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ABSTRACT

The current English language curriculum in primary and secondary schools in Turkey
has been framed by The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR) in an endeavour to bring in a more communication-oriented perspective on
language education. This study aimed to evaluate the CEFR framed curriculum from
the perspectives of teachers who apply it in the classroom and the students who
experience it. An exploratory sequential mixed method research design, which
encompassed a 40-item questionnaire (100 participants), a 25-item semi-structured
interview (6 secondary and 3 primary school teachers), focus group interviews with
students (total of 84 students), classroom observations and document analysis, was
employed in primary and secondary schools in Sultanbeyli, Umraniye, and Besiktas
districts of Istanbul. The results showed that lack of knowledge about the CEFR and
the contextual factors such as overcrowded classrooms and limited class contact hours
greatly affected the implementation phase of the curriculum. It was also revealed that
there is a remarkable mismatch between the language education policy
(communication-oriented) and the classroom practices (exam-oriented). The findings
of this study implied that teachers need ongoing in-service training about the CEFR
framed curriculum to enhance their understanding of the implementation of its
principles in the classroom. The implications of the study, most notably the need for

well-tailored in-service training, are also discussed.

Keywords: CEFR, English Language Curriculum, Primary and Secondary School,
Teachers’ Perceptions, Students’ Perceptions, Language Policy, Curriculum

Evaluation
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Tiirkiye'deki ilk ve orta okullardaki mevcut Ingilizce miifredati, dil egitimine daha
iletisim odakl1 bir bakis ag1s1 getirmek amaciyla Avrupa Dilleri Ogretimi Ortak Cerceve
Programi (ADOCEP) tarafindan g¢ergevelenmistir. Bu calisma, ADOCEP c¢erceveli
miifredat1 sinifta uygulayan dgretmenler ve onu deneyimleyen Ogrenciler agisindan
degerlendirmeyi amaglamistir. 40 maddelik bir anket (100 katilimc1), 25 maddelik yar1
yapilandirilmis goriisme (6 ortaokul ve 3 ilkokul 6gretmeni), 6grencilerle odak grup
goriigmeleri (toplam 84 Ogrenci) iceren kesfedici sirali karma yontem arastirma
tasarimi, sinif gdzlemleri ve dokiiman incelemesi, Istanbul'un Sultanbeyli, Umraniye
ve Besiktas ilgelerindeki ilk ve orta dereceli okullarda uygulanmistir. Sonuglar,
ADOCEP hakkinda bilgi eksikliginin ve agir1 kalabalik siniflar ve sinirli sinif temas
saatleri gibi baglamsal faktorlerin miifredatin uygulama asamasini biiyiik Slgiide
etkiledigini gostermistir. Ayrica dil egitimi politikasi (iletisim odakli) ile sinif ici
uygulamalar (sinav odakli) arasinda dikkate deger bir uyumsuzluk oldugu ortaya
cikmigtir. Bu c¢alismanin bulgulari, 6gretmenlerin ADOCEP ¢erceveli miifredat
hakkinda, ilkelerinin smifta uygulanmasina iligkin anlayislarini gelistirmek igin
siirekli hizmet i¢i egitime ihtiyag duyduklarini ima etti. Calismanin ¢ikarimlari,

ozellikle de iyi uyarlanmis hizmet i¢i egitim ihtiyaci da tartigilmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ADOCEP, Ingilizce Miifredat, Ik ve Ortaokul; Ogretmenlerin

Algisi, Ogrencilerin Algisi, Dil Politikasi, Miifredat Degerlendirmesi
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter consists of four sections. The first section provides background
information to the study. The second section introduces the purpose of the study. The
third section explains the significance of the study. Finally, the fourth section provides
the definition of terms used throughout the study.

1.1 Background of the Study

The term ‘lingua franca’ has been assigned to English as it is widely spoken all across
the world for education, commercial, political, and everyday purposes. Even though
English is not the official language of many countries where it is widely spoken,
English is taught as a second or foreign language due to its significance in the
international arena. The inner circle, the outer circle, and the expanding circle are three
interconnected circles that appeared as a result of the expansion of English, claims
Kachru (1998). The three circles referred by Kachru signify the distinct characteristics
of English in the aforementioned circles which will be discussed in detail in the
subsequent paragraph. Dogancay-Aktuna (1998) assert that colonization is the main
cause of the quick spread of English language all across the world. Although the
Anglo-Saxon Era in England is when the English language first developed, it was the
rise of the British Empire that contributed to the global adoption of the language. The
first permanent English-speaking colony came into existence when a group of people
arrived in North America to start a settlement in the 1600s. A century later, with the

spread of colonization, British English reached the shores of Africa, India, and Oceania



(British Library, 1999). Although the impact of English language was limited to the
colonized countries, the popularity of English began to increase after World War 11
and it became a commonly used language in many countries around the world
(Phillipson, 1994). In the colonised world, the dominance of English continued to
maintain its position even after the colonisation period. After World War II, the United
States became a more influential actor globally. Its socioeconomic and sociocultural
role as a global powerhouse has hastened the adoption of the language (Dogancay-
Aktuna, 1998). Having mentioned that, Graddol (1997) drew attention to two enduring
historical actors that aided in the expansion of English. The first one was Britain and
its colonial expansion, which led to the emigration of numerous English speakers to
various countries across the world. However, after the colonial era, the role of second
actor (i.e., the US) in the expansion of English became more significant than that of
Britain. English gradually became the language of scientific and technical knowledge.
In addition to that, Bhatt (2001) pinpoints the most prominent aspects of the overall
issues and links the expansion of English to the financial factors that gave rise to the
commercial dominance of the United Kingdom and the United States in the post war
era. On the other hand, Kachru (1996) divided the English language's spread into
several distinct stages. The 16th and 17th centuries are the periods when English
spread throughout the United Kingdom with the expansion of the British Empire. In
the second phase of the expansion, the language became more prominent as people
started to travel across countries and continents more than before. As English-speaking
populations migrated and colonization gained more importance, English further spread
to North America as well as Oceania. The third phase of the expansion, when the

language was introduced to colonized regions in the Africa where people had no



contact with the English language before. This eventually had the most remarkable

impact on the sociolinguistic character of the language.

The three circles stand for three different speech forms in English. They also represent
the stages in the spread of the language. In addition, the model proposed outlines the
unique properties of the way the language is used, acquired, and developed (Kachru,
1986). The inner circle is formed by the countries such as United Kingdom and United
States of America where English is the mother tongue of the speakers. The outer circle
in the model represents the countries where English became a common and accepted
language as a result of colonization. Good examples of these countries could be
Singapore and India that were the colonies of British empire for decades. The
expanding circle, on the other hand, has no colonial background but recognized and
accepted the dominance of English as an international language. A good example of
this could be China, which is considered as one of the largest economies in the world.
Turkey, like China, can be categorized in the expanding circle of Kachru's model
because there is only one official language in the country and Turkey had never been
colonized by an English-speaking country (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998). Although there
are minority languages (i.e., Kurdish, Zazaki) spoken in Turkey, Turkish has
maintained its dominance as the official language of the country (Bear, 1985).
However, because of its popularity and dominance in the international arena, English
has gained the status as the most commonly accepted and appreciated foreign language

(Onalan, 2005).

A brief overview of the foreign language history of Turkey reveals that at the time of
the Ottoman Empire, it was French, Persian, and Arabic that were the most accepted

and appreciated foreign languages. Persian and Arabic were the two languages that the
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Ottoman Turkish was based on. In other words, the alphabet of the official language
of the Ottoman Empire was a version of Perso-Arabic script that incorporated aspect
of Persian as well as Arabic. The language had borrowed an extensive number of
words from both languages. These were the commonly used languages in international
relations (Bear, 1985). As French got hold of an international status back then, it was
the second language that was commonly taught in the schools. Mekteb-i Maarif-i
Adliye (School for Secular Learning) was founded in 1839 with a purpose of raising
public servants and government officials to serve the needs of the empire in
establishing and maintaining international relations (Akyuz, 2001). To do that, French
was taught as a second language. As the empire spread across three continents, the
need for additional foreign languages merged. Therefore, languages such as German,
Greek, Armenian, Bulgarian, and Russian were introduced in schools (Demircan,

1988; Sezer, 2003).

As Sezer (2003) indicated, Tanzimat Fermani, which was published in 1839, is
considered as the first attempt of the Ottoman Empire in westernization and strengthen
its ties with the west. Therefore, more emphasis was placed on western languages.
English was one of these languages and became widely taught second language.
Kirkgoz (2005) asserts that this acceptance of English could be considered as an
attempt to westernize the education system. This period also marked the beginning of
American influence on the empire with the increase in trade relations. In line with this,
English language became increasingly significant as a foreign language. Twenty-four
years after the declaration of Tanzimat Fermani, in 1863, an American missionary
established Robert College in Istanbul in 1863. It was the first school (private
institution) that adopted English as the medium of instruction (Council of Higher

Education, 2001). This was an important attempt in strengthening the status of English
4



language as well as the America’s social and cultural influence. Uskudar American
College, which was established in 1871, was the second institution to offer English-
medium instruction to students. However, it was not until 1908 that English became
one of the subjects taught in public schools. When the Ottoman Empire fell and the
Republic of Turkey was established in 1923, the expansion of the impact of English

on language education intensified.

The Ministry of National Education was empowered by the law called Tevhid-i
Tedrisat Kanunu that was enacted in 1924. This law put the Ministry of National
Education in charge of all academic and research institutes. Four years later in 1928,
the Turk Egitim Dernegi (Turkish Education Association- TED) was founded with a
vision to enhance the quality of education. It was this organisation that promoted the
teaching of English, French, and German as foreign languages (Celebi, 2006). English
became the dominant foreign language in Turkey in the 1950s as a result of
modernization and the socio-economic influence of the English-speaking countries
(Erdogan, 2002). This led to the development of language programs in Turkey (Varis,
1996). In mid 1950s, Anatolian (Anadolu) School opened its doors as the first
government secondary school offering English as the medium of instruction (Kirkgoz,
2005). The state began opening more of these schools in response to growing parental
pressure. The number of Anatolian (Anadolu) schools that was only twelve in 1970s
almost doubled in 1980s (twenty-three schools). In 1956, another initiative was taken
and the Middle East Technical University was founded. It made a significant
contribution to the teaching of foreign languages in Turkey (Celebi, 2006). Parallel to
all these innovations, the government started offering incentive for those government
officials who had certain level of foreign language education to reward their language

proficiency (Demircan, 1988).



The role of foreign languages and foreign language teaching programs became more
evident after the World War II. The concept of ‘globalization’ became more apparent
and increased the social and financial interactions among different countries.
Therefore, people began to realize how important it was to acquire a foreign language
(Demirel, 1987). This, in return, created a dire need for more efficient methods of
foreign language education to advance this idea and make it a reality. The Ministry of
National Education made an attempt to create a new program in 1972 to accomplish
that. A centre called Yabanci Diller Ogretimini Gelistirme Merkezi was founded. Its
ultimate aim was to advance foreign language teaching. To do that, the centre created
a curriculum that incorporated foreign language teaching resources as well as teaching
methods and techniques (Keskil, 1999). As a result of this effort, foreign language
instruction gradually became a part of the education system. That is to say that, in
1983, the Foreign Language Teaching Law, which served as the foundation for foreign
language instruction, was passed (Ozbay, 2003). It was this regulation that determined
the foreign languages that are to be taught in educational institutions. Additionally, it
set the guidelines for institutions where English was the medium of instruction.
According to this law, it was the duty of the Council of Ministries to decide on the
foreign languages to be offered at the educational institutes. Meanwhile. the Ministry
of National Education had the power to designate the courses that would be delivered
in a foreign language and to grant permissions for the elementary and secondary
schools where that language would be the medium of instruction. Higher education,
on the other hand, was placed under the authority of the Higher Education Council
(YOK). Because of the institutional and legislative innovations, Demircan (1988)
claims that English gained a considerably higher status among all other foreign

languages taught in schools in Turkey after 1980s.



The brief historical journey of English as a foreign language indicates that its
importance as an internationally recognized medium of communication has led to an
increased interest in its teaching as a foreign language in non-English speaking
countries. It has become an essential instrument to gain access to the global markets.
Therefore, having English as a second language has always been considered as an
advantage in finding a well-respected and well-paid job. According to Ahmad (1993),
English has become a requirement for employment success in an industry that is
becoming more and more competitive. He adds that it was the Prime Minister Ozal's
vision to create a liberal economy and strengthen the economic ties with the West
which contributed to the significance of foreign language in Turkey. This, eventually
led parents to encourage their kids to learn a second language to keep up with the ever-
changing needs of the competitive job market. Due to the fact that English is
undeniably stronger than any other language in the world, it was considered by
the Turkish government as a key to modernise the country (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998).
Therefore, the Turkish Ministry of National Education has emphasized the value of
foreign language education to achieve this objective. The priority and emphasis placed
on learning foreign languages would result in some of the most major policy and

curriculum changes in the language education history in Turkey.

In 1997, an eight-year compulsory education was introduced by the government. This
marked a major shift for the educational system in Turkey. The existing English
language curriculum was updated by the Ministry of National education that was in
use in primary and secondary schools (Yal, 2011). This reform had a significant impact
on the second language education in Turkey as it introduced a considerably radical
change. The curricula in Grade 4 and Grade 5 were updated and English language

education was added in 1997 (Kirkgoz, 2005). Children were required to attend
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primary school (Grades 1 to Grade 5) and secondary school (Grade 6 to Grade 8) for
a minimum of eight years under the eight-year compulsory education reform. In 2012,
on the other hand, the length of compulsory education was increased from eight years
to twelve years, comprising of four years of primary school (Grade 1 to Grade 4), four
years of secondary school (Grades 5 to Grade 8), and four years of high school (Grades
9 to Grade 12) (Ministry of National Education, 2013). This system innovation also
brought along the curricula reform. That is to say that, the English language education
program had to undergo a comprehensive revision in conjunction with these
developments. The school enrolment age for children was lowered to sixty-nine
months. Children who are sixty-six, sixty-seven or sixty-eight months old could also
be enrolled in Grade 1 with the written permission of their parents. Additionally,
English language education was required to be commenced in the second grade rather
than the fourth grade (Ministry of National Education, 2013). All these policy changes
aimed to enhance the language teaching-learning practices in Turkey. The extent to

which they have succeeded is an enquiry yet to be addressed.

1.2 Purpose of the Study

Numerous researchers have noted that despite spending several years learning English
in Turkey, students struggle to use and understand the language when speaking or
listening (Tuzcu Eken, 2021; Dundar & Merc, 2017; Gunal & Engin-Demir, 2012;
Yanik, 2007). The curriculum innovations outlined above, on the other hand, aimed to
enhance the teaching learning experiences of the major stakeholders of the English
language curriculum namely teachers and students. Having said that, it is widely
claimed that even though the theoretical foundation of the current English language
curriculum is fairly promising, pupils and teachers are not very pleased with the way

the program is being implemented (Yanik, 2008; Gunal & Engin-Demir, 2012).



Considering the fact that Turkey has taken several steps and implemented curriculum
changes/innovations and revised the teacher education programs in the past to achieve
the ultimate outcome of educating youth that is proficient in English, it would be
reasonable to anticipate that significant improvements in language education have
been made. However, even after spending nearly 1,000 hours in the classroom learning
the language, more than 95% of Turkish students still cannot use English to
communicate in order to complete simple tasks, according to a report by TEPAV
(Turkiye Ekonomi Politikalari Arastirma Vakfi) and the British Council (Guttman,
2014). The report signifies the language deficiency and refers to some of the reasons
behind it. In addition to that, in 2015 Turkey was ranked as the 26" country out of 27
countries in Europe and the 50" country out of 70 countries all around the world in
terms of English language proficiencies (English First, n.d). These findings clearly
indicate that there seems to be a mismatch between the actions taken and the outcomes

achieved or yet to be achieved.

This particular research study aims to delve into the latest English language curriculum
(2018) in Turkey framed by the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages. The preliminary purpose of the study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the
CEFR framed English language curriculum in primary (Grade 2-3-4) and secondary
(Grade 5-6-7-8) schools in Turkey. More specifically, it intends to examine whether
or not the curriculum meets the expectations of the students and teachers as well as the
expectations of the Ministry of Education in foreign language education.

1.3 Significance of the Study

One of the most significant reasons why curriculum innovations fail or get criticized

is because they are ill-conceived, fail to meet the expectations of the stakeholders, pay



no attention to the contextual factors, or contain unrealistic goals and objectives. The
implementation of earlier curricula in Turkey had drawn criticism, primarily because
some of them were introduced without piloting, which led to a range of different issues
at the implementation phase (Kirkgoz, 2005). This clearly indicates that conducting
curriculum evaluation is a significant and equally necessary practice. That is to say
that, the major components of the curriculum (i.e., goals and objectives, students,
teachers, decision-makers, resources and materials, context...etc.) should all be taken
into account in the development of the curriculum and constantly revised and
evaluated to pinpoint any discrepancies. This process could potentially ensure a
successful curriculum innovation. Kirkgoz (2008) outlines three factors that could
have an impact on curriculum innovation: cultural, teacher-related, and contextual
factors. These factors pinpoint potential issues peculiar to the workplace culture of the
teachers and the realities of the classroom setting in which the curriculum is

implemented.

Foreign language education in Turkey has undergone remarkable innovations and
policy reforms. These reforms incorporated the development of a new curriculum and
designing new coursebooks to meet the needs and expectations of the ever-changing
language education as well as the students and teachers. However, English language
teaching practices in Turkey have always been exposed to criticism. Although
Kizildag (2009) believes that the curriculum is perfect, she also describes it as "busy
and inflexible". The criticism mainly stemmed from a range of different factors
namely teacher efficacy, learner motivation, instructional methods and techniques,
learning context, and available resources. The factors identified are all interrelated.
For instance, the efficiency of teachers in delivering the new curriculum is somehow

related to the implementation of more recent instructional methods and techniques.
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This raises the question of whether the context identified and the resources selected
are consistent with the instruction method or technique proposed in the curriculum.
Aktas (as described in Kizildag, 2009) also pinpoints additional variables including
the type of foreign language teaching materials, inadequate teaching hours, unqualified
foreign language teachers, and poor quality of the supplied foreign language training
that hinder the effective implementation of the curriculum. The ineffectiveness of
textbooks and the scarcity of resources like computers, projectors, and videos/CDs are
highlighted by Kirkgoz (2008b) as key factors. Isik (2008) adds that the traditional
teaching methods adopted and internalised by the teachers, the teaching-learning
habits of the students and teachers, and the shortcomings of the language planning are
other key contributing factors to the issue. As the new curriculum took a completely
different approach to language education in terms of methodology, teachers find it
rather challenging to adjust their teaching habits. Besides, the new curriculum was
designed to be more learner-centred which required teachers to reconsider their role in
the classroom. As Kirkgoz (2008a) asserts, teachers focus less on promoting student
participation in language learning process and more on transferring the knowledge
about the language. This, in return, causes considerably less attention to be paid on
fostering the students’ communicative skills. Yanik (2007) also addresses similar
factors affecting the implementation of the ELT program and adds that context, lack
of resources, textbooks, and even the curriculum itself could be considered as crucial

components in the implementation process.

It is clearly evident that, there are still some issues that need to be addressed with
regards to the implementation of curriculum reform. This is necessary not only to
ensure that the factors affecting the successful implementation of the curriculum are

eliminated, but also the standards of foreign language education are improved. Kirkgoz
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(2009) highlights the fact that there is a significant discrepancy between the language
education policy and its actual implementation in the classroom settings in Turkey.
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) which has been
incorporated into the current curriculum could yield more positive results in long term.
However, it is crucially important that such an innovation is required to be closely
monitored and evaluated. Having said that, there are unfortunately not many research
studies conducted to monitor the progress and evaluate the efficacy of the CEFR
framed English language curriculum in primary and secondary schools in Turkey.
Although there are some studies that have been conducted (Guneyli &Demirel, 2006
and Ustunluoglu et al., 2012), they are limited in scope and thus unable to provide a
comprehensive evaluation of how effective the curriculum is. There is no guarantee
that incorporating the principles of CEFR into the language curriculum would ensure
a more communicative approach in language education and greater attainment to goals
and objectives of language education considering the fact that The CEFR is a
framework that promotes the use of foreign languages in an action-oriented manner
without prescribing a particular style to language instruction. That is to say that a
curriculum evaluation study that is comprehensive enough to include all aspects of a
curriculum is most definitely needed in order to identify the effectiveness of the
curriculum innovation executed by the MoNE and potentially identify the issues and
challenges in classroom implementation. According to the Ministry of National
Education (2013), the planned curriculum tends to deviate from the one implemented
in classroom in many ways. Contextual factors (i.e., school infrastructure, class size,
and available classroom equipment and resources) and human factor (i.e., school
administration, teachers, learners, and parents) might influence the implementation of

the curriculum. Therefore, such an innovation requires careful preparation and long-
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term commitment to succeed. As Olivia (2005) claims, curriculum evaluation is an
essential component of a viable curriculum development. Therefore, the purpose of
the study is to evaluate the effectiveness of the CEFR framed English language
curriculum in primary (Grade 2 to Grade 4) and secondary schools (Grade 5 to Grade
8) in Turkey. More specifically, the study intends to examine whether the expectations
of the Ministry of Education and the CEFR criteria, that have been cultivated in the
newly released English language curriculum, have been effectively put in practice in
the language teaching-learning process. Additionally, the potential factors (internal or
external) that might influence the implementation of the curriculum are expected to be
revealed in this study.

