the syllabus goals. For example,
the syllabus should be a good opportunity for TE training and aim to improve
language skills (speaking-listening, as highly needed), enable students to
communicate local content and prepare graduates for better employment in the
tourism field. Previous studies addressed this fact when they demonstrated that ESP
courses should be developed to reflect needs and improve oral and communication
skills (AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi,
2012; Thompson, 2011). Moreover, the participants agreed that the course syllabus
should seek to bridge the gap between the GE courses and the specialty courses, as
this might leave no space for separating professional knowledge from language
skills. The syllabus goals should also match needs and wants to overcome difficulties
with TE as much as possible (AlDohon, 2014; AlJaafreh, 2008; Bataineh & Ayasreh,

2004).
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With respect to the participants’ perceptions of the syllabus content, the data
gathered from the participants were triangulated to indicate their agreement with
some syllabus-related issues. Firstly, the syllabus content should match the content
that the students and the graduates had already taken in the program’s courses,
especially the specialty courses. In other words, they wanted the content of the
syllabus to be sequenced based on familiarity rather than difficulty (just like what
had been used in the GE courses). Preferring familiar content might be attributed to

the communicative nature of professional tourism activities.

Secondly, the syllabus content was perceived worthless unless it is a source of
enjoyment and includes various activities that facilitate practice and language use in
Tourism workplaces (AlBakrawi, 2013; AlKhatib, 2005). That is, the content should
involve what students need to study, learn and do with TE. And, it should also be
relevant to their proficiency level in English and take them to a higher level of both
communication and practice in the tourism field. From an economic and cultural
perspective, it was agreed that the content should address the local culture and
tourism so that students as future employees could present their country and cultural
heritage, offer good services to international tourists, develop the tourism sector and

contribute to the country’s income.

Thirdly, content should seek to provide an opportunity to practice language skills;
more specifically, oral skills and effective interpersonal communicative skills (i.e.,
speaking, listening, and task-based writing) and to represent knowledge (what
students already know) through using the English language. In other words, the
content should reflect what is actually performed in the local tourism so that students
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would have sufficient training in how to carry out Tourism communication and
perform Tourism professional activities and functions, more specifically, those
related to tour-guiding and tour-operating. Examples of these functions listed under
these two areas were providing services, responding to tourists’ inquiries, and
attracting tourists, were good examples of these two areas. Such functions were
reported as highly important in the literature reviewed on TE (Aiguo, 2007;

AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005; Thompson, 2011).

Finally, despite the students’ focus on accuracy issues (€.g., grammar, structures and
pronunciation, etc.), the general focus of content was perceived to give a priority to
fluency over accuracy. The graduates and the employers clearly addressed this fact as
they recommended disregarding grammar teaching and giving more chances for
communication to happen. Their suggestions as regards grammar teaching might be a
bit different from students’ as they were much closer to the reality of practice and
experience in the tourism field.

5.2.2 Format and presentation

As linked to the local content, it was suggested that content should include activities
that would allow greater opportunities for students to communicate what they know,
i.e., represent the knowledge they got from other courses taken within the program
(Jordan, 1997; Cowling, 2007). Materials should be selected appropriately to
facilitate both reception and production through a set of activities that include more
tourism-like content (i.e., figures, pictures, audio scripts, video sketches, tables,
brochures, maps, charts, etc.). In this way, content would be presented in a more
motivating pattern that might ensure students’ engagement and practice in field

functions and professional activities.
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Furthermore, it was recommended that content should integrate all language skills
(especially the oral and communication skills) with topics, functions, activities,
situations and tasks, all of which represent what is actually performed in tourism-
related professions; more specifically, tour-guiding and tour-operating. The activities
and tasks in the syllabus content were preferred to be varied so as to address
students’ learning needs, styles and preferences. Thus, content that would allow
ample opportunity for practice through cooperative and project-based learning (e.g.,
pair or group-work, discussions, oral practice, presentations, projects, etc.) was
valued the most. And, content that would be presented to match students’ favored
learning strategies (e.g., talking to others, discussing and solving problems, seeing

and observing, doing homework assignments and projects, etc.) was highly preferred.

All the participants, especially the students and the graduates valued the experience
and expertise in teaching TE. This could be attributed to their experiences in the
Communication Skills course which was taught by a Tourism instructor who might
not have been as good as an experienced English instructor to teach the course. It
looks as if the students and graduates did not want to repeat the same thing with the
TE syllabus once being taught as a university course.

5.2.3 Monitoring and assessment

As the content and how it is presented were suggested to focus on communication as
the ultimate syllabus goal, the assessment techniques were preferred to be
communication-focused, as well. Using a variety of teaching and assessment
techniques was demanded by all the participants, provided that such techniques
would reflect the students’ actual proficiency and match their needs of what to learn

and do throughout the syllabus. Examples of these assessment techniques were
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skills-based tests, speaking tests, oral and communicative performance,

presentations, reports, quizzes, in addition to assignments and projects.

Undoubtedly, technology appeared to be integral in the syllabus design, not only in
the way it should be taught, but also in the way content should be focused, presented,
learned and assessed. Therefore, the use of audio-visual aids would create a relaxing
and motivating atmosphere for better engagement, practice and learning (AlBakrawi,
2013; Bayyurt & Karatas, 2011; Cowling, 2007; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi, 2012;
Kirkgoz, 2009). It was also noted how all the participants valued giving continuous
feedback on students’ learning as well as how the syllabus should allow sufficient
time and pace to absorb content (AlBakrawi, 2013; AlKhatib, 2005). It was believed
that students this way would learn better and instructors would assess their learning
as appropriately as possible.

5.3 Overall Discussion

5.3.1 Evaluation Perspective

The English language program offered at the Archaeology and Tourism Department
at Mu’tah University was found ineffective in considering Tourism students’ and
graduates’ needs and expectations of using English in the tourism field. This
ineffectiveness was proved to be due to two reasons as indicated by the findings from
all data sources, i.e., students, graduates, instructors and employers. The first reason
was the absence of any special courses that teach TE as part of the program offered
(AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; Bataineh & Ayasreh, 2004), whereas the second
lied in the inconsideration of both the English Department and the Tourism
Department of ESP training as an integral part of the graduates’ education and job

preparation (AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005). Similar findings
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were reported in AlJaafreh’s (2008) study which evaluated the three General-English
courses offered at Mu’tah University and found that those courses were not helpful
enough to develop the students’ and graduates’ language skills and help them in their

studies and future work duties.

Moreover, the courses of the program were of two separate and mismatched types;
namely GE courses and Specialty courses both of which were taught in two separate
departments and put more focus on language structures and vocabulary and on
theoretical and terminological knowledge, respectively. Briefly, they could barely
focus on communication as a major part of academic and professional success in the
tourism industry. They were also perceived to segregate professional knowledge
from language skills. Therefore, efforts made throughout the program were not a real

success as far as the students’ and graduates’ TE needs are concerned.

Additionally, the mismatch between the two course types and the absence of special
TE courses resulted in leaving the TE needs unmet, the course goals and objectives
unachieved, the course content and materials insufficient, the teaching/learning
process ineffective, the program’s design indefensible and ill-executed, and the
efforts fruitless. All in all, this might gave the reason why all the participants (i.e.,
students, graduates, instructors and employers) were deeply responsive to evaluate
the program (i.e., the above-mentioned GE and Specialty courses) as helpless in
developing the students’ and graduates” English language proficiency and
communicative ability in Tourism communication. As there were not any special TE
syllabuses, the participants reported that the program appeared to lack sufficient
content and skills focus needed to fulfill academic and professional functions in
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Tourism. GE courses had general content, and Specialty courses had little focus on
language development as they were meant to teach theoretical and terminological

knowledge.

To conclude, as reported in earlier studies, Jordanian universities were seen as
lacking enough special courses that teach ESP, in general (AlJaafreh, 2008; Bataineh
& Avyasreh, 2004), or TE, in particular (AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014). The
study denoted this with TE as there were no ESP courses at Mu’tah University that
focus on communication in other fields including Tourism. It also demonstrated the
findings of other studies (i.e., AlBakrawi, 2013; AlDohon, 2014; AlJaafreh, 2008;
AlKhatib, 2005) which revealed Tourism graduates’ low proficiency and inability to
use English confidently and fluently to fulfill study and work purposes. Despite all of
this, all the participants had positive attitudes towards English as the language of
Tourism and Archaeology and as a requirement for both academic success and
opportunities in the tourism field.

5.3.2 Needs Analysis Perspective

In connection with the program’s ineffectiveness in terms of needs focus, design, and
implementation, all the participants suggested making improvement to the program
in a way that would enrich knowledge, develop language, and prepare graduates for
Tourism employment. As a major suggestion, the participants recommended having
a TE course with a syllabus that would focus on the skills and functions needed in
Tourism workplaces. Most of the participants described the intended course syllabus
as a practical solution for the problem at hand as it would seek to bridge the gap
between the GE and the specialty courses and help Tourism students and graduates

with the TE needed in their study and future careers. As such, the study sought to
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give these participants the opportunity to give their recommendations as to how they
needed the TE syllabus to be in terms of goals, content and sequencing, format and

presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

Beginning with the findings related to the participants’ attitudes towards the English
language, the study appeared to support the literature reviewed on the status of the
English language in the tourism field and on its importance for Tourism students,
graduates and employees in meeting their needs and expectations. It aligned the
literature (e.g., AlBakrawi, 2013; Aldohon, 2014; AlFehaid, 2011; AlKhatib, 2005;
Batianeh & Avyasreh, 2004; Elisha-Primo et al., 2010; Freihat & AlMakhzoomi,
2012; Thompson, 2011) in its focus on the oral skills (speaking and listening) as the
most required skills in the tourism industry or in whole ESP. In a similar vein, the
present study strongly encourages students and graduates to master these skills to
communicate effectively in English and thus do well in their study and future jobs in

the best way possible.

Although emphasized the importance of all language skills, the participants
extremely needed oral communicative skills (speaking and listening) the most,
considering them the skills that pave the way for the students and the graduates to do
well at both study and future work. Being able to speak fluently and communicate
confidently in different tourism contexts was perceived by all the participants as the
highest requirement. In addition to the oral skills, other studies addressed the
importance of all language skills, giving importance to vocabulary (Elisha-Primo, et

al., 2010) and reading (AlDohon, 2014).
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As regards the functions they wanted the TE syllabus to emphasize, the participants
suggested those functions which were related to tour guiding and tour operating,
which mostly represent providing services through a set of activities. These included
talking to and attracting tourists, giving oral descriptions (e.g., of cultures,
civilizations, people, food, trips, etc.), responding to visitors’ inquiries, phone and
email communication, making reservations, managing tours, organizing travel
programs and accommodations, as well as explaining trip procedures and
destinations. Such functions were also addressed in the literature (AlBakrawi, 2013,;

AlDohon, 2014; AlKhatib, 2005; Thompson, 2011).

Again, data showed triangulation in the participants’ responses in relation to Nation
and Macalister’s (2010) syllabus design criteria, namely goals, content and
sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment. At first, the
main goal of the syllabus was suggested to improve students’ and graduates’ TE
proficiency to communicate confidently in different tourism contexts, and

consequently, prepare them for their studies and future jobs.

As regards content and sequencing, the participants recommended that the syllabus
offer sufficient content that would allow ample opportunity for language practice
through various activities and tasks that could facilitate communication in Tourism.
Sequencing content based on simplicity-difficulty was not quite as favored as
sequencing content according to familiarity. This might be ascribed to the
communicative nature of activities performed in Archaeology and Tourism. Yet, the
students preferred sequencing the syllabus content based on simplicity-difficulty but
with considerable attention to familiarity, as well. Their preference might be
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attributed to several variables including the content-sequencing nature the students
were accustomed with in the textbooks used in the courses, especially the GE
courses, the less communicative focus both in content and instruction, and the exam-

oriented nature of the two course types (i.e., GE and Specialty courses).

All opinions related to format and presentation were deemed to focus on topics,
functions, vocabulary in context, and oral skills as the ultimate issues to be included
in the syllabus. This way, the participants seemed to opt for the integrated approach
as the best way to present the syllabus content. All the participants stressed that
content presentation should take into account the students’ learning styles and
preferences, and thus meet their needs and expectations of better English language
use in the tourism field. This finding appeared to demonstrate what the literature
(AlBakrawi, 2013; AlKhatib, 2005; Elisha-Primo et al., 2010; Nation & Macalister,
2010; Richards, 2001; White, 1988) suggested as regards considering learners’
needs, wants, lacks, and their learning styles as the cornerstone of the syllabus and
curriculum design process. Communicative functions and oral skills were perceived
as the major building blocks of the syllabus presentation. This finding went in line
with the previous studies of AlBakrawi (2013), AlDohon (2014), AlFehaid (2011),
Bataineh and Ayasreh (2004), Cowling (2007), Elisha-Primo et al. (2010), Freihat
and AlMakhzoomi, (2012), and Kirkgoz (2009) as they all recommended addressing
communicative functions and oral skills development when designing ESP

syllabuses and courses.

When related to the last syllabus design criterion, Monitoring and assessment, all
responses were similar and addressed a number of recommendations. At first, all the
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participants seemed determined on cooperative learning through a set of activities
such as pair-work, group work and project-based learning. They all considered
cooperation as one main necessity to teach, learn and expose students to content in
the suggested syllabus, referring to the fact that this was usually missed while
learning in the GE and Specialty courses offered in the existing curriculum. Finally,
the participants valued using a variety of techniques to continuously assess the
learning of content in terms of both knowledge and communication skills. As such,
they recommended assessment tools such as speaking tests, presentations, skills-
based tests, cooperative projects, assignments, quizzes, self-assessment check, oral

performance check, as well as individual/group performance over tasks.
5.4 Major Conclusions and Implications

There was an overall consensus on the ineffectiveness of the English language
program (i.e., GE and Specialty courses) offered in the Tourism Department at
Mu’tah University. It was agreed that the program neither met the students’ and the
graduates’ TE needs, nor developed their TE competence or prepare them as
communicatively-able staff. This urged all involved to suggest making improvement
to the program. Such improvement-driven consensus was indicated by the
stakeholders’ overall positive attitudes towards the need to design a new TE syllabus
as a way to improve the curriculum in the university in question, provided that this
syllabus would enrich students’ with both professional knowledge and English skills

training.

There was great split-up of professional/theoretical knowledge and English language
skills, and this split was as a result of separating GE courses from the Specialty

courses, as both were taught in two different departments. In other words, the little
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cooperation between the English and Tourism departments led to the segregation of
courses, and consequently formed this separation. As such, all the participants
stressed the need for interdisciplinarity between all courses offered (i.e., GE and
Specialty courses), believing that this would make the departmental cooperation even
stronger. Following this, it is suggested to review the missions of both departments

as regards developing students’ TE competence and their job preparation.

The study revealed five gaps, all of which are related to each other: i) gap between
the students’ and the graduates’ TE needs and expectations and the aims/objectives
of the courses offered within the program, ii) gap between the students’ and the
graduates’ positive attitudes towards English as the language of Tourism and the
course’s preparedness to address Tourism English, iii) gap between what is needed
and what is actually done as regards TE in the university context, iv) gap between the
Tourism graduates’ English proficiency and the employers’ expectations, and v)
gap/lack of communication between the tourism industry and education institutions.
With the last gap/lack, it becomes difficult to provide practical and natural
experience and practice space for graduates, regardless of the kind of teaching
facilities, the environment or the course contents and supporting resources.
Therefore, more direct and regular interaction with the tourism field is required to
understand graduates’ and employees’ needs; and thus provide a practical
atmosphere for future development of TE teaching in the university context and other

local tourism education institutions in the country.

All the respondents were dissatisfied with what the program had offered students and
graduates as regards TE, and consequently they perceived it ineffective. This
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dissatisfaction was related to a number of factors: a) lacking sufficient tourism
content and adequate opportunity to practice English, especially in tourism, b)
materials’ inappropriateness to improve their language abilities in TE, ¢) materials
lacking correspondence to students' needs, interests, culture, field of study and future
tourism work, d) the students’ and graduates’ limited proficiency in the English
language in general, and e) the too-general-too-theoretical dichotomy which is
represented in the mismatch between the GE and the Specialty courses. As a result,
the stakeholders recommended that such dichotomy ought to be mediated. This
mediation should be through offering a special course in TE, providing that the
course would suffice students’ needs and expectations and offer an interdisciplinary
approach to the course goals, content and materials, format and presentation, and

monitoring and assessment.

Lastly, it can be concluded that the total agreement between the stakeholders in the
study rings a warning bell to a real problem that directly needs to be considered by
all decision-makers involved in improving the educational process in the ESP world,
in general, and in Jordan or in the addressed university, in particular. It is hoped that
the study findings and suggestions would be useful for the program coordinators in
making the needed improvements to the program offered in similar contexts inside
and outside Jordan, assuming that improvement comes from participation and

cooperation of all involved.

It is implicated from these findings that TE training should be considered by all
universities in Jordan as a source of mediating theory into practice and study into
work. In other words, offering ESP courses in the university’s curricula might help
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students with the professional and language skills training they need in their fields of
study and their future careers. When related to Tourism, for example, such training in
Tourism English would suffice the needs of having qualified staff, develop the level

of services offered to tourists and thus add to the country’s revenue.

The training in ESP should also take into account training teachers in teaching ESP
courses. For example, the teachers and instructors teaching at universities, colleges
or even at vocational schools usually teach general English courses and might have
little knowledge in teaching ESP. Therefore, the educational and vocational bodies in
both the public and the private sectors in the country (e.g., universities, Ministry of
Education, Ministry of Higher Education, Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities, travel
agencies, and other vocational institutions) should offer in-service training to the
language teachers through workshops, seminars and other professional development
activities. By so doing, it is assumed that the lack of cooperation between the
universities and vocational institutions can be bridged and the ESP training
Improved. The findings of the study could also be taken for granted from the
perspectives of English as international language (EIL) and English as a lingua
franca (ELF). This is because Tourism represents one of the major fields where the
English language appears to be the first option for tourists-staff communication (i.e.,
communication occurring between native and none-native speakers or between none-
native speakers themselves). With this perspective, both tourists and staff would turn
out to be ‘English-knowing bilinguals’ (Pakir, 1999).

5.5 Limitations and Delimitations of the Study

Although the study's major investigation might apply to all Jordanian universities and

tourism departments, the study limits its focus to Mu'tah University as a case to be
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thoroughly researched. The choice of this university was due to several reasons,
including the researcher's personal experience at the university as being one of its
graduates, and its location that is near the researcher's area of residence. Therefore, it
was easier to exclude distance problems, arrange multiple visits and start
investigating, evaluating, researching, and collecting information from the

stakeholders (i.e., students, instructors, graduates and some employers) with ease.

Moreover, the study is limited in its student participants to include only Tourism and
Archaeology fourth-year students at Mu'tah University, clearly because they are quite
near to graduation and practice in the tourism-related workforce. Their motivation is
expected to be higher than their counterparts (i.e., students of other levels) to express
their needs, lacks, wants, worries and expectations. Besides, as they addressed the
absence of TE courses in the curriculum, these students may be more interested in
getting involved in the syllabus design processes (decision-making or planning,
implementation and evaluation) with the aim to innovate a communicative ESP
syllabus that relates to their field of study. Also, their awareness of practice may be
higher as they prepare themselves to graduate and be part of the workforce. As such,
these students may be in a better position to understand how important Tourism

English is in increasing their chances for future employment in the tourism industry.

The study is also limited to the evaluation and needs analysis steps, both representing
the first process in curriculum and syllabus design (i.e., planning the syllabus
outlines in terms of goals, materials, methodology and assessment). The other
processes such as implementing and evaluating the syllabus could have been
included in the study; however, this was not possible due to time constraints as
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developing syllabus materials, and piloting and evaluating them after being used in
the classroom, would all take a longer way in both time and effort, and this would

overextend the available PhD period.

Data could have also been gathered through the use of other data collection methods
such as observation, focus groups, teachers’ and students’ logs. For example, using
observation might give a clearer picture that could add to the reliability of the results.
However, using questionnaires and interviews has already served the purpose and
focus of perception-based research within the evaluation and needs analysis

perspective.

Finally, despite being local in focus, the study presented a problem with ESP that
different stakeholders anywhere, including those rarely-mentioned (i.e., Tourism
graduates and employers) might be the best who could explain it and give a detailed

description of what an ESP course syllabus should look like.
5.6 Suggestions for Further Research

This study is limited in its focus on the stakeholders’ perceptions as regards the
effectiveness of the English language program offered at Mu’tah University and on
their improvement-based suggestions once the program is proved ineffective in
meeting TE needs. Further local studies are strongly encouraged either in TE or in
ESP, in general, in the addressed university or other universities to identify ESP
needs and take improvement-based actions or decisions through which needs can be
met, goals achieved, expectations reached, and consequently study, work, and level
of services improved. It is also suggested that further research should investigate

needs and attitudes towards the English language as used in different academic and
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professional contexts. This research should report language and learning-teaching
problems and difficulties, evaluate curricula and syllabuses from different viewpoints
and multiple data sources, and innovate practical solutions accordingly (i.e., syllabus

design, curriculum development, materials selection or adaptation, etc.).

Further research might take the findings of this study with its stages (evaluation and
needs analysis) as a blueprint to plan and implement the suggested syllabus in terms
goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and
assessment. Accordingly, materials can be appropriately selected, sequenced,
presented, taught/learned, and assessed once implemented in the Tourism
Department at Mu’tah University or in any other local universities in the country.
Perceptions of the design, implementation and evaluation of the syllabus can also be
addressed through a set of research techniques which include, in addition to these
used in the study, observation, checklists, focus groups, teachers and students’ logs
and reflections from different experts: educational, language, ESP, syllabus

designers, materials writers, or evaluators.

As the findings of this study indicated that the course aims and objectives, content
and materials, teaching methodologies and assessment were not aligned with
students’ needs and expectations, the Language Center and the Tourism Department
are suggested to make decisions on revising their missions and goals to address ESP
training. In fact, they might benefit from the results of the study to develop the TE
syllabus based on the reported data and put this syllabus into practice. For this
purpose, a report of the findings could be presented in a seminar or a workshop to the
university or whoever interested in developing and improving ESP training at the
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tertiary level in Jordan, including other universities, Ministry of Higher Education

and Ministry of Tourism and Antiquities.
5.7 Contribution of the Study

This study has contributed to the literature as it created a theo-practical approach to
evaluation and syllabus design by combining the two evaluation models, namely,
Stufflebeam’s (1971) CIPP and Nation and Macalister’s (2010). The study suggests
that such a combination between the models has never been done in previous
research related to evaluation and curriculum design in general English or in the ESP

field.

Using Nation and Macalister’s (2010) model in the study, although partially,
appeared to contribute to the literature as nearly very few research studies utilized
this model from an evaluation and needs analysis perspective. In other words, the
study provided a reader-friendly explanation of the model which would help future
research to consider such a model both in theory and in practice. In short, the study
acknowledged Nation and Macalister’s (2010) model as a workable model that could
be used as far as needs analysis and curriculum and syllabus design case studies are

concerned.

Finally, the findings of the study were of original contribution as data were
triangulated through using multiple participants and multiple data collection
instruments to investigate a context (i.e., Mu’tah University) that none of the

previous research has addressed, more specifically, in connection with ESP training.

321



REFERENCES

Adorjan, M. (2013). Developing a new syllabus for Tourism English. Practice and

Theory in Systems of Education, 8(2), 163-171.

Aiguo, W. (2007). Teaching aviation English in the Chinese context: Developing
ESP theory in a non-English speaking country. English for Specific Purposes,

27,121-128. Available online at www.sciencedirect.com

Airey, J. (2016). Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) and English for
Academic Purposes (EAP). In K. Hyland & P. Shaw (Eds.), Routledge

handbook of English for Academic Purposes (pp. 71-83). London: Routledge.

Akpur, U., Alci, B., & Karatas, H. (2016). Evaluation of the curriculum of English
preparatory classes at Yildiz Technical University using CIPP model.

Educational Research and Reviews, 11(7), 466-473.

AlBakrawi, H. (2005). A computerized ESP program for hotel students in Jordan

(Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Amman Arab University, Jordan.

AlBakrawi, H. T. (2013). Needs analysis of the English language secondary hotel
students in Jordan. International Journal of English Language Teaching,

1(1), 13-23.

322


http://www.sciencedirect/

AlDohon, H. I. (2014). English for specific purposes (ESP) for Jordanian tourist
police in their workplace: Needs and problems. International Education

Studies, 7(11), 56-67. doi:10.5539/ies.v7n11p56

AlFehaid, A. F. T. (2011). Developing an ESP curriculum for students of health
sciences through needs analysis and course evaluation in Saudi Arabia
(Doctoral Dissertation, University of Leicester, UK). Retrieved from

https://lra.le.ac.uk/bitstream/2381/10289/1/2011alfehaidaftphd.pdf

AlJaafreh, A. (2008). A preliminary evaluation of the program of disseminating
English language skills to the students in the Jordanian universities:
Evaluating the experience of Mu'tah University. Mu'tah Lil-Buhuth wad-

Dirasat, Humanities and Social Sciences Series, 23(5), 39-90.

Al-Khatib, M. (2005). English in the workplace: An analysis of the communication
needs of tourism and banking personnel. Asian EFL Journal, 7(2), article1l.

Retrieved from http://www.asian-efl-journal.com

Alptekin, C. (2002). Towards intercultural communicative competence in ELT. ELT

Journal, 56(1), 59-64.

Babbie, E. (2003). The practice of social research (9" ed.). Belmont, CA:

Wadsworth Publishing.

Bachman, L. F. (1990). Fundamental considerations in language testing. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.
323



Bailey, K. M. (1998). Learning about language assessment: Dilemmas, decisions,

and directions. Pacific Grove: Heinle and Heinle Publishers.

Bataineh, R.F., & Ayasreh, N. A. (2004). Jordanian Economics and Administrative
Science students’ perceptions of the need for Business English courses and
the potential impact of the use of English as a predominant medium of
instruction on academic achievement. Journal of Educational and

Psychological Sciences (JEPS), 5(4), 7-25.

Bayyurt, Y., & Karatag, N. B. (2011). Needs-analysis: The first step in content
development for mobile learning. Bogazi¢i University Journal of Education,

28(1), 13-21.

Beretta, A. (1986). Toward a methodology of ESL program evaluation. TESOL

Quarterly, 20(1), 144-155.

Beretta, A., & Davies, A. (1985). Evaluation of the Bangalore project. English

Language Teaching Journal, 39(2), 121-127.

Berwick, R. (1989). Needs assessment in language programming: From theory to
practice. In R. K. Johnson (Ed.), The second language curriculum (pp. 48-

62). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Beswick, R. (1990). Evaluating educational programs. ERIC Digest Series Number

EA 54. Available online at http: www.ericae.net/db/edo/ED324766.htm

324


http://www.ericae.net/db/edo/ED324766.htm

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative
Research in Psychology,  3(2), 77-101. Retrieved  from

http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp0630a

Breen, M. (1984). Process syllabuses for the language classroom. In C. J. Brumfit
(Ed.), General English syllabus design (pp. 75-82). London: Pergamon

Press & the British Council.

Brindley, G. (1989). The role of needs analysis in adult ESL program design. In R.
K. Johnson (Ed.), The second language curriculum (pp.63-78). Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Brown, J. D. (1989). Language program evaluation: A synthesis of existing
possibilities. In R. K. Johnson (Ed.), The second language curriculum (pp.

222-241). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brown, J. D. (1995). The elements of language curriculum. New York: Newbury

House.

Brown, J. D., & Rogers, T. S. (2004). Doing second language research. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Brown, K. A. (2010). An iterative needs assessment/evaluation model for a Japanese
university English language-program (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).

Temple University, Japan.

325



Brumfit, C. J. (Ed.). (1984). General English syllabus design. ELT Documents 118.

Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Brunton, M. W. C. (2009). An evaluation of students' attitudes to the general English
and specific components of the course: A case study of hotel employees in
Chiang Mai, Thailand. ESP World, 4(25), 8-17. Available online at:

www.esp-world.info

Brutt-Griffler, J. (2002). World English: A study of its development. Clevedon:

Multilingual Matters.

Bryman, A. (2001). Social research methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Biihler, K. (1990). Theory of language: The representational function of language.
Translated by D. F. Goodwin. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing

Company. https://doi.org/10.1075/f0s.25

Burns, A., & Richards, J. C (Eds.). (2009). The Cambridge guide to second language

teacher education. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Byram, M. (1998). Intercultural communicative competence — the challenge for
language teacher training. Teaching towards Intercultural Competence:

Conference Proceedings, (pp. 92-103). Sofia: British Council.

Canale, M., & Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to

second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1(1), 1-47.
326


http://www.esp-world.info/

Canale, M. (1983). From communicative competence to communicative language
pedagogy. In J. C. Richards & R. W. Schmidt (Eds.), Language and

communication (pp. 2-27). Rowley, MA: Newbury House Publishers.

Caulley, D. N. (1983). Document analysis in program evaluation. Evaluation and
Program Planning, 6(1), 19-29. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-

7189(83)90041-1

Chen, C. F. (2009) A case study in the evaluation of English training courses using a
version of the CIPP model as an evaluative tool (Doctoral Dissertation,

Durham University, UK). Retrieved from http://etheses.dur.ac.uk/2912/

Cho, B. (2005). Usefulness and enjoyment of simulation activities for tourism major

students. Modern English Education, 6(1), 3-17.

Clark, J. (1989). Curriculum renewal in school foreign language learning. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2007). Research methods in education (6"

ed.). London and New York, NY: Routledge.

Connelly, E. M., & Clandinin, D. J. (1988). Teachers as curriculum planners. New

York: Teachers College, Columbia University.

Coonan, C. M. (2012). The foreign language curriculum and CLIL. Synergies Italie,

8, 117-128.
327


https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-%097189(83)90041-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-%097189(83)90041-1

Coskun, A., & Daloglu, A. (2010). Evaluating an English language teacher education
program through Peacock’s model. Australian Journal of Teacher
Education, 35(6), 24-42. Retrieved from

http://dx.doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2010v35n6.2

Council of Higher Education (CHE). (2000). Report of disseminating the computer
skills and English language skills to the students in the Jordanian
universities. CHE Decree, Session 13, Dec. 25, 2000. Amman, Jordan:

CHE.

Cowling, J. D. (2007). Needs analysis. Planning a syllabus for a series of intensive
workplace courses at a leading Japanese company. English for Specific

Purposes, 26, 426-442. Available online at www.sciencedirect. com

Coyle, D. (2007). Content and language integrated learning: Towards a connected
research agenda for CLIL pedagogies. International Journal of Bilingual

Education, 10, 543-562.

Crystal, D. (2003). English as a global language. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Cunningsworth, A. (1995). Choosing your course content. Britain: Heinemann.

Dann, G. (2001). The language of tourism: A sociolinguistic perspective (2" ed.)
Wallingford, UK: CAB International Cop. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-

7383(00)00007-4
328


http://dx.doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2010v35n6.2
http://www.sciencedirect/
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-

Davies, A. (2007). An introduction to applied linguistics: From theory to practice

(2" ed.). Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Davis, J. M. (2011). Using surveys for understanding and improving foreign
language programs. (NetWork #61) [PDF document]. Honolulu, HI:
University of Hawaii, National Foreign Language Resource Center.

Retrieved from http//scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/handle/10125/14549

Denzin, N. K. (1973). The research act: A theoretical introduction to sociological

methods. New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.

Dewey, J. (1916). Democracy and education: An introduction to the philosophy of

education. New York: The Macmillan Company.

Dingay, T. (2010). Designing a learner-centered ESP course for adults based on
evidence from a questionnaire and incorporating the learners' aims into a

situational-based syllabus. Dil Dergisi, 150, 7-21.

Dornyei, Z. (2003). Questionnaires in Second Language research: Construction,

administration, and processing. Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Dudley-Evans, T. (2000). Genre analysis: A key to the theory of ESP? Iberican, 2, 3-

11. Retrieved from http://www.aelfe.org/documents/text2-Dudley.pdf

329



Dudley-Evan, T., & St John, M. J. (1998). Developments in English for specific
purposes: A multi-disciplinary approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Edwards, N. (2000). Language for business: Effective needs assessment, syllabus
design and materials preparation in a practical ESP case study. English for

Specific Purposes, 19, 291-296.

Elisha-Primo, 1., Sandler, K. G., Ferenz, O., & Perpignan, H. (2010). Listening to
students’ voices: A curriculum renewal project for an EFL graduate academic

program. System, 23, 457-466. Available online at www.siencedirect.com

Fitzpatrick, J. L. (1988). The evaluator's role in innovative programs: Does

Chelimsky's model apply? Evaluation Review, 12, 449-461.

Fitzpatrick, J. L., Sanders, J.R., & Worthen, B. R. (2004), Program evaluation:
Alternative approaches and practical guidelines (3 ed.). Boston:

Pearson/Allyn & Bacon.

Fox, N. (2009). Using interviews in a research project. Yorkshire & the Humber:

The NIHR RDS EM / YH. Available online at; www.rds-yh.nihr.ac.uk

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. (2010). How to design and evaluate research in

education (7" ed.). New York: McGraw Hill.

330


http://www.siencedirect.com/
http://www.rds-yh.nihr.ac.uk/

Freeman, D. (1996). Redefining the relationship between research and what teachers
know. In K. M. Bailey & D. Nunan (Eds.), Voices from the language
classroom: Qualitative research in second language education (pp. 88-115).

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Freihat, S., & AlMakhzoomi, K. (2012). An English for specific purposes (ESP)
course for nursing students in Jordan and the role a needs analysis played.
International Journal of Humanities and Social Science, 2(7), 129-145.

Available online at www.ijhssnet.com

Gamse, B., Millsap. M., & Goodson, B. (2002). When implementation threatens
impact: Challenging lessons from evaluating educational programs. Peabody
Journal of Education, 77(4), 146-210. Available online at:

http://search.epnet.com/direct.asp?an=9688637&db=aph

Garay, O. (2007). CLIL: An innovative new trend in the field of language teaching.
ELT Journal, 69(1), 1-10. Retrieved from

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301291371

Gay, L. R.,, & Airasian, P. (2003). Educational research: Competencies for
Analysis and Applications. (7" ed.), USA, New Jersey: Merrill Prentice Hall.,

Upper Saddle River.

Genesee, F. & Upshur, J. (1996). Classroom-based evaluation in second language

education. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

331


http://www.ijhssnet.com/
http://search.epnet.com/direct.asp?an=9688637&db=aph

Geortz, M., & Duffy, M. (2003). Mapping the landscape of high-stakes testing and
accountability programs. Theory into Practice, 42(1), 4-8. Available online

at: http://search.epnet.com/direct.asp?an=9611382&db=aph

Glaser, R., & Silver, E. (1994). Assessment, testing and instruction: Retrospect and
prospect. In L. Darling-Hammond (Ed.), Review of research in education (pp.

393-419). Washington, DC: American Educational Research Association.

Gnutzmann, C. (2000). Lingua franca. In M. Byram (Ed.), The Routledge
encyclopedia of language teaching and learning (pp. 356-359). London:

Routledge.

Graddol, D. (1997). The future of English? London: British Council. Available

online at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gQyjWXTGkcM

Gredler, M. E. (1996). Program evaluation. New Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Guthrie, G. P. (1982). An ethnography of bilingual education in a Chinese
community (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of Illinois at

Urbana Champaign.

Haynes, S., Richard, D., & Kubany, E. (1995). Content validity in psychological
assessment: A functional approach to concepts and methods. Psychological

Assessment, 7(3), 238-247.

332


http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qQyjWXTGkcM

Hood, A., & Johnson, R. (1997). Assessment in counseling: A guide to the use of
psychological assessment procedures. Alexandria, VA: American Counseling

Association.

Hutchinson, T., & Waters. A. (1987). English for Specific Purposes: A learning-

centered approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hymes, D. (1972). On Communicative Competence:. In J. B. Pride & J. Holmes

(Eds.), Sociolinguistics (pp. 269-293). Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Issac, S., & Michael, W. (1981). Handbook in research and evaluation (2" ed.). San

Diego, CA: EdITS Publishers.

Jacob, S. A., & Furgerson S.P. (2012). Writing interview protocols and conducting
interviews: Tips for students new to the field of qualitative research. The
Qualitative Report, 17(6), 1-10. Retrieved from

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ990034.pdf

Jacobson, P. L. H. (1982). Using evaluation to improve foreign language education.

Modern Language Journal, 66, 284-291.

Jamieson, S. (2004). Likert scales: How to (ab)use them. Medical Education, 38(12),

1217-1218.

Jenkins, J. (2006). Current perspectives on teaching world Englishes and English as a

lingua franca. TESOL Quarterly, 40(1), 157-181.
333



Johns, A. M. (1991). English for specific purposes: Its history and contributions. In
M. Celce-Murica (Ed.), Teaching English as a second or foreign language

(pp. 67-77). USA: Heinle & Heinle.

Johns, A. M., & Dudley-Evans, T. (1991). English for specific purposes:

International  in scope, specific in purpose. TESOL Quarterly, 25(2), 297-314.

Johnson, K. (1982). Communicative syllabus design and methodology. Oxford:

Pergamon.

Johnson, K., & Johnson, H. (Eds.). (1998). Encyclopedic dictionary of applied

linguistics: A handbook for language teaching. Oxford: Blackwell.