1.4 Definition of Terms

The term ‘primary school’ is used throughout the study to refer to Grade 1, 2, 3, and
4. The age range of the students in primary school is between 6-year-old (66-month-
old) in Grade 1 and 9-year-old in Grade 4. In the second year of primary school,
students start taking English classes two hours a week. In Grade 2 and 3, the
preliminary focus of the English curriculum is on speaking and listening skills. As
students grow in their linguistic knowledge and proficiency, reading and writing skills

are introduced gradually in higher grades.

In the new English language curriculum, which has been framed by the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), relevant CEFR proficiency
levels (to be defined in detail later) have been assigned to each grade in primary school

level. The following table summarises the information that has been given so far.
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Table 1: Primary schools in Turkey

Grade/ Age  CEFR Level Hours per Skill Focus
Year Week

2 6-Year- 2 Hours Listening and Speaking
old

3  7-Year- Al 2 Hours Listening and Speaking
old

Very Limited Reading and Writing

4  8/9-Year- 2 Hours Listening and Speaking

old

Very Limited Reading and Writing

The term ‘secondary school’ is used throughout the study to refer to Grade 5, 6, 7, and
8. The age range of the students in secondary school is between 9 or 10 in Grade 5 and
13-14 in Grade 8. The secondary school incorporates the transition phase from Al to
A2. In the 5th and 6th grades (Grade 5 and Grade 6), students continue working at Al
level and the focus is still on speaking and listening with very limited reading and
writing. As students get to the 7th grade, they start working at A2 level. Speaking and
listening skills continue to be the primary focus at this level, with reading and writing
skills serving as the secondary focus. In secondary school, the learners are exposed to
the target language more when compared to primary school. Grade 5 and 6 students
take English classes 3 hours a week while Grade 7 and 8 students have 4 hours of
English classes a week. The following table summarises the information that has been

given so far.

Table 2: Secondary schools in Turkey
Grade/ Age CEFR Level Hours per Skill Focus
Year Week
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5 9-10-
Year-old

6 11-Year-
old

7 12-Year-

old

8 13-14-
Year-old

3 Hours
Al

3 Hours
A2 4 Hours

4 Hours

Listening and Speaking
Limited Reading

Very Limited Writing
Listening and Speaking
Limited Reading
Limited Writing
Primary: Listening and
Speaking Secondary:
Reading and Writing
Primary: Listening and

Speaking Secondary:
Reading and Writing

The CEFR that stands for the "Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages" refers to the framework created by the European Commission as the most
recent set of standardized guidelines for foreign language teaching programs. It is
designed to provide a thorough foundation for designing teaching and learning
resources and evaluating proficiency in foreign languages. According to the CEFR,
proficiency in a foreign language (L2) is described as the capacity to use it in five
different domains (i.e., listening, reading, writing, spoken interaction, and spoken

production) at six different levels (Council of Europe, 2001). The following table

(Table 3) outlines the information given so far.

Table 3: CEFR levels and general descriptors (CoE, 2001)

Level General Descriptor
C2 Mastery Highly proficient- can use English
Proficient very fluently, precise and sensitive in

User
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Cl Effective Able to use English fluently and

Operational flexibly in a wide range of contexts
Proficiency
Independent B2 Vantage Can use English effectively, with
User some fluency, in a range of contexts
B1 Threshold Can communicate essential points

and ideas in familiar contexts

Basic User A2 Waystage Can communicate in English within a
limited range of contexts

Al Breakthrough Can communicate in basic English
with help from the listener

The "Can Do" statements in the descriptors for every category indicate what learners
can perform at each competency level in their L2s. The Council of Europe (CoE)
member countries as well as other countries have adopted the CEFR's guiding
principles. According to the CEFR framework, the plurilingual and pluricultural
competence is the ultimate aim of language acquisition as these are the cornerstone of
foreign language education (Khalifa & French, 2008). According to the CEFR, the
ability of a bilingual person to fluidly switch from one particular linguistic code to
another in order to create and maintain communication under various conditions is
known as plurilingualism (CoE, 2001). The goal of language instruction, from the
perspective of plurilingualism, is to raise peoples’ awareness of this ability so that they
can take it as a life-long commitment to improve it. In addition to that, the CEFR
emphasizes the value of individuals as learners, thus places significant emphasis on
the necessity of developing learner independence (Morrow, 2004). On the other hand,
the second concept ‘pluriculturalism’ is believed to result naturally from

plurilingualism. The CEFR claims that “pluriculturalism develops when linguistic and
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cultural competencies in respect of each language are modified by knowledge of the
other and contribute to intercultural awareness” (CoE, 2001, p. 43). This is due to the
fact that the ability to promote dialogue and interaction between culture, which is also
referred as interculturality, develops as a result of plurilingualism. This allows the
individual to understand and internalize the cultural and linguistic norms and form a
distinct identity that is not limited to a specific cultural viewpoint. The term
‘curriculum’ is used in this study to refer to the academic content of the courses offered
in primary and secondary schools by the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in

Turkey.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter begins with a survey of the literature on the Turkish educational system
as a whole before delving into the teaching of the English language in the country.
This is followed by a specific focus on the English language curriculum in primary
and secondary schools in Turkey. The Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages (CEFR) which has been used to frame the English language curriculum
in primary and secondary schools, its principles and key competencies have been
included in the literature review. Subsequent to this, the innovation of the English
language curriculum in Turkey has been analysed and included in the literature review.
In addition, the curriculum evaluation models have been revised with the purpose of
setting the framework for the evaluation of the CEFR framed English language
curriculum in primary and secondary schools in Turkey. In the final section of the
literature review, the available English language curriculum evaluation studies in
Turkey and in other countries, where the CEFR is utilised in language education, have
been examined and included in the literature review.

2.1 The Education System in Turkey

Formal education and informal education are the two pillars of Turkey's educational
system. According to the Ministry of Education of the Republic of Turkey, formal
education includes preschool for children aged 36-56 months and 48-68 months,
primary school for children aged 6 (69 months)-9 years, secondary school for children

aged 10-13 years, high school (including vocational or technical schools) for children
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aged 14—17 years, and tertiary education that could be at least two years depending on

the major.

The formal education has four phases: primary (4 years), secondary (4 years), high
school (4 years) and tertiary education. As part of the "compulsory education"
legislation that was implemented in 1997 in Turkey, the primary school which
included 5 years of schooling and secondary school which included 3 years of
schooling were required to be attended by every citizen and they were free of charge.
In 2012, the duration of formal schooling was increased from 8 years to 12 years with
a new legislation to enhance the overall of quality of the education provided and to
increase the rate of participation to formal education all over the country (OECD,
2013). After completing the primary and secondary school levels, there are a variety
of high schools such as Anatolian (Anadolu Lisesi), Science (Fen Bilimleri Lisesi),
Social sciences (Sosyal Bilimler Lisesi), Anatolian Technical and Vocational (Mesleki
ve Teknik Anadolu Lisesi), Anatolian High Schools for Imams and Preachers
(Anadolu Imama Hatip Lisesi), Military (Askeri Lise), Night (Gece Lisesi), and Open
High Schools (Acik Lise) that the students can choose from. However, students are
required to take an exam called High School Entrance Exam (HSEE) at the end of
Grade 8 and based on their success in the exam, they will be admitted to one of the
high schools mentioned above. Upon completion of high school, the students are
required to take another exam (University Entrance Exam) if they wish to continue
their formal education. Informal education is also offered by the Ministry of National
Education. This type of education targets people who, for a variety of reasons, have
never been in the formal education system. They are offered basic literacy and
numeracy courses to equip them with the essential knowledge that they would need in

everyday life. Besides, informal education also serves the purpose of equipping
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individuals with practical knowledge to improve their professional skills as well as
their long-term living standards. This is done in the form of occupational courses
offered by the Ministry of National Education.

2.2 English Language Education in Turkey

2.2.1 Foreign Language Education before and after Republic

Turkish people first came into touch with the English language during the 1530s when
the Ottoman Empire had strong trade relationship with the British Empire. To
overcome the language obstacle to sustain the relationships, the minority groups (e.g.,
the Greek, Jewish, and Armenian) in Istanbul and Izmir were used as translators for
centuries because Ottomans did not feel it was essential to learn English at the time
(Demircan, 1988; Lewis, 1982). Few Muslim Turks are known to have attempted to
study a foreign language prior to the eighteenth century, according to Lewis (1982).
Indeed, during the eighteenth century, French was widely utilized in trade and
diplomacy. Therefore, it was the dominant foreign language of its time. A trade
agreement that was signed in 1830s between the United States and the Ottoman Empire
initiated the relations between Turks and the English-speaking Americans. These
relations would develop during the course of the history and would reveal itself in
different forms. Education, more specifically language education, was one of many of
these forms. Robert College, which was founded in 1863 by American missionaries,
was the very first of its kind. It was the first school that used English as the medium
of instruction. Initially, the student portfolio of this school comprised of the children
of the ethnic minorities within the Ottoman Empire, but eventually Muslim Turks were
also admitted. In 1903, Robert College graduated its very first Turkish Muslim

students (Davison as cited in Bear, 1985).
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After the Ottoman Empire, the teaching of Arabic and Persian languages in schools
was prohibited when the Republic of Turkey was established in 1923. This was an
attempt to secularize education following the fall of the Ottoman Empire (Dogancay-
Aktuna, 1998). The new Republic's top priority in education was to raise the literacy
level of the nation. The fact that just 6% of Turkish citizens were literate at the time
meant that education in the mother tongue received greater attention than education in
foreign languages. However, as part of the plan to modernize the country and improve
its relationships with the western world, foreign language was required to be part of
the education system as well. Foreign languages were seen as the key to the new
Republic's cultural and technological advancement, but for the time being, they had to
be acquired through translations (Demircan, 1988). Additionally, in their efforts to
build the nation, the rulers of the time, led by Kemal Ataturk, frequently emphasized
the close ties between language and culture. As a result, they placed emphasis on the
value of literacy in one's mother tongue and an understanding of it culture as the
preliminary goal and on the study of foreign languages as the secondary goal. Turkish
was a widely used language for literacy by the 1950s. Meanwhile, some of the
Turkey’s largest cities had a number of exceptionally competitive English-medium
schools. With the declaration of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, the modernization
and Westernization movements strengthened the links with Europe, particularly with
France. However, in the 1950s, Turkey started to shift progressively away from
European hegemony more towards American dominance and the use of English as a
common tongue. The earlier state of affairs had to change by the middle of the
19th century due to increased linguistic contact and tighter links with the United

States.
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English was more widely spoken foreign language in Turkey by the middle of the
1950s as a result of the growing socio-economic and political influence of the United
States. The desire to establish, maintain, and improve the commercial relations and
also access the technological advancements, Turkey felt the pressure to secure better
access to English. The idea of globalization became more obvious after 1980,
necessitating a robust foundation of international ties. Turkey felt an even greater
urgency to keep up with the globalized world in terms of foreign language skills. This
initiated the planning process so called ‘language-in-education’ to facilitate the
process of learning English. The statistical information from 1987 and 1988 clearly
demonstrates that there were 193 English—-medium secondary schools in Turkey (103
private and 90 government), 15 German—medium secondary schools (8 private and 7
government), 11 French—-medium secondary schools (9 private and 2 government), and
2 private schools where the medium of instruction was in Italian (Demircan, 1988).
The disparity between the proportion of schools teaching in English against other

foreign languages amply demonstrates the dominance of English in the whole country.

In essence, the necessity to open up to the West for technological breakthroughs and
cross-cultural contact was the major driving force behind the expansion of English in
Turkey. 1950s marked the beginning of the spread of English language education and
it continued until the late 1970s. As a result of growing contact with global market by
means of audio-visual materials (i.e., Tv and radio), which brought American culture
into Turkey in the form of new products, concepts, and linguistic terms, the spread of
English accelerated starting in the middle of the 1980s (Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998).
2.2.2 Foreign/ Second Language Policy in Turkey

It is necessary to look at the historical origins in order to completely understand how

second language education has evolved over time in Turkey. After World War I, there
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was a fundamental change that led to a rise in admiration for Western culture. In
addition to that, there was an increasing involvement of the United States in
international affairs. This in long-run led to the spread of its socio-cultural impact on
other countries, including Turkey. Therefore, English became a highly demanded
foreign language (Eskicumali & Turedi, 2010). Part of the reason why English grew
to become increasingly significant in Turkey was its endeavour to keep up with the

socio-economic demands of the globalized world.

In 1959, Turkey made an attempt to become part of the European Economic
Community (Avrupa Ekonomik Toplulugu) which was established in 1958 in an
attempt to create an economic integrity among its member states. When the European
Union (EU) was formed in 1993, the European Economic Community (renamed as
European Community) was incorporated into European Union. In order to become a
member state, the candidate states had to comply with the standards of the European
Union. The Council of Europe initiated the development process of a comprehensive
framework for languages with an aim of facilitating communication among the people
living in the member states. The Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages that was published in 2001, as a result of this endeavour, made a significant
impact on the curriculum design in the member states. Due to its close ties with the
European Union and its attempt to become a member state, this would eventually
impact the English language curriculum design in Turkey too (Alptekin & Tatar, 2011

as cited in Yal, 2011).

These reforms in education introduced in Year 1997 by the Ministry of National
Education and the Higher Education Council, which introduced eight years of

compulsory education, made it possible to start language learning from the Grade 4
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onwards. The assumption behind it was to promote and enhance second language
education (Yal, 2011). In 2013, a more radical step was taken, and the Ministry of
National Education introduced 4+4+4 system and extended the compulsory formal
education to twelve years. The primary, secondary and high school levels were all
redesigned and each level comprised four years of education. In light of the most recent
reform, the duration of compulsory schooling was raised to 12 years, with four years
of primary (Grade 1 to Grade 4), four years of secondary (Grade 5 to Grade 8), and
four years of high school (Grade 9 to Grade 12). In addition, the age requirement for
registering students for the first grade was lowered by one year, and the English
language teaching program was totally changed. English education became mandatory
beginning in the second grade rather than the fourth. Children would unavoidably
begin English classes approximately three years earlier than they would under the old

system (Ministry of National Education, 2013).

Having mentioned the policy changes in English language education in Turkey, it is
also necessary to touch upon the teacher education as it is closely tied to these
curriculum innovations. The policy changes in English language education made
significant impact on the methods and approaches to foreign language education
adopted in the curriculum. Therefore, it was necessary to ensure that the teachers, who
would embrace the new policy changes and implement the new curriculum, were
equipped with the knowledge and skills. The earliest teacher education institution in
Turkey was founded in March 1848 and was known as Darulmuallimin (Teacher
Education School), according to Bilir (2011). However, there was not really a demand
for foreign language teachers until 1938. The changes in the global dynamics in the
form of socio-cultural and socio-economic ones made significant impact on foreign

language education in Turkey. In 1990s, there had been significant changes in second
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language education as well as teacher education. The most notable revolution for
teachers also flourished during this decade, along with the 1997 legislation that made
English a compulsory subject in the primary grades. The philosophy of teacher
education changed significantly. The term ‘technician’ used to define teacher’s role in
language education was no longer acknowledged. Rather, an ideal language teacher
was described as “autonomous, reflective, informed decision makers, developed to
escape from procedures and to form their teaching according to students’ needs”

(Altan, 2006, as cited in Ulum, 2015).

The foreign language policy changes in Turkey in the modern era have made
significant contribution to the foreign language education. There are increasingly more
kindergartens where English is taught to youngsters long before they commence their
formal schooling. Additionally, an increasing number of schools and universities
employ English as the primary language of instruction. Turkey now has twice as many
universities as it did fourteen years ago. Public and private institutions together
numbered 76 in 2001, but as of 2015, that number has increased to almost 175 (Guven
etal., 2015). As of 2023, this number has increased to 208. Parallel to this, the number
of universities offering English as the medium of instruction has increased remarkably.
Despite the dominance of private universities, public universities appear to take the
same stance and offer English-only or English-Turkish mixed technique as the medium
of instruction.

2.2.3 The Role and Functions of English Language in Turkey

The paradigm put forth by Kachru (1985) provides a framework for investigating the
numerous functions English performed in various countries and sociolinguistic

contexts. The inner, outer, and growing circles of the model are all concentric. Every
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circle symbolizes a separate country or culture's use of English, including its type of

diffusion, acquisition patterns, and domains of use.

Inner Circle
-UK
-Canada
-Australia

Outer Circle
-India
-Singapore

-Nigeria

Expanding Circle
‘ -China
-Egypt

-Turkey

Figure 1: Concentric Circles of World Englishes, adapted from Kachru, 1988

The inner circle countries are those where English is the dominant language and is
spoken as the native tongue by the majority of the population. Learners must also study
the acceptable behaviours (socio-cultural aspects of the language) in the inner circle
countries in addition to the language itself (Fenyo, 2003). Non-native speakers are
subject to norms and standards set by the inner circle countries. The countries in the
outer circle are those where colonization took place and thus, English is one of two or
more official languages. English is either treated as an official language, as it is in
Nigeria, or as one of the state languages, as it is in Zambia, according to their language
policy. A wide range of social, educational, administrative, and literary realms are
included in the function of language. On the other hand, English serves as an

international language among the nations of the expanding circle, where speakers

26



exhibit a variety of performing styles. They are reliant on the inner circle nations that
provide the norms and acquire English as a second language. English is getting more
and more popular in these nations, and its student population is growing quickly.
Therefore, English has the status as an international language in the expanding circle

countries and it is currently taught as a foreign language in many.

Unlike outer circle countries where English is fairly institutionalized, Turkey
represents a foreign language learning context where English language acts as a
‘performance variety’ with restricted functional range. Although English is widely
taught in schools in Turkey, its primary applications are in education and the private
sector, which includes the travel and tourism industry and international business. In
Turkey, formal education is the most prevalent setting for learning English, and
instruction in the language begins at age six. Outside of the classroom, there are not
many opportunities to use the language in regular conversation. However, an
increasing number of private and state-owned schools, where the medium of
instruction is in English, is being introduced. Besides, English is now a second or
additional language that is required in many Turkish-medium institutions. Yet, there
are still significant differences in the level and scope of instructions provided. Children
who have access to high-quality English instruction are typically affluent, upper
middle-class children. English has not been able to reach the lower socioeconomic
tiers of society in significant measures because of these problems (Dogancay-Aktuna,
1998). The emphasis placed on English in public and private institutes display
significant differences. The time allocated to the target language, the variety of
methods and techniques proposed in the curriculum, and the quality of the human

resources vary which, inevitably, affect the quality of the language education.
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To find out how eager Turkish students are to speak in English, Cetinkaya conducted
aresearch study on young people in Turkey in 2005. About 48% of the 365 participants
said they were willing to communicate in English. According to the participating
students, speaking English with close friends or in small groups was mostly preferable.
However, the participants asserted that using a foreign language in the classroom with
a limited audience (other students and teachers) was "absurd" (Cetinkaya, 2005). The
research study also revealed that the level of learner motivation to enhance their
language skills was considerably low. Students claimed that they did not specifically
search for publications, books, newspapers, or television programs in English just for
the sake of conversing in it. Instead, materials in other languages were only consulted
if they were not already available in Turkish. It is not yet clear if this denotes
conservatism in culture. Even those students who had been exposed to English
instruction since early elementary school, according to Cetinkaya, lacked a strong
command of the language. She ascribes this to a method of instruction that places an
excessive emphasis on correctness and language structures while paying little attention
to actual communication skills. Students' willingness to communicate in English is
ultimately hampered by these ineffective teaching techniques (Cetinkaya, 2005).

2.3 English Language Curriculum in Primary and Secondary Schools

in Turkey

According to Gursoy et al. (2013), second language (L2) instruction is required in
Europe starting at age 6-7. According to Enever & Moon (2009) and Aslan (2016), the
European Union strongly advises its member nations to begin teaching L2 as early as
preschool or primary school. Prior to implementing an early start, it is necessary to
fully comprehend its justifications. Johnstone (2009) asserts that getting a head start

at roughly age 5 provides a number of benefits. First of all, compared to older children,
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younger kids would find it much simpler to learn the L2 sound system. Moreover, it is
a scientific fact that young learners have lower affective filter, thus are less anxious.
In the meanwhile, an early start would imply that younger children would ultimately
have more time to master L2. Johnstone (2009) argues that the identity of children that
would develop as a result of cognitive, linguistic, socio-emotional skills, and their
sociocultural awareness would definitely be different if children start learning a second

language at an older age.

The foreign language policy change that took place in 2012 aimed to promote an early
start in language education. To do that, the decision was taken to incorporate the
second and the third graders in language education. The allocated class contact hours
for the aforementioned levels were set to be two hours a week (MoNE, 2012).
According to the new regulation, primary school students in the second, third, and
fourth grades are required to take at least two hours of mandatory foreign language
instruction each week. For fifth graders in secondary school, it could also be increased
up to 18 hours in the form of optional language courses. Foreign/ second language
education is now a topic of significant importance in the international community, as
Mirici (2008) stated, and Turkey is no exception given the increasing emphasis on the

value of acquiring fluency in foreign languages.

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching,
Assessment (CEFR) was closely examined when developing the new English language
curriculum. According to the CEFR, students must apply their learning in real-life
situations in order to achieve fluency, competency, and language retention (CoE,
2001). As a result, the new curricular model places a strong emphasis on language

usage in a natural communicative setting. To achieve success in language education,
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the use of English is emphasized in all classroom interactions, assisting students in
developing their communicative competence by helping them to become language
users rather than learners of another language (CoE, 2001).

2.3.1 The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)
The European Commission created the CEFR as the most recent standardised
guideline for foreign language teaching programs, goals materials, course books, and
for the evaluation of the foreign language learning procedure. It is regarded as an
invaluable framework pertinent to all levels of foreign language teaching in Europe.
According to the CEFR, proficiency in a second language (L2) is defined as the
capacity to use it in five different domains (listening, reading, writing, spoken
interaction, and spoken production) at six distinct levels, namely Al and A2 (basic
user), B1 and B2 (independent user), and C1 and C2 (proficient user) (Council of
Europe, 2001). The "Can Do" statements in the descriptors for each category define
what learners can perform at each proficiency level in their L2s. The CEFR is a
descriptive framework, thus does not specify any particular language teaching or
assessment and evaluation method (Coste, 2007; Little, 2006, 2011; Piccardo, 2010).
Therefore, according to Jones and Saville (2009), the CEFR is not meant to be
considered as a tool to simplify the language teaching or testing procedures. Instead,
the framework has been created in a way that it gives practitioners the opportunity to
adapt their approaches to teaching and testing in language education based on the

dynamics of the educational context in which they operate.

The Can-Do descriptors in the CEFR document outlines what language learners at
different levels of language proficiency can accomplish. The descriptors indicate that
the CEFR adopts an approach to language teaching that is “action-oriented” and thus

encourages instructors to use “task-based teaching” methods (Little, 2006). The
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emphasis here is on the use of the target language to accomplish an activity. In doing
s0, the learners focus on meaning rather than forms to achieve the objective (Skehan,
2003; Swain, 2005). According to Ellis (2003), Pica (2008), and Skehan (2003), task-
based instruction engages students in communication geared towards objectives by
simulating scenarios in which they would use the language in everyday life. This
method places greater emphasis on successfully completing tasks than learning the
language structures, and students take part in “goal-oriented communication to solve
problems, complete projects, and reach decisions” (Pica, 2008, p. 71). Therefore, given
that the CEFR's theoretical orientation is based on ideas taken from a framework for
communicative competence, it would be reasonable to claim that its theoretical
foundation is not distinctive. For instance, the CEFR's emphasis on the importance of
engagement and language use is supported by the principles of the output
hypothesis proposed by Swain (2005). Little (2006, 2011) contends that the innovative
nature of the CEFR framework is sourced from not its theoretical framework, but its
commitment to bring curriculum, language teaching, and assessment into much closer

interaction.

Many countries in Europe and other parts of the world have adopted the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) for teaching and evaluating
foreign languages (e.g., North, 2007). The framework serves as a beneficial guideline
that provides a detailed description of student achievements in the target language
(e.g., Little, 2007). The descriptive nature of the framework outlines what students are
required to learn to utilise the target language for communicative purposes. Besides,
the CEFR framework stresses pluriculturalism and signifies the knowledge and skills
the learners must possess to operate effectively in a given cultural setting (Clauet,

2010).
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2.3.2 The Principles of the CEFR

As a foundation for teaching foreign languages, CoE member countries along with
others have adopted the CEFR's guiding principles: plurilingual and pluricultural
competence. The framework emphasises that these competencies are the ultimate aims
of language acquisition process (Khalifa & French, 2008). According to the CEFR,
plurilingualism is the ability of a bilingual individual to switch swiftly between one
linguistic code and another in order to successfully establish and maintain an
interaction under particular circumstances (CoE, 2001). Therefore, learner autonomy
is considered as a corner stone in developing plurilingualism (Morrow, 2004). In
addition to that, pluriculturalism is believed to result naturally from plurilingualism.
Pluriculturalism, according to the CEFR, arises when linguistic and -cultural
competences in accordance with each language are developed and modified in social
situations and thereby contributing to cross-cultural awareness (CoE, 2001). As a
result, a fresh and unique identity that is not limited by a single cultural perspective is
created and the individuals are able to successfully function in a variety of cultural
situations. Accordingly, the Turkish Ministry of National Education (MoNE) has
placed significant emphasis on plurilingualism and pluriculturalism in the new
curriculum (Mirici, 2008).

2.3.3 The Key Competencies of the CEFR Framed Curriculum

Key competencies serve as the universal and shared goals of all educational initiatives.
They are the essential skills that every person is supposed to learn during their formal
schooling. The fulfilment of personal as well as professional development through
knowledge, skills, and attitudes—which are the cornerstones of the aforementioned

core competencies in the CEFR document—is something that students are supposed
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to be prepared for. The following are the core competencies defined by the European
Commission:

a) Traditional Skills:

o Communication in mother tongue

o Communication in foreign languages
b) Digital Skills:

o Literacy

o Basic skills in math and science

c¢) Horizontal Skills:

o Learning to learn

o Social and civic responsibility

o Initiative and entrepreneurship

o Cultural awareness and creativity (CoE, 2001).

The educational programs of the EU countries now incorporate these core
competencies and particular sub-competences. To do that, the educational programs
aim to offer effective and engaging learning materials and experiences for learners to
ensure that the key competencies are attained by the learners. In order to integrate these
crucial competencies into the newly designed curriculum and ensure that they are
effectively acquired by the learners, the Ministry of National Education initiated a

comprehensive review and revision effort.

Language teaching programs are not restricted to any particular course content as the
aims of such programs are to teach language skills and improve the communicative
competencies required linguistically and culturally. In other words, a CEFR framed

curriculum revolves around language skills. These core skills set the foundation of the
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goals and objectives of the content by considering the language proficiency level of
the learners as well as the contextual factors (O'Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford,
1990, 1996). For that reason, it is rather challenging to incorporate the key
competencies in a language education program.

2.3.4 Aspects of the CEFR Framed Curriculum

Since the CEFR document views language learning as a lifetime endeavour, it is
critical that students cultivate a positive attitude toward English from an early age.
Therefore, the CEFR-framed curriculum makes an effort to foster a positive learning
atmosphere where young English learners and users can feel comfortable and
motivated throughout their learning process. The curriculum was designed in a way
that the content selection is carried out based on the target learner groups. Besides,
there is emphasis on all four skills (i.e., speaking, listening, reading, and writing) at
varying degrees based on the age group of the learners. Speaking and listening skills
are prioritized in the second and third grades. Reading and writing skills, on the other
hand, are introduced when pupils proceed to higher grades. Carefully designed and
developmentally appropriate learning activities offer students a purposeful learning
experience at every step of the learning process. These activities are also considered
as crucial in the development of learner autonomy and other important skills (i.e.,
problem-solving abilities) that are the cornerstones of communicative competence.
The curriculum in primary and secondary schools in Turkey must accommodate both
young learners and adolescents from a developmental standpoint because it covers an
age range, from 5 to 13 (Pinter, 2006; Rixon, 1999). Bearing in mind the fact that these
learner groups in primary and secondary schools are significantly different in terms of
their socio-linguistic levels as well as their level of cognitive maturity, the curriculum

takes these distinct characteristics into account. This awareness is reflected on the
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curriculum design process and shapes the content, context, materials and resources,
assessment and evaluation strategies, and the linguistic skills that will be embedded in
the curriculum. A "play world" is typically offered to describe young learners. That is
to say, kids are required to participate in physical activities to keep them motivated
and engaged. To do that, the target language is presented and delivered through hands-

on activities by incorporating fun factor (McKay, 2006).

The CEFR framed curriculum serves as a guideline for teachers on how to facilitate
the students’ learning experiences by means of classroom activities or homework.
Additionally, it also addresses the learners and make recommendations for them to
manage their own learning both in and outside the classroom. These are in line with
the emphasis placed on learner autonomy in the CEFR framework (O'Malley &
Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, 1996). The CEFR framed curriculum addresses different
aspects of learning strategies. The first aspect is that activities that are appropriate and
doable for the specified group of pupils and the learning environment that is engaging
were supplied by teachers and also coursebook authors. The second aspect refers to
the tasks that are provided in each section of the syllabus to show what is anticipated
by instructors and book authors. The curriculum essentially calls for a variety of
learning methodologies for both classroom instruction and homework, which can be
accomplished through the teacher's methodologically sound instruction and properly
chosen tasks (Cohen, 2011). The third aspect, on the other hand, is the focus on testing
and evaluation. Creating beneficial and valuable washback effects is one of the
curriculum's most crucial components. This is recommended to be maintained by
implementing a range of different assessment and evaluation techniques. In other

words, due to the formal exams (from Grade 4 onwards), the curriculum severely
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forbids excessive use of any particular language assessment technique (e.g., paper-

based assessments).

Finally, the new curriculum differs from the old one in that it places a strong emphasis
on values education. Friendship, equality, integrity, self-control, patience, kindness,
love, responsibility, and patriotism are the fundamental values that learners should
internalize in order to achieve the learning outcomes. Having said that, these values
should not be considered as separate subjects or topics. Rather, they should be
incorporated into the themes and topics of the curricula, as specified in the curriculum
document. When choosing the characters, words, and visuals to be used during the
design and instructional process, it is important that the characteristics of the target
learner group should be taken into account. If the movie poster is to be utilized in a
classroom, for example, ethics and values should be considered along with the movie's
age appropriateness. Additionally, the characters chosen should adhere to the ethical
principles and values of the educational system so that students are exposed to role
models that are culturally appropriate. Therefore, the MoNE strongly advises that such
values should be considered when the resources are produced and/or chosen for
language education purposes (MoNE, 2018).

2.3.5 Testing and Evaluation Approach of the Curriculum

Testing as the superordinate construct, or specifically assessment and evaluation
practices, is one of the most important components of the curriculum since a testing
method that is not compatible with the nature of the curriculum would imperil all of
the linguistic components and pedagogical goals and objectives. This discrepancy may
influence how teachers deliver the content and how pupils typically learn, both of
which are not reflected in the curriculum. The instructional issue known as negative

and harming washback may eventually result from such deviation (Ozmen, 2012).
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From this perspective, the theory underlying the testing procedures in the current
curriculum is identical to the theory underlying learning and teaching which places a
significant emphasis on a variety of assessment and evaluation techniques in the
curriculum. Unique and process-oriented testing methods are stressed over traditional
methods. The importance of self-evaluation is also highlighted. This is to state that,
students are encouraged to take initiative and required to track their own development
of communicative competence and success in language learning (Bachman, 1990;
CoE, 2001). In order to accomplish this, each unit contains a set of goals that the
students must fulfil. These objectives for each unit of work are utilised to
create checklists for students so that they can use them to evaluate what they have
learned from an action-based perspective. Thus, students are required to respond to
queries like “What did you learn?’, ‘How much do you believe you learnt?’, and ‘What
do you think you can do in everyday life, based on what you took away from class?"

at the end of each unit in their coursebooks.

The curriculum promotes process-oriented testing techniques as well as self-
assessment. Individual or group projects could be considered as examples for process-
oriented testing method. Additionally, formal evaluation is also conducted using
written exams, short quizzes, or homework. The curriculum also emphasises
summative and formative assessments. However, as the objective of the curriculum is
to promote positive attitude towards language learning, summative assessments are
not commonly used with Grade 2 and Grade 3 students (McKay, 2006). Instead of this,
formative assessment procedures, that provide ongoing feedback to the instructor are
recommended, as they allow teachers to modify their teaching approach (if need be)
and improve their students’ learning experiences. However, starting in the fourth

grade, a variety of formative and summative testing methods are available to assess
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pupils' communication skills and proficiency in the target language. The curriculum
document clearly indicates that assessment and evaluation procedures are to:

- cover four language skills and implicit assessment of language components;

- vary in terms of learning styles and cognitive characteristics of the students;

- be in consistent with the learning and teaching methodology depicted in the
curriculum,;

- be in line with the students’ developmental characteristics;

- create positive and beneficial washback effect;

- include self-assessment, reflection and feedback and

- help students identify their strengths and weaknesses and target areas that need work.

(MoNE, 2018, p. 7).

A wide range of testing methods are specifically required for secondary education
(from fifth grade to eighth grade) in order to gauge students' proficiency in
the language, assist students in monitoring their progress, and foster the teaching
process by influencing how students study English outside of the classroom. Specific
formative and summative assessment techniques may be emphasized in order to
achieve those goals. Formative assessments in English classes are usually conceived as
low-value tests with little to no point worth, and they are, therefore, provided to aid in
the process of learning. For example, students might be required to create a
straightforward poster describing the course and summarize the course's main ideas at

the end of the class.

Summative assessment processes, on the other hand, primarily attempt to evaluate how
well students have learned after the conclusion of a certain teaching period by

comparing the results against previously set criteria or benchmarks. Summative
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assessment approaches, which are typically referred to as high-stakes exams (with high
point values), must be designed and conducted in conjunction with the nature of
teaching-learning practices that are identified in the curriculum and implemented by
the instructor. A project, like a visual representation of a process (e.g., recipe book)
created within a given period of time, and a standard paper-based test are two examples
of summative assessment methods. These particular assessment procedures always
take into account the fact thatboth process- and product-oriented evaluation
approaches are offered by the educational programs (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).
The emphasis on variation in assessment design in the CEFR-framed curriculum is
intended to improve students' learning experiences.

2.3.6 Structure of the Curriculum

No particular teaching approach has been chosen to predominate the English language
teaching in the new curriculum model. Rather than that an action-oriented approach
has been adopted in the curriculum. The CEFR framed curriculum takes into account
the three crucial components of the CEFR framework namely learner autonomy, self-

assessment, and awareness of cultural diversity (CoE, 2001).

The instructional design of the curriculum comprises of three stages. Each stage takes
into account the language use, functions and learning materials considering the
characteristics of the target learner group. Grades 2 through 4 represent the initial
levels, where speaking and listening skills are prioritized. Grammatical structures are
not their main concern at this point. As Cameron (2001) asserts, young children learn
languages best through audio-visual activities such as songs and hands-on activities
such as games. Therefore, there are not many tasks involving reading and writing at
this stage. Learners are first exposed to English through cognates, which are thought

to act as a bridge between their first and second languages. Short texts are introduced
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to students in grades 5 and 6, as they strive to improve their language abilities. These
students gradually take part in very limited and familiar writing exercises. In the
seventh and eighth grades, reading and writing activities become part of the whole
process and students continue working on text types that they are familiar with. In light
of this, appropriate educational resources and language functions identified are
designated for each learning stage. This process is important as it ensures that the types
of materials, activities, and language structures embedded in the curriculum are
consistent with the developmental stages of the target learner group. Similar kinds of
materials and linguistic functions are provided at stages 1 and 2, which correspond to
the 2nd - 4th and the 5th - 6th grades respectively. Along with those used in stages 1
and 2, new materials and language functions are introduced at stage 3. This curriculum
design offers the versatility needed by the classroom teacher to select the instructional

resources and activities they think would be most suited to their pupils' requirements.

A set of ten sample units, organized around similar themes, are offered for each grade
level. The thematic representation of the units allows instructors to offer new
information in a way that is fascinating to students while also being relevant, engaging,
and helpful to them. The themes for each unit have been selected in accordance with
concepts and problems that are known to young pupils in order to allow them
to establish a connection between what is learned (the language) and how it could be
used in daily life. Cultural aspects of the language are also covered either explicitly or
implicitly in the units because of the emphasis placed on pluriculturalism in the CEFR
framework to foster intercultural competence (CoE, 2001). The theme of each unit
includes elements from not only the student’s culture, but also the target culture. These

elements, either similarities or difference, are presented in a way that it allows the
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students to internalize his/her own culture and learn to appreciate different sets of

values and norms in other cultures.

The English language curricula that were in use before the current CEFR framed
curriculum had been designed based on the principles of the Communicative Language
Teaching Method. However, the course materials, especially the textbooks, that were
in use failed to meet the needs of the classroom instructions. As a result, some teachers
had a propensity to modify the tasks that they were given, frequently disregarding their
communication component. Despite careful planning, it frequently happens that a
well-designed curricular model differs greatly from the one at the implementation
stage. A variety of external variables, such as school administrators, infrastructure,
classroom materials and resources, instructors, the size of the class, families, and the
pupils themselves, may have an impact on how a curricular model is implemented.
Because of this, the long-term success of the curriculum depends on the cooperation
of all parties involved, careful preparation, as well as external support. A generic
curriculum or curriculum framework does not guarantee a well-tailored English
language program. Rather, it requires a through process that includes careful planning
and analysis of the needs and expectations of the target learner groups considering the

contextual factors.

2.4 Innovation of the English Language Curriculum in Turkey

2.4.1 The Foundation of the Curriculum Innovation: The Methodological Shift in
Language Education

In the first half of the 20th century, language teaching has become an independent
occupation and the advancements in language teaching has emerged as a result of the

studies conducted in the colonised world/ in colonies. As Demircan (1988) indicates,
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Grammar Translation Method was most commonly used language teaching method in
1940s which was based on the reading comprehension and translation of written
documents. However, there was a major methodological shift with the introduction of
Village Institutes (Koy Enstituleri) in 1940s. The emphasis shifted from the structures
of the language more towards the functions of the language. Mid 1940s marked the
beginning of the Direct Method in language teaching in Turkey. The method became
very popular as it was teaching the language exclusively through the usage of the target
language. With the introduction of this method, people came to the realization that
learning a language means being able to use that language the way the native speakers
would do. In the Direct Method, unlike Grammar Translation Method, the use of
mother tongue was strictly forbidden. The students were expected to accumulate
knowledge about the history, culture, and the geography of those people who speak
the language. In other words, Direct Method emphasises the promotion of teaching the

target culture.

Audiolingual method that was based on the Behaviouristic Approach emerged in
Turkey in mid 1950s. The emphasis of this approach in language education was to use
the target language in language education. The use of students’ native language was
forbidden as in the Direct Method. However, while the Direct Method encouraged
students to expand their vocabulary, the Audiolingual Method focused more on
practicing and mastering grammar structures through dialogues and intense oral drills
based on the behaviouristic theory. In both methods, the culture of the target language
was given utmost importance as it was considered as an inseparable component of the
target language. In 1980s, Communicative Language Teaching was embedded in the
English language teaching syllabus for the first time. The emphasis was placed on the

notion that the target language is learned for the purpose of communication, and thus
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the native language should not be utilised in the language learning process. The
language was considered as a tool for communication, not just an academic subject.
The methodological shift in the history of language teaching clearly highlights one
particular aspect which is in common in all of them: the emphasis placed on the target
language use in language learning process and the presentation of the cultural elements
through language teaching activities (Ozdemir, 2006).

2.4.2 The Curriculum Innovation in English Language Education: The CEFR
Framed Curriculum

Due to its strategical and geopolitical location and the alliances Turkey has established
over the course of the past decades (North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and
an associate member to the European Union, the global influence of English from the
Western world has affected the language policies of the country. These policies led to

three major curriculum innovations in English Language Teaching in Turkey.

In order to keep up with the rising demand for language instruction, the Turkish
Ministry of National Education (MoNE) has published new foreign language policies
and revised the exisitng foreign language curricula. As part of the process, new course
materials that were consistent with the philosophy of the new curricula were designed,
and introduced in foreign language education (Kirkgoz, 2009). The major assumption
was that the language learning process would produce the expected outcomes if the
learners commenced language learning as early as possible (Lightbown & Spada,
2003). Therefore, English became a compulsory subject starting in the fourth grade
under the legislation passed in 1997 to provide the groundwork for an eight-year
compulsory schooling (Demirel, 2005). This policy change, in line with the
methodological shift in 1997, led to the creation of a new foreign language curriculum.

With the main goal of enhancing the students' communicative abilities, this was an
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attempt to depart from the conventional language teaching paradigms and offer a
communication-oriented language teaching. This innovation was followed by the 2006
curriculum innovation which Ersoz et al. (2006) reflects as a ‘mixed syllabus’ type,
integrating various types of syllabi such as “the grammatical/structural syllabus, the
situational syllabus, the topical/theme-based syllabus, the notional/functional
(communicative) syllabus, the procedural/task-based syllabus and the skills-based
syllabus” (p.23) to promote the learner’s ability to use the language effectively. The
foreign language teaching policy enacted in 2006 offered two hours of compulsory and
two hours of elective English classes on a weekly basis for Grade 4 and Grade 5
students. It was anticipated that the students would be able to achieve A-1
Breakthrough and A-2 Waystage levels, as described in the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages, before completing Grade 8. Therefore,
Kizildag (2009) claimed that such a curriculum might be regarded as "theoretically
and philosophically ideal" in accordance with the objectives outlined by the CEFR.
The introduction of twelve-year compulsory education in 2012-2013 academic year
resulted in the existing curricula to be revised to accommodate the emerging needs. In
the twelve-year compulsory education model, foreign language education was decided

to be commenced in Grade 2, rather than Grade 4 (MoNE, 2012).