Jordan, R. R. (1997). English for Academic Purposes: A guide and resource

book for teachers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kachru, Y. (2005). Teaching and Learning of World Englishes. In E. Hinkel (Ed.),
Handbook of research in second language teaching and learning (pp. 155-

173). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Karatag, H., & Fer, S. (2009). Evaluation of English Curriculum at Y1ldiz Technical

University using CIPP Model. Egitim ve Bilim, 34 (153), 47-60.

Kaufman, R. (1991). Strategic planning plus: An organizational guide. New York:

Scott Foresman Professional Books.

334



Khudair, S. A., & Fawzi, M. M. (1985). English for tourism. Beirut, Lebanon: The

Institute for the Development of English.

Kirkgoz, Y. (2009). The challenge of developing and maintaining curriculum
innovation at higher education. Procedia Social and Behavioral Sciences, 1,

73-78.

Kirkgoz, Y., & Dikilitas, K. (2018). Key Issues in English for Specific Purposes in

Higher Education (Eds.). Switzerland: Springer International Publishing.

Klinghammer, S. (1997). The strategic planner. In M. A. Christison & F. Stoller
(Eds.), A handbook for foreign language program administrators (pp. 61-

76). Burlingame,CA: ALTA Books.

Krippendorff, K. (2004). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology (2"

ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Kunyot, T. (2005). Developing the English oral competency of tourism industry
students by means of a genre-based ESP approach (Doctoral dissertation,
Edith Cowan University, Australia). Retrieved from

http://ro.ecu.edu.au/theses/676

Lightbown, P., & Halter, H. (1989). Evaluation of ESL learning in regular and
experimental programs in four New Brunswick school districts. Unpublished

report. Montreal: Concordia University.

335



Long, M. (1984). Process and product in ESL program evaluation. TESOL

Quarterly,18(3), 409-425.

Luka, I. (2008). Students and the educator’s co-operation as a means of development
of students’ ESP competence. Paper presented at the European Conference on
Educational Research, University of Goteborg, 10-12 September 2008.

Available at: http://www.leeds.ac.uk/educol/documents/172916.htm

Luka, 1. (2009). Development of students' English for special purposes competence in
tourism studies at tertiary level. Retrieved December 2, 2010, from ESP

World: www.esp-world.info/Articles 25/Ineta Luka ESP World.pdf

Luka, I. (2012). Facilitating the development of Tourism students’ intercultural

language competence in an ESP course. ESP Across Cultures, 9, 135-148.

Lund, K. (1996). Communicative competence — where do we stand? Sprogforum, 4,

7-19.

Lynch, B. (1992). Evaluating a program inside and out. In J. C. Alderson & A.
Beretta (Eds.), Evaluating second language education (pp.61-99).

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lynch, B. (1996). Language program evaluation: Theory and practice. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

336


http://www.esp-world.info/Articles_25/Ineta_Luka_ESP_World.pdf

Madaus, G., F., & Stufflebeam, D. L. (1989). Educational evaluation: Classic works

of Ralph W. Tyler. Boston: Kluwer Academic.

Maguire, M., & Delahunt, B. (2017). Doing a thematic analysis: A practical, step-by
step guide for learning and teaching scholars. All Ireland Journal of
Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 9(3), 3351-3364. Retrieved

from http://ojs.aishe.org/index.php/aishe-j/article/view/335

Mahasneh, A. K. (2011). A content analysis of the teacher training programs
provided by the British Cultural Council in cooperation with the Jordanian
Ministry of Education in light of the linguistic and pedagogical needs of
Jordanian EFL teachers and their classroom practice. PhD dissertation,

Yarmouk University, Jordan.

Markee, N. (2000). Some thoughts on globalization: A response to Warschauer.

TESOL Quarterly, 34(3), 569-574.

Martin, E. (2010). Designing and implementing a French-for-specific purposes
(FSP) program: Lessons learned from ESP. Global Business Languages, 5(1).

Article 3. Available at: http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/gbl/vol5/iss1/3

Massell, D., & Goertz, E. (2002). District strategies for building capacity. In A.
Hightower, M. Knapp, J. Marsh, & M. McLaughlin (Eds.), School districts

and instructional renewal (pp. 43-60). New York: Teachers College Press.

337



Matsuda, A. (2003). Incorporating world Englishes in teaching English as an

international language. TESOL Quarterly, 37(4), 719-729.

McKay, L.S. (2002). Teaching English as an international language. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Mehisto, P., Marsh, D., & Frigols, M. (2008). Uncovering CLIL: Content and
language integrated learning in bilingual and multilingual education. Oxford:

Macmillan Education.

Ministry of Tourism and Antique. (2018). Statistical summary 2017-Final. Retrieved

from http://www.mota.gov.jo/Contents/Statistical_Summary 2017 _.aspx

Morris, J. (2018, May 7). Numbers of tourists in Jordan finally increasing. Tourism
ReviewNews. Retrieved from https://www.tourismreview.com/jordannumber-

of-tourists-is-going-up-news10579

Morrow, K. (1981). Principles of communicative methodology. In K. Johnson & K.
Morrow (Eds.), Communication in the classroom (pp. 59-66). London:

Longman.

Mouton, J. (1995). Second language teaching for primary school students: An
evaluation of a new teaching method. Evaluation and Program Planning,

18(4), 391-408,

338


https://www.tourismreview.com/jordannumber-
https://www.tourismreview.com/jordannumber-

Munby, J. (1979). Communicative syllabus design. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Nation, P., & Crabbe, D. (1991). A survival language learning syllabus for foreign

travel. System, 19(3), 191-201.

Nation, I. S. P., & Macalister, J. (2010). Language curriculum design. New York and

London: Routledge.

Neuman, W. (2012). Basics of social research (3" ed.). Boston: Pearson/Allyn and

Bacon.

Njadat, J. (1999). Popular reasons for majoring in English and their motivational

implications: Case study No.1. Mu'tah Lil-Buhuth Wad-Dirasat, 14(2), 23-50.

Norman, G. (2010). Likert scales, levels of measurements and the “laws” of
statistics. Advances in Health Sciences Education Theory and Practice, 15(5),

625-632.

Norris, J. M., & Watanabe, Y. (2011). Program evaluation. In C. A. Chapelle (Ed.),

The encyclopedia of applied linguistics. New York: Wiley-Blackwell.

Nunan, D. (1988 ). Syllabus design. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nunan, D. (Ed.). (1992). Collaborative language teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

33Y



Nunan, D., & Bailey, K.M. (1996). Voices from the language classroom: Qualitative

research in language education. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). Psychometric theory (2" ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Oktay, Y. B. (2010). A descriptive case study of the academic English needs of
freshman Engineering and Mathematics students from three different

perspectives. Saarbrucken, Germany: Lambert Academic Publishing.

Ornstein, A. C., & Hunkins, F. P. (1998). Curriculum: Foundations, principles and

issues (3™ ed.). Boston : Allyn and Bacon.

Pakir, A. (1999). Connecting with English in the context of internationalization.

TESOL Quarterly, 33(1), 103-114.

Palys, T. (1997). Research decisions: Quantitative and qualitative perspective (2"

ed.). Toronto, Ontario: Harcourt Brace & Company, Ltd.

Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3" ed.).

Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Patton, M. Q. (2008). Utilization-focused evaluation (4™ ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage Publications.

Polit, D., & Beck, C. (2008). Is there gender bias in nursing research? Research in

Nursing and Health, 31(5), 417-427. doi: 10.1002/nur.20276
340



Polit, D. F., & Hungler, B. P. (1991). Nursing research principles and methods (4"

ed.). Philadelphia: JB Lippincott.

Prabhu, N. S. (1987). Second language pedagogy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pratt, D. (1980). Curriculum: Design and development. New York: Harcourt Brace.

Prodromou, L. (2006). A reader responds to J. Jenkins’s ‘Current perspectives on
teaching world Englishes and English as a lingua franca’. TESOL Quarterly,

41, 409-413.

Proposal for a Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council on
key competences for lifelong learning. Brussels, COM (2005) XXX.Retrieved

fromhttp://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/2010/doc/keyrec en.pdf

[Accessed January 6, 2006].

Rababah, G. (2003). Communication and linguistic problems facing Arab learners of

English. Indian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 29(1), 127-142.

Richards, J. C. (2001). Curriculum development in language teaching. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2001). Approaches and methods in language

teaching. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

341


http://ec.europa.eu/education/policies/2010/doc/keyrec_en.pdf

Richterich, R., & Chancerel, J. L. (1977). Identifying the needs of adults learning a

foreign language. Oxford: Pergamon Press.

Robinson, P, C. (1991). ESP today: A practitioner's guide. New York. Prentice Hall.

Robinson, B. (2003). Evaluation, research and quality. In B. Robinson & C. Latchem
(Eds.), Teacher education through open and distance learning (pp. 193-211).

London: Routledge/Farme.

Ross, S. (2003). A diachronic coherence model for language program evaluation.

Language Learning, 53(1), 1-33.

Ross, S. J. (2005). The impact of assessment method on language proficiency

growth. Applied Linguistics, 26(3), 317-342.

Ruiz-Garrido, M. F., & Fortanet-Gomez, 1. (2009). Needs analysis in a CLIL context:
A transfer from ESP. In D. Marsh, P. Mehisto, D. Wolff, R. Aliaga, T.
Asikainen, M. J. Frigols-Martin, S. Hughes, & G. Langé (Eds.), CLIL
practice: Perspectives from the field (pp. 179-188). Finland: University of

Jyviskyla.

Ryan, K. E. (2007). Changing contexts and relationships in educational evaluation.
In S. Kushner & N. Norris (Eds.), Dilemmas of engagement: Evaluation and

the new public management (pp. 103-116). Oxford: JAI Press.

342



Salkind, N. J. (2000). Exploring research (4™ ed.). New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Upper

Saddle River.

Savignon, J. S. (1985). Evaluation of communicative competence: The ACTFL
provisional proficiency guidelines. The Canadian Modern Language

Review, 41, 1000-1007.

Seliger, H. W., & Shohamy, E. (1989). Second language research methods.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Scriven, M. (1967). The methodology of evaluation. In R. Tyler, R. Gagne, & M.
Scriven (Eds.), Perspectives on curriculum evaluation (pp. 39-83). New

York: McGraw Hill.

Shavelson, R. J., & Huang, L. (2003). Responding responsibly to the frenzy to assess

learning in higher education. Change, 35(1), 10-19.

Strevens, P. (1988). ESP after twenty years: A re-appraisal. In M. Tickoo (Ed.), ESP:
State of the art (pp. 1-13). SEAMEO Regional Language Centre: Cambridge

University Press.

Stufflebeam, D. L. (1966). A depth study of the evaluation requirement. Theory into

Practice, 5(3), 121-133.

343



Stufflebeam, D. L. (1971). The relevance of the CIPP evaluation model for
educational accountability. Journal of Research and Development in

Education, 5, 19-25.

Stufflebeam, D. L. (1980). An EEPA interview with Daniel L. Stufflebeam.

Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 4, 85-90.

Stufflebeam, D. L. (1983). The CIPP model for program evaluation. In C. F. Madaus,
M. Scriven, & D. L. Stufflebeam (Eds.), Evaluation models (pp. 117-141).

Boston, MA: Kluwer-Nijhoff.

Stufflebeam, D. L. (2003). The CIPP model for evaluation. In T. Kellaghan, D. L.
Stufflebeam, & L. A. Wingate (Eds.), International handbook of educational

evaluation (pp. 31-62). Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic

Stufflebeam, D. L., Foley, W., Gephart, W., Guba, E. Hammond, R., Merriman, H.,
& Provus, M. (1971). Educational evaluation and decision making. Itasca,

Illinois: F. E. Peacock.

Stufflebeam, D. L., McCormick, C., Brinkerhoff, R., & Nelson, C. (1985).
Conducting educational needs assessment. Hingham, MA: Kluwer-

Nijhoff.

Stufflebeam, D. L., & Shinkfield, A. J. (1985). Systematic evaluation. New York:

Kluwer-Nijhoff.

344



Stufflebeam, D. L., & Shinkfield, A. J. (2007), Evaluation theory, models, and

applications. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Sullivan, G. M., & Artino, A. R. (2013). Analyzing and interpreting data from likert-
type scales. Journal of Graduate Medical Education, 5(4), 541-542. DOI:

http://dx.doi.org/10.4300/JGME-5-4-1

Tarone, E., & Yule, G. (1989). Focus on the Language Learner. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Thompson, J. L. (2011). An evaluation of a university level English for Tourism
Program. Published M.A thesis, Payap University, Chiang Mai, Thailand.
Retrieved from http://www.espworld.info/Articles_31/An-
_Evaluation_of _a_University_Level _Englishfor_Tourism%?20Program_Jen

naThompson.pdf

Tomlinson, B. (2005). English a foreign language: Matching procedures to the
context of learning. In E. Hinkel (Ed.), Handbook of research in second
language teaching and learning (pp. 137-153). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence

Erlbaum.

Tunc, F. (2010). Evaluation of an English language teaching program at a public
university using CIPP model. (Unpublished Master’s thesis). Middle East

Technical University, Turkey.

345


http://www.espworld.info/Articles_31/An%09_Evaluation_of_a_
http://www.espworld.info/Articles_31/An%09_Evaluation_of_a_

Tyler, R. W. (1949). Basic principles of curriculum and instruction. Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press.

Ullman, R., & Geva, E. (1985). Expanding our evaluation perspective: What can
classroom observation tell us about core French programs? The Canadian

Modern Language Review, 42(2), 307-323.

Warschauer, M. (2000). The changing global economy and the future of English

teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 34(3), 511-535.

Watanabe, Y. (2006). A needs analysis for a Japanese high school EFL general
education curriculum. Second Language Studies, 25(1), 83-163. Retrieved

from http://www.hawaii.edu/sls/uhwpesl/25(1)/Watanabe.pdf

Webb, N. (1997). Criteria for alignment of expectations and assessments in
mathematics and science education. Washington, DC: Council of Chief State

School Officers.

White, R. V. (1988). The ELT curriculum: Design, innovation and management.

Oxford: Blackwell.

Widdowson, H. G. (1979). Explorations in applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

Wilson, D. (2001). Reform of TVET for the changing world of work. Prospects.

Quarterly Review of Comparative Education, XXXI(1), 21-37.
346


http://www.hawaii.edu/sls/uhwpesl/25(1)/Watanabe.pdf

Witkin, B. R. (1984). Assessing needs in educational and social programs. San

Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

World Travel & Tourism Council (March 2018). Travel and tourism economic

impact 2018 Jordan. Retrieved from https://www.wttc.org/-

/media/files/reports/economicimpact-research/countries-2018/jordan2018.pdf

Worthen, B. R., & Sanders, J. R. (1987). Educational evaluation: Alternative

approaches and practical guidelines. New York: Longman.

Worthen, B. R., Sanders, J. R., & Fitzpatrick, J. L. (1997). Program evaluation (2"

ed.) New York: Longman.

Wright, R., & Cagnol, B. (2006). English for nursing 1: Course book. London:

Pearson Education Limited.

Yalden, J. (1987). Principles of course design for language teaching. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press.

Zahedpisheh, N., Abu Baker, Z., & Saffari, N. (2017). English for tourism and
hospitality purposes (ETP). English Language Teaching, 10(9), 86-94.

DOI:10.5539/elt.v10n9p86

347


https://www.wttc.org/-
https://www.wttc.org/-

APPENDICES

348



Appendix A: A brief Overview of Mutah University Language
Center MULC

The MULC is committed to the following tasks:

1. Preparing and overseeing placement tests in English, Arabic, and Computer skills to the
incoming undergraduate students.

2. Offering and monitoring three-level program in English: pre-intermediate (English 99),
intermediate (English 101), and advanced (English 102) for all university students.

3. Offering a two-level program in Modern Standard Arabic: pre-intermediate (Arabic 99)
and intermediate (Arabic 101) for all university students.

4. Offering courses in Arabic for speakers of other languages.

5. Administering and supervising the National Exam and some international exams including
the TOEFLIBT and IELTS for the prospective graduate students at the Master's and PhD's
levels.

Mission

Founded in 2008, the Mutah University Language Center (MULC) is a professionally
accredited center in the Faculty of Arts at Mutah University. The MULC's mission is to
promote, encourage, and support the learning of modern languages for personal, academic,
and professional purposes. To meet this overarching goal, the MULC offers an expert
language teaching in Arabic and English to enable university students to fully utilize these
languages in their academic and professional activities through the Center's regularly
scheduled multi-level language courses in a stimulating and friendly atmosphere. These
goals are accomplished by a well-trained staff enthusiastically committed to the success of
all learners, actively involved in meeting their needs and unquestionably focused on
functioning as a team for the greater good of all concerned. The Center takes seriously the
responsibility to maintain its reputation for quality education, student welfare and guidance.

Vision
The MULC strives for excellence in being an outstanding pioneering center of teaching
modern languages and being an internationally accredited center of English exams.

Objectives

To achieve our mission, the MULC aims to:

1. Encourage and support the learning of languages on the Mutah Campus. This is our
number one goal at the MULC.

2. Raise the profile of languages other than Arabic and English in close coordination with
language departments.

3. Support the highest levels of academic achievement by these students whose native
language is not Arabic through the Arabic courses offered for non-native speakers at the
Center.

4. Foster a climate of trust, cooperation and mutual understanding that enhance the learning
experience for all participants.

5. Facilitate taking some national and international exams; the National Exam, TOEFLIBT
and IELTS, on the Mutah Campus in coordination with the Ministry of Higher Education
and the British Council.
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Appendix B: Archaeology and Tourism Department’s Mission

Vision, Mission, Goals
Mission:

The department philosophy is distinguished by the necessity to trace the past in order
to understand the present. It does so by conducting various scientific activities based
on outdoor and field work in every summer semester. It is a trial to connect our past
with the present. There are many ruins that witness our history. The interaction that
exists between the civilized society and us regards the old and Islamic ruins as the
core for studying the social, political, economic and religious life.

Vision:

We are looking forward to academic Distinction both on regional and national levels.
It also struggles to improve the education quality and to cope with the latest
improvements.

Goals:

- Teaching this field with its different concepts to understand the past, present and
the future.

- Granting the BA and MA scientific degrees.

- Equipping students' with knowledge in archaeological digging which is the most
important activity for the department students. This helps them to gain future skills
that allow them to join their colleagues for work in the Department of Antiques or
the other governmental organizations.
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Appendix C: List of courses and course descriptions

The list of courses constituting the English language program offered at the Tourism
and Archaeology Department at Mu’tah University.

No | GE courses Credit hr | Specialty courses Credit
hr

1 | English Communication ~ Skills  in |3
Language Non-credit | English (1603326)
(1802099)

2 | English Language | 3 English Terminology in|3
| (1802101) Archaeology and  Tourism

(1603207)

3 | English Language | 3 Tourism Management  in | 3

I1(1802102) English (1603329)

Course Descriptions

English Language (1802099)

This remedial course aims at helping students acquire the primary skills of English
language to expand their knowledge and proficiency in the field concerned. To
achieve the above-mentioned goal, the course focuses on developing the student's
vocabulary and grammar which can also be activated through different
communicative skills such as speaking and making dialogues related to some social
situations of their daily life.