With the introduction of the two foreign language policy changes in 2006 and 2012,
the CEFR framework made its way into the foreign language teaching in Turkey and
brought along three radical changes (Cakir & Balcikanli, 2012). The first innovation
that took place was the design of a new English language curriculum. Accordingly, the
coursebooks were redesigned based on the theoretical foundation of the new policy
and the principles of the CEFR framework. The final step of the curriculum innovation

was to train the practitioner and make them aware of the pedagogical innovations
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proposed in the new curriculum. The Common European Framework of Reference and
English Language Portfolio were fairly new concepts of language education in Turkey.
Therefore, the Ministry of National Education conducted a pilot study in twenty
different schools in two different cities in the 2001-2002 academic year. As part of the
process, the teachers were provided training about the CEFR framework and the
English Language Portfolio. In 2006-2007 academic year, the Ministry of National
Education took a radical decision and decided to implement the CEFR framed English
language curricula across the entire country (Sahinkarakas et al., 2009). The CEFR
framed curriculum aimed to bring a more communicative focus into the language
education by emphasising the communicative competence of the learners.

2.4.3 The Philosophy Behind the CEFR Framed English Language Curriculum
Basic Law of the National Education No. 1739 outlines the overall objectives of the
Turkish National Education. Therefore, the most recent English language curriculum
was revised in compliance with these objectives. Two major aspects of the current
curriculum revised are as follows:

a) Revision of the theoretical framework;

1. Reviewing the curriculum with regards to values education

ii. Including the basic skills as themes

iii. Expanding certain subsections, such as testing and evaluation, and suggestions

b) Revision of each grade by;

1. Revision of the target language skills and their linguistic realisations

ii. Evaluation and the update of the contexts, tasks and activities

iii. Analysis and general update of the curriculum in terms of functions and forms

covered (MoNE, 2018, p. 3).
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The primary objective of the CEFR framed English language curriculum was to offer
high-quality English language education for students in Turkey. Therefore, it was
considered as a requirement to conduct regular curriculum revisions to ensure that it
maintains its effectiveness in language education. The Common European Framework
of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) was closely
consulted when developing the new English language curriculum. According to the
CEFR, students must apply their learning in real-world contexts in order to achieve

fluency, competency, and language retention (CoE, 2001).

Based on the philosophy of the CEFR framework, there is no particular language
teaching methodology that could be comprehensive enough to address the ever-
changing needs of the students and their preferred learning styles. Therefore, it would
be more effective to be selective in the instructional techniques employed in language
teaching process. In addition to that, the CEFR framework encourages students to be
active participants in language learning process and use the language for

communicative purposes. To do that, it adopts an action-oriented approach.

The CEFR views language learning as an ongoing endeavour, so establishing an
optimistic disposition toward English from the very beginning is crucial. Therefore,
the CEFR framed curriculum aims to provide an engaging, inspiring, and nurturing
environment for the learners where they can feel comfortable and motivated to learn.
The CEFR framed curriculum forbids the presentation of the language in an artificial
way. Thus, the learning experiences the students are exposed to should reflect real-life

scenarios in which the language is utilised for the purpose it stands for.

46



Speaking and listening skills are prioritized in the second and third grades, while
reading and writing are included when pupils proceed to higher grades.
Developmentally appropriate educational activities are recommended in the
curriculum to foster learner autonomy and problem-solving abilities, which are
considered to be the cornerstones for the development of the communicative

competence.

2.5 The Evaluation of the CEFR Framed English Language

Curriculum in Turkey

2.5.1 Different Conceptions of Curriculum and Curriculum Evaluation

“Curriculum, in its broadest sense, means what schools teach while in its narrowest
sense it means a specific educational activity planned for a particular student at a
particular point in time” (Eisner, 2002, p. 25). This indicates that curriculum is a
complex system comprising of teaching and learning practices that have peculiar goals
and objectives, resources and materials, specific content, teaching-learning strategies,
and assessment and evaluation measures. The ultimate aim of curriculum is to ensure
that knowledge, skills, and attitudes outlined in the document are attained by the target
learner group. Therefore, Tyler (1942) pinpoints a number of issues that need to be
addressed when curriculum is created. First of all, the institutions/schools should
clarify their purpose, or more specifically goals, that they wish to achieve. Then, the
decision needs to be made pertaining to the types educational experiences that would
serve their goals and the way they are required to be organized. The final step includes
the strategies to determine whether the education goals and objectives have been
achieved. Richards (2001) presents the aforementioned issues in a considerably simple
model with four key aspects: aims and objectives, content, organization, and

evaluation. In the model proposed by Richards (2001), the needs analysis carried out
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serves the purpose of identifying the expected outcomes of the teaching-learning
process. In order to achieve the outcomes, the educational resources are identified or
developed and presented in an ideal context. The final aspect of the whole process is
to identify effective assessment and evaluation practices to ensure that the goals and
objective of the curriculum have been attained as anticipated. The whole system
comprises of elements that are linked to each other. In other words, there needs to be
a perfect harmony so that the identified goals and objectives are attained at the end of
the process. Having said that, any change in any of the components of the curriculum
inevitably affects others. Bearing in the mind the fact that curriculum reflects the needs
of the educational institutions and the learners, it can never be complete as these needs
tend to change constantly. Therefore, it is a necessity to ensure that systems are in
place to revise the components of curriculum on an ongoing basis. Brown (1995)
identifies a number of components such as needs analysis, curriculum goals and
objectives, assessment and evaluation practices in the curriculum, resources
prescribed, and teaching-learning techniques that requires constant revision. The
emphasis placed on the significance of evaluation is due to the fact that it serves as the
cement that brings and holds all the components together. He further states that “in the
absence of evaluation, the elements lack cohesion; if left in isolation, any one element
may become pointless. In short, the heart of the systematic approach to language
curriculum design is evaluation: the part of the model that includes, connects, and

gives meaning to all the other elements” (Brown, 1995, p. 217).

Curriculum evaluation could be considered as a crucial component of the whole
process as it helps to improve the educational standards. It is a way of providing data
for the decision makers to ameliorate the quality of the educational practices (Worthen

and Sanders, 1987). Many scholars have different ways of defining and approaching
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the concept of curriculum and curriculum evaluation. Scriven (1967) considers
evaluation as merely determining the value of a particular thing. Likewise, Pophem
(1975) claims that evaluation is a formal process that determines the overall value of
the educational practices. Fitzpatrick et al. (2004), on the other hand, provide a more
detailed account of evaluation and assert that evaluation is not merely deciding on the
worthiness of the educational practices, but identifying a set of criteria to make this
judgement. This implies that the evaluation process should comprise of collecting and
analysing the relevant data to make informed decisions about the effectiveness of the
curriculum. Based on this evaluation, the outcomes could be utilised to create goals
and objectives, more effective assessment and evaluation practices, develop or update
the teaching resources, and much more. Therefore, the approach taken by Fitzpatrick
et al. (2004) emphasises not only the evaluation of the curriculum, but also the
development of it in line with the data collected. Similar to Fitzpatrick et al., Richards
(2001) asserts that evaluation focuses on gathering data regarding many facets of a
language program in order to comprehend how the program functions and how well it

functions.

There is a dire need for more clarification regarding the objectives of curriculum
evaluation, the different kind of evaluation, and the evaluation models available
because it is such an immense topic. Hence, the section below provides an overview
of the literature about evaluation.

2.5.2 The Purposes of Evaluation

The preliminary objective of curriculum, as described by Scriven, is “to determine the
worth or merit of whatever is being evaluated” (cited in Worthen and Sander, 1987, p.

5). As the objectives of curriculum are closely tied to the objective of the education,
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they are required to be constantly monitored, evaluated, and updated. This is because

of the fact that the goals and objectives of education are subject to change.

Rosenbusch (1991) stresses two distinct functions of evaluation. The first one is to
find out the extent to which the expected outcomes in the educational program are
attained whereas the second one is to determine if different components of the
curriculum are in line with each other. In other words, if the goals and objectives,
curriculum content, identified classroom activities, and the assessment and evaluation
practices are in harmony. Richards (2001) provides a more detailed account on the
purpose of evaluation and asserts that there are a number of factors that are required
to be addressed to conduct and effective evaluation. First of all, it is important to figure
out if the curriculum is achieving the expected goals. Second, the attitudes and
perceptions of the stakeholders, who are part of the curriculum, should be taken into
account. Third, the learning environment where the curriculum is implemented needs
to be closely examined. This wholistic approach would yield more comprehensive data
on the effectiveness of the existing curriculum and the areas that are yet to be

developed.

Thus, evaluation is an inseparably component of education and depending on its
purpose, it may serve a variety of needs. Having mentioned the purpose of evaluation
briefly, it would be appropriate to talk about the evaluation approaches identified and
put forward by scholars based on the objectives of the evaluation practices which
would set the foundation of the evaluation approach in this study.

2.5.3 Types of Curriculum Evaluation

The curriculum evaluation model that would be chosen is determined by the purpose

of the evaluation and timing of it. Weir and Roberts (1994) assert that the purpose of
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curriculum evaluation is either ‘program accountability’ or ‘program development’. If
the evaluation is carried out at the end of the program to find out the positive or
negative effects, then the program accountability is the purpose. However, if the
evaluation is conducted while the curriculum is in use, then the program development

is the primary purpose.

Richards (2001) identifies three distinct types of evaluation namely formative,
summative and illuminative. Just as the program development, mentioned above, the
formative evaluation places emphasis on ongoing development and enhancement of
the curriculum in use. The evaluation in this model is carried out by addressing certain
issues such as the time allocated to the curriculum objectives, the course materials
used, the methods and techniques utilised by the practitioners and the extent to which
they are suitable, and the attitudes and opinions of the teachers and students toward
the curriculum. The data collected during the formative evaluation model are utilised
to address the potential issues and make necessary alterations to improve the
curriculum. Summative evaluation, on the other hand, takes place once the curriculum
is implemented. The reason why this model is used at the end is to find out the
effectiveness of the curriculum as a whole. The model addresses issues such as the
overall effectiveness of the program, learner attainments, the efficacy of the learning
resources and materials, the adequacy of the program objectives, the assessment and
evaluation techniques used, the sufficiency of the timeframe allocated to the
curriculum content, and the overall issues and challenges faced during the
implementation phase. The data collected at the end of the implementation phase are
employed for the purpose of curriculum evaluation and improvement. The illuminative
evaluation, on the other hand, is slightly different from the other two. Its primary

concern is to find out how the individual components of the curriculum are put in
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practice. As the focus is quite specific, it provides a more comprehensive
understanding of the teaching and learning practices that take place in the classroom.
In addition to that, unlike summative or formative evaluation models, illuminative
model does not aim to alter or update any components of the curriculum as part of the
evaluation carried out. Owing to the fact that, the preliminary focus of this evaluation
model is on classroom practices, it concentrates on issues such as learner engagements
in class, error-correction strategies used by teachers, student-student and student-
teacher interaction during the course of lessons, and teaching strategies employed in

the classroom.

Gilbert (2004), on the other hand, discussed two different types of curriculum
evaluation: intrinsic and extrinsic evaluation. The intrinsic evaluation, proposed by
Gilbert, concentrates on the curriculum objectives. Examining the various
characteristics of curriculum design, such as the scope, sequence, articulation, balance,
and other elements, is part of the intrinsic evaluation as well. The teaching-
learning strategies, content, and learning experiences are all assessed as part of the
curriculum development process. The evaluation standards, on the other hand, are not
predetermined but rather develop as the process goes on. The intrinsic evaluation looks
at how well a particular curriculum accomplishes its aims and objectives in addition
to its overall value. On the other hand, the extrinsic motivation focuses on the extent
to which the goals and objective of the curriculum have been achieved. It also implies
that the expected outcomes of the curriculum should be expressed in terms that are

measurable.

Among the evaluation models discussed above, summative and formative evaluation

stand out. As discussed earlier, the core difference between the two is the time the
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evaluation models are executed. While the former one is conducted at the end of the
implementation process, the latter is carried out during the implementation process.
2.5.4 Curriculum Evaluation Approaches and Models

Curriculum evaluation is a delicate process and it serves the particular purpose of the
evaluator. Therefore, there are different models and approaches to curriculum
evaluation. Worhten and Sanders (1987) identify six different approaches to
curriculum evaluation based on the purpose of the evaluator/ evaluation. The first
approach is objective-oriented evaluation approach which primarily focuses on the
goals and objectives of the curriculum and how well they have been attained. The
second approach is management-oriented evaluation approach which aims at
providing data for the decision makers to help them make informed decision about the
curriculum. The third approach, consumer-oriented evaluation approach, places the
target audience in the centre of the evaluation and aims to supply data pertaining to the
educational programs. The fourth approach, expertise-oriented evaluation, assesses the
overall quality of an educational operation and thus it relies on the expert view of the
professionals. The fifth approach, adversary-oriented evaluation, emphasizes both a
program's strengths and shortcomings by placing the main emphasis on the deliberate
contrast between the points of view of different curriculum evaluators. The last
approach, naturalistic and participant-oriented evaluation, signifies that naturalistic
inquiry and participant involvement serve as the foundation for identifying the values,
standards, requirements, and information needed for the evaluation; thus, the

evaluation is dependent on human observation and viewpoint.

Lynch (1990, 1996), on the other hand, proposes a framework called context-adaptive
framework that comprises seven steps in the evaluation of a curriculum. The steps

outline the significant components of the curriculum that the evaluators should take
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into account for an in-depth analysis of the curriculum under investigation. The
process is initiated by determining the target audience of the curriculum and the
objective identified. Then, based on the data obtained in the first step, the context is
examined and the potential issues in the context are taken into account to establish the
initial framework. The next step involves identifying and selecting the most
appropriate data collection technique considering a number of factors such as the target
group, the anticipated outcomes, and the educational context. Upon completing of this
step, the data is collected and, if need be, necessary modifications are done to the third
and the fourth steps. Then, the collected data are analysed and if there is a need, the
third and the fourth steps are revised again. The final step is to compose a report that
outlines the results of the overall evaluation. Having mentioned some of the curriculum
evaluation approached and models in the literature, it is necessary that the curriculum
evaluation models that formed the foundation of this study are examined as well.
2.5.4.1 Stake’s Countenance Model

Stake’s countenance model of curriculum evaluation “does not include any
prearranged evaluation design but recommends picking up on whatever turns up”
(Alderson and Beretta, 1992, p. 16). The evaluation model utilizes both descriptive
and judgemental data. In other words, it not only examines the consistency between
the goals and objective of the curriculum and the implementation, but also the
viewpoints of the major stakeholders such as parents, teachers, learners, and experts

(Marcinkoniene, 2005).

The evaluation model incorporates three layers into the evaluation process, starting
with antecedents (previous circumstance), transactions (interaction between people),

and results (outcomes with an emphasis on the application of learning to real-world
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situations). It is important to compare the established curriculum with what really
occurs in the classroom while utilizing this model.

2.5.4.2 The Provus Discrepancy Model

Malcolm Provus created the Discrepancy Evaluation Model (DEM) in 1966 with the
purpose of providing data for the evaluation and the development of curriculum. The
Discrepancy Evaluation Model defines evaluation as the process of comparing a
performance to an expectation that must be fulfilled. The term "discrepancy" is used
when there is an obvious difference between the performance and the standard. By
identifying the gaps between the pre-set requirements of the curriculum and the actual
implementation, the discrepancy model allows the evaluator to pinpoint any specific

shortcomings of the curriculum and make necessary corrections, if need be.

Inputs, resources, goals, and outcomes are all important to this particular evaluation
model. I(P)=0 is the formula proposed by Provus (1973). “I” stands for input, “P”
stands for process, and “O” stands for output. It is believed that outputs are a result of
the way that inputs and process interact. For instance, interactions between students,
teachers, and resources (inputs) result in a change in writing abilities (output). If the
gap between "the goal" of the program and "the output" of the program [G-O] is kept
to a minimum, program success could be attained. Therefore, to put it simply, the
Discrepancy Evaluation Model investigates the process of objective achievement and
measures the gaps between what the pre-determined outcomes and the actual outcomes

are so as to determine if any alterations in the curriculum should be made to close the

gap.

The discrepancy model does not outline a specific procedure for gathering and

processing data during the evaluation. Instead, it describes the steps required to set up
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the evaluation itself. With this strategy, inconsistencies may be identified and
addressed using both qualitative and quantitative techniques. It is also considered to
be fairly practical.

2.5.4.3 The Bellon and Handler Model

Goals, organization, operations, and outcomes were regarded by Bellon and Handler
(1982) as the primary dimensions or elements of any curriculum and their evaluation
process designates these four aspects as the four focus areas. "Goals" is the first area,
and it deals with the program's expected results and desired outcomes. The curriculum
goals are required to be aligned to the needs of the target learner group and consistent
with the expected outcomes of the curriculum. The second focus area, "organization",
covers all of the organization's resources (including time, human resources as well
as physical resources). The third area is “operations” which covers the overall planning
and decision-making processes with regards to planned or unplanned learning
experiences. The fourth and the final area, “outcomes”, refers to the either positive or
negative effects of the curriculum on the participants as well as the context in which it

is implemented.

The Bellon and Handler (1982) model for curriculum design and development offers
three more key components in addition to these four focus areas outlined above. The
first one, “status description”, is the preliminary analysis that includes a detailed
account of the curriculum objectives, organization, organizational operations, and
expected outcomes. The information gathered provides a clear outline of the current
state of the program. The second one, “analysis activities”, aims to focus on the
existing program and analyse its effectiveness. Goals and objective of the curriculum,
the organization itself, its operations, and the anticipated outcomes are all taken into

account to evaluate the curriculum and make informed decisions to further improve it.
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The third component of the model, “curriculum improvement”, represents “the gradual
development of a set of recommendations and action plans” (Bellon and Handler,
1982, p. 14).

2.5.4.4 The CIPP Model

CIPP model, developed by Worthen and Sanders (1987), is considered as a good
example of formative evaluation of a curriculum. It stands for Context, Input, Process,
and Product. In this model, decisions are made using four different types of
evaluations. The first one, context evaluation, deals with the available resources as
well as the background of the program. In other words, when evaluating a program,
evaluators look at its resources and history, as well as the supports it has in place and
the evaluation's overall purpose. This step includes looking at the overarching
objectives, investigating the background data, and examining the cultural context.
After evaluating the objectives, the evaluators can proceed to the model's “input
evaluation” stage. The information on planning and implementation process is
collected. The third stage, “process evaluation”, places a significant emphasis on
continuous improvement of the program. To do that, the curriculum activities are
evaluated to determine what is being done, if it is being done successfully, and what
needs to be concentrated for more improvement. Finally, CIPP is used by evaluators
to assess the program's “outcomes”. The evaluators decide how well the curriculum

outcomes have been addressed.

To sum up, a variety of evaluation models and approaches have arisen in the literature
based on the evaluation's goals, who is conducting it, the questions it asks, and the
techniques it employs. The models and various evaluation methods covered above can
be modified or adopted for usage in a variety of contexts for the purpose of course

evaluation.
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2.6 English Language Curriculum Evaluation Studies in Turkey

Most current research on the English language curriculum in public schools focused
on the curriculum innovation that took place in1997. In two of these studies,
Buyukduman (2005) and Igrek (2001), English language instructors' perspectives on
the English curriculum in elementary schools were disclosed. The studies conducted
by Sevinc (2006) and Tilfarlioglu and Ozturk (2007) concentrated on the challenges
faced by the teachers in delivering the English language curricula in elementary
schools. These studies revealed that the proposed curriculum and its implementation
in classroom had significant incongruences due to physical factors such as
overcrowded classrooms, lack of classroom resources, and limited class hours. While
Er (2006) focused on the viewpoints provided by instructors and inspectors on the
same curriculum, Erdogan (2005) examined the English curriculum for the fourth and
fifth grades from the perspectives of instructors and students. Kirkgoz (2008b)
conducted a study in public primary schools in Turkey investigating the English
language teaching practices of the teachers based on the Communication Oriented
Curriculum. The study also looked at how the implementation phase is influenced by
the teachers’ understanding and the level of training. Mersinligil (2002), who
conducted a more thorough study, devoted close attention to how administrators,
teachers, and students felt about the English language curriculum that was being used
in the 4th and 5th grades. Additionally, Kavanoz (2006) documented the viewpoints,
presumptions, and knowledge of English language teachers about the concept
of learner-centredness. In contrast to other research, Yanik (2007) described how the
English language curricula in the sixth, seventh, and eighth grades were implemented
from the viewpoints of instructors and learners. Despite the fact that the

aforementioned studies' foci and research objectives varied, they all produced results
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that were broadly consistent with regard to how the English language curriculum was
being implemented. It could clearly be seen that the English language curriculum
studies in Turkey is generally centred around the curriculum for grades ranging from
4th to 8th (Buyukduman, 2001; Cihan & Gurlen, 2009; Igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002;
Mirici, 2000; Tok, 2003; Topkaya & Kucuk, 2010; Yanik, 2007; Yuksel, 2001; Yuksel
& Demiral, 2013). Another commonality that could easily be observed among all these

studies was that they evaluated the curricula from the perspective of teachers.

The most frequent issues preventing the successful implementation of the English
language curriculum, according to the studies by Buyukduman (2005), Sevinc (2006),
Kirkgoz (2008b), Topkaya and Kucuk (2010), Tilfarlioglu and Ozturk (2007), Yanik
(2007), Salma (2020), and Basaran et al. (2020), were crowded classrooms and a lack
of necessary educational equipment and materials. In addition to these, identified
content overload and a lack of time as obstacles to the program implementation.
Furthermore, Celik, and Arikan (2016) evaluated the elementary level English
curriculum in Turkey from the perspective of the curriculum designers and stated that
political, pedagogical and contextual factors affect the success and implementation of
the curriculum. Therefore, these factors need to be considered while designing the

curriculum.

Regarding the curriculum goals and objectives, Yanik (2007) came to the conclusion
that the aforementioned issues impeded the achievement of those goals and objectives.
In addition to the overall objectives of the curriculum, Er (2006) found issues with
attaining the specific curriculum goals such asthe cognitive, emotional, and
psychomotor ones. In conjunction with the results highlighted in the aforementioned

studies, Buyukduman (2005) conducted a study with the primary school English
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teachers to obtain their perspectives with regards to the English language program.
The results revealed that nearly half of the participants believed that pupils had failed
to accomplish their speaking, listening, and writing goals. In the same vein, Cetin
(2018) conducted a study to evaluate Grade 7 English curriculum from the
perspectives of the students, teachers, and school administrations. The study
concluded that even though the teachers had considerably positive views on the overall
content and applicability of the curriculum, they reported concerns about using and
putting the four core skills “speaking, listening, reading, and writing” to practice in
classroom. Accordingly, Mersinligil (2002) concluded that there is a considerable
discrepancy in how teachers and students view the purposes and objectives of the
curriculum. Although the majority of the goals and objectives was perceived by the
pupils as being accomplished, the teachers believed that they were not achieved at the

level that would be acceptable.

Regarding the content, it was discovered that, aside from being overloaded, the
curriculum content was found to be inconsistent with the level of the target learner
group. It was also asserted that the participants expressed concerns about the relevancy
as well as the suitability of the content (Erdogan, 2005; Mersinligil, 2002). When the
assessment procedures were taken into consideration, it was revealed that the teachers
frequently used traditional assessment techniques. The suggested assessment
techniques in the curriculum were not employed by the teachers as they were
considered as time-consuming and impractical (Buyukduman, 2005; Mersinligil,
2002). To this end, Er (2006) found that the participating teachers had considerably
positive opinions about the assessment tools and techniques proposed in the
curriculum. However, teachers asserted that the curriculum failed to promote self-

assessment which they considered as crucially important for learner autonomy. In
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addition to the issues and concerns outlined above, the study conducted by Yanik
(2007) outlined some concerns about students and how it affected the curriculum at
the implementation phase. First of all, it was made clear that students had limited
literacy skills in their native language. Secondly, the students had limited prior
knowledge about the target language. These two factors were attributed to lack of

student motivation towards the language.

The studies also revealed that two pillars of the curriculum namely learner-centredness
and communicative orientation were not reflected in the classroom practices. Rather,
more teacher-centred approaches were adopted and implemented (Buyukduman,
2005; Kavanoz, 2006; Kirkgoz 2008b; Mersinligil, 2002; Sevinc, 2006). Regarding
the traditional and teacher-cantered methods implemented in classroom by teachers as
opposed to those that are more learner-cantered, various justifications were made
known. According to research done by Kirkgoz (2008b) on how teachers perceive and
implement the principles of communication-oriented curriculum, there was a
discrepancy between the intended and actual application of the curriculum in
classroom. She came to the conclusion that the following factors could be used to
explain why this learner-centred curriculum could not be implemented effectively: the
way teachers perceive the curriculum innovation, their educational background, being
unable to receive instructional support, and the physical aspects of the environment

where teaching and learning takes place.

On the other hand, Kavanoz (2006) focused on a particular aspect of the curriculum
(i.e., learner-centredness) and aimed to delve into the perceptions of teachers in a
comparative case study. The study focused on what teachers know about learner-

centredness and how they perceive it. She discovered that, in contrast to teachers in
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private schools, English language instructors in public schools lacked adequate
expertise and held false beliefs about learner-centredness and the concept of active
learning. They opted to adopt teacher-centred teaching since they lacked the
knowledge and comprehension to apply these concepts in their lessons. The study
conducted by Celik and Kasapoglu (2014) to investigate the viewpoints of the school
principals revealed that they had quite positive views about the commencement of
English language education at an earlier age. The results of the study also showed that
the participants (school principals) had serious concerns about the recently changed
English language curriculum. They also made clear that the teaching resources and
equipment were outdated and thus failed to respond to the needs of the learners.
Considering all these factors, a curriculum reform was absolutely necessary, as
indicated by the participants. Furthermore, the study by Celik and Kasapoglu (2014)
identified a number of issues that had an influence on the implementation of the
curriculum in classroom. The teaching materials were found to be inappropriate and
unable to meet the needs of the curriculum as well as the students. Besides, language
competence of the instructors was found to be an influential factor in effective

implementation of the curriculum.

The research studies conducted to examine the innovated English language curriculum
from a range of different perspectives made it clear that for such an innovation to
succeed, the major stakeholders (i.e., teachers) are required to be equipped with the
prerequisite knowledge and skills through pre-service or in-service training. When
these practices are carried out prior to the implementation of the curriculum
innovation, it would help practitioners form positive attitudes, perceptions, and ideas
about the principles of the new curriculum. This, in return, allows teachers to adopt

more learner-centred approach in language education as proposed in the revised
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curriculum (see Er, 2006; Kavanoz, 2006; Kirkgoz, 2008a; Kirkgoz, 2008b; Sevinc,
2006; Yanik, 2007). Topkaya and Kucuk (2010), in their research study, concentrated
on the views of the public primary school English teachers about the curriculum
innovation implemented in 2006. They delved into the overall characteristics,
objectives, and the content of the new fourth- and fifth-grade English language
curriculum. A questionnaire was distributed to 72 teachers from 26 schools in Istanbul
in order to collect the data. The program was found to be straightforward and
understandable, but there were still issues with its implementation. Participants
referred to large classrooms, overloaded content, limited time, and a lack of materials
as the most frequently encountered challenges associated with the curriculum
(Topkaya & Kucuk, 2010). They recommended that when creating a new program,

consideration should be given to the infrastructure of the educational institutions.

The research study conducted by Kizildag (2009) that sought to identify the problems
encountered by primary school English teachers in Turkey indicated that there were
institutional, instructional, and socio-economic factors that had impact on the language
education. The institutional factors incorporated factors such as lack of basic
infrastructure for teaching communicative English, heavy workload, overcrowded
classrooms, lack of support from the management to solve problems associated with
language teaching practices, and lack of professional development practices from the
schools/ Ministry of Education on how language is best taught. Meanwhile, the
instructional factors included an overloaded curriculum which incorporated the
communicative language teaching and framed by the CEFR. The analysis showed that
the pre-set learning objectives were unrealistic and that the program lacked flexibility.
In the same vein, the curriculum itself was not compatible with the reality of the

English language teaching practices and the context where the language is taught in
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Turkey. Besides, the socio-economic factors identified were also significant. It was
revealed by Kizildag (2009) that there was lack of support from the families partly
because of the fact that parents had not a full grasp of the significance of English in
their child’s education. This issue was more apparent in areas where socio-economic
level was remarkably low. There is an important correlation between socioeconomic
status and the level of attainment in language education, as found in a different study
by Akalin and Zengin (2007). Thus, they concluded that the parents who have
considerably higher socio-economic levels tend to show greater awareness of the

significance of learning a foreign language.

In conclusion, the goal of the studies listed above was to explore the purposes,
objectives, course content, instructional contexts, and evaluation processes of the
English language curriculum used in schools from various angles. Even though their
research topics and areas of interest were varied, their findings revealed largely the
same barriers to English language teaching in public schools. It is considered that the
findings of the previous studies add to the current study by having implications for
some of the challenges that might arise. Although the majority of the aforementioned
studies described the program outcomes from various angles, none of them offered a
thorough analysis of the curriculum implementation stage. Additionally, almost all of
these studies focused on the English language curriculum, which was gradually phased
out in 2006; research has not yet been done to look into how the current CEFR framed
English language curriculum, that is in use in primary (Grade 2 to Grade 4) and

secondary schools (Grade 5 to Grade 8) as a whole.
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2.6.1 Evaluation Studies on the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages in Turkey

The application of the CEFR in language teaching in Turkey has only been the subject
of a small number of research studies. Guneyli and Demirel (2006) conducted pilot
research on the application of the CEFR in teaching Turkish as a foreign language in
order to evaluate its efficacy in Turkey. The study findings demonstrated that the
CEFR had a positive impact on learners in terms of autonomy, motivation,
participation and eagerness to learn about the target culture. Although it was not a
typical practice in Turkey to establish CEFR-based language teaching programs, the
pilot study demonstrated its efficacy, giving the CEFR more significance in course
design, teacher education, and assessment related issues. However, research on the
CEFR revealed that the major issue with it was that teachers and pupils lacked a
comprehensive understanding of how to use the reference tool (Morrow, 2004). A
comparative study conducted by Yakisik and Gurocak (2018) to compare the
perceptions of the EFL teachers in public and private schools about the CEFR
framework revealed that teachers who work at private schools had considerably more
comprehensive knowledge about the framework and its principles compared to the

ones who work in public school.

Ustunluoglu et al. (2012) conducted a case study to explore the process of creating a
new English language teaching program based on the principles of the CEFR
framework. They found that choosing program objectives in accordance with the
CEFR and incorporating academic skills objectives into these undoubtedly resulted in
a better-quality program because students and teachers found language competency to
be adequate. The CEFR framework offers a unifying foundation for the explicit

definition of goals, content, and procedures, and improves the transparency of
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the courses offered, the syllabus used, and the credentials attained (Council of Europe,
2005). Because of this, it is believed that creating a new English teaching program
based on the CEFR will result in a solid and well-structured curriculum (Ustunluoglu

etal., 2012).

Korhasanogullari (2020) conducted a study examining the 2018 ELT curriculum and
its content, assessments, teaching-learning process, and outcomes. The study revealed
that even though the objectives of the curriculum, its content and the outcomes
expected were in line with the communicative approach emphasised,
practitioners(teachers) were subjected to many challenges in the teaching-learning
process. Likewise, the study conducted by Kerimoglu (2021) to evaluate the 2018
English curriculum also revealed that the objectives of the curriculum could not
completely meet the needs of the learners and it was practically not possible to conduct
learner-centred teaching methods. Besides, it was practically not possible to conduct
assessments that would measure all four skills. Another study conducted by Basaran
et al. (2020) to evaluate the 2018 English curriculum that is used in Grade 8 made it
clear that there was an incongruence between the objectives of the curriculum and the
teachers. This study also unfolded a number of problems concerning the curriculum
implementation (i.e., overloaded content, classroom environment, insufficient class

hours, etc.).

Another study conducted by Unlucan Tosun and Glover (2020) delved into the
teachers’ knowledge and the practical use and influence of the CEFR in classroom
practices. The results made it clear that the teachers had a considerably positive view
of the CEFR framework and its contribution to language teaching practices. However,

it was also revealed that owing to the lack of training about the CEFR framework, the
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participants reported difficulty in applying the CEFR effectively in classroom teaching
and assessment practices, partly because of not having a clear understanding of the
CEFR proficiency levels. Likewise, the case study conducted by Yuce and Mirici
(2019) to investigate the applicability of the proficiency descriptors and the principles
of the CEFR in language education revealed that although the students’ needs and
language levels were addressed, the practitioners (teachers) reported problems related
to the course materials, inadequate class hours, and the absence of professional

development opportunities.

2.7 Curriculum Evaluation Studies on the Common European

Framework of Reference for Languages in Other Countries

The Council of Europe prepared and carried out a questionnaire as a portion of a
qualitative research project in 2005 with the intention to determine the extent to which
the CEFR is known and used throughout Europe. The study encompasses the member
countries in European Union and for sampling purposes, 37 countries in EU, 39 higher
education institutes, 18 teacher training institutes, 18 teacher colleges, 16 exam
centres, 14 language centres, 12 adult education centres, and 28 primary and secondary
schools were selected. The findings of the study showed that the CEFR had
significantly influenced not only the teacher preparation programs, but also the
assessment and evaluation in general. Within the scale of 0 to 4, the CEFR awareness
of the participating institutes were found to be 3,16, and the active use of the CEFR
was 2.24. Likewise, Martyniuk and Noijons (2007) conducted a quantitate research
study in 2006 which aimed at identifying the extent of use of the CEFR at national
level in 46 member countries in EU. The study revealed that 90% of the participating
countries believed that the CEFR was “very useful” and helpful in their program

development practices and in preparation of their annual plans. 87% of the
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participating countries indicated that the CEFR was “very useful” in developing the
assessment and evaluation tools. Meanwhile, 78% of the participants indicated that the

CEFR was a “very useful” program.

Jaakkola (2000) conducted a study to delve into the applicability of the CEFR within
the schools in Finland. The data gathered in 1998-1999 in a case study, through
interviews and observations, showed that instructors' knowledge of the essential
components of the CEFR in language education significantly influenced their methods
for teaching and learning languages. It also highlighted the fact that the CEFR as a
framework helped the language teachers to set goals for themselves which were
relevant to the cognitive abilities of the learners and allowed the teachers to choose the
materials that they would like to use. The literature on the CEFR, on the other hand,
also demonstrates that teachers' knowledge, awareness, and understanding of the
CEFR and its guiding principles are crucial to the framework's successful
implementation in language teaching (Diez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Ngo, 2017;

Moomen et al., 2013).

In a qualitative and quantitative study about teachers' perceptions of the CEFR, Faez
et al. (2011) concentrated on instructors' perspectives of the benefits and drawbacks of
implementing CEFR-informed practice in ESL classes. They discovered that teachers
in Ontario had an overwhelmingly positive view of CEFR-informed instruction
in language classes. They discussed the efficacy and impact of "Can Do" statements
in fostering student motivation and confidence as well as raising the students'
understanding of themselves as language learners. On the other hand, Nakatani (2012)
performed research to determine if the application of communication strategies (CS)

from the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages can increase the
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proficiency level of EFL learners in communicative tasks. The findings of the study
showed that the test scores of the participants, their ability to utilize achievement
strategies, and their knowledge of strategy use were significantly improved. However,
the reference tool is not sufficiently understood by teachers and students, according to
Morrow (2004). As Baldwin and Apelgren (2018) assert, the CEFR descriptors are
hard to utilize in the evaluation process owing to the fact that the descriptors are
difficult to comprehend. In the same vein, the CEFR is a descriptive framework and
has been criticized to be too theoretical, not offering tangible examples for the
practitioners to comprehend and help them to employ the framework (Mison & Jang,
2011). Likewise, the study conducted by Khair and Shah (2021) aiming to delve into
the issues and challenges teachers face in the implementation of the CEFR-aligned
curriculum in Malaysian primary ESL classrooms revealed that although teachers held
a positive view towards the CEFR-aligned ESL curriculum, they faced significant
difficulties and challenges in implementing the curriculum. That is to say that as the
teachers were not familiar with the CEFR descriptors, they faced challenges in
designing classroom activities based on the CEFR descriptors which was due to lack
of undergoing related in-service training. Having said that it was also highlighted that
the teachers held positive opinions about the learner autonomy and learner-centred

approach adopted in the CEFR-aligned ESL curriculum,
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Chapter 3

METHOD

3.1 Design of the Study

Utilizing both quantitative and qualitative methodologies, this research study was
carried out using a mixed method approach. Therefore, a questionnaire was employed
to collect the quantitative data, while a semi-structured interview, a focused group
interview, document analysis and classroom observations were carried out to collect
the qualitative data. Both methods were jointly employed to achieve the ultimate aim
of this study and were backed up by document analysis that was carried out throughout
the research process. This was due to the notion that the mixed method design in social
sciences would be able to obtain a greater understanding of the research problems.
Additionally, the combination of quantitative and qualitative methods would
strengthen and balance each other, thereby reducing the impact of each method's

shortcomings.

The study used a naturalistic inquiry approach because the researcher did not utilize
any interventions or treatments. According to Allwright and Bailey (1991), this mode
of inquiry is a qualitative one and brings a process-focused approach to the explanation
of events and processes that are naturally occurring. According to Patton (1987), when
evaluating a program, those conducting the evaluation do not make an intervention to
influence the program or its participants in any way in order to further their own

research. He further explains that “Naturalistic inquiry evaluators focus on capturing
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program processes, documenting variations, and exploring important individual
differences between various participants’ experiences and outcomes... A naturalistic
inquiry strategy is selected to describe naturally unfolding program processes and

impacts.” (p. 14).

Having said that, the current study is descriptive since the researcher sought to describe
the subject groups' real-life behaviours, beliefs, and the processes or activities that they
engage in. Reporting the events as they actually occurred was the researcher's
ultimate goal. Rea-Dickens and Germaine (1992) refer to this method as a "descriptive
data-based approach in the field of program assessment” (p. 58). With this kind of
program evaluation, the program undergoes evaluation while it is being administered
in order to obtain fresh data and develop fresh understandings of many different facets

of language teaching and learning process.

There are many different models that might be used for curriculum evaluation, as was
covered in Chapter 2, but the choice of which model to employ should be considered
on a case-by-case basis. Although some evaluators who use such models, many do not
strictly adhere to any one paradigm when conducting evaluations because
“formulating single model fitting different evaluation contexts may not be feasible”

(Lynch, 1990, p. 23).

As Fitzpatrick et al (2004) state “the value of the alternative approaches lies in their
capacity to help us think, to present and provoke new ideas and techniques, and to
serve as mental checklists of things we ought to consider, remember, or worry about.
Their heuristic value is very high; their prescriptive value seems much less” (p. 159).
Therefore, rather than using just one particular approach, the evaluators can use a
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number of different approaches, known as "an eclectic approach” which was adopted
in the design of the current study. The curriculum evaluation models suggested by
Stake (1967), Bellon and Handler (1982), Provus (1996) and Stufflebeam (1971)
which were explained in Chapter 2, were the most suitable models for the present
study. The three components of the Stake’s Countenance Model (1967); antecedents,
transactions, and outcomes, set the framework of the evaluation model. The
antecedents, also known as prior conditions, are the starting point of the evaluation as
they refer to the context prior to the commencement of teaching practices. As the study
aimed to evaluate the current English language curriculum, the context was kept
broader and aspects such as the history of English language teaching in Turkey,
language policy changes as well as the socio-political changes that had either direct or
indirect impact on the curriculum were included. The second level of the Stake’s
Countenance Model, which is transactions, was expanded by including elements from
the Discrepancy Model and Bellon and Handlers’ model. The flow chart (Figure 2)
indicates the aspects of the models adopted/ adapted to provide a comprehensive
framework for an effective curriculum evaluation. As for the second step, the standards
were required to be identified- the ones set by the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) and the ones mentioned in the Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages (CEFR). In line with the standards, the goals (Bellon and Handler’s
model) were identified. Then, a detailed analysis of a range of factors such as the
environment, learners, and teachers were carried out. Once the environmental factors
were taken into account, the transactions (Stake’s Countenance Model) which
incorporate events and experiences (teaching/ learning experiences) as well as the
instructions were required to be included in the evaluation process. This led to the

assessment of performance (Discrepancy Model) which aimed to identify the potential,
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if any, discrepancies between performance and standards. Eventually, the evaluation
process led to a stage where certain ideas could be put forward pertaining to the effects
of the curriculum on the relevant parties. This, in return, provided some ideas
pertaining to the effectiveness of the curriculum in achieving the pre-set goals. As for
the last step, the data collected and analysed revealed significant information and

provided feedback on the curriculum to inform the decision makers.

The curriculum evaluation model adapted for this particular research study

incorporated the following aspects:

a) Antecedents (Stake’s Model)

e Historical development of ELT in Turkey

e Policy changes in Turkey

e Socio-political changes

b) Develop and Define Standards (Discrepancy Model)
e The standards of the English language set by MoNE
e Antecedents (Stake’s Model)

e Historical development

c¢) Goals (Bellon and Handler, 1982)

e Desired outcomes and expectations of the program
d) Organisation (Bellon and Handler, 1982)

e Review and analysis of factors influencing curriculum effectiveness
e Resources and how they are used

e Environment

¢) Transactions (Stake’s Model)

e Events and experiences
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Teaching- learning experiences

Instructions

f) Assessing Performance (Discrepancy Model)

Comparison between performance and standards to determine discrepancies

g) Outcomes (Stake’s Model/ Bellon and Handler, 1982)

The effects of the program on participants

Educational settings in which the program operates

h) Feedback/ Decision (Discrepancy Model)

Information for decision makers to alter, change or terminate

3.2 Research Questions

This research study aimed to investigate the following research questions:

b)

Do stakeholders (i.e., teachers) have a clear understanding of the impact of the
CEFR framed English language curriculum on the language teaching/ learning
process?