English Language I (1802101)

This multi-skill intermediate English course aims at enhancing and developing
students' abilities in the four basic skills of English: listening, speaking, reading and
writing. The Course includes activities that tackle these skills through learning basic
sentence patterns, various elements of grammar, tenses, auxiliaries, Yes-No and tag
questions, passive, negative, agreement, articles, conditional sentences and noun
references. Moreover, the course is designed to help develop students’ analytical
thinking.

English Language Il (1802102)

This intermediate English course is a continuation of the previous multi-skill English
course 101. It aims at further consolidation of the four language skills through more
sophisticated teaching material. In addition, the course focuses on the concentration
and usage of non-complex sentences, comparison of adjectives and adverbs, clauses,
wh-questions, gerunds and infinitives.
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Communication Skills in English  (1603326)

The objective of this course is to develop the students' ability in spoken English with
special focus on pronunciation and speech, words, phrases, and sentences.
Suprasegmentals (stress, rhythm, and intonation) will also be emphasized. The first
half of the course includes teaching the phonetic features of English sounds. The
phonotactics of English, as well the major differences in stress patterns and
intonation contours between Arabic and English.

The second half includes practicing actual communicative activities, including
listening comprehension, asking and answering questions, inquiring, and telling
direction, etc. The practical part of the course will utilize the language lab to use
authentic audio-visual material and simulation of tourist guiding.

English Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism (1603207)

This course introduces students in English related to Archaeology and Tourism. It
focuses on the utilization and recognition of the terms through texts written in
English, dictionary use, and word analysis. Students are expected to apply theoretical
knowledge presented in class through the following activities: a) In-class
presentations to enrich students terminology, b) Assigning English texts on
Archaeology and Tourism that can be evaluated through quizzes, c) or any method
the instructor might find fit to develop students terminology.

Tourism Management in English (1603329)

The Objective of this course is to teach students highly standard programmers in
customer service. This course is an introduction to the study of travel and tourism as
a business. It examines all the key topic areas, including. Tourist motivation,
geographical importance modes of travel, recreational tourism and the hospitality
business, government involvement, the packaging, marketing and promoting of
tourism and the impact of tourism on host countries. Class members have to exercise
practical training at an appropriate travel agency.
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Appendix D: Instructors’ Course Syllabuses

Mutah University English Language 99

Faculty of Arts Course No: 1802099

Course Instructor: Mrs.*** Language Center/English Branch
FirstSemester2015/2016 3 credit hrs/  3hrs/week

Course Description:

This course introduces primary English language skills, and the students are exposed to
some short reading passages of varied topics. Some writing activities demand that
students write at short paragraph level. In addition, students are introduced to daily
activity conversations.

Objectives:

* |earn and use basic grammar in simple conversations.

* listen, understand and take part in daily activity conversations.
* read short simple passages.

* write a simple paragraph.

Text Book:

- Acklam, Richard and Grace, Araminta, Total English, Pre-Intermediate, Student’s Book
and DVD. (Longman)

- Total English, Pre-intermediate, Class Cassettes and DVD.

- Website: www.longman.com

Support Materials
Homework and laboratory guide

Teaching methods
Tutorials, lectures, discussions, problem solving, intensive exercises, etc.

Learning outcomes:

Knowledge and understanding:
question formation; simple present; present continuous; simple past, so and neither, future
plans (going to), relative clauses, comparatives and superlatives, opinion-giving
(should/can/have to), prediction (will), present perfect (for, since), quantifiers with (un)
countable nouns, first conditional, gerunds and infinitives, ability (can/could/be able to),
simple present/past passives, past continuous, used to, and using articles.

Cognitive skills (thinking and analysis):
- reading and understanding non-technical passages of reasonable length
- writing paragraphs about familiar topics.

Communication skills ( personal and academic)
- show knowledge of a reasonable bulk of vocabulary.
- take part in daily activity and conversation on familiar topics (talk, discuss, explain, etc.)
- write at a paragraph level (preferenes, descriptions, post cards, etc.)

"IPractical and subject-specific skills (Transferable Skills)
- read simplified short stories in English.

- follow programs on TV.

- use the internet, e-mail etc.

- fill in a application and write C.V or a post card.
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Course Calendar:

Week Topics Readings
1 Introduction
2 24-hours Daily routines Unit 1
3 Music Unit 2
4 Taste Unit 3
5 Survival/ describing & comparing Unit 4
6 Stages / habits Unit 5
7 First Exam (25 %)
8 Places Unit 6
9 Body and personality Unit 7
10 Speed Unit 8
11 Work and abilities Unit 9
12 Second Exam (25%)
13 Wildlife Unit 10
14 Travel Unit 11
15 Money Unit 12
16 Final Exam (50%)

Grading and Assessment Instruments:

- FirstExam  25% unified for all course sections

- Second Exam 25% unified for all course sections

- Final Exam  50% unified for all course sections ~ computerized

- Shorts reports/ homework assignments.

Expected workload:

On average students need to spend 2 hours of study and preparation for each 50-minute
lecture/tutorial.

Attendance policy:

Absence from lectures and/or tutorials shall not exceed 15%. Students who exceed the
15% limit without a medical or emergency excuse acceptable to and approved by the
Dean of the relevant college/faculty shall not be allowed to take the final examination and
shall receive a mark of zero for the course. If the excuse is approved by the Dean, the
student shall be considered to have dropped the course.

References:

1. Murphy, Raymond (1996): English Grammar in Use.CUP

2. Doglas Biber et al, (2003) Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English.
3. www.longman.com
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Mutah University English Language 101

Faculty of Arts Course No: 1802101
Course Instructor: Mr.*** Language Center/English Branch
First Semester2015/2016 Prerequisite: English Language 99

3 credit hrs/ 3hrs/ week

Course Description:

This course is a continuation of Remedial English (099) and the students are exposed to
short reading passages of varied topics. The writing activities demand students to write at
the paragraph level. Aural Oral activities are also stressed throughout the course.

Objectives:

By the end of the course, students are expected to be able to:

* |earn to listen to conversations on daily-life topics and take part in similar ones
* use basic grammatical structures in speaking and writing

* read short non-technical passages

* write simple paragraphs

Text Book:

- Clare, Antonia and Wilson J. J, Total English, Intermediate, Student’s Book and DVD.
(Longman)

- Total English, Pre-intermediate, Class Cassettes and DVD.

- Website: www.longman.com

Support Materials
Homework and laboratory guides

Teaching methods
lectures, Tutorials, discussions, problem-solving, intensive exercises, etc.

Learning outcomes:

Knowledge and understanding:
simple present Vs. present continuous; simple past Vs. present perfect (since, for); the
passive; defining relative clauses; past continuous & simple past; comparatives and
superlatives; future possibility; modals (ability, obligation, prohibition, permission); tag
questions; past perfect; present tense with (if, unless, as soon as, when); second and third
conditionals; present perfect simple Vs. present perfect continuous; reported speech,
articles and (un)countable nouns, and phrasal verbs.

1 1Cognitive skills ( thinking and analysis):
- reading and understanding non-technical passages of reasonable length
- writing paragraphs about familiar topics.

I ]Communication skills ( personal and academic)

- show knowledge of a reasonable bulk of vocabulary.

- take part in daily activity and familiar conversations (talk, discuss, explain, etc.)
- write paragraphs.

- write short letters, emails, and postcards.

[1Practical and subject-specific skills (Transferable Skills)
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- Read simplified short stories in English
- Follow programs on TV

- Use the internet, e-mail, etc.

Write a CV, letters and applications

Course Calendar:

Week | Topics Materials covered
1 Introduction

2 Friends Unit 1
3 Cont. Friends Unit 1
4 Media Unit 2
5 Lifestyle Unit 3
6 Wealth Unit 4
7 First Exam (25 %)

8 Spare time Unit 5
9 Holidays Unit 6
10 Education Unit 7
11 Change Unit 8
12 Second Exam (25%)

13 Jobs Unit 9
14 Memories Unit 10
15 Review | e

16 Final Exam (50%)

Grading and Assessment Instruments:

- First Exam 25% unified for all course sections
- Second Exam 25% unified for all course sections
- Final Exam  50% unified for all course sections ~ computerized

- Shorts reports/ homework assignments.

Expected workload:

On average students need to spend 2 hours of study and preparation for each 50-minute
lecture/tutorial.

Attendance policy:

Absence from lectures and/or tutorials shall not exceed 15%. Students who exceed the
15% limit without a medical or emergency excuse acceptable to and approved by the
Dean of the relevant college/faculty shall not be allowed to take the final examination
and shall receive a mark of zero for the course. If the excuse is approved by the Dean, the
student shall be considered to have dropped the course.

References:

1. Murphy, Raymond (1996): English Grammar in Use.CUP

2. Doglas Biber et al, (2003) Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English.
3. www.longman.com
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Mutah University English Language 102

Faculty of Arts Course No: 1802102
Course Instructor: Mr.*** Language Center/English Branch
First Semester 2015/2016 Prerequisite: English Language 101

3 credit hrs/ 3hrs/  week

Course Description:

This course is a continuation of English Language (1), and the students are exposed to
reading passages which are longer, and of varied topics. The writing activities demand
students to write at paragraph and text level.

Objectives:

By the end of the course, students are expected to be able to:

* listen, understand and take part in daily activity conversations
* read non-technical passages of reasonable length

* write a simple paragraph on a familiar topic

Text Book:

- Acklam, Richard and Grace, Araminta, Total English, Upper-Intermediate, Student’s
Book and DVD. (Longman)

- Total English, Upper-intermediate, Class Cassettes and DVD.

- Website: www.longman.com

Support Materials
Homework and laboratory guides

Teaching methods
lectures, Tutorials, discussions, problem-solving, intensive exercises, etc.

Learning outcomes:

Knowledge and understanding:
Question tags; quantifiers; present/future modals of possibility; future perfect and future
continuous; phrasal verbs; narrative tenses; if-structure; articles; adjectives and adverbs;
making comparisons (although, but, however, nonetheless); after + -ing; emphasis;
have/get something done; passives; reported speech; past modals of deduction
(must/might/can’t have done); it’s time; I’d rather and I’d better, and reflexive pronouns.

Cognitive skills ( thinking and analysis):
- reading and understanding non-technical passages of reasonable length
- writing paragraphs about familiar topics.

Communication skills (_personal and academic)
- show knowledge of a reasonable bulk of vocabulary.
- take part in daily activity and familiar conversations (talk, discuss, explain, etc.)
- write on familiar topics and applications.

"1 1Practical and subject-specific skills (Transferable Skills)
- Read simplified short stories in English

- Follow programs on TV

- Use the internet, e-mail, etc.

- Fill in applications and write letters and emails.
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Course Calendar:

Week Topics Materials covered
1 Introduction
2 Connect Unit 1
3 Future Work Unit 2
4 Future Work Unit 2
5 Old or New Unit 3
6 Risk Unit 4
7 First Exam (25 %)
8 The Past Unit 5
9 Explore Unit 6
10 Excess Unit 7
11 Success Unit 8
12 Second Exam (25%)
13 Crime Unit 9
14 Mind Unit 10
15 Review | e
16 Final Exam (50%)

Grading and Assessment Instruments:

- First Exam 25% unified for all course sections

- Second Exam 25% unified for all course sections

- Final Exam  50% unified for all course sections ~ computerized

- Shorts reports/ homework assignments.

Expected workload:

On average students need to spend 2 hours of study and preparation for each 50-minute
lecture/tutorial.

Attendance policy:

Absence from lectures and/or tutorials shall not exceed 15%. Students who exceed the
15% limit without a medical or emergency excuse acceptable to and approved by the
Dean of the relevant college/faculty shall not be allowed to take the final examination
and shall receive a mark of zero for the course. If the excuse is approved by the Dean, the
student shall be considered to have dropped the course.

References:

1. Murphy, Raymond (1996): English Grammar in Use.CUP

2. Doglas Biber et al, (2003) Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English.
3. www.longman.com
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Mutah University Communication Skills in English
Faculty of Social Sciences Course No: 1603326

Course Instructor: Prof. Dr.*** Dept. of Archaeology and Tourism
FirstSemester2015/2016

Course Description:

The first half of the course includes teaching the phonetic features of English sounds, the
phoneticians of English as well as the major differences in stress patterns and intonation
contours between Arabic and English. The second half includes practicing actual
communicative activities including listening comprehension, asking and answering
questions, telling direction,..... etc.

Objectives:

The objective of this course is to develop the student's ability in spoken English with
special focus on the pronunciation of speech, words phrases and sentences.

Text Book:

Khudair, S. Ali and Fawzi , M. Mohammed. English for Tourism, A publication of the
Institute for the Development of English, Beirut, Lebanon, 1985.

Requirments:

Week Topics Readings
1 Introduction

2 Diagloue (Accepting a Booking) Unit 1
3 Booking into a Hotel Unit 2
4 Reserving a Table Unit 3
5 At the Coffee Bar Unit 4
6 The New Cook Unit 5
7 Review |

8 Wrong Order Unit 6
9 Laundry and Dry Cleaning Unit 7
10 The Operator Unit 8
11 Asking and Telling the Time Unit 9
12 Using the Telephone Unit 10
13 Review Il

14 Irregular Verbs

15 Glossary

Grading and Evaluation:
The grades will be based mainly on:

25% First Exam. 20% Second Exam. 50% Final Exam
5% In-class participation, homework assignments.
Tel.No: Office:4846 Home: 4342 Mobile:0795614793 e-mail:

hamzeh1957@yahoo.co.uk

References:

1. Khudair, S. and Fawzi, M.1995. English for Tourism, Beirut, Lebanon.

2. Joan Young Gregg, 2003. Communication and Culture, Van Nostrand Company, New
York, USA.

3. Rebecca Hayden, 2004. Using English Your Second Language, Prentice Hall Inc,
London, UK.

4. John Moore and Luisa Fernando, 2001. Reading and Thinking in English, Oxford,
Oxford University Press, UK.

5. Dorothy Danielson, et al., 1998. Reading in English, Prentice Hall, New Jersey, USA.
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Mutah University Tourism Management in English
Faculty of Social Sciences Course No: 1603329

Course Instructor: Assoc. Prof. XXX Dept. of Archaeology and Tourism
First Semester, 2015/2016

Tourism Management

Course Obijective:

The Obijective of this course is to provide student with the History of Tourism Industry,
meaning and development of the Tourism Industry, classification & kind of Tourism,
Tourism in national Economy, Tourism Demand & Supply, Seasonal Tourism, The
Behavior of Tourist, The Management of Tourism Demand, The Policies of Hotel
Management & Supervision, Tourism & Hotel Marketing, services, and the hotel. Class
members will practice the above mentioned at appropriate hotel & Travel Agency.

Course Description:
First & Second Week:
1-  The History of Tourism Industry
2-  Meaning & Development of the Tourism Industry
Reading:
Dabbas, p. 5-8,77-81- Sukar, p. 9-19- Magableh, p. 17-25

Third & Fourth Week:
The Classification & Kind of Tourism
Reading:
Kamel, p. 20-34-Dabbas, p. 90-95 — Sukar, p. 15-25

Fifth & Sixth Week:
Demand & Supply of Tourism
Reading:
Dabbas, p. 119-124-, 150-152 - Magableh, p. 52-65

Seventh & eighth Week:
1-  Tourism in National Economy
2-  Seasonal Tourism
Reading:
Sukar, p. 45-60 — Magableh, p. 52-75 — Dabbas, p. 130-138

Ninth & tenth Week:
1- The Behavior of Tourist
2- Physical Demand
3- Cultural Demand
Reading:
Al-taae, p. 63-75, 103-117

Eleventh & twelfth Week:

The Management of Tourism Demand
Reading:
Alalag, p. 55-85- Al-taai, p. 119-151

Thirteenth & Fourteenth Week:
The Policies of Hotel Management & Supervision
Reading:
Dabbas, p. 35-49- Altaai, p. 73-89
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Fifteenth Week:
Tourism & Hotel Marketing
Administrative Organizations
Reading:
Dabbas, p. 200-210- Magableh, p. 8-72- Dabbas, p. 137-150

References:

Altaai. H., Tourist Behavior, Amman. 2000

Altaai, H., Human Resources, Amman, 2000

Alalaqg, B., Marketing,

Dabbas. N., Principle of Hotel and Tourism Management, Amman, 2000
Magableh, K., Tourism Industry, Amman, 1998

Magableh, Marketing Hotel, Amman, 1998

First Exam: 25%
Second Exam: 25%
Final Exam: 50%

Prerequisite: Introduction to Tourism

Office Hour: Tues. Thursday 10-12

Mutah University English Term. in Archaeology and Tourism
Faculty of Social Sciences Course No: 1603207

Course Instructor: Prof. Dr.XX Dept. of Archaeology and Tourism

First Semester, 2015/2016 Time (9-10am) Sun./Tues./ Thurs.

English Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism

Course Description:

This course introduces students in English related to Archaeology and Tourism. It focuses
on utilization and recognition of the terms through texts written in English, dictionary use,
and word analysis. Students are expected to apply theoretical knowledge presented in class
through the following activities: a) In-class presentations to enrich students terminology, b)
assigning English texts on Archaeology and Tourism that can be evaluated through
quizzes, c) or any method the instructor might find fit to develop students terminology.

Course Calendar:

Week | Unit Topics
1st Unit Palaeolithic and Mesolithic Terminologies

One - Meanings - Definitions - Statement - Texts
2nd Unit Neolithic Terminologies

Two - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
3rd Unit Chalcolithic Terminologies

Three - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
4th Unit Broze Age Terminologies

Four/ - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts

Five/Six
5th Unit Iron Age Terminologies

Seven | - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
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6th Unit Roman Archaeology Terminologies
Eight - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts

First Exam (20%o)
7th Unit Nabataean Archaeology Terminologies

Nine - Meanings - Definitions - Statments - Texts
8th Unit Ten | Byzantine Archaeology Terminologies

- Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts

9th Unit Islamic Architectural Terminologies

Eleven - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
10th | Unit Islamic Arts Terminologies

Twelve - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
11th | Unit Tourism regulation, promotion & entertainment Terminologies

Thirteen | - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
Second Exam (20%)
12th | Unit Hotel management & administrative Terminologies

Fourteen | - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
13th | Unit Accomodation, transportation & travel industry Terminologies

Fifteen - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
14th | Unit Hospitality & catering Terminologies

Sixteen - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts
15th | Unit Cargo & charter flight Terminologies

Seventee | - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts

n
16th | Unit Ticketing & booking Terminologies

Eighteen | - Meanings - Definitions - Statements - Texts

Course Requirements:

- First Exam (20%) will be held in the Seventh Week.

- Second Exam (20%) will be held in the Twelfth Week.
- Assignments and Participation (10%)

- Final Exam (50%)

Bibliography:

- Holloway, J. Christopher, 1992. Travel and Tourism. London: Macmillan: Education
LTD.
- Mill, R. C. and Marrison, A. M. 1985. The Tourism System: An Introductory Text. New

Jersey: Englewood Cliffs.
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Appendix E: Descriptions of course aims and objectives as indicated

in the course syllabuses

General English courses

English Language 99

English language 101

English Language 102

Course Aim: to help students
acquire the primary English
language skills.

Objectives:

By the end of the course,
students are expected to be
able to:

*learn and use basic grammar
in simple conversations.

* listen, understand and take
part in daily activity
conversations.

* read short simple passages.
* write a simple paragraph.

Course Aim: to enhance and
develop students' abilities in
the four basic skills of
English: listening, speaking,
reading and writing.
Objectives:

By the end of the course,
students are expected to be
able to:

* listen, understand and take
part in daily activity
conversations

* read non-technical passages
of reasonable length

* write a simple paragraph on
a familiar topic

Course Aim: It aims at
further consolidation of the
four language  skills
through more sophisticated
teaching material
Objectives:

By the end of the course,
students are expected to be
able to:

* listen, understand and
take part in daily activity
conversations

* read non-technical
passages of reasonable
length

* write a simple paragraph
on a familiar topic

Specialty courses

Communication Skills

English Terminology in
Archaeology and Tourism

Tourism management

Course Aim: to develop
students’ spoken English with
special focus on
pronunciation, speech, words,
phrases, and sentences.
Objectives:

* speak English with accurate
pronunciation and  good
vocab. range

* learn
suprasegmentals
rhythm, intonation)
* learn major differences in
stress patterns and intonation
contours between Arabic and

English
(stress,

English

* practice in communicative
activities (listening
comprehension, asking &

answering, inquiring, telling
direction)

* use authentic audio-visual
materials and simulation of
tourguiding through lab work.

Course Aims: to introduce
students to English related to
Archaeology and Tourism to
expand and enrich their
terminology knowledge.

Objectives:

*apply theoretical knowledge
presented in the course.

* utilize and recognize terms
through texts written in
English, dictionary use and
word analysis.

* make presentations, use
dictionary and do a word
analysis

While reading texts.

Course Aims: Introduce
students to travel and
tourism as a business and
raise their awareness of

customer-service related
issues.

Objectives:

* apply theoretical

knowledge of tourism into
practical training at an
appropriate travel agency
(customer service).
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Appendix F: Descriptions of Total English Series
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Total English

Hiartenne Bk

Starter — Advanced

Starter
Jonathan Bygrave

Elementary
Mark Foley and Diane Hall

Pre-intermediate
Richard Acklam and Ararminta Crace

Intermediate
Antorsa Clare and 1.J. Wilson

Upper Intermediate
Richard Acklam and Araminta Crace

Advanced
Antorsa Clare and 1.J. Wilson

Total English

Effective, flexible and totally engaging

Based on Common European Framework (CEF) ‘can do' objectives, Total
Englsh & the ideal choice for teachers who want a well-organised course with
dear leaming aims and a wide range of authentic supplementary matenal
— like a free DVD in every coursebook.

Total Enghsh lessons give a new twest to familiar topcs such as oulture, jobs,
media, taste and survival. Each book s dvded into 10-12 units and contains
a balanced mix of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation and skills work includ-
ing writing

The DVD features matenal from a diverse range of sources — ongmal short
films, documentaries and authentic extracts from successful films and telews-
sion programmes. Each tem on the DVD is related to the topic of a speafic
unit from the course book.

The Teacher's Book contains thorough teaching notes, photocopiable actia-
ties, DVD worksheets, and a free Test Master CD-ROM wath fully editable tests
for all stages of the course.

The workbooks are a perfect self-study tool, with a built-in vocabulary builder
section, progress and review tests. The workbook CD-ROM features:

« mteractive self-study ‘catch-up’ matenal for busy students who miss lessons
+ a communicative ‘Can-do’ game to practise functional language

« an nteractive phonetic chart to ad pronuncation skills

« the workbook audio maternal (also playable on an audio CD player).

The Companion Website features teaching tips, photocopiable waorksheets,
webquests and links to other useful websites.

4 Free Teacher

o

"~ Testing
Resources

The Teacher's Books
nclude the new
Test Master
CD-ROM which
contairs fully
editable tests

See p. 51 for more

niomaton
Total Englsh
Lheertey . Lyper mwrases Aemecae
Caae Book (Wi DV} %70 1404 mived 1 LR T e | A0n mse s 7% | 408 304 2 1 1 408 38T S
Toacher's Sack LMY e oM Lo AR 7% 1408 S22 ¥R 1408 220

TS Tedt Marter (D POM)

Wadtock [Wth Kay e (D-R0M 121 402 2080 T | 408 €102 78 | 405 X228 © nR s MG e

Warksock (Without Gy, Wit CD-308) T TR | 408 82800 | R 1 402 03B
Wadcook (Wth Kay Wihoot 00808 IR | 408 BT s e TR ) 408 841 1
Warkook (Waost G L LEST T 78 0383 34887 1 TR OLINAIN Y
o Audo Conetie 78 1 400 B0nt 8 T | 408 50043 | 7T | 408 00
Ol Acdo (D el e 0 e 1 408 BO0MG 5 TR 1 40n B0 S 78 1 408 20004 8 7R 1 408 80081 T
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Tie 1408 001 8 ST | 408 B0 T BT 1 403 80080 3

1% 7 408 80048 4 0% 1408 002 S T | 408 B0 4 7 | 408 WO §

Wdeo PRI VS
Vdeo NTSC VL

See inside back cover for CEF correlation chart

364



Appendix G: Approximated Percentages of tourism-related content
in the GE course books

Approximated tourism-related content in Total English Pre-Intermediate (Eng. 99)

Tourism-related content value in %
Units L1(25) | L2(25) L3 (25) | L4 (25) Unit total %
Unit 1: 24-hours 3 3 5 2 13%
Unit 2: Music 4 3 1 0 8%
Unit 3: Taste 3 1 1 2 7%
Unit 4: Survival 4 3 6 2 15%
Unit 5: Stages 2 1 1 2 6%
Unit 6: Places 8 3 4 10 25%
Unit 7: Body 0 2 0 1 3%
Unit 8: Speed 3 5 1 2 11%
Unit 9: Work 4 1 0 1 6%
Unit 10: Wildlife 0 0 0 1 1%
Unit 11: Travel 15 16 12 10 53%
Unit 12: Money 0 1 1 1 3%
All units’ total tourism-related percentage 12.58%

Approximated tourism-related content in Total English Intermediate

Tourism-related content value in %
Units L1 L2 L3 Vocab & Com. | Unittotal %

(25) (25) (25) (25)
Unit 1: Friends 3 1 2 2 8%
Unit 2: Media 1 0 3 2 6%
Unit 3: Lifestyle 11 15 7 4 37%
Unit 4: Wealth 2 4 1 1 8%
Unit 5: Spare Time 2 3 6 2 13%
Unit 6: Holidays 18 21 17 20 76%
Unit 7: Education 6 3 3 1 13%
Unit 8: Change 5 4 1 2 12%
Unit 9: Jobs 4 2 6 5 17%
Unit 10: Memories 2 2 1 3 8%
All units’ total tourism-related percentage 19.8%

Approximated tourism-related content in Total English Upper-Intermediate

Tourism-related content value in %
Units L1 L2 L3 Vocab & Com. | Unittotal %

(25) (25) (25) (25)
Unit 1: Connect 4 1 4 0 9%
Unit 2: Work 5 7 6 9 27%
Unit 3: Old or New 17 8 13 10 48%
Unit 4: Risk 2 0 2 3 7%
Unit 5: The Past 11 6 3 2 22%
Unit 6: Explore 20 22 15 21 78%
Unit 7: Excess 3 5 1 3 12%
Unit 8: Success 4 1 3 2 10%
Unit 9: Crime 2 2 3 2 9%
Unit 10: Mind 1 3 0 2 6%
All units’ total tourism-related percentage 22.3%
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Appendix H:
GE course sections and Numbers of students as provided by the
MULC during the First Semester of the Academic Year 2015/2016

Course No. of Total No of Sts’ range per each
sections students section (Min-Max)
English 99 11 780 40 - 90
English 101 15 1403 59 - 140
English 102 3 170 34 -84
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Appendix I: Tourism Students' Questionnaire (English Version)

Dear Fourth-year Student,

As you might have completed studying the six English-taught courses (English
Language 99, English Language | 101, English Language Il 102, Communication
Skills in English, English Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism, and Tourism
Management) as part of the curriculum offered in the Department of Archaeology
and Tourism at Mu'tah University, you are cordially invited to participate in this
questionnaire by responsively answering its questions.

The questionnaire is designed to investigate your perceptions of how effective or
ineffective these courses are in meeting Tourism students' needs, wants and lacks as
regards Tourism English. It also seeks to probe how the whole program should be
improved as perceived by the students themselves. Therefore, the data gathered
through your responses will be greatly valued.

Please be sure that your responses to the questionnaire will be kept confidential, and
its results will be used only for research purposes.

Mohammad Qasim Al-Tarawneh
PhD Candidate

PART ONE: BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

1 Yourname  (OPtioNal) ..o

2 Agegroup [ ] 20andbelow []21-23 [] 24-26 []27-30 [] above30
3 Sex [ ] Male [ ] Female

4. Thisismy [ lastsemester [ the semester before the last

5. Number of General-English courses taken at the University.
[ Jnone [ Jone [ Jtwo [] three List them here:........................

6. Number of Specialty courses taken at the University.

[INone [one [dtwo [lthree  Listthem here:.....cccoovvereeeeeee...
7. How often do you use English in your study?

[ ] almost always [ ] sometimes [ Jeveryonceinawhile [ Jrarely [ Jnever

8. How much do you like English in your field of study?
[]verymuch [Imuch []somewhat [alittle [[Inot at all

367



9. How useful is English to your field of study?
[ Jvery useful []useful [] somewhat useful [ ]a little useful [ _]not useful at
all

PART TWO: PROGRAM EVALUATION

Please tick (V) the most suitable answer from your viewpoint.
Strongly Agree (SA)

4  Agree (A)

3 Not Sure NS
2
1

(6]

Disagree (D)
Strongly Disagree (SD)

A. Course Aims and Objectives

The English language program at the Archaeology and SA A NS D SD
Tourism Department fulfilled its objectives in 5 4

improving or developing students' Tourism-English
ability in the four skills as regards the listed activities:
Rate your responses to (I can ............. ) statements

Listening --- 1 can ........ccccoeevcvnennnnne.

1 | Use a variety of listening strategies to understand texts
and listen for information and gist.

2 | Become familiar with the various types of listening
tests including questions about pictures, dialogues,
short conversations.

3 | Listen and then describe the events detailed in short
dialogues, articles and stories in sequences.

4 | Identify a variety of different voices, situations and
characters from short dialogues, articles and stories.

5 | Understand and note the stress, tone and intonation
from a word or a sentence.

6 | Make short written comments on a text while | am
listening to it.

7 | Understand and respond to simple instructions and
commands.

8 | Listen extensively to the radio, TV stations, movies,
songs, etc ... and understand them

Speaking--- 1 Can ..........cccccevvvevieiiieieiiiieiniinns

9 | Participate in discussions and in role-plays such as, for
example, real-life tourism events and situations.

10 | Use English words correctly

11 | Ask and respond to questions appropriately.

12 | Talk appropriately for different situations and contexts.

13 | Take part in conversations and participate in
discussions

14 | Speak at a normal speed, without hesitation, repetition
or self-correction, and with smooth use of connected
speech.

15 | Feel confidence when | speak English to others.

Reading and vocabulary --- 1 can .......ccccocvviiiiinnens

16 | Interpret and think about what | read

17 | Use a variety of reading strategies to understand texts
and recognize vocabulary, such as scanning, skimming,
and guessing meaning from context

18 | Build up vocabulary through contexts
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19 | Identify the difference between main ideas and topic
sentences in a text

20 | Answer comprehension questions following the
reading of a text
WIRItINg--- 1 CAN ....ccooviviicieicc e

21 | Write topic sentences, supporting sentences and
concluding sentences.

22 | Write a draft of a paragraph.

23 | Use adequate vocabulary in writing.

24 | Recognize and deploy basic writing skills.

25 | Produce grammatically correct sentences.

Grammar --- 1 CaN ......ccooeiiiiiiiiieie i

26 | Produce correct sentences by using present and past
tenses.

27 | ldentify and correct grammatical errors.

28 | Apply what | have learned, for example, use a variety
of grammatical structures correctly in writing.

29 | Use a variety of grammatical structures appropriately
in verbal communication.

B. Course Contents and Materials SA A NS SD
5 4 3 1

1 | The overall design of activities (pictures, charts, tables,
lay-out) in the course books was satisfactory to learn
English as used in tourism.

2 | The course materials provided me with what I needed
to know and to do as regards Tourism English.

3 | The materials covered were appropriate as regards, for
example, pace, interaction pattern and the sequence in
acquiring English language skills used in tourism.

4 | The materials covered were appropriate as regards, for
example, tourism content and mood, source of cultural
information and interest.

5 | The materials corresponded to the course objectives
and students' needs.

6 | The content of the course materials was presented
coherently.

7 | I had no difficulty in following the course materials as
they were mostly related to tourism.

8 | The courses provided sufficient tourism-related content
that sought to improve my Tourism English skills and
abilities.

9 | The tasks and exercises in the course materials were
effective in improving my Tourism English skills and
abilities.

10 | All the activities and materials used in classes
contributed to the development of my Tourism English
proficiency in the following areas:

Listening
Speaking
Reading and Vocabulary
Writing
Grammar

11 | The course content and materials served to improve my
skills and abilities in the English language used in
tourism

12 | The topics covered were very interesting and mostly

relevant to daily tourism and were thus easier to
understand, remember and use as part of my Tourism
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study.

13 | The content and materials allowed for sufficient
opportunity to practice English as used in tourism.

C. Course Conduct/Teaching/Learning Process SA A NS D SD
5 4 3 2 1

1 | The teacher used different ways to group students in
the classroom (pair work, group work, individual work
and whole-class work).

2 | The teacher used only English in class.

3 | lused only English in class

4 | The teacher set up rules, and routines were clear.

5 | The teacher checked the students' learning and made
sure all the students were taking part in the activities.

6 | The teacher gave equal attention to all students in the
class.

7 | The teaching methodology was helpful and effective in
improving my English skills.

8 | The teacher presented tasks in an interesting and
enthusiastic way which made the tasks seem
achievable to the students.

9 | The teacher increased the students' self-confidence in
language learning

10 | When needed, the teacher was available for guidance
and advice

11 | Technological aids were used in the teaching process
and they facilitated the delivery of courses.

D. Assessment and Student Performance SA A NS D SD
5 4 3 2 1

1 | The teacher gave feedback to me about what | had
done and what I still needed to work on.

2 | The teacher gave me sufficient feedback on my
performance in the assignments/quizzes/exams.

3 | The marking received was fair.

4 | The quiz/exam results demonstrated my actual
proficiency and ability to use English.

5 | The teacher set out the assessment criteria before the
tests.

6 | Homework /assignments were relevant to the course
aims.

7 | Interaction between students was assessed.

8 | The teachers chose different materials or activities in
order to assess my language ability and skills.

9 | My language skills have been correctly evaluated in
the course.

10 | The following assessment tools were effective in
assessing our performance on the English language
throughout the courses (General-English and specialty
courses)

quizzes
mid-term Exam
final exam
homework/assignments
class performance
participation and attendance
E. General Questions/Comments
1 | Question 1: In what way(s) could the curriculum offered (General-English and specialty courses)

be improved?
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2 | Question 2;: Were these courses what you expected them to be? Why? Why not?

3 | Question 3: Do you think these courses met your needs as regards Tourism English? Why? Why
not?

4 | Question 4: Should these courses be designed to overlap or complement other training courses of
the curriculum?

5 | Question 5: Would any communicative Tourism-English course/syllabus be any help to you in
your tourism study and your future work?

6 | Question 6: Were you able to transfer/use the skills and/or information you have learned from
the courses offered into any of the courses in the curriculum?

7 | Question 7: Did the courses taken in the program really add something to your English
proficiency when used in tourism?

8 | Question 8: Are there any other comments you would like to make? If yes, please write them
here.

PART THREE: NEEDS ANALYSIS
Question Item SA A | NS D SD
4 2

1 | English is the language of national and international
tourism, and thus | prefer to learn it.

2 | | need to be proficient in the English language used in
tourism so that | can manage to get a job in the tourism
field easily.

3 | | feel satisfied with my English abilities in tourism.

4 | English language ability is the most important thing to get
a job in the tourism field.

5 | I want to learn English to do better in my tourism study.

6 | | need to develop my English communicative ability in
tourism and raise my literacy in the tourism field.

7 | It is necessary that textbooks and materials used in
teaching consider Tourism English so that our language
abilities as related to tourism can be developed.

8 | There should be a match between what it is taught and
what | need to achieve as regards Tourism English.

9 | I am satisfied with what the General-English and specialty
courses offered me as regards my English abilities in
tourism.

1 | I will benefit better from a tourism-English course or
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0 | textbook more than what General English

courses/textbooks do.
1 | The curriculum offered should meet our needs and
1 | expectations as regards Tourism-English.
1 | Teachers were not expert enough in Tourism English.
2
1 | Materials should thoroughly describe competencies
3 | necessary for tourism jobs.
1 | Materials should raise our motivation and involvement.
4
1 | When related to Tourism English, | need to develop my
5 | ability in:

Speaking

Listening

Reading

Writing
Grammar
Vocabulary

1 | We need the curriculum to offer a special course that
6 | focuses on communication in tourism.

If you agree on having this course, please continue answering the questions below. Your answers
will contribute to having a clear picture of how that course would be in terms of goals, content and
sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

SD

A | Goals (After this suggested course, | expect to:) SA A | NS
4 1

5 3

N O

1 | develop my English ability and be able to find a job in the
tourism field after graduation.

2 | become confident in planned and spontaneous tourism-
related oral/written production.

be able to use English at the airport and travel agencies.

be able to use English to talk about my country.

be able to use English at hotels.

be proficient in English to work as a tour guide.

talk about people working in the tourism industry.

learn English to work as a flight attendant.

Wl oo~ |w

Content and Sequencing SA A | NS D SD
4 2

[N

I want the content to give attention to what | need to learn
and do as regards Tourism English.

2 | | want the content to provide ample opportunity for
practicing the language in different tourism contexts.

3 | I need to study something relevant to my needs and future
goals.

4 | | need the content to address my proficiency level and
seek to develop it when related to tourism.

5 | I want the content to focus on the skills, professional
activities, functions and topics needed to fulfill my
tourism study and future careers after graduation.