Are the assigned CEFR levels and the relevant learning outcomes achievable for
the learners considering the number of class hours, types of instruction, and
resources used?

To what extent are the MoNE’s recommendations related to the language teaching
practices put in practice?

What are the perceptions of the students pertaining to the course content, the
course conduct, and the assessment procedures of the CEFR framed curriculum?
What are the perceptions of the teacher pertaining to;

the goals and objectives of the CEFR framed English language curriculum?

-the curriculum content and the materials recommended in the CEFR framed

English language curriculum?
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c) -the application of the CEFR framed English language curriculum in language
teaching practices?
* From the perspective of the teachers, has the CEFR framed English language

curriculum enhanced the language teaching practices/ course conduct?

The CEFR-based English language teaching is far from being implemented effectively
in Turkey, despite its popularity, prestige, and acceptance. This study aimed to reveal
potential problems and challenges (if any) by referring to not only the perceptions of
the language teachers regarding their current teaching practice on the basis of the
CEFR and the CEFR framed curriculum at primary and secondary school levels, but
also the perceptions of the learners pertaining to the extent to which the CEFR framed
curriculum meets their expectations.

3.3 Research Context

The research study was conducted in selected primary and secondary schools in
Istanbul, Turkey. The reason being was that Istanbul is a metropolitan city which
attracts migrations from all across Turkey. Situated in one of the seven geographical
regions of Turkey, Istanbul is divided into 39 district municipalities. The boundaries
of the city of Istanbul constitute the entire metropolitan region, which is around 5.500
km?2 in size and has a population density of 2.400 people per km2. Istanbul forms the
largest agglomeration in Europe with a population over 15.9 million. With around 1
million population in 1945, the population projections for Istanbul in 2025 is 16.7
million due to migration. The research study will be carried out in Istanbul due to the
fact that Istanbul, as a metropolitan city, is the best sample that represents the socio-
economic characteristics of the whole country. Thus, it would be easier to sample the

different socioeconomic levels of the society.
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3.3.1 Socio-economic Zones in Istanbul

Through its website, http://www.mahallemistanbul.com, the Mahallem (My District)
Istanbul project, run by the Faculty of Economics at Istanbul University with
assistance from the Istanbul Development Agency, provides a comprehensive analysis
of the districts of Istanbul. The project provides insights into the demographics of the
population: age, marital status, population density, education, health, social life,
infrastructure, transportation, economy, political tendencies, and level of socio-
economic development as some of the major areas. The project encompasses 14 major
headings and further 54 subheadings allocated to the major categories. The data in this
project were cross compared with the data obtained from other resources to allocate
three districts in Istanbul based on their socio-economic status: one high socio-
economic, one medium/average socio-economic, and one low socio-economic district.
The criteria that were set to identify the districts were as following; population and
population density per household, level of education which incorporates the ratio of
literacy/ illiteracy, rate of higher education commencement/ completion, life quality,
and the economic status. In order to provide an objective evaluation of the district, data

from a range of resources were cross compared.

The district that was selected as the high level socio-economic one in Istanbul was
Besiktas which is located on the European part of Istanbul. The population of the
district, as of 2017, was 185.447 people which encompasses 85.134 male (45.91%)
and 100.313 female (54.09%) residents (Nufusu, 2018). This was also evident in the
data presented in the Mahallem (My District) Istanbul project. On the other hand,
Umraniye, which was selected as the medium socio-economic district in Istanbul had
considerably higher population; 699.901 residents which encompasses 350.688 male

(50.11%) and 349.213 female (49.89%) residents. The third district that was selected
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as the low soci-economic districts in Istanbul was Sultanbeyli. The population ratio in
Sultanbeyli was 329.985 which included 169.441 male (51.35%) and 160.544 female
(48.65%) residents as of 2017 (Nufusu, 2018). The Mahallem (My District) Istanbul

project also confirms the data presented above.

When these districts were evaluated based on the level of education, Besiktas was the
district with the highest level of education as well as the lowest level of illiteracy. The
data presented (Figure 2) below clearly indicates the ratio of illiteracy, uneducated

people, primary, secondary and high school education as well as higher education.

Level of Education

L

= University and above = Primary, Secondary and High School = Other

Figure 2: Level of Education in Besiktas, Istanbul (Endeksa, 2017)

It is clearly evident that the number of people attended university and completed
undergraduate, graduate, and post-graduate degrees are considerably higher compared
to the medium socio-economic district (Umraniye) and low socio-economic district
(Sultanbeyli). It was also evident in the data provided by The Mahallem (My District)
Istanbul project that the literacy rate, as of 2015, in Besiktas, Umraniye, and
Sultanbeyli clearly signifies the differences. The literacy rate of the occupants who

were 6-year-old and above in Besiktas was ranked as 0.98 in Besiktas. However, the
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was 0.97 in Umraniye and 0.96 in Sultanbeyli (Mahallem SEGE). In addition to that
the female literacy rates in the aforementioned districts clearly indicates the level of
difference at educational level. In Besiktas, the female literacy rate was reported as
0.97. Whereas this was significantly lower in Umraniye with only 0.95 female literacy
rate. Sultanbeyli had the lowest female literacy rate with only 0.93 (Ingev, 2017;

Yilmaz et al., 2017).

The data presented above was also confirmed by other sources. It was also mentioned
that with 34% of higher education ratio, Besiktas is the district that has the highest
ration of higher education in Istanbul (Turkiye Gazetesi, 2014). The same resource
indicated Sultanbeyli as having the lowest higher education ration with as little as 3%.
Furhermore, the data obtained from The Mahallem (My District) Istanbul project
clearly indicated that the average duration of education in Besiktas was between 10 to
12 years. Whereas, in Umraniye, it was ranging from 7 to 10 years. Sultanbeyli, on the
other hand, had the lowest aver duration of education with 7 years and below
(Mahallem SEGE). The following figure (Figure 3) indicates the ratio of illiteracy,
uneducated people, primary, secondary and high school education as well as higher

education in Umraniye.
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Level of Education

.

= University and above = Primary, Secondary and High School = Other

Figure 3. Level of Education in Umraniye, Istanbul (Endeksa, 2017)

It is clearly evident that the number of people attended university and completed
undergraduate, graduate, and post-graduate degrees are considerably lower than
Besiktas bearing in mind the fact that the population of Umraniye is almost three times
larger than Besiktas. As mentioned above, the level of education in Umraniye is

considerably lower than Besiktas, but significantly higher than Sultanbeyli.

Sultanbeyli, on the other hand, displays significantly different demographics when we
look at the level of education in that district. It is clearly evident in the following figure
(Figure 4) that the ratio of illiteracy in Sultanbeyli is significantly high when the
population is taken into account and when these numbers are cross compared with the
one in Besiktas and Umraniye. It could easily be seen that the difference is obvious.
Meanwhile, it is also evident that there is a significant variance in higher education in
Sultanbeyli when compared to Umraniye or Besiktas. This was also supported by the
data obtained from The Mahallem (My District) Istanbul project. It was indicated that
the average duration of education in Sultanbeyli was 7 years and below which was
significantly lower than Umraniye (7 to 10 years of education), and considerably less
than Besiktas (10 to 12 years of education) (Mahallem SEGE).
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Level of Education

S

= University and above = Primary, Secondary and High School = Other

Figure 4. Level of Education in Sultanbeyli, Istanbul (Endeksa, 2017)

Another criterion that was taken into account while selecting the districts in Istanbul
for this particular research study was the life quality index as this criterion is closely
linked to the level of socio-economic development. Based on the results of the
Humanitarian Development Index-Districts (IGE-I) that was released by the
Humanitarian Development Foundation (INGEV), Besiktas is one of the eight districts
in which the humanitarian development was ascertained to be the highest (Ingev,
2017). This was also confirmed with the statistical data provided. The life quality index
in Besiktas, Istanbul was declared to be 0.911 which placed this district to the top of
the list. Whereas Umraniye got the score of -0.028 which positioned this district as the
23rd district in Istanbul. Sultanbeyli, on the other hand, scored considerably less and
got the 38th position with the score of -0.601 in life quality index in Istanbul (Milliyet,
2015). Based on the data revealed by REIDIN Socio-economic Classification (SED),
the districts were classified as A+, A, A-, B+, B, B-, C+, C, C- which indicate their
superiority in terms of socio-economic variables. Besiktas was among the districts in
which the socio-economic status was ranked as A+ which indicates the district as the

most liveable district in Istanbul whereas Sultanbeyli was ranked as C- which clearly
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indicates that the district has achieved the lowest score in socio-economic variables
(socio-economic, financial, and environmental variables) (REIDIN, 2014).

3.3.2 Sampling

The schools that were selected for this particular research study were chosen from
these three socio-economic zones in Istanbul. From each zone, there were three public
primary schools (covering Year 2 to Year 4) and three public secondary schools
(covering Year 5 to Year 8) included. The schools selected were the ones where
primary and secondary school levels were delivered within the vicinity of the same
school in different buildings. In total, there were nine primary and nine secondary
schools in the socioeconomic zones selected. Within the selected schools, the research
study covered Year 2 to Year 8 groups. The following table represents the selection

process and the overall numbers included.

Table 4: Selection of schools based on the socio-economic indicators

Socioeconomic Number of Schools Number of Total
Area/Zone Classes per
school
High 3 Public Schools (Year 2-3-4 7 classes Total= 21
(Besiktas) and Year 5-6-7-8) classes
Medium 3 Public Schools (Year 2-3-4 7 classes Total=21
(Umraniye) and Year 5-6-7-8) classes
Low 3 Public Schools (Year 2-3-4 7 classes Total= 21
(Sultanbeyli) and Year 5-6-7-8) classes

3.4 Participants

The research study encompassed language teachers, students in the aforementioned

levels, and the relevant documentation (the CEFR document, English Language
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curriculum mandated by the MoNE). The research study was designed to include the
primary and secondary school levels (Grade 2 to Grade 8) excluding the high school
levels (Grade 9 to Grade 12). This was due to the fact that high school education
comprises of general, vocational and technical secondary education and their emphasis
on language education varies (e.g., class hours per week). Therefore, it becomes
extremely difficult to conduct an evaluation study and come to a conclusion based on
the data collected. On the other hand, the inclusion of all the grades in the primary
and secondary school levels, where the English language education is more
streamlined (i.e., standard class hours per week), was expected to provide a more
comprehensive picture of how the curriculum implementation process was taking
place and to what extent the expectations of the MoNE were met in the language
classrooms. Meanwhile, the teachers who were teaching the aforementioned levels
were among the primary participants in this research study. In addition to that, the
students were also included in this study in order to incorporate their perspective into
the research study. Effective program evaluation, according to Scriven (1991), is a
time-consuming and expensive procedure that calls for information from all parties
involved, including teachers, students, and their parents as well as all other
potential stakeholders.

3.4.1 Students

The research study encompassed students at the primary school level (Grade 2, 3, and
4) and the secondary school level (Grade 5, 6, 7, and 8). The age range for the primary
school level participants was 5.5/ 6-year-old for Grade 2 students, 7-year-old for Grade
3 students, and 8-year-old for Grade 4 students. For the secondary school level, the
age range would be between 9-year-old (for Grade 5 students) and 12-year-old (for

Grade 8 students).
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For the group interviews, convenience sampling method (Kothari, 2004) was utilized
to pinpoint the participants in the randomly selected primary and secondary schools in
three districts (Sultanbeyli, Umraniye, and Besiktas) in Istanbul. In order to conduct
the focus group interviews, one primary (comprising Grade 2 to Grade 4) and one
secondary school (Grade 5 to Grade 8) were selected from each socioeconomic zone
mentioned earlier. The total number of schools identified for the focus group
interviews were three. The grades included in the study were from Grade 2 to Grade
8. Therefore, there were total of 6 students in primary schools and 8 students in
secondary school participated in the focus group interviews in each zone. The
interview participants selected, a total of 42 students from all three socioeconomic
zones, were active students in the primary and secondary schools at the time of the
research study. In selecting the participants, the researcher consulted the subject
teachers to identify two participants from each grade; one considerably active and
another less active student in English classes. The reason being was to capture the
different perspectives of the students who were engaged in the subject and the ones
who were considerably less engaged. A mix of male and female students were urged
to take part in the interviews in order to neutralize any potential bias brought on by the

students' gender.

As the study incorporated primary and secondary school students from three different
districts of Istanbul (i.e., socio-economic zones), a coding system was developed to
distinguish the students and the socio-economic zone in which their school was
located. The initials of the primary or secondary school (i.e., P or S) were followed by
the participant number. Additionally, the initials of the socio-economic zones were

added to provide clarity.
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Table 5: Participant coding system

School Participant Socio-economic
Zone
Primary P 1, 2, etc. Low L
Secondary S 1, 2, etc. Medium M
High H

P2-L refers to the second participant in a primary school in low socio-economic
zone (Sultanbeyli)

3.4.2 Teachers

The study was conducted in three different socioeconomic zones in Istanbul and it
covered three public primary and secondary schools in each zone. The approach that
was taken in this research study was to select schools where primary and secondary
schools were offered under the same roof. This was due to the fact that the teacher who
teach Grade 2 to Grade 4 Primary level might also be teaching Grade 5 to Grade 8
which allows the researcher to see how the CEFR framed curriculum is being
interpreted and put into practice by these teachers. The fact that the curriculum has
been designed in a way that the successful completion of a particular grade (i.e., Grade
2) is a prerequisite for the success in next grade. Therefore, being able to work with a
teacher who teaches all these levels would reveal significant data pertaining to the

interpretation and the application of the curriculum.

In selecting the participating teachers, the data collection instruments (semi-structured
interview, classroom observation, and questionnaire) determined the number of
participants that would be included. As it would be more feasible, semi-structured
interviews were carried out with the teachers who were also involved in the classroom

observations. This, in fact, provided a better opportunity for the researcher and the
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participants to delve into the issues and challenges that were faced in the

implementation of the curriculum in class.

In addition, the research study included quantitative data collection instruments such
as questionnaires. Therefore, the aforementioned number of teachers would not be
sufficient to collect the date. In order to ensure the adequacy of the number of
participants, teachers who work in other primary and secondary schools all across
Turkey were invited to take part in the questionnaire via online questionnaire tools.
The questionnaire was sent to a total of 120 teachers, out of whom 112 teachers
(primary and secondary schools combined) responded. The response rate was 93.3%.
Of the 112 teachers who completed the questionnaire, 12 teachers were excluded from
the analysis due to missing data, ending up with a total of 100 teachers from 47
different cities in 7 different geographical regions in Turkey. The teachers were
teaching in primary and secondary schools at the time of the study. The diversity in
terms of origin not only contributed to the representativeness of the sample but also it
made it possible to extract quantitative data from such a sample, which would
otherwise have been logistically impossible in the current study. A simple random
sampling method (Cohen et al., 2007) was utilized to ensure that equal chance was
given to the members of the target group (primary and secondary school teachers).
Participation was on a voluntary basis. Table 6 outlines the background of the

questionnaire participants.

Table 6: Background Information

Gender Female Male

65% 35%
School Primary School Secondary School
Type 44% 56%
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Education Bachelor Master PhD

Level 82% 14% 4%
Program ELT* ELL** Other Languages
Graduated 77% 17% 6%
Teaching  Less than 1 1-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20+
Experience  Year Years Years Years Years Years
4% 23% 22% 25% 16% 10%

* ELT (English Language Teaching); **ELL (English Language and Literature)

For the semi-structured interviews, convenience sampling method (Kothari, 2004) was
utilized to pinpoint the participants in the randomly selected primary and secondary
schools in three districts (Sultanbeyli, Umraniye, and Besiktas) in Istanbul. The
interview participants selected, a total of nine participants (six female and three male
teachers), were actively teaching in primary and secondary schools at the time of the
research study. The nine participants ranged in experience from one to five years (five
participants), six to ten years (two participants), and eleven to fifteen years (two
participants). Six of them were secondary school teachers while three were teaching
in primary schools. Therefore, the participants were coded with a corresponding letter
(i.e., ‘P’ for primary and ’S’ for secondary school teachers). Additionally, different
codes were used to distinguish the participants based on the grades they teach (i.e., ‘A’
for primary, ‘B’ for secondary and ‘C’ for both primary and secondary school). In the
same way, the participants were coded as X (who took a seminar/course on the CEFR)

and Y (who did not take any seminar/course on the CEFR).

3.5 Data Collection Instruments

A mixed method approach was employed to conduct the research study, and both
qualitative and quantitative data collection techniques were utilized. The preliminary

goal was to utilize the data that the mixed method approach produced to gain insight
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into the research problems which would lead to a better understanding of the issues
investigated. While doing so, it allows the researcher to be more certain about the
interpretations, results, or claims that compose the findings because it provides data
from the same research problems. By utilizing the advantages of one research model
to make up for the methodological weaknesses of the other, it also produces more

reliable research (Ponce & Pagan-Maldonado, 2015).

The research study adhered to a paradigm known as "sequential phases design".
According to the paradigm, the researcher starts his study with a particular
approach (phase I) and then utilizes the results to develop phase II, which uses a
different research approach. For instance, the study starts with a quantitative phase and
designs the qualitative phase based on its findings. According to Ponce and Pagan-
Maldonado (2015), the basic principles of studies with sequential phases use a research
approach to thoroughly investigate the research problem before incorporating the

results of the first phase to create the second phase.

The research questions assigned to this particular study and the overall purpose of it
required an in-depth analysis of the issues addressed. Therefore, four different data
collection techniques were employed; questionnaires, semi-structured interviews,
observation/ field notes and document analysis. As part of the research design, the data
collection instruments were utilized in a specific order, with the outcomes of the first
one informing the content of the second and so on. First of all, the document analysis
was conducted to identify the goals and objectives, content, materials suggested,
learning context described, and assessment and evaluation techniques recommended
in the English Language Teaching Program (MoNE, 2018) and well as the CEFR

framed curriculum. The data obtained were used to design the questionnaires,
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interviews (teacher and student), and the classroom observation guideline. The
following section explains the data collection techniques and the instruments in details.
3.5.1 Questionnaire

The questionnaire was conducted with the language teachers who were teaching at the
primary and secondary school levels. In order to ensure that the questionnaire
addresses the research questions, the items that were included in the questionnaire
were strictly related to the content of the primary and secondary school English
language curriculum and the CEFR document. By doing so, the collected data

produced a more comprehensive answer to the research questions.

The questionnaire comprised of two main parts. In the first part of the questionnaire,
the participants were required to provide personal information regarding their gender,
education, teaching experience, place where they work, and the level that they
teach...etc. The second part was related to the different aspects of the English language
curriculum that was going to be evaluated and thus comprised of five sub-sections:
goals and objectives, course content and materials, course conduct, assessment, and
the application of the curriculum. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of the
questionnaire was .94, with alpha values for sub-scales ranging from .78 to .85 (as

shown in Table 7 below), signifying high internal consistency.

Table 7. Cronbach’s Alpha values

Subscales Cronbach’s
Alpha

Knowledge about the CEFR framed English Curriculum and its Goals .84

and Objectives

Course Content and Materials .84

Course Conduct .85
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Assessment and Evaluation .83

Application of the Curriculum 78

In the second part of the questionnaire, there were 40 close-ended items on 5-point
Likert scale; Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Neither Agree nor Disagree (N),
Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD). Because they restrict the respondent to the set
of possibilities being presented (Foddy, 1993), close-ended questionnaire items were
used for this study. Closed-ended questions, on the other hand, subject every
respondent to the same response categories and enable uniform quantitative analysis.
The main goal of using the closed-ended questions was to confirm the existence of
specific components that contributed to the overall problem (Johnson & Christensen,
2012).

3.5.2 Interview

The interview may undertake three different tasks as a unique research technique. First
of all, it might serve as the main strategy for acquiring data that directly relates to the
primary objectives of the research (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007). As Tuckman
(1972) describes it, the interview provides insights into ‘a person’s head’ which, in
return, makes it accessible to measure the knowledge or the information retained, the
values and preferences of the subject matter as well as the attitudes and the beliefs.
Second, it can be applied as an explanatory tool that allows the researcher to discover
variables and the connection between them, or it can be used for testing hypotheses
and proposing new ones. Third, in a research study, the interview may be used in
conjunction with various other methods. In this regard, Kerlinker (1970) proposes that

interviews, particularly unstructured ones, may be used to explore unexpected
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results, to verify other methods, or to have a more thorough understanding of the
respondents' motivations and the reasons underlying the responses they gave.

3.5.2.1 Types of Interviews

There are different types of interviews that can serve peculiar needs of the researchers.
For example, six different forms of interviews are described by LeCompte et al.
(1992), including standardised interviews, in-depth interviews, ethnographic
interviews, elite interviews, life history interviews, and focus groups. On the other
hand, Bogdan and Biklen (1992) introduced two more: semi-structured interviews and
group interviews. Similarly, Lincoln and Guba (1985) proposed structured interviews.
Exploratory interview, on the other hand, was put forward by Oppenheim (1992). In
addition, four kinds of interviews are described by Patton (1980: 206): informal
conversational interviews, interview guide approaches, standard open-ended

interviews, and closed quantitative interviews.

Kvale (1996) arranges the different types of interviews along a continuum, contending
that they vary in the degree of openness of their purpose, the degree of structure,
and whether they inquire about descriptions or interpretation. The degree of structure
in the interview, which itself reflects the aims of the interview, such as to gather a
number of respondents’ opinions about a certain topic or to suggest distinct, alternate
opinions about a particular matter, appears to be a significant distinction. According
to Lincoln and Guba (1985), structured interviews are beneficial when investigators
have an awareness of what they lack information about and can thus formulate
questions that will provide the necessary knowledge. The unstructured interview, on
the other hand, is helpful when researchers rely on the respondents to fill them in on

what they do not know.
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3.5.2.2 Semi-Structured Interviews

In a research study, interviews are employed to elicit the interviewee's ideas and
interpretations rather than the researchers enforcing their own by using questionnaires.
This is the main justification for choosing semi-structured interviews in addition to the
questionnaire for this research project. Besides, semi-structured interviews were also
used for this research study for a number of other reasons. First off, semi-structured
interviews are useful tools for facilitating a more thorough investigation of the
experiences of the respondents, allowing for the collection of more complex and
detailed data. Additionally, semi-structured interviews give the interviewee the
flexibility they require to reply to the questions and provide the interviewer the degree

of control they require over the entire interview process.

The semi-structured interview that was designed for this research study comprised of
two main sections: background information of the participant in the first section and
the interview questions in the second section. The first section aimed to gather the
background information of the research participant. The participants were expected to
provide information pertaining to their age, faculty graduated, place where the
participants currently work, years of teaching experience, and years of experience
teaching the current level. On the other hand, the second section comprised of the 23
interview questions listed under the following sub-categories; awareness of the CEFR-
framed English language curriculum, goals and objectives of the CEFR-framed
curriculum, course content and materials, course conduct, and assessment and
evaluation.

3.5.2.3 Focus Group Interview

Researchers who are interested in problems surrounding education have looked into

research methodologies that may open up new avenues for comprehending significant
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problems, and thus they have started to advocate the use of qualitative research
method (Vaughn et al., 1996). One notable example is the focus group interview.
Focus group interviews aim to delve into the beliefs of a particular group of people
about a particular research problem in a non-threatening environment (McLachlan,
2005). The pattern of inquiry is where the concept of "focus" originates. Focus group
interview adopts a deductive approach. the questions start at a broader level and
become more steadily detailed and specific. Focus groups are described by Kitzinger
(1996) as gatherings of people organized to discuss a particular set of issues. It is
described by McDaniel and Bach (1996) as a discussion that takes place in a social
atmosphere, is supervised by a group leader, and aims to produce data that
is descriptive or explanatory. The definition consists of three crucial parts. First, it
explains unequivocally that focus groups are a type of research methodology used to
gather data. Second, it identifies the interaction within a group conversation as the
data source. Thirdly, it recognizes the researcher's active engagement in developing
the group discussion for the aim of gathering data (Morgan, 1996). Focus groups are
meant to foster a relaxed environment where people can freely express their thoughts,
experiences, and views towards a subject, as noted by Kruger and Casey (2000). Focus
groups can be utilized in conjunction with other qualitative and quantitative research
methods to confirm the validity of data from various sources—a process known as
triangulation (Saulnier, 2000). This is crucial in that the researcher must either gather
data from a variety of sample groups or triangulate the data using various ways of data

collection to increase validity and reliability of the data (McLachlan, 2005).

The use of focus groups has increased over the past few decades due to a variety of
important factors: “as is the case for most qualitative methods, it is the focus group's

ability to access the knowledge, ideas, story-telling, self-presentation, and linguistic

92



exchanges within a given cultural context" (Barbour & Kitzinger, 1998, p. 5). As
Schratz indicated “quantitative work (such as the collection of survey data) through a
process of measurement, experimentation, variables, and operationalisation, transfers
the original 'voices' of its research subjects into statistical data, mathematical relations,
or other abstract parameters, leaving little understanding of the context in which
particular social practices occur” (p. 1). Focus groups, participant observation, case
studies, and individual interviews are examples of qualitative methods that give
participants' real voices in their everyday lives more weight. This gives researchers the
chance to observe and present a broader view of the social environment within their
research practices (Schratz, 1993). Stated simply, “focus groups help to capture those
experiences that cannot be "meaningfully expressed by numbers" (Berg, 1995, p. 3).

The focus group should be created using a sampling technique that accurately
represents the study population in terms of characteristics like age, sex, and
socioeconomic status in order to get a wide range of viewpoints. If the group is
intended to be representative, random sampling proves to be highly challenging (Lane
et al., 2001). Because of this, purposeful sampling was employed to create focus
groups. Six to eight people are typically considered to be the ideal group size (Morgan,
1997; Morgan, 1996; Bloor et al, 2001; Kruger, 1994; Gill et al., 2008; McLachlan,
2005; Eder & Fingerson, 2002; Mauthner, 1997). Considering the fact that the target
group consisted of young children who were not cognitively as mature as adults, it
would not be feasible to have groups smaller than this. When individuals have
'expertise' that can contribute to the group, a smaller group size is advised, as stated by
Thornton & Faisandier (1998). Another important criterion to be considered is the
demographics of the focus group to be composed. According to Patton (1990),

creating groups with little in common are less likely to produce rich data than
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homogeneous groups who have considerably a lot in common. Likewise, Gibson
(2007) emphasizes the necessity of keeping focus group interview participants' ages
and developmental stages no more than two years apart. This is in line with the opinion
put forward by Christensen (2004) and Holmes (1998) who claimed that young
participants would feel more comfortable in a focus group that comprises of similar
age group participants and the conversation with them would be more natural to the

young participants.

Considering all these factors, the target levels (Grade 2 to Grade 8) have been divided
into 2 groups: Grade 2, 3, and 4 students in one group and Grade 5, 6, 7, and 8 students
in another. The fact that the students who participated in this research study were
considerably young (Grade 2= 5.5 /6 years old & Grade 8= 12 years old), it was
believed that the students would feel more comfortable to be in groups comprising of
similar age range. In order to ensure that all grades were included in the focus group
interview, the grades were grouped together and the interview participants were
selected accordingly. The following table represents the grouping process and the

number of participants.

Table 8: Focus Group Interview Participants- Students

Primary School Year 2, 3, and 4 6 participants
&
Secondary School Year 5,6,7,and 8 8 participants

The table above represents the number of students who participated in the focus group
interviews carried out in one of the three primary and secondary schools. The research

literature indicates that the number within the range of 6 to 10 is the ideal number for
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focus group interviews (Morgan, 1997; Morgan, 1996; Bloor et al, 2001; Kruger,
1994; Gill et al., 2008; McLachlan, 2005). The overall number of focus group
interviews conducted in the participating schools were six bearing in mind the fact that
a primary and a secondary school were selected for focus group interviews in each

socloeconomic zone.

The focus group interviews composed of 15 items incorporating open-ended and close-
ended questions. Bearing in mind the purpose of the research study, the interview
questions were formed around the major themes that would serve the purpose of the
curriculum evaluation that the research study aimed to achieve. These themes were as
following;

-overall impression (of the students regarding English as a subject)

-course content

-course conduct

-educational methods and techniques (used by the teacher in classroom teaching)
-materials (coursebooks, supplementary materials provided, audio-visual materials,
etc.)

-assessment and evaluation

-assistance and support received throughout the learning process

3.5.3 Document Analysis

The research study encompassed the following documentation: English language
Teaching Program (Primary and Secondary schools) (MoNE, 2018), Primary and
Secondary School Syllabi, the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages: Learning, teaching, Assessment (CoE, 2001), and relevant classroom
teaching materials (e.g., coursebooks). Document analysis, according to Bowen

(2009), is a systematic process for examining or evaluating printed
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or electronic documents. In this research study, the rationale behind using document
analysis was to allow the data triangulation and link the three major elements (students,

teachers and the curriculum) and how they interact.

The document analysis conducted (i.e., Ministry of Education Secondary School
English Language Curriculum) as part of this research study was used as the means of
identifying the focus areas, objectives and the expected outcomes for the primary and
secondary school levels (Grade 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8). Simultaneously, the CEFR
document and the focus areas highlighted in the document were identified. The content
analysis of both documents revealed the extent to which they aligned and/or
corresponded to each other. As Bowen (2009) clearly indicates, 'content analysis' will
help organise the information that is related to the research questions. Furthermore,
the coursebook of each grade was carefully analysed in the line with considering the
goals and objectives of the CEFR framed curriculum to determine whether there was
a consistency between both documents. The fact that the coursebook is the prime tool
in delivering the content of the curriculum and shaping the classroom teaching
practices, its content (i.e., activities, tasks, projects, assessments...etc) is required to
meet the needs of the teachers as well as the learners so that the goals and objectives
of the curriculum are attained.

3.5.4 Classroom Observation

"Observing is about beginning with the noticeable, that which the casual observer sees,
then going beyond that to that which you weren't noticing, that which the casual

observer misses" (Graue & Walsh, 1998, p. 104).

Marshall and Rossman (1999) define observation as "the systematic description of

events, behaviours, and artefacts in the social setting chosen for study" (p. 79).
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Through observations, the researcher can create a detailed picture of the situation
under investigation by describing it utilizing all five senses (Erlandson et al., 1993).
The distinctive feature of observation as a method of research is that it enables a
researcher to get 'live' data from the social settings that are naturally occurring (Cohen
et al., 2007). Observations could focus on facts, events as they occur in the natural
environment, or it could even focus on the behavioural pattern depending on the needs
of the researcher and the purpose of the research study. Observational data are context-
sensitive and exhibit high ecological validity (Moyles, 2002). This makes it possible
for researchers to get individualized knowledge in addition to perception-based data,
such as comments from interviews. Additionally, it allows researchers to be open-
ended and inductive, discover details that could otherwise go unnoticed, and expose

problems that participants might be reluctant to discuss in an interview setting.

Bearing in mind the aspects of the observation as a data collection instrument in
educational research and the purpose of the research study in hand, it would be viable
to incorporate classroom observation as a a data collection tool in this study. This was
due to the fact that the research study itself aimed to find out the practical
implementation of the CEFR framed English language curriculum in classroom in
conjunction with the theoretical and ideological foundations of the curriculum
document itself. Therefore, there were certain areas that need to be noted down: the
course content (including the materials used), the course conduct (including the
activities/drills, student-teacher, student-student interaction, instructional techniques,
the use of target language, and the feedback during the language learning process), and
learner motivation and engagement. These categories set the framework for the

classroom observations. Other than that, the unforeseen aspects of the observation
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were noted as they occurred. Field notes were the common method of recording data

when the classroom observations were carried out.

The classroom observation was carried out in all three socioeconomic zones. The
observation of each grade was planned to be carried out for a week which means that
depending on the number of classes each grade had per week (Grade 2, 3, and 4 had
two classes, Grade 5, and 6 had three classes, and Grade 7 and 8 had four classes per
week), the classroom observations were required to be completed in two days for some
of the grades. This was partly because students can only have two consecutive English
classes in one day. In Grade 2, 3, and 4, there are two hours of English class per week.
In Grade 5 and 6, there are three hours of English class and in Grade 7 and 8, it is four
hour of English class per week. In other words, Grade 2, 3, and 4 observations could
be completed in a single day. However, Grade 5 to Grade 8, observations were required

to be completed in two different days.

As it would be necessary to conduct classroom observations in all three schools in the
selected three socioeconomic zones, the selected primary and one secondary schools
in each socioeconomic zone accommodated the classroom observations. Considering
the fact that there were three different grades in primary schools (Grade 2, 3, and 4),
four different grades in secondary schools (Grade 5, 6, 7, and 8), and each grade had
different weekly class hours (e.g., two class hours per week for Grad 2 or four class
hours per week for Grade 8), the completion of the classroom observation for some of
the grades would take two attempts to complete. Twenty-one hours of classroom
observations in each socioeconomic zone (total of 63 observations in all three zones)
were conducted. It took approximately four weeks to complete the classroom

observations in all three socio-economic zones.
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3.6 Translating the Data Collection Instruments

Certain epistemological and methodical difficulties are lessened when the participants
and the researcher are of a similar culture and could communicate in the same
language (Temple and Young, 2004). It is important that in qualitative research, the
interpretation of the data collected by the researcher should match with the information
shared by the participants so that the data could be considered as valid (Polkinghorne,
2007). Thus, the interview questions (both teacher and student) and the questionnaire
items, as the data collection instruments, were carefully translated into the target
language which was, in this case, Turkish. According to Schmieding and Kokuyama
(1995) and Mason (2005), “conceptual equivalence is what translation aims to achieve
and conceptual equivalence implies that an item may be translated into different words,
but the original meaning or conceptual framework remains intact” (Mason, 2005, p.
70). Meanwhile, it is also emphasised that “the translation strives for equivalence of
item meanings and idioms in both cultures” (Yu et. al, 2004, p. 310). However, “the
wider apart the structures of the two languages, the less simple the task™ (Hofstede,
2001, p. 21). It is also recommended that the translation process should include
multiple (Hambleton & Kanjee, 1993; Maneesriwongul and Dixon, 2004) and it is
equally important that the translators familiar with not only the target language, but
also the culture itself (Hambleton and Kanjee, 1993; Schmieding and Kokuyama,
1995; Hofstede, 2001). Having stated that, they must also be knowledgeable about the

topic at hand (Hambleton & Kanjee, 1993).

A typical threat to internal validity known as "instrumentation" must be avoided while
translating instruments (Campbell & Stanley, 1963; Shadish et al., 2002). Modern
translation methods frequently combine numerous different procedures, including

back translation and back translation with decanting. Thus, the following steps were
99



followed in the translation of the both qualitative and the quantitative data collection
instruments namely questionnaire, teacher interview, focus group interview.

Step 1 Multiple-Forward Translation

According to Nasser (2005), this process, also known as the committee method, entails
multiple bilingual people working separately to translate a data collection instrument
from the source language into the target language. Discrepancies are handled by a
group of translators and academics. The committee approach offers the benefit of
bringing together people with language skills and subject-matter experts. Together,
they determine whether the chosen terms in the target language have the same
implications as the words in the source language by doing extensive analysis.

Step 2 Back Translation

Back translation is currently the most used method when researchers seek alternatives
to direct translations (Brislin, 1970). This is how the back translation technique
operates: One person (or a team of translators) translates from English into Turkish to
create a Turkish version of an instrument that was initially developed in English, while
a separate individual (or a team of translators) translates from Turkish back to English.
It is advised to perform numerous back translation until the final back translation is
compatible with the original language. The main drawbacks of back translation are the
lack of input from subject-matter experts.

Step 3 Back Translation with Decentering

This method starts with a back translation from the original language to the target
language and vice versa. Using "decentering," inconsistencies between the source and
back-translated versions are resolved. By modifying both the source and target
language versions over the course of numerous rounds, the instrument is

decentered (Werner & Campbell, 1970). Decentering is more likely to provide a
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functionally identical instruments than back translating. Decentering is considered to
be inappropriate for translating existing instruments when researchers feel obliged to
maintain the original terminology in the source language, making it more ideal for

translating newly created instruments.

In order to ensure the quality of the data extracted, it was significant that the
participants were given the opportunity to access the data collection instruments in the
language that they would feel the most comfortable and confident. Therefore, the data
collection instruments (i.e., questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, and focus group
interviews) were translated into Turkish (the process followed is explained in section
3.7 The Pilot Study below). The questionnaire and the semi-structured interviews were
offered in both languages to the participating teachers and they were given the chance
to select the language that they prefer. Whereas, the focus group interviews with the
primary and secondary school students were conducted in the mother tongue
(Turkish).

3.7 The Pilot Study

Owing to the fact that the data collection instruments designed to be used in this
research study was created by the researcher himself, it was crucially important to pilot
test them. First of all, the pilot study allowed the researcher to test the administration
of the data collection instruments and identify the shortcomings. Secondly, the
researcher gained an invaluable experience which would definitely improve the quality
of the data collection process in the actual study. The last, but not the least, the raw
data collected through the pilot study allowed the researcher to pinpoint the
shortcomings of the data collection instruments in respond to the research inquiries. In

addition, the results of the pilot study, according to Mackey and Gass (2011), are an
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important component of a research study because they aid in the development of the
final version of the data collection instruments by removing items that are unclear, too
easy or too difficult, or insignificant items. It is also a process that allows the researcher
to practice the data collection procedures and ultimately improving the clarity of the
instruments and the data collected.

3.7.1 Location and Participants

The pilot phase of this study was conducted in Arakli/ Trabzon in the month of October
through November in 2018. The town, Arakli, was selected because of easy access
from the location where the researcher resides and, in many respects, the
socioeconomic characteristics of the town represents the districts selected for the

actual research study which were described in Chapter 3.

A total of 10 English teachers and 181 primary and secondary school students in Grade
2 through Year 8 took part in this pilot study. Two primary schools and two secondary
schools in the town were selected and included in the pilot phase. Selection process
was based on convenience sampling, but extra care was taken to ensure that the
selected participants represent the various dimensions that are significant to the study.
3.7.2 Objective

The pilot study incorporated several components which will be discussed in this
section in details. First of all, one of the most striking purposes in conducting the pilot
study was to test the feasibility of the study in small scale. Secondly, the pilot phase
was significant to test the participant recruitment process and thus this pilot study was
an effective way of identifying the process associated with it. Owing to the fact that
the pilot study incorporated a number of different schools in the town, quite a few
teachers who teach different levels in these schools, and a fairly large number of

students who takes English as a subject, it was important to identify the steps that
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would be followed to meet the potential participants, create a roadmap to carry out the
data collection procedures and have minimal impact, if not any, of the flow of the
teaching/learning practices in these schools. Meanwhile, the pilot study allowed the
researcher to test the effectiveness of the data collection instruments that were
composed by the researcher himself. Having said that, it was crucially important to
pilot test these instruments for validity and reliability purposes. Therefore, the pilot
study allowed the researcher to observe these instruments in action, take constructive
notes during the application phase, and make necessary alterations in the light of these
observations and notes. The last, but potentially one of the most significant, purpose
of this pilot study was to pilot test the data entry and the data analysis process. The
data analysis was crucially important owing to the fact that it would help the researcher
in the review process of the data collection instruments. In other words, the collected
and analysed data would yield the shortcomings of the data collection instruments in
addressing the research questions that were under investigation.

3.7.3 Piloting the Data Collection Instruments

The preliminary stage of the pilot study began with the composition of the data
collection instruments. In order to do that, two primary documents were closely
examined; the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages and the
English Language Teaching Program for primary and secondary schools that was
created in accordance with the Turkish National Education's main objectives and
guiding principles as stated in Basic Law of the National Education No. 1739. These
two documents helped us draw the framework of the basis for this research study. The
following aspects of the program that were under evaluation was aimed to be examined
to carry out this program evaluation study:

-the philosophy/ideology behind the CEFR framed English language curriculum
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-the goals and objectives of the CEFR framed English language curriculum
-the content of the CEFR framed English language curriculum
-the conduct of the CEFR framed English language curriculum

-assessment and evaluation in the CEFR framed English language curriculum

These five key aspects of the curriculum shaped the content of the data collection
instruments including the teacher questionnaires, semi-structured teacher interviews,
focus-group student interviews, classroom observation/ field notes as well as the semi-
structured interviews with the policy makers. The content of the aforementioned data

collection instruments was organised accordingly.

The instruments created by the researcher were exposed to several revisions by the
thesis supervisor. When the final versions of the data collection instruments and the
consent forms for the participants were created, the documents were sent to the
Research and Development Unit (AR-GE) of the MoNE in Trabzon to seek permission
to conduct the pilot study. Once the research permission was granted by the MoNE in
Trabzon, the researcher contacted the MoNE’s local office in the town and informed
them about the pilot study. Then the information was sent over to the principles of the
schools where the study would be conducted. Following up on this, the researcher
visited all four schools to meet the principles and the teachers to inform them about
the purpose of the pilot study, the scope of the study, and the process that will be
followed. Then the researcher revisited the schools individually to set the date/time for
the classroom observations with the individual teachers. 6 classroom observation were
conducted within a period of one week (in the week of October 15). Upon completion
of the classroom observations, semi-structured teacher interviews were carried out

within the week of October 29 and November 5 with 9 teachers in total. Focus group
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interview with the students was the final stage of the piloting process. The primary and
secondary school students were interviewed based on the criteria mentioned in Chapter
3. The primary school children were grouped together (Grade 2, 3, and 4), three
students from each level (nine participants in total), in the focus group interview phase.
Likewise, the participants from the secondary school level were placed in two different
groups; the first group comprised of the students from Grade 5 and 6 (six participants
in total), and in the second group, there were students from Grade 7 and 8 (six
participants in total).