6 | | want the tourism content to give more attention to:

Speaking

Listening

Reading

Writing

Vocabulary in context

Grammar and pronunciation

7 | | want the content to focus more on fluency than accuracy.
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8 | | want the content to include topics of interest and
usefulness to the local tourism community.

9 | I want the content to be sequenced beginning from:
the simplest to the most difficult.
the most familiar to the least familiar

C | Format and Presentation SA | A |NS SD

5 4 |3 1

1 | Content should be presented in ways that suit students'
individual learning styles.

2 | Content should include materials and activities that
facilitate both reception and production in tourism
contexts.

3 | Content should include activities that increase fluency and
allow me to use the language | already know.

4 | 1 want the content to be presented in terms of:

grammar and vocabulary lists
topics/themes
situations
skills
notions and functions
tasks
integrated (a mixture of some)

5 | I want the content to be presented in the textbook in terms
of:
modules

units
6 | Itis comfortable for me to work/learn content through:
pairwork activities
groupwork activities
classroom discussions
individual work
project-based activities

7 | | best learn when I:

see information written

hear/ repeat

move/make gestures

discuss/solve a problem/work out tasks
talk to others

get logical explanations

do homework/assignments/ projects
find information myself

see and observe

8 | | want the overall design of content (course book) to be
tourism-like and include pictures, tables, maps, charts,
figures, etc.

9 | | want the content to be a source of encouragement to
students.

1 | I want the content to allow enough time and pace for

0 | learning.

1 | I want to be taught by a teacher who is an expert in

1 | teaching Tourism English.

D | Monitoring and Assessment SA A | NS SD

5 4 |3 1

1 | I need to receive feedback on my learning.

2 | The course should provide an opportunity for me to check
my progress.

3 | I need to be assessed in this course in terms of:
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mid-term exams

homework and assignments

quizzes and progress tests

portfolio and project work

participation and attendance

final exam

oral production

Class performance

S

| want to be assessed on what | needed to learn and do.

5 | | want assessment to demonstrate my actual proficiency
level and ability to use English in the tourism context.

6 | | want audio-visual aids to be part of the learning/teaching

of content.

7 | | want the content to be selected and presented according

to my needs and interests.

8 | I need sufficient time to absorb and practice content.

9 | I need to learn from a textbook and other available
resources (technology, for example).

E | Additional Questions

Which professional English topics would interest you most on this course? (Circle 1 if

1 | interested, 2 if the topic is OK, and 3 if not interested). If you would like to offer other

topics, write them in the empty spaces in the table, too.

Local people in tourism 123 History and ancient civilizations | 1 2 3

Travel agencies 123 Tour guides and tour operators 123

Local tour and where to go |1 2 3 Alir transport 123

(Petra, Jerash, Karak, Madaba,

Wadi Rum)

Responsible tourism 123 Local hotel industry and hotel | 1 2 3
facilities

Tours abroad 123 Careers in tourism 123

Holiday types 123 Effects of tourism on local |1 2 3
community

Money 123 Food and drink 123

The history and development of | 1 2 3 Travel by sea and river-cruises | 1 2 3

tourism and ferries

Promotion and marketing in |1 2 3 Travel by road and rail 123

tourism

Others write them here

2 | What would you like to do in this course? (Circle 1 if need, 2 if OK, and 3 if no need

)
have discussion practice 1 2 3 | read more 123
have vocabulary practice 1 2 3 | practice meeting skills 123
have grammar practice 1 2 3 | practice presentation skills 123
have writing practice 1 2 3 | have listening practice 123
practice negotiating skills 1 2 3 | report past events 123

Others :

3 | What are your other expectations of this course? List them here, please.
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Would you like to participate in a 30-minute interview where you can provide in-depth details as
regards your questionnaire answers? |:h(ES D\IO If YES, please give your information below.

Name Email Address Phone No. Signature

Thank you for your patience and participation
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Appendix J: Tourism Students' Questionnaire (Arabic Version)
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Appendix K: Tourism Graduates' Questionnaire (English Version)
Dear Tourism Graduate,

As you completed studying the six English-taught courses (English 99, English 101,
English 102, Communication Skills in English, English Terminology in Archaeology
and Tourism, and Tourism Management) as part of the curriculum offered in the
Department of Archaeology and Tourism at Mu'tah University, you are cordially
invited to participate in this questionnaire by responsively answering its questions.
The questionnaire is designed to investigate your perceptions of how
effective/ineffective these courses were in meeting Tourism students' needs, wants
and lacks as regards Tourism English. It also seeks to probe how the whole program
should be improved as perceived by the students and graduates themselves.
Therefore, the data gathered through your responses will be greatly valued.

Please be sure that your responses to the questionnaire will be kept confidential, and
its results will be used only for research purposes.

Mohammad Tarawneh
PhD Candidate

PART ONE: BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

1 Yourname  (optional) ......cccoeevveieiiice e

2 Agegroup [ ]22-25 [ ]26-29 [ ]30-35 [ ]|36-40 [ ]above 40

3 Sex [ ] Male [ ] Female
4 Work/Place of Work (if any) .......cccoceveiiiiiiiecnese e
5. How often did you use English in your study at the University?
[ Jalmost always [ ]sometimes [ Jevery onceinawhile [ Jrarely [ Jnever

6.  How much do you use English at work?
[ Jverymuch [ ]| much [ ]somewhat [ Jalittle [ ]notatall

7. How much do you like English in your field of study?

[ ] verymuch [ ] much [ ]Jsomewhat [ Jalittle [ ]not atall

8. How useful is English to your field of study/work?

[ Jveryuseful [ ]useful [ ] somewhatuseful [ | alittle useful | not useful
at all
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PART TWO: PROGRAM EVALUATION

Please tick (V) the most suitable answer from your viewpoint.

P NWks~O

Strongly Agree (SA)
Agree (A)

Not Sure NS

Disagree (D)

Strongly Disagree (SD)

A. Course Aims and Objectives

The English language program at the | SA | A NS | D | SD
Archaeology and Tourism Department fulfilled | 5 4 3 2 1
its objectives in improving or developing

students’ Tourism-English ability in the four

skills as regards the listed activities:

Rate your responses to (I can ... )

statements

Listening ------- lcan ..o,

1 |Use a variety of listening strategies to
understand texts and listen for information and
gist

2 | Become familiar with the various types of
listening tests including questions about
pictures, dialogues, short conversations

3 | Listen and then describe the events detailed in
short dialogues, articles and stories in
sequences

4 | ldentify a variety of different voices, situations
and characters from short dialogues, articles
and stories

5 | Understand and note the stress, tone and
intonation from a word or a sentence

6 | Make short written comments on a text while |
am listening to it

7 | Understand and respond to simple instructions
and commands

8 | Listen extensively to the radio, TV stations,
movies, songs, etc ..., and understand them
Speaking --------- lcan ..coceeeinannn

9 | Participate in discussions and in role-plays such
as, for example, real-life tourism events and
situations

1 | Use English words correctly

0

1 | Ask and respond to questions appropriately

1

1 | Talk appropriately for different situations and

2 | contexts

1 | Take part in conversations and participate in

3 | discussions

1 | Speak at a normal speed, without hesitation,

4 | repetition or self-correction, and with smooth

385




use of connected speech

(G2 1 )

Feel confidence when | speak English to others

Reading and vocabulary --- I can ...............

Interpret and think about what | read

~N R o

Use a variety of reading strategies to understand
texts and recognize vocabulary, such as
scanning, skimming, and guessing meaning
from context

Build up vocabulary through contexts

Identify the difference between main ideas and
topic sentences in a text

O DNO |0

Answer comprehension questions following the
reading of a text

Writing ---- 1 can ........ccocceviiiciiiiiciinnns

Write  topic  sentences, supporting and
concluding sentences

Write a draft of a paragraph

Use adequate vocabulary in writing

Recognize and deploy basic writing skills

GNP DNWDNNDNEDN

Produce grammatically correct sentences

Grammar === | Can .......ccccevvvvveverererernnns

Produce correct sentences by using present and
past tenses

Identify and correct grammatical errors

CONINDNOODN

Apply what | have learned, for example, use a
variety of grammatical structures correctly in
writing

N

Use a variety of grammatical structures
appropriately in verbal communication

B. Course contents and materials

N

N O

The overall design of activities (pictures, charts,
tables, lay-out) in the course books was
satisfactory to learn English as used in tourism.

The course materials provided me with what |
needed to know and do as regards Tourism
English.

The materials covered were appropriate as
regards, for example, pace, interaction pattern
and the sequence in acquiring English language
skills used in tourism.

The materials covered were appropriate as
regards, for example, tourism content and
mood, source of cultural information and
interest.
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5 | The materials corresponded to the course
objectives and students' needs.

6 | The content of the course materials was
presented coherently.

7 |1 had no difficulty in following the course
materials as they were mostly related to
tourism.

8 | The courses provided sufficient tourism-related
content that sought to improve my Tourism
English skills and abilities.

9 | The tasks and exercises in the course materials
were
effective in improving my Tourism English
skills and abilities.

1 | All the activities and materials used in classes
0 | contributed to the development of my Tourism
English proficiency in the following areas:

Listening
Speaking
Reading and VVocabulary
Writing
Grammar

1 | The course content and materials served to

1 | improve my skills and abilities in the English
language used in tourism.

1 | The topics covered were very interesting and

2 | mostly relevant to daily tourism and were thus
easier to understand, remember and use as part
of my Tourism study.

1 | The content and materials did not allow for

3 | sufficient opportunity to practice English as
used in tourism.

C. Course Conduct/Teaching/Learning | SA | A NS SD
Process 5 4 3 1

1 | The teacher used different ways to group
students in the classroom (pair work, group
work, individual work and whole-class work).

2 | The teacher used only English in class.

3 | lused only English in class.

4 | The teacher set up rules, and routines were clear

5 | The teacher checked the students' learning and
made sure all the students were taking part in
the activities.

6 | The teacher gave equal attention to all students
in the class.

7 | The teaching methodologies were helpful and
effective in improving my English skills.

8 | The teacher presented tasks in an interesting
and enthusiastic way which made the tasks
seem achievable to the students.

9 | The teacher increased the students' self-
confidence in language learning.

1 | When needed, the teacher was available for
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0 | guidance and advice
1 | Technological aids were used in the teaching
1 | process and they facilitated the delivery of
COUrses.
D. Assessment and Student Performance SA | A NS D |SD
5 4 3 2 1
1 | The teacher gave feedback to me about what |
had done and what I still needed to work on.
2 | The teacher gave me sufficient feedback on my
performance in the assignments/quizzes/exams.
3 | The marking received was fair.
4 | The quiz/exam results demonstrated my actual
proficiency and ability to use English.
5 | The teacher set out the assessment criteria
before the tests.
6 | Homework /assignments were relevant to the
course aims.
7 | Interaction between students was assessed.
8 | The teachers chose different materials or
activities in order to assess my language ability
and skills.
9 | My language skills have been correctly
evaluated in the course.
1 | The following assessment tools were effective
0 | in assessing our performance on the English
language throughout the courses (General-
English and specialty courses)
Quizzes
Mid-term Exam
Final exam
Homework/assignment
Class performance
Participation and attendance
E. General Questions/Comments
1 | Question 1: In what way(s) could the curriculum offered (General-English and
specialty courses) be improved?
2 | Question 2: Were these courses what you expected them to be? Why? Why not?
3 | Question 3: Do you think these courses met your needs as regards Tourism English?
Why? Why not?
4 | Question 4: Should these courses be designed to overlap or complement other

training courses of the curriculum?
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5 | Question 5: Would any communicative Tourism-English course/syllabus be any
help to students in their tourism studies and their future work?

6 | Question 6: Were you able to transfer/use the skills and/or information you have
learned from the courses offered into any of the courses in the curriculum?

7 | Question 7: Did the courses taken in the program really add something to your
English proficiency when used in tourism?

8 | Question 8: Are there any other comments you would like to make? If yes, please
write it here

PART THREE: NEEDS ANALYSIS

Question Item SA

&>
Z
)
O
%)
O

English is the language of national and
international tourism, and thus Tourism students
should learn it.

Tourism students need to be proficient in the
English language used in tourism so that they can
manage to get a job in the tourism field easily.

| feel satisfied with my English abilities in
tourism.

English language ability is the most important
thing to get a job in the tourism field.

Learning English ensures doing better in the
tourism study.

Tourism students need to develop their English
communicative abilities in tourism and raise their
literacy in the tourism field.

It is necessary that textbooks and materials used in
teaching consider Tourism English so that
students' language abilities as related to tourism
can be developed.

There should be a match between what it is taught
and what students need to achieve as regards
Tourism English.

I am satisfied with what the General-English and
specialty courses offered me as regards my
English abilities in tourism.

10

Students will benefit better from a tourism-English
course or textbook more than what General
English courses/textbooks do.

11

The curriculum offered should meet students'
needs and expectations as regards Tourism-
English.
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12 | Teachers should be expert enough in Tourism
English.
13 | Materials should thoroughly describe
competencies necessary for tourism jobs.
14 | Materials should raise students’ motivation and
involvement.
15 | When related to Tourism English, students need to
develop their ability in:
Speaking
Listening
Reading
Writing
Grammar
Vocabulary
16 | The tourism Department should offer a special

course that focuses on communication in tourism
in its curriculum.

If you agree on having this course, please continue answering the questions below. Your
answers will contribute to having a clear picture of how that course would be in terms of
goals, content and sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

A

Goals  (After this suggested course, students
are expected to:)

SA
5

A
4

NS
3

D
2

SD
1

1

develop their English ability and be able to find a
job in the tourism field after graduation.

become confident in planned and spontaneous
tourism-related oral/written production.

w

be able to use English at the airport and travel
agencies.

to be able to use English to talk about my country.

be able to use English at hotels

be proficient in English to work as a tour guide

talk about people working in the tourism industry

Learn English to work as a flight attendant.

wlolN|o|o|s

Content and Sequencing

SA

~ >

=

The content should give attention to what students
need to learn and do as regards Tourism English.

The content should provide ample opportunity for
practicing the language in different tourism
contexts.

Students need to study something relevant to their
needs and future goals.

The content should address students' proficiency
level and seek to develop it when related to
tourism.

The content should focus on the skills,
professional activities, functions and topics needed
to fulfill tourism study and future careers after
graduation.

The tourism content should give more attention to:

Speaking
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Listening

Reading

Writing

Vocabulary in context

Grammar and pronunciation

The content should focus more on fluency than
accuracy.

The content should include topics of interest and
usefulness to the local tourism community.

The content should be sequenced beginning from:

the simplest to the most difficult.

the most familiar to the least familiar.

Format and Presentation

~ >

Content should be presented in ways that suit
students' individual learning styles.

Content should include materials and activities
that facilitate both reception and production in
tourism contexts.

Content should include activities that increase
fluency and allow students to use the language
they already know.

The content should be presented in terms of:

grammar and vocabulary lists

topics/themes

situations

skills

notions and functions

tasks

integrated (a mixture)

The content should be presented in the textbook in
terms of:

modules

units

It is comfortable for students to work/learn content
through:

pairwork activities

groupwork activities

classroom discussions

individual work

project-based activities

| believe students will best learn when they:

see information written

hear/ repeat

move/make gestures

discuss/solve a problem/work out tasks

talk to others

get logical explanations

do homework/assignments/ projects

find information themselves

see and observe

The overall design of content (course book) should
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be tourism-like and include pictures, tables, maps,
charts, figures, etc.
9 The content should be a source of encouragement
to students.
10 | The content should allow enough time and pace
for learning.
11 | Students need to be taught by a teacher who is an
expert in teaching Tourism English.
D | Monitoring and Assessment SA| A |NS| D | SD
4 3 2 1
1 It is important for students to receive feedback on
their learning.
2 The course should provide an opportunity for
students to check their progress.
3 Students need to be assessed in this course in
terms of:
mid-term exams
homework and assignments
quizzes
portfolio and project work
participation and attendance
final exam
oral production
Class performance
4 It is better to assess students on what they needed
to learn and do
5 Assessment should demonstrate students' actual
proficiency level and ability to use English in the
tourism context.
6 Audio-visual aids should be part of the
learning/teaching of content.
7 The content should be selected and presented
according to students' needs and interests.
8 Students need sufficient time to absorb and
practice content.
9 Students need to learn from a textbook and other
available resources (technology, for example).
E | Additional Questions
Which professional English topics would interest you most on this course?
1 (Circle 1 if interested, 2 if the topic is OK, and 3 if not interested). If you
would like to offer other topics, write them in the empty spaces in the table,
too.
Local people in tourism 1 2 3 | History and ancient | 1 2 3
civilizations
Travel agencies 123 |Tour guides and tour |12 3
operators
Local tour and where to go | 1 2 3 | Air transport 123
(Petra, Jerash, Karak,
Madaba, Wadi Rum)
Responsible tourism 123 |Local hotel industry and |1 2 3
hotel facilities
Tours abroad 1 2 3 | Careers in tourism 123
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Holiday types 1 2 3 | Effects of tourism on local |1 2 3
community

Money 1 2 3 | Food and drink 123

The History and |1 23 | Travel by sea and river- |1 2 3

development of tourism cruises and ferries

Promotion and marketing in | 1 2 3 | Travel by road and rail 123

tourism

Others write them here

and 3 if no need)

2 What would you like students to do in this course? (Circlel if need, 2 if OK,

have discussion practice

read more

have vocabulary practice

practice meeting skills

have grammar practice

practice presentation skills

have writing practice

have listening practice

practice negotiating skills

report past events

3 What are your other expectations of this course? List them here, please.

Would you like to participate in a 30-minute interview where you can provide in-depth

details as regards your questionnaire answers? [ VES [ IJNO If YES, please
give your information below.
Name Email Address Phone No. Signature

Thank you for your patience and participation
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Appendix L: Tourism Graduates' Questionnaire (Arabic Version)
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Appendix M: Tourism Students’ Interview Guide (English Version)

Introduction:
Key components
- Thank you
-Interviewer’s
name

- Purpose
-Confidentiality
- Duration

- How interview
will be conducted
- opportunity for
questions

- Consent and
sighature

I would really like to thank you for taking the time to meet with me and be
part of this interview.

My name is Mohammad AlTarawneh, and | would like to talk to you about
your experiences as a fourth-year student who might have completed the six
courses that constitute the English language program offered at the Tourism
Department; namely, English Language 099, English Language | 101,
English Language Il 102, Communication Skills, Terminology in
Archaeology and Tourism, and Tourism management.

As a major component of the overall evaluation of this program, | am taking
your views of how you see the program as effective or ineffective in
providing you with adequate TE training and thus meeting your needs and
expectations. Your views of the program effectiveness will be guided by four
domains, including ‘course aims and objectives’, ‘course content and
materials’, ‘course conduct-teaching/learning process’, and ‘assessment and
student performance’.

I am also investigating your suggestions of what you think should be done to
improve this program to fulfill your needs, including for example a course
syllabus in TE. Your perceptions and recommendations as regards this
syllabus would also help in planning it in terms of goals, content and
sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

The interview should take less than an hour. If you do not mind, I will be
recording the session because I don’t want to miss any comments you
provide. I might miss important information when writing fast to take notes
during the interview. We are on tape, so please speak up so that | do not miss
any of your comments.

I can assure you that your responses will be kept confidential and will not be
shared with anybody. The information included in the findings of this study
will not in any means identify you as the respondent.

Remember, you are not obliged to talk about anything you don’t want to, and
you are free to end the interview at any time.

Do you have any questions about what | have already explained?

Are you willing to take part in this interview?

Interviewee Date:

Eight interview
questions

- Prog. Eval. Qs 1-
4

- Needs Analysis
Qs 5-8

Clarifications
and probes are
used when
needed

Research step 1: Program evaluation (effectiveness)

QUESTION ONE: How can you describe your English proficiency level in
terms of the four language skills? Are you satisfied with it in relation to your
field of study?

QUESTION TWO: How important do you think English is to your study
and future employment after graduation?

QUESTION THREE: Do you think that the curriculum offered at the
Tourism Department is effective in meeting its students' needs as regards
Tourism English, and thus prepare them for their study and future
employments? Why do you think so?

QUESTION FOUR: How many English-taught courses (i.e. General-English
and specialty courses) have you already taken in the University as part of the
Tourism Department's curriculum? How do you perceive these courses as
related to the development of your Tourism English ability in consideration to
these issues?
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1. Course aims and objectives as
related to your needs and
expectations

2. Sufficient tourism-related content
(i.e. materials, activities, tasks,
skills, functions, etc.)

3. Teachers' experience and skills in
teaching, methods and instructional

4, Assessment tools used to assess
learning (i.e. feedback, quizzes, etc.)

practices used to facilitate learning,
opportunity for practice Tourism
English

Research Step 2: Needs Analysis and Syllabus Design

QUESTION FIVE: If these courses did not meet your needs and
expectations as regards Tourism English and employment opportunity, what
more do you think could/should be done in any other way which would assist
in making improvements to the curriculum offered?

QUESTION SIX: What language skills, functions, and professional activities
do you think you need the best to fulfill their Tourism study and future
employment purposes? Why do you think so?

QUESTION SEVEN: Do you recommend making improvements to the
curriculum offered at the Tourism Department, for example, giving a special
Tourism-English course that is based on a newly-designed syllabus which
focuses on communication in local tourism?

YES [[] NO [ Jlease, elaborate on your answer
If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that newly-designed syllabus
would be in terms of the following?
A | Goals What should students expect?
B | Content and | What to include (i.e. topics, skills, functions,
sequencing professional activities) and in what order these should
be taught and learned.
C | Format and | How should content be presented in a way that helps
presentation | students learn in the best and most comfortable way
possible (e.g. skills to focus on, ways to learn

through)?

D | Monitoring What should be done to facilitate and assess learning,
and and thus demonstrate the students' actual proficiency
assessment level and ability to use English in the tourism

context?

QUESTION EIGHT: What other suggestions can you provide about such a
syllabus, which can be of help in course planning and designing?

Closing:

- Further
information
added

- Next step

- Thank you

Is there anything else you want to add?

The next step will be analyzing the information you and others provided me
and reporting the findings as part of my doctoral dissertation. If you are
interested in the results of the study, | will be glad to let you know via one of
the contact means you previously provided.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and time
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Appendix N: Tourism Students’ Interview Guide (Arabic Version)
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Appendix
Version)

O: Tourism Graduates’

Interview Guide (English

Introduction:
Key
components

- Thank you

- Interviewer’s
name

- Purpose
-Confidentiality
- Duration

- How
interview will
be conducted

- opportunity
for questions

- Consent and
signature

I would really like to thank you for taking the time to meet with me and be part
of this interview.

My name is Mohammad AlTarawneh, and | would like to talk to you about your
experiences as a graduate of the Tourism Department who completed the
curriculum offered which included the six courses that constitute the English
language program; namely, English Language 099, English Language | 101,
English Language Il 102, Communication Skills, Terminology in Archaeology
and Tourism, and Tourism management.

As a major component of the overall evaluation of this program, | am taking your
views of how you evaluate the program as effective or ineffective in providing
you and the current Tourism students with adequate TE training and thus meeting
needs and expectations. Your views of the program effectiveness will be guided
by four domains, including ‘course aims and objectives’, ‘course content and
materials’, ‘course conduct-teaching/learning process’, and ‘assessment and
student performance’.

I am also investigating your suggestions of what you think should be done to
improve this program to fulfill students' needs, including for example a course
syllabus in TE. Your perceptions and recommendations as regards this syllabus
will also help in planning it in terms of goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

The interview should take less than an hour. If you do not mind, | will be
recording the session because I don’t want to miss any comments you provide. I
might miss important information when writing fast to take notes during the
interview. We are on tape, so please speak up so that | do not miss any of your
comments.

I can assure you that your responses will be kept confidential and will not be
shared with anybody. The information included in the findings of this study will
not in any means identify you as the respondent.

Remember, you are not obliged to talk about anything you don’t want to, and you
are free to end the interview at any time.

Do you have any questions about what | have already explained?

Are you willing to take part in this interview?

Interviewee Date:

Eight
interview
questions

- Prog. Eval.
Qs 1-4

- Needs
Analysis Qs 5-
8

Clarifications
and probes
are used when
needed

Research step 1: Program evaluation (effectiveness)

QUESTION ONE: How can you describe your English proficiency level in
terms of the four language skills? Are you satisfied with it in relation to your
field of study and work (if any)?

QUESTION TWO: How important do you think English is to your work in the
tourism field?

QUESTION THREE: Do you think that the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department met your needs and expectations as regards Tourism English and
prepared you to get the job of your choice? Why do you think so?

QUESTION FOUR: How many English-taught courses (i.e., General-English
and Specialty courses) did you take in the University as part of the Tourism
Department's curriculum? How do you perceive these courses as related to the
development of your Tourism English ability in consideration to these issues?
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1. Course aims and objectives as
related to your needs and
expectations

2. Sufficient tourism-related content
(i.e. materials, activities, tasks, skills,
functions, etc.)

3. Teachers' experience and skills in
teaching, methods and instructional

4, Assessment tools used to assess
learning (i.e. feedback, quizzes, etc.)

practices used to facilitate learning,
opportunity for practice Tourism
English

Research Step 2: Needs Analysis and Syllabus Design

QUESTION FIVE: If these courses did not meet your needs and expectations as
regards Tourism English and employment opportunity, what more do you think
could/should be done in any other way which would assist in making
improvements to the curriculum offered?

QUESTION SIX: What language skills, functions, and professional activities do
you think you need the best to fulfill both Tourism study and future employment
purposes? Why do you think so?

QUESTION SEVEN: Do you recommend making improvements to the
curriculum offered at the Tourism Department, for example, giving a special
Tourism-English course that is based on a newly-designed syllabus focusing on
communication in local tourism?

YES [ ] NO [ Please, elaborate on your answer
If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that newly-designed syllabus should
look like in terms of the following?

A| Goals What should students expect?

B| Content What to include (i.e. topics, skills, functions, professional
and activities) and in what order these should be taught and
sequencing | learned.

C| Format and
presentatio

How should content be presented in a way that helps
students learn in the best and most comfortable way

n possible (e.g. skills to focus on, ways to learn through)?

D| Monitoring | What should be done to facilitate and assess learning, and
and thus demonstrate the students' actual proficiency level and
assessment | ability to use English in the tourism context?

QUESTION EIGHT: What other suggestions can you provide about such a
syllabus, which can be of help in course planning and designing?

Closing:

- Further
information
added

- Next step

- Thank you

Is there anything else you want to add?

The next step will be analyzing the information you and others provided me and
reporting the findings as part of my doctoral dissertation. If you are interested in
the results of the study, | will be glad to let you know via one of the contact
means you previously provided.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and time
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Appendix P: Tourism Graduates’ Interview Guide (Arabic Version)
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Appendix

Q: Tourism Instructors’ Interview Guide (English

Version)

Introduction | I would really like to thank you for taking the time to meet with me and be part of
: Key this interview.

components | My name is Mohammad AlTarawneh, and | would like to talk to you about your
- Thank you experiences as an instructor at the Tourism Department who could add more
- insights about the department’s curriculum, especially the six courses that
Interviewer’s | constitute the English language program; namely, English Language 099, English
name Language | 101, English Language Il 102, Communication Skills, Terminology in
- Purpose Archaeology and Tourism, and Tourism management.

Confidentialit
y

- Duration

- How to
conduct the
interview

- opportunity
for questions
- Consent and

As a major component of the overall evaluation of this program, | am taking your
views of how you evaluate the program as effective or ineffective in providing
Tourism students with adequate TE training and thus meeting their needs and
expectations. Your views of the program effectiveness will be guided by four
domains, including ‘course aims and objectives’, ‘course content and materials’,
‘course conduct-teaching/learning process’, and ‘assessment and student
performance’.

I am also investigating your suggestions of what you think should be done to
improve this program to fulfill students' needs, including for example a course
syllabus in TE. Your perceptions and recommendations as regards this syllabus

Clarifications
and probes
are used

signature will also help in planning it in terms of goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessment.
The interview should take less than an hour. If you do not mind, I will be
recording the session because I don’t want to miss any comments you provide. I
might miss important information when writing fast to take notes during the
interview. We are on tape, so please speak up so that I do not miss any of your
comments.
I can assure you that your responses will be kept confidential and will not be
shared with anybody. The information included in the findings of this study will
not in any means identify you as the respondent.
Remember, you are not obliged to talk about anything you don’t want to, and you
are free to end the interview at any time.
Do you have any questions about what | have already explained?
Are you willing to take part in this interview?
Interviewee Date:
Eight
interview Research step 1: Program evaluation (effectiveness)
questions
QUESTION ONE: What’s the Department's mission regarding its graduates and
- Prog. Eval. | their English language abilities?
Qs 1-5
QUESTION TWO: How can you describe your students’ English proficiency
- Needs levels, especially those who are in their final year of study at the Tourism
Analysis Qs Department?
6-8

QUESTION THREE: Do you think that the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department is effective in meeting its students' needs as regards Tourism English,
and thus prepare them for future employments? Please, explain your answer.

QUESTION FOUR: How many courses are offered in English in the
Department’s curriculum? How effective do you perceive these courses in terms
of these issues?
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when needed

1. Course aims and objectives as related | 2. Sufficient tourism-related content
to your needs and expectations (i.e. materials, activities, tasks,
skills, functions, etc.)

4. Assessment tools used to assess
learning (i.e. feedback, quizzes,
etc.)

3. Teachers' experience and skills in
teaching, methods and instructional
practices used to facilitate learning,
opportunity  for practice  Tourism

English

QUESTION FIVE: What do you teach in these courses, and what type of
language and language skills do you mostly use in the classroom?

Research Step 2: Needs Analysis and Syllabus Design

QUESTION SIX: What language skills, functions, and professional activities do
you think these students need the best to fulfill their Tourism study and future
employment purposes? Why do you think so?

QUESTION SEVEN: Do you recommend making improvements to the
curriculum offered at the Tourism Department, for example, giving a special
Tourism-English course that is based on a newly-designed syllabus focusing on
communication in local tourism?

YES NO [ JPlease, elaborate on your answer
If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that newly-designed syllabus should
look like in terms of the following?

A | Goals What should students expect?
B | Content and | What to include (i.e. topics, skills, functions, professional
sequencing activities) and in what order these should be taught and

learned.

How should content be presented in a way that helps
students learn in the best and most comfortable way
possible (e.g. skills to focus on, ways to learn through)?

D | Monitoring | What should be done to facilitate and assess learning, and
and thus demonstrate the students' actual proficiency level and
assessment ability to use English in the tourism context?

C | Format and
presentation

QUESTION EIGHT: What other suggestions can you provide about such a
syllabus, which can be of help in course planning and designing?

Closing:

- Further
information
added

- Next step
- Thank you

Is there anything else you want to add?

The next step will be analyzing the information you and others provided me and
reporting the findings as part of my doctoral dissertation. If you are interested in
the results of the study, | will be glad to let you know via one of the contact means
you previously provided.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and time
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Appendix S: English Instructors’ Interview Guide (English Version)

Introductio
n: Key
components
- Thank you
Interviewer’
S name

- Purpose
Confidential
ity

- Duration

- How to
conduct the
interview
opportunity
for questions

I would really like to thank you for taking the time to meet with me and be part of
this interview.

My name is Mohammad AlTarawneh, and | would like to talk to you about your
experiences as an instructor at the Language Center at Mu’tah University and as
one who could add more insights about the English language program offered to
all university students and the ability of this program to provide ESP training,
more specifically TE training through the six courses that constitute the program;
namely, English Language 099, English Language | 101, English Language Il
102, Communication Skills, Terminology in Archaeology and Tourism, and
Tourism management.

As a major component of the overall evaluation of this program, | am taking your
views of how you evaluate the program as effective or ineffective in providing
Tourism students with adequate TE training and thus meeting their needs and
expectations. Your views of the program effectiveness will be guided by four
domains, including ‘course aims and objectives’, ‘course content and materials’,
‘course conduct-teaching/learning process’, and ‘assessment and student
performance’.

- Consent I am also investigating your suggestions of what you think should be done to
and improve this program to fulfill students' needs, including for example a course
signature syllabus in TE. Your perceptions and recommendations as regards this syllabus
will also help in planning it in terms of goals, content and sequencing, format and
presentation, and monitoring and assessment.
The interview should take less than an hour. If you do not mind, I will be
recording the session because I don’t want to miss any comments you provide. I
might miss important information when writing fast to take notes during the
interview. We are on tape, so please speak up so that | do not miss any of your
comments.
I can assure you that your responses will be kept confidential and will not be
shared with anybody. The information included in the findings of this study will
not in any means identify you as the respondent.
Remember, you are not obliged to talk about anything you don’t want to, and you
are free to end the interview at any time.
Do you have any questions about what | have already explained?
Are you willing to take part in this interview?
Interviewee Date:
Six Research step 1: Program evaluation (effectiveness)
interview
questions QUESTION ONE: What’s the Language Center’s mission as regards developing
the English language abilities of students of university specializations other than
- Prog. Eval. | English; for example Tourism?
Qs 1-3
QUESTION TWO: How many courses (i.e., General-English or ESP courses) are
- Needs offered for these students? How effective do you perceive these courses as regards
Analysis Qs | students' Tourism English ability in consideration to these issues?
4-6

1. Course aims and objectives as related | 2.  Sufficient  tourism-related
to your needs and expectations content (i.e. materials, activities,
tasks, skills, functions, etc.)
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Clarification
s and probes
are used
when
needed

4. Assessment tools used to assess
learning (i.e. feedback, quizzes,
etc.)

3. Teachers' experience and skills in
teaching, methods and instructional
practices used to facilitate learning,
opportunity for practice Tourism English

QUESTION THREE: Do you think that such courses, in addition to other
specialty courses taught in English at the Tourism Department, are effective in
meeting Tourism students' needs as regards Tourism English, and thus prepare
them for future employments? Please, explain your answer.

Research Step 2: Needs Analysis and Syllabus Design

QUESTION FOUR: What language skills, functions, and professional activities
do you think these students need the best to fulfill their Tourism study and future
employment purposes? Why do you think so?

QUESTION FIVE: Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum
offered at the Tourism Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English
course that is based on a newly-designed syllabus focusing on communication in
local tourism?

YES [] NO [ _]Please, elaborate on your answer
If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that newly-designed syllabus should
look like in terms of the following?

A| Goals What should students expect?

B| Content What to include (i.e. topics, skills, functions, professional
and activities) and in what order these should be taught and
sequencing | learned.

C| Format and | How should content be presented in a way that helps
presentatio | students learn in the best and most comfortable way possible
n (e.g. skills to focus on, ways to learn through)?

D| Monitoring | What should be done to facilitate and assess learning, and
and thus demonstrate the students' actual proficiency level and
assessment | ability to use English in the tourism context?

QUESTION SIX: What other suggestions can you provide about such a syllabus,
which can be of help in course planning and designing?

Closing:

- Further
information
added

- Next step

- Thank you

Is there anything else you want to add?

The next step will be analyzing the information you and others provided me and
reporting the findings as part of my doctoral dissertation. If you are interested in
the results of the study, | will be glad to let you know via one of the contact means
you previously provided.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and time
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Appendix T: English Instructors’ Interview Guide (Arabic Version)
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Appendix U:

Employers’ Interview Guide (English Version)

Introduction:
Key components
- Thank you

- Interviewer’s
name

- Purpose

- Confidentiality
- Duration

- How to
conduct the
interview

- opportunity for
questions

- Consent and
signature

I would really like to thank you for taking the time to meet with me and be
part of this interview.

My name is Mohammad AlTarawneh, and | would like to talk to you about
your experiences as an employer in the local tourism industry who could add
more insights about how well Tourism university graduates in Jordan are
prepared in TE that allows them to do the tourism jobs. As a member of
Mu’tah University’s Job Search Gate and based on your knowledge of the
curriculum offered at the Tourism Department, | also want to hear more from
you about the ability of the English language program offered within the
curriculum to provide adequate TE training through the six courses
constituting the program; namely, English Language 099, English Language |
101, English Language Il 102, Communication Skills, English Terminology
in Archaeology and Tourism, and Tourism management.

As a major component of the overall evaluation of this program, I am taking
your views of how you evaluate the program as effective or ineffective in
providing Tourism students with adequate TE training and thus meeting their
needs and expectations. Your views of the program effectiveness will be
guided by four domains, including ‘course aims and objectives’, ‘course
content and materials’, ‘course conduct-teaching/learning process’, and
‘assessment and student performance’.

I am also investigating your suggestions of what you think should be done to
improve this program to fulfill students' needs, including for example a
course syllabus in TE. Your perceptions and recommendations as regards this
syllabus will also help in planning it in terms of goals, content and
sequencing, format and presentation, and monitoring and assessment.

The interview should take less than an hour. If you do not mind, I will be
recording the session because I don’t want to miss any comments you
provide. I might miss important information when writing fast to take notes
during the interview. We are on tape, so please speak up so that | do not miss
any of your comments.

| can assure you that your responses will be kept confidential and will not be
shared with anybody. The information included in the findings of this study
will not in any means identify you as the respondent.

Remember, you are not obliged to talk about anything you don’t want to, and
you are free to end the interview at any time.

Do you have any questions about what | have already explained?

Are you willing to take part in this interview?

Interviewee Date:

Eight
interview
questions

- Prog. Eval. Qs
1-3

- Needs
Analysis Qs 4-8

Research step 1: Program evaluation (effectiveness)

QUESTION ONE: What sort of Tourism university graduates do you
consider for employment the most in your field?

QUESTION TWO: Do you think the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department is effective in meeting its students’ needs as regards Tourism
English, and thus prepare them for future employments? Please, explain your
answer.

QUESTION THREE: Do you think that Tourism graduates are proficient
enough in Tourism English to the extent they can communicate effectively in
any tourism context? Why do you think so?
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Clarifications
and probes are
used when
needed

Research Step 2: Needs Analysis and Syllabus Design

QUESTION FOUR: What professional activities do you think Tourism
graduates should be able to do in English?

QUESTION FIVE: Do you prefer to employ any Tourism graduates or only
those with special training and experiences in English for tourism? Why do
you prefer so?

QUESTION SIX: What skill (s) do you highly require a graduate to master
the best, reading, listening speaking, or writing? Please order the skills based
on how important you see each and give your reasons.

QUESTION SEVEN: Do you recommend making improvements to the
curriculum offered at the Tourism Department, for example, giving a special
Tourism-English course that is based on a newly-designed syllabus focusing
on communication in local tourism?

YES [] NO[ | Please, elaborate on your answer

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that newly-designed syllabus
should look like in terms of the following?
A | Goals What should students expect?

B | Content and | What to include (i.e. topics, skills, functions,
sequencing professional activities) and in what order these
should be taught and learned.

How should content be presented in a way that
helps students learn in the best and most
comfortable way possible (e.g. skills to focus on,
ways to learn through)?
What should be done to facilitate and assess
learning, and thus demonstrate the students' actual
proficiency level and ability to use English in the
tourism context?

C | Format and
presentation

D | Monitoring
and
assessment

QUESTION EIGHT: What other suggestions can you provide about such a
syllabus, which can be of help in course planning and designing?

Closing:

- Further
information
added

- Next step

- Thank you

Is there anything else you want to add?

The next step will be analyzing the information you and others provided me
and reporting the findings as part of my doctoral dissertation. If you are
interested in the results of the study, | will be glad to let you know via one of
the contact means you previously provided.

Thank you very much for your cooperation and time
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Appendix W: Table 4.44: Samples of Students’ and Graduates’

comments on the interview Question Number 4

Q4. How do you perceive these courses (i.e. General-English and specialty courses) as
related to the development of your Tourism English ability in consideration to these
issues: aims and objectives, Tourism content, teaching methodologies and assessment
tools?

Students' Comments

Graduates' Comments

Course aims and objectives seemed to

be usually hypothetical for some
courses. As what is written is not
applied. For example, a General-

English course aims to enable students
to speak fluently and accurately in
different situations, but in fact
communication is not facilitated
through activities and discussions or
games.

It is often taught by teacher’s
explanations and guestions to those who
raise their hands as there are many
students in a big hall. Grammar was the

As | used to be unsatisfied with my English at the
end of each course, | considered the aims of
courses, which were written in the papers
distributed at course beginnings, just like ink in
paper. They are not linked to reality and to our
expectations.

GE courses did not focus a lot on English used
in Tourism, and very few topics were there in
the textbooks,

In Specialty courses, content is tourism but it
was tough and cannot be used in
communication unless communication s
fostered by instructors in classes.

Some Specialty instructors were not at that level

main focus to do well in the exam.
Moreover, we were assessed by

to focus on language communication, especially in
Communication Skills course. Instructors in most

having two exams, 25% for each and

courses were not using technology in classes; we

50% for final. This did not say | rarely made presentations or worked out tasks
anything about my level. together.

Student F

Mostly grammar rules and terms were taught and
assessed.

We did not see marks put for speaking or oral
presentations. Few gave some marks for
individual projects and assignments. | do not
really know how much | can speak.

Graduate J

Not directly matched to our needs. We
need to know and use this knowledge in
communication. We have good
knowledge and less communicative
abilities.

GE courses were taken as subjects to
be examined, and | do not remember
that there were many things related
to our field such as topics, skills, or
functions that seem important for the
future job.

You know, | feel not all courses
translate what is actually done in the
tourism work.

Instructors  seemed  expert  and
knowledgeable in the courses, but some

I believe the courses achieved their aims and
objectives in terms of providing students with
knowledge rather than language skills, those skills
needed in Tourism and Archaeology.

If there had been many things that teach and
give practice to what is done in Tourism
situations through using English, our Tourism-
English would have been quite fine.

The teaching methodologies in most courses were
the same, and they were not interesting.
Therefore, we were not following what was
taught... Short pause.... We used to get bored and
skip classes with some classmates.

In _each course, the passing grade was 50%. |

were using Arabic most of the time

used to study hard for exams. | translated,

while teaching. Therefore, we used

learned terms, and got some help with English

Arabic as well in learning.
In classes, we used to read and analyze

grammar in order to get the mark | wanted to
pass the course. Therefore, if exams captured

texts, learn grammar and identify and

something, they captured my examination

correct_errors_in_sentences, know and

abilities and study skills only.

use terminologies with their definitions.
We spoke and wrote a little as part of

Graduate C
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the courses. And ... and we had fewer
chances to present something, observe
and see others’ presentations

Feedback as regards exam results
was _given by instructors after the
exam that was mostly in Multiple-
choice guestion format for easier and
quicker feedback, I guess.
Student E

Writing style Indicators

Italics = course aims and objectives comments
issues

Bold = sufficient tourism content
Assessment-related issues

Underlined = teaching-related

Bold & Underlined =
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Appendix X: Table 4.46: English Instructors’ comments on the
interview Question 2 ‘Effectiveness of the GE courses’

Q2. How many courses (i.e. General-English or ESP courses) are offered for students?
How effective do you perceive these courses as regards students' Tourism English ability in
consideration to these issues: aims and objectives, Tourism content, teaching
methodologies and assessment tools?

English Instructors’ comments

Students take 3 GE courses during their university study, but unfortunately, there are no ESP
courses taught to give students more help in their studies in different university departments.
The General English courses aim to improve students’ general English proficiency, but frankly,
they are not set for a particular setting such as Tourism. However, the courses may help to
expose students to some tourism content that can found in the textbooks as one or two
units, but this help is in a very limited way.

Students from all university departments take these courses, including Tourism students,
1 | and they graduate with limited English even if when they do better in exams. Perhaps, the
objectives of these courses were set to help students in communication, but some
instructors here do not focus much on this aspect while teaching.

When classes commence, you find too many students in your class. It becomes very difficult to
have communication as the sole purpose and focus of your teaching. Opportunity for students
to practice becomes less, and it becomes difficult for the instructor to prepare or use
supplementary materials or activities in the classroom.

Besides, GE courses are often taught in very big theatre-like halls due to the large number of
students. In this situation, all instructors, not only me, cannot only focus on communication, but
also they cannot use materials and activities that facilitate communicative practice. Limited
facilities in these halls again prevent you from teaching appropriately or using technology for
example. We sometimes neglect listening and speaking activities, as there is no time for doing
things, and as exams mostly include grammar and vocabulary, we do put much focus on these
aspects to prepare students for their exams. Of course, such focus takes so much time from
other activities.

In brief, we select what fits the situation we are in and help students with language as much as
we can to do better in their exams.

When yvou have such a situation, assessment will lack focus on assessing students’
communicative performance through speaking tests or quizzes for example. Even, there is
no _time for that. Instructors find themselves obliged to cope with the rules and select
those assessment tools that match the exam-oriented nature of the courses. We usually use
two _mid-term exams, a computerized final exam that is unified to all university students
taking each course, few quizzes, and assignments, depending on the instructor, as well as
students’ attendance and participation.

(Instructor E)

The aims and objectives of these courses may not completely match students’ needs and
expectations, especially in relation to communication, but | am sure that these aims and
objectives were not set to aim to develop students’ communicative abilities in ESP just like
Tourism here.

The textbooks used in the courses rarely have sufficient tourism-related content as they
teach general topics that relate to different life matters. You cannot find a lot of topics,
2 | functions, or activities that foster communication in the tourism field. The courses teach
English for no purposes, but these students should learn English for specific purposes.
Therefore, a special course in Tourism-English will serve better and seek to develop
students’ English language abilities in such a restricted context. Students need to get
familiar with the jargon used in Tourism, and unfortunately, this jargon cannot be found
in the textbooks and materials we currently use in the GE courses.

You cannot use technology with large classes, and you cannot help students much through
communicative activities and tasks because students are many. The course content is too much
to be taught in a short period, we are talking about only 3 hours a week. Sometimes, we are
obliged to skip some important activities and focus only on the most important things in the
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unit such as grammar points, vocabulary use (synonyms, antonyms, definitions, words usage in
context, etc.). They are not helped much in communication, either in general or tourism-related
contexts.
We usually assess by using exams and some assignments. Truly, the exams mostly focus
on grammar and vocabulary usage, and they take the MCQ format.

(Instructor F)

The courses often aim to help all university students with the English language, so that they can
cope with their studies. However, I admit that the courses are far from students’ expectations
and needs; they are exam-oriented and do not focus on ESP teaching.

My students and | are using a textbook that should be covered in a 14-week semester, 3 hours a
week. There is no opportunity for practice due to time limits, students’ low proficiency levels,
classroom physical environment, as well as the large number of students in each class. It looks
as if we prepare students for their exams, not to be equipped with the language they need in
their studies.

There are some topics that can be related to tourism activities, but they are not enough.
You are talking about communication, and communication is not that easy in ESP fields
like Tourism or any other fields.

As for assessment, we do not have many options to assess students in these courses due to
the reasons | have just said. Therefore, we often set assessment tools such as two mid-term
exams, First and Second, a final computerized exam that is unified to all students of the
same_course level, taking most of the marks, and the rest is left for attendance and
participation and sometimes for assignments, if any.

(Instructor G)

Italics = course aims and objectives comments

Writing Style Indicator Bold = sufficient tourism content

Underlined = teaching-related issues
Bold & Underlined = Assessment-related issues
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Appendix Y: Table 4.90: English Instructors’ comments on syllabus
recommendations (Syllabus four criteria)

Q5. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a newly
designed syllabus which focuses on communication in local tourism?

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of these
criteria; namely, Goals, Content and sequencing, Format and presentation, and Monitoring
and assessment?

English Instructors’ comments

Goals

- It should ultimately seek to develop students’ English language skills that help
them do better in study and work once they graduate. (Instructor E)

- The course should aim to develop and help students with the English language
needed to accomplish tourism professional activities. (Instructor J)

- The syllabus should prepare students for their future jobs, as they need to use
English in the tourism field. (Instructor G)

Content and
sequencing

The content should reflect real-life tourism situations and the jargon used in these
situations. For example, it should present what is said in situations like checking
into a hotel, describing a historical place to tourists, reporting past events and
narrating ancient stories to attract tourists, etc. | believe all language skills should
be integrated into this syllabus, but communication should be thoroughly focused. It
is better for an integrated topic to integrate the skills of listening, reading, analysis
and vocabulary use, and task-based writing to develop students’ speaking ability.
As they participate in discussions or tasks, make presentations, do homework or
projects around a particular tourism-related topic, their communicative performance
would develop.

(Instructor E)
- Topics and themes should be interdisciplinary and match the content Tourism
students has taken in the Specialty courses. Students need to study something
familiar despite their difficulty level as the goal would be to help students use
language to talk about what they already know. They might have taken many things
that added to their knowledge in the field, but they need the language skills to
communicate this knowledge, especially when they work. Therefore, the syllabus
may start with familiar content that is operated through receptive and productive
skills. The simplest things could be boring and of students’ interests and needs.

(Instructor F)
Tourism functions and activities are many; there are things related to travel such
hotel check-in/out, where and how to go, what to visit and eat, etc. There are also
functions that a tour guide performs such as reporting events to tourists, describing
places, tracking ancient civilizations or antiquities, escorting tourists,
communicating and translating things, and explaining brochures and trip schedules.
Other functions could include offering foods or describing local dishes and others.

(Instructor G)

Format and
presentation

I encourage presenting the syllabus in the form of a series of connected units or
modules that present topics that seem familiar, interesting and motivating to
students. | think Units are better as students are more familiar to units more than
modules. As for the syllabus approach, | suggest that the content should be
presented in terms of topics because language should address the topics they are
familiar with throughout the curriculum. Topical syllabuses are usually more
interesting, especially when students participate in choosing the topics they need to
study, and they mostly integrate other syllabuses such as functions, tasks, situations,
or even structures, that serve the learning purpose.
(Instructor E)

All teaching materials, approaches and methods should address students’ needs and
learning preferences. They should vary in using activities that keep students
motivated to see and observe, talk to others, find information themselves, move and
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make gestures, see and write or summarize, solve a problem, give opinions, get help
through explanations, etc. As students are different in the way they want to learn,
activities should have considerable focus on a wide range of students’ learning
preferences and styles.
(Instructor F)
I really support the suggestion of having a syllabus that integrates topics, skills,
functions and situations that mostly relate to tourism and reflect real-life tourism
practice both at study and work. This integration within the textbook and other
teaching materials could ensure the use of activities that facilitate communication in
Tourism and closely match students’ needs and learning styles as much as they can.
(Instructor J)

Monitoring
and
assessment

- Variety is the spice of life. When we vary our teaching and assessment methods,
we will be closer to what is realistic and quality. The teaching materials should not
be only a textbook to be explained and spoon-fed through teacher-centered
approach. It should be based on a student-centered approach which allows ample
opportunity for practice and gives priority to students’ cooperative learning.
(Instructor F)

The textbook and teaching materials should address students’ needs and focus on
the language skills, topics, functions and professional activities students need to
learn and be proficient with to fulfill tourism study and work.

(Instructor E)
- Finding out other techniques to assess students on a continuous basis to check
their progress and give appropriate feedback. Tools such as unit tests, self-
assessment check, multi-tasks exams, and students’ participation, and projects and
assignments, could work better.

(Instructor F)
- | recommend using both summative and formative evaluation techniques through
progress tests, quizzes, oral performance check, students’ accumulative learning
effort, in addition to students’ portfolios that include whatever they do throughout
the whole semester coursework. (Instructor G)
- Teacher’s portfolio can be useful to keep records of all things related to exam
results, overall progress, communicative behavior, learning strategies, observation
records, etc. (Instructor E)
- Instructors and students should use technology the most because it helps in
improving the teaching and learning process and keeps both of them motivated as
content is being taught, presented and learned. (Instructor J)
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Appendix Z: Table 4.93: Tourism Instructors’ comments on
syllabus recommendations (Syllabus four criteria).

Q7. Do you recommend making improvements to the curriculum offered at the Tourism
Department, for example, giving a special Tourism-English course that is based on a newly
designed syllabus which focuses on communication in local tourism?

If YES, what do you suggest as regards how that syllabus would be in terms of these
criteria; namely, Goals, Content and sequencing, Format and presentation, and Monitoring
and assessment?

Tourism Instructors’ comments

Goals

- The syllabus should focus on the most needed Tourism communication skills and
seek to develop students’ language to communicate theoretical knowledge. It should
also bridge the gap between the curriculum courses.

(Instructor A)
- The syllabus should balance all courses given in English and aim to improve
students’ proficiency in English so that students become confident in using English
in the tourism field; thus, they do better at study and have good job chances.

(Instructor C)

- It (the syllabus) should improve students’ language and prepare them for better
study and future employment. (Instructor D)

Content and
sequencing

Skills-related comments
- Students’ level and interests must be captured in the content which must also
reflect the skills and functions needed to do better at study and future job.
(Instructor C)

- The content should facilitate skills-based practice and put little focus on
knowledge as students at this stage know a lot in the field. They need language to
represent this knowledge and thus do better at study and have greater chances for
employment.

(Instructor H)
- I recommend the content to match students’ needs and language proficiency. I
also recommend the content to pay attention to the language skills in importance
order. That is, to begin with speaking first, followed by reading, listening,
vocabulary, writing, and finally grammar and pronunciation. (Instructor I)
Functions
- | listed many functions in the earlier question, but | can say that tourism-
management and descriptive functions are the most needed for the type of study and
work.

(Instructor A)

- | can list some here such as describing what Jordan is to attract tourists, tour
guiding, tour operating, study skills (e.g. making brochures, presentations, or
projects), and business communication which is represented through replying
phones, making reservations, serving and socializing with tourists, etc. (Instructor I)

- | would highly recommend those functions that urge students to use different study
skills to describe and manage local tourism in our country. (Instructor D)

- | suggest functions like workplace communication, describing workplace and
duties, describing people and antiques, attracting tourists and managing travel plans,
for example. (Instructor B)

Sequencing

- No, familiarity is better than simplicity. When the topic is familiar to students, it
becomes a source of enjoyment. Grammar rules and structures just like those on
commercial textbooks are boring as they must be sequenced from simple to
difficult, neglecting how much they are needed to fulfill a communicative situation.
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(Instructor A)
- | suggest the syllabus should be based on what is familiar and motivating to
students. With familiarity, students will involve in learning and be ready for
practice. I cannot assure the simple things would be of students’ interests, as they
might be boring.
(Instructor B)

Format and
presentation

- The presentation of the content should take care of students’ needs, interests,
language level, learning preferences, and multiple teaching methodologies. This
helps avoid boredom while learning, as differences are accounted for. (Instructor D)

- The syllabus should have familiar topics and integrate all needed language skills
including oral and communicative skills. (Instructor A)

- | suggest the syllabus should have receptive and productive skills. They will help
students discuss, read and write about a familiar topic. (Instructor H)

- Units are better to present the syllabus content. It is more practical for students as
they are familiar with their style. (Instructor C)

- 1 do not think modules would suit our context. | feel units are better, and most
students are accustomed to them. (Instructor 1)

Monitoring
and
assessment

- When we use multiple assessment tools, we become more careful to demonstrate
students’ actual performance. (Instructor H)

- Instructors should give feedback on whatever students do and perform in exams
and classroom activities and homework. (Instructor B)

- Feedback should be given on a regular basis to keep students always informative
about their level and performance. This feedback should be on students’ progress
not only in exams, but also in activities, projects, and assignments. (Instructor D)

- In brief, the assessment tools you use should reflect what has been actually taught
and learned. (Instructor I)

- I recommend tools such as skills-based tests, progress tests, and class performance,

to name a few. (Instructor B)

- It would be better if the syllabus used quizzes, projects, portfolio work, and oral

performance for assessing students. (Instructor D)

- | suggest using portfolios, quizzes, oral performance check, in addition to projects.
(Instructor C)

- The syllabus should make use of technology and online resources for extra

materials. It helps makes us less dependent on a textbook, which is boring.

(Instructor A)

- Technology brings life to the syllabus and makes it easier to teach and learn.
(Instructor 1)
- Audio-visual techniques play an important role to avoid total textbook
dependency. Having only a textbook seems to be demotivating as it becomes
routinized.
(Instructor D)
- The time assigned for learning the syllabus content should be sufficient. Having
this time may ensure better learning and assessment. (Instructor H)

- The syllabus should reflect reality in teaching, learning, and assessment; therefore,
it would not be so unless enough time is ensured. (Instructor B)
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