3.7.4 Reviewing and Revising the Data Collection Instruments

The review and the revision process of the data collection instruments during and after
the piloting phase would be described in this section. The researcher paid utmost
attention to the reflection of personal experience in the process of piloting the data
collection instruments in order to ensure that the direct or indirect feedback extracted
from either the participants or the personal observation of the researcher contributed
to the revision of the data collection instruments. Having said that, in an attempt to
ensure enhance the validity and the reliability of the data collection instruments, the
researcher ensured that the same protocols were followed in the data collection
process. That is to say that, while conducting the teacher interviews, all participants
were asked the same questions in exactly the same order and they were given the same
amount of time to respond to the enquiries. Once the pilot data collection process was
completed, the data collected were exposed to a pilot data analysis process to be able
to identify the extent to which the collected data would sufficiently respond to the
research questions. This process was significant as it revealed the aspects of the data
collection instruments that needed to be further improved/ developed. Accordingly,

the data collection instruments were reviewed and revised.
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3.7.4.1 Questionnaire

The teacher questionnaire comprised of two sections. The first section involved the
demographic information of the participants. The second section incorporated five
sub-sections with 51 items on a 5-point Likert Scale. The teacher questionnaire was
piloted with 36 participants either face-to-face or through the internet. The
questionnaire was employed to evaluate the different aspects of the English language
curriculum; course goals and objectives, course conduct and materials, course content,
assessment, and the application of the curriculum which consisted of 51 items on a
Likert Scale. With a Cronbach's alpha of 971, the scale exhibited a high level of
internal consistency, exceeding the recommended minimum of 0.7 (Nunnally and

Bernstein, 1994) and displaying excellent reliability and internal consistency.

Table 9. Reliability statistics
Cronbach’s Aplha N of items

971 51

The SPSS analysis of the pilot questionnaire was not only required for the appropriate
evaluation of the reliability of the instrument, but also the validity of it. That is to say
that appropriate statistical treatment of the data could be considered as a step in the
achievement of validity in quantitative research studies (Cohen et al. 2007).
Meanwhile, the importance of careful sampling and appropriate instrumentation,
which received utmost attention in this research study, were highlighted by scholars
as ways of improving the validity in quantitative research studies. In light of all these,

a two-folded process was followed in the revision of the questionnaire.
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First of all, the data needed for the revision of the questionnaire was acquired during
the execution of the questionnaire with the target audience. The feedback on the
overall design of the questionnaire and the individual items in the questionnaire was
obtained from the participants by the researcher himself. On the other hand, the
participants who completed the online version of the questionnaire provided their
feedback in writing. That is to say that, the researcher added an extra section to
questionnaire so that the participants could express their opinions and provide
feedback. The participant feedback and the researcher’s personal observations
revealed that there were certain aspects of the questionnaire that had to be revisited
and revised. One of the major concerns of the participants was on the length of the
questionnaire. In addition to that, it was also emphasised that some of the questionnaire
items were not clear to the participants as the statements were either too general or

decontextualised.

Secondly, the data collected through the questionnaire were analysed in light of the
research questions to find out the extent to which the questionnaire items were
sufficient enough to address the research questions. Meanwhile, the feedback obtained
from the participants in the first phase of the review was incorporated into the process
to ensure that the respondents’ concerns were addressed, and the relevant sections/
items were reviewed. As a result, eight items were removed for the questionnaire
owing to the fact that some of those items were addressing issues that were too broad
or were similar to other items that were already present in the questionnaire. Therefore,
seven of these items in the questionnaire were reviewed in the form of addition and
only one item removed permanently. Words or phrases were added to the existing
items to enhance their clarity. The review process also revealed the necessity to

categorise some of the items (four of them) in the sub-sections that were most relevant
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to each other in terms of content. Therefore, these four items were replaced under the
relevant sub-sections in the questionnaire. The final stage in the review process was to
add some extra items to the questionnaire in order to ensure that the questionnaire
items address the research questions adequately and the data that would be obtained
would serve the needs of the research study in the best way possible.

3.7.4.2 Semi-structured Teacher Interview

The semi-structured interview comprised of twenty-three questions with some
additional prompts encompassing five key aspects of this program evaluation study:
awareness of the CEFR framed English language curriculum, goals and objectives of
the CEFR framed English language curriculum, course content and materials, course
conduct, and assessment and evaluation. The semi-structured interview was executed
with nine participants: two primary school teachers and seven secondary school
teachers. A two-folded process was followed in the revision of the semi-structured

teacher interview questions.

First of all, the researcher took notes during the interviews to identify the potential
issues, misinterpretation of the questions by the participants, questions that were not
clear to the participants, and also the feedback received from the participants
themselves pertaining to the clarity and the effectiveness of the interview items. As
the data collection instrument was designed as a semi-structured interview, additional
prompts/ questions that emerged during the application process were noted down and

reconsidered during the review process.

The second phase of the review process was to put together the researcher’s notes,
participant feedback, the interview transcripts (participant responses), and the research

questions in order to evaluate the extent to which the collected data were sufficient
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enough to address the concerns of the research questions. Meanwhile, the researcher
had a chance to revise the individual items in the interview in light of the participant
feedback and the researcher’s personal observations and the experience during the
interview process. The review process highlighted the potential shortcomings of the
interview items and led to the development of the content to ensure that the interview
items allow the researcher to elicit sufficient amount of information to respond to the

research questions.

As a result, only one item was removed from the semi-structured interview as it was
made clear in the pilot data analysis process that the existence of the item did not serve
the purpose of this research study. Other than that, eleven out of twenty-three items
were required to be revised and developed in order to improve their clarity and the
focus on the research questions. Meanwhile, two items that were closely related to the
same category were added to another question as additional prompts. Throughout the
whole review process, an utmost attention was paid to the calibration of the semi-
structured interview items to the research questions. Therefore, some of the questions
were rephrased with additional prompts, some were either removed or embedded in
other questions, and some additional items were added as extra items to the interview.
3.7.4.3 Focus Group Interview with Students

The focus group interview with the students incorporated fifteen items within six
categories namely overall impression about the curriculum, course content, course
conduct (including the methods and techniques), materials, assessment and evaluation,
and the support throughout the language learning process. The primary school students
(Grade 2, 3, and 4) were placed in the same focus group which comprised three
students from each grade. For the secondary school students, two groups were formed;

the first one included the Grade 6 and 7 students (three students from each grade), and
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the second group included the Grade 7 and 8 students (three students from each grade).
A two-folded process was followed in the revision of the focus group interview
questions. First of all, the researcher identified the questions that were not clear to the
participants and recorded the paraphrased versions of these questions. Additional
questions that were asked at the time of the interview based on the responses provided
by the participants and the flow of the interview were recorded for further
consideration during the review process. The interview data were transcribed to further
analyse the responses of the participants and evaluate the alignment of the questions
asked/ the responses provided with the aim of the research questions. This led to the
recalibration of the research questions in order to ensure that the interview incorporates
questions that would help the researcher extract data from the respondents to provide

a comprehensive answer to the research questions.

The second stage of the process was to review the interview questions/prompts in light
of the researcher’s observation/ notes during the interview process, the interview
transcripts, and the research questions themselves. As a result, it was concluded that
five out of sixteen items served the purpose of the research study quite well and thus
remained as they were whereas ten out of sixteen items were required to be developed
in the form of rephrasing to increase the level of clarity and precision. On the other
hand, while one item was decided to be removed as it had no contribution to the
purpose of the study, two additional items were added as the review process revealed
that the existing items in the interview were not sufficiently responding the concerns
of the research questions. Therefore, the shortcomings of the interview questions were
eliminated by the addition of the two extra questions to the interview. This ensure that
the data collected through the interview would sufficiently address the research

questions.
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3.7.4.4 Classroom Observation

The classroom observations were carried out in two primary and two secondary
schools in Arakli, Trabzon. A total of six classes were observed (two hours of
observation for each grade) as part of the piloting process. The classroom observation
guide that was used incorporated the following key aspects of the evaluation study
conducted:

-description of the physical environment;

-lesson content (materials, tasks, etc.);

-lesson conduct (including activities/ drills, language use, instructional technique,
feedback. Etc);

-assessment and evaluation;

-learner motivation/ engagement.

There were particular evaluation criteria listed under the categories above and the
observation notes were taken accordingly. A two-folded process was followed in the
revision of the classroom observation guide. First of all, the researcher aimed to
complete the observation guide based on the criteria listed. While doing this during
the classroom observations, notes were taken regarding the practical aspects of the
observation guide and the potential ways of simplifying it to make it more user
friendly. The content of the observation guide was experienced to be fairly too long
and confusing for the researcher to follow, thus needed further simplification.
Meanwhile, the observation guide was not practical enough to grasp and record
significant data that could be necessary to respond to the relevant research questions.
For example, even though there was a criterion in the observation guide pertaining to

the use of target language in the classroom, the classroom observation template failed
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to provide a comprehensive record of the language (either L1 or L2) used by the

teacher and the students.

In the second phase of the process, the observation guide used in the pilot study was
evaluated in light of the research questions, and the extent to which it serves the
purpose of the study which is to capture a true image of what is happening in the
classroom and relate the data to the relevant research questions to provide more
comprehensive answers. The completed classroom observation documents were
examined closely, and the content of the data recorded were analysed as part of the
pilot data analysis process. The most striking result that merged out of the data analysis
was the fact that the observation guide, as it was, failed to allow the researcher to
record/keep the detailed data that would be needed to respond to the research queries.
Therefore, the content of the observation guide and the criteria that were included in
the guide were reviewed and reformatted accordingly. While the main categories in
the observation guide were retained, the criteria listed under these categories were
simplified and channelled more towards the research questions in order to ensure that
what was recorded during the classroom observations would serve the purpose of the

research study in the best way possible.

As a result, similar research studies were investigated to examine the strategies and
tools that were used. The one that was found to be the most user-friendly classroom
observation guide was the one used by Erozan (2005). The tool incorporated an
observation guide which outlines the main categories of the program evaluation as
well as the specific criteria that need to be observed and recorded by the researcher.
Therefore, the tool was adopted by the researcher to be used in this particular research

study. In addition to that, the researcher developed a simple tool (a visual layout of the
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classroom) to capture and record other useful information such as learner engagement
and participation, teacher-student / student-student interaction...etc.

3.7.5 Pilot Study Data Analysis Procedures

In this research study, both qualitative and quantitative data were collected. Qualitative
data were collected from the open-ended questions in the teacher/ student interviews,
classroom observations, and document analysis whereas quantitative data were

collected from the closed items in the teacher questionnaires.

Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the data from the closed items in the
questionnaires by showing the frequency counts of the replies for each item. For this
analysis, SPSS Program was utilised. On the other hand, all raw data (all the individual
responses) for the open-ended questions in the surveys were listed under the relevant
item, and then responses that showed similarities were grouped together, common

themes identified, and frequencies were calculated.

The research study incorporated two different interviews with two distinct
stakeholders namely the teachers and the students. A slightly different approach was
adopted in the analysis of the collected data. Case analysis and cross-case analysis are
two methods for analysing interviews that Patton (1987) outlines. When using case
analysis, a case study must be written for each subject or topic covered. However,
employing cross-case analysis entails analysing and combining various viewpoints on
important issues or grouping responses to particular inquiries from various

individuals. In this study, interviews were analysed by using cross-case analysis.

Both interviews and the questionnaires in this research study had been designed based
on the four focus areas (with additional sub-focus areas) in which some were
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interrelated. Thus, the data from the interviews and questionnaires were grouped in
three major categories: Awareness of the CEFR framed English language curriculum,
Alignment of the CEFR framed curriculum to the assigned grades/levels, and the

Application of the CEFR framed curriculum.

Table 10: Main categories identified in the data collection instruments
Semi-structured Teacher Questionnaire  Semi-structured Student
Teacher Interviews Interviews
-Awareness of the CEFR  -Awareness of the CEFR ~ -Course content and
framed English language framed English language  materials

curriculum curriculum -Course content, methods,
-Course content and -Goals and objectives and techniques
materials -Course content and -Assessment and
-Course conduct materials evaluation
-Assessment and -Course conduct -Assistance throughout the
evaluation -Application of the language learning process
curriculum
-Assessment and
evaluation

The observational data collected in this study were analysed on the bases of the key
events: the techniques used in classroom teaching, tasks or activities carried out in the
classroom, medium of instructions, resources available/used, and teacher and student
interaction. In other words, the categories listed on the observation form served as the
foundation for the analysis of observational data.

3.8 Data Analysis

According to Burns (2000), data analysis refers to “finding meanings from the data
and a process by which the investigator can interpret the data” (p. 430). Similar to this,
Marshall and Rossman (1999) pointed out that data analysis is a method of obtaining
the meaning ingrained in the data gathered, placing it in an order and a structure. In

this research study, both qualitative and quantitative data were collected. Qualitative
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data were collected through the semi-structured interviews, observations, filed notes
and document analysis whereas quantitative data were collected from the closed items

in the questionnaire.

Reading the information acquired from the completed questionnaires and the semi-
structured interview transcripts served as the first step in the data analysis process.
Then, the document (English Language Teaching Program) along with the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages was analysed. The results of the
questionnaire were analysed using the statistical analysis tool SPSS (Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences) Version 26, particularly the teachers' responses to the
closed-ended questions. Before conducting any statistical analysis on the quantitative
data, it was indispensable to peruse the normality of distribution. Thus, Kolmogorov-
Smirnov (K-S) test of normality was run to check the normality of data. The results
indicated that Items 3, 4, 5, 23, 37, and 39 displayed a normal distribution as shown in

Table 11 below.

Table 11: Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality

Item Number Statistic df Sig.
Item 3 239 100 .09
Item 4 322 100 .06
Item 5 223 100 42
Item 23 252 100 .07
Item 37 301 100 21
Item 39 316 100 .054
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According to Ghasemi & Zahediasl (2012), if the p values of the variables are smaller
than 0.05, the data are not normally distributed. Since the p values were larger than
.05, it could be concluded that the distribution of data had been normal. Therefore, it
was safe to proceed with a parametric test (i.e., One-way Analysis of Variances
(henceforth one-way ANOVA) and the Independent Samples t-test). On the other
hand, two major non-parametric tests were also used: Mann-Whitney U test (a non-
parametric test used to compare the differences between two independent groups) and
Kruskal-Wallis test (a non-parametric test used to determine the statistically
significant differences, if any, between two or more groups of an independent
variable). The standard range used to interpret the average scores in the scale was
adopted from Yuksel and Demiral (2013), and Munoz (2005).

1.00-1.80 Strongly Disagree

1.81-2.60 Disagree

2.61-3.40 Not Sure

3.41-4.20 Agree

4.21-5.00 Strongly Agree

To provide a broad overview of the instructors' responses, descriptive central tendency
statistics were created using frequency calculations (e.g., the number of teachers who
chose each option). In addition, parametric and non-parametric tests were used to
analyse the statistical date. On the other hand, a similar technique was used to analyse
the data from the semi-structured interviews. The information gathered was organized
into the topics and emerging themes suggested by the research questions. In the
process of data analysis, patterns were identified. Then the patterns and emerging

issues were compared with the document analysis results.
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The methodologies, classroom activities, and teacher and student behaviours that were
determined as the important events were used to analyse the observational data that
was gathered for this study. Thus, the categories listed on the observation form served
as the foundation for the analysis of observational data. The commonalities or

tendencies within each group were noted, and conclusions were drawn.

The framework created by the Qualitative Research Unit at the National Centre for
Social Research in the United Kingdom was used to analyse the focus group interview
data. The focus group consists of a number of participants, hence the group as opposed
to the individual is the unit of analysis. The content analysis technique, which is
commonly defined as creating a list of coded categories and linking the retrieved data
with these categories, was used to conduct the document analysis. Content analysis
will make it possible to categorise the information and make it easier to analyse. It also
enables inferences to be drawn, as indicated by Merriam (2001), which can then be
confirmed using other techniques for gathering data. The data from the questionnaire
and semi-structured interviews highlighted the key areas. Then a cross- comparison
was possible not only among the responses provided by the participants but also the

data extracted from the document analysis.

Finally, the results accumulated from the careful review of both qualitative and
quantitative data were merged and presented in the study's findings and discussion
chapters.

3.8.1 Strategies for Enhancing the Validity and the Reliability of The Study
“Validation is the offering of evidence that the persons answering the questionnaire

items understood what the items were asking in a way reasonably the same as the
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questionnaire developer” (Griffee, 2001, p. 2). Reliability, on the other hand, refers to

overall consistency of a particular measure.

First of all, both qualitative and quantitative data collection instruments were
composed in English and translated into the native language of the participants via the
steps mentioned previously (forward translation, backward translation and back
translation with decentering) by qualified translators. Meanwhile, the researcher
himself and the thesis supervisor monitored the process and made contributions as
needed. Among all the data collection instruments that were used in this research
study, teacher interview, focus group interview and the interview with the
administrators. policy makers were conducted in Turkish. The questionnaire was

composed and presented in both languages; English and Turkish.

Table 12: The process followed in developing the data collection instruments

Step 1. drafted by the researchers;

Step 2. presented to 3 experts (one professor and two assistant professors) in the
field for preliminary review;

Step 3. redrafted based on the experts ’feedback;

Step 4. translated into Turkish (forward translation, back translation, and back
translation with decentering);

Step 5. pilot tested (the questionnaires with 36 participants, the semi-structured
interviews with 8 participants);

Step 6. revised based on the results of the pilot study;
Step 7. rechecked by experts; and

Step 8. finalized by researchers based on the expert opinion.

In order to ensure that accuracy was achieved, to get the precise words of the
respondents, all of the focus group interviews and individual teacher interviews

118



were audio recorded. Field notes were taken on those important moments during all
the interviews, focus group interviews and classroom observations. Various
techniques were used during the analysis and interpretation phases of this research
study to assure the reliability of the findings. In an effort to maximize authenticity, all
of the field notes, individual interviews, focus group interviews, and classroom
observations were analysed to provide a clear interpretation of the participants'
expressions and perceptions. Another procedure that was employed was triangulation
to assure the trustworthiness of the findings. That was the reason why classroom
observations, teacher interviews, focus group interviews and document analysis were

employed concurrently to collect the data.

3.9 Contribution to the Field

As Hargraeves and Fink (2006) indicate, educational change is a complex
phenomenon. It is fairly easy to propose, but not equally straightforward to put in
practice and maintain in long term. It was anticipated that this research study would
help us understand the current situation in the implementation of the CEFR in English
language teaching in Turkey. Bearing in mind the fact that CEFR is a broad framework
and it does not prescribe a particular language pedagogy, there is no guarantee that it
will make a significant difference when it is integrated into the language curriculum.
Therefore, this research study would reveal the extent to which it has met the
expectations of the policy makers, served the needs of the learners and altered the

language teaching practices in Turkey.

In addition, as the purpose of this research study was to evaluate the CEFR framed
curriculum, the findings shed light on the potential issues associated with the

interpretation and the application of the CEFR principles in framing an English
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language curriculum in a particular context and the potential future considerations for
more successful application in curriculum development practices. In addition to that,
this study allowed the evaluation of the overall effectiveness of the newly introduced
CEFR framed English language curriculum in the primary and secondary schools in

Turkey from the perspective of the major stakeholders: teachers and learners.

In general, local government organizations and policymakers took the initiative to
embrace the CEFR. For instance, studies conducted in Argentina (Porto, 2012),
Canada (Faez et al., 2012; Wernicke and Bournot-Trites, 2012), Colombia (Meja,
2012), Mexico (Despagne and Grossi, 2011), and the United States (Byrnes, 2012)
have comprehensive analyses of pilot studies which mainly focused on the alignment
of curricula to the CEFR proficiency scales. A number of Asian nations have actively
participated in the adaptation/localization of the CEFR, and academic accounts of their
experiences are readily available. These reports have been specifically linked to the
adaptation of the CEFR in China (Bellassen and Zhang, 2008), Japan (O'Dwyer and
Nagai, 2011), Korea (Finch, 2009), and Taiwan (Wu, 2012). In contrast, there are few
studies describing the "adaption or adoption" of the CEFR in the Middle East and
similar contexts such Iran (Normand-Marconnet, 2013), Turkey (Glover,
2011; Ustunluoglu et al. 2012). Therefore, this study had the potential to reveal the
extent to which the CEFR and its principles had been interpreted and embedded in the
English language curriculum in Turkey, and whether the integration of the CEFR
framework has been successful in creating the expected impact on language education.

3.10 Ethical Considerations

This research study was conducted in public primary and secondary schools in

Istanbul, Turkey and it encompassed teachers, students, and the relevant
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documentation (The CEFR document and the current English language curriculum).
Therefore, formal permissions were obtained from the relevant bodies of the Ministry
of National Education in Turkey. Upon receiving the relevant permissions, the
identified participants were approached and they were informed about the research
study. The researcher informed the potential participants about the aim and the scope
of the research study and sought the written consent of the teachers to take part in the
study. As the students were all underaged, the researcher got in contact with their
parents/ guardian to obtain their written consent to allow them to participate in the
research study. Only those who provided a written consent were included in this study.
It was made clear to the participants (both teachers and students) that their responses
would be kept confidential and not to be shared with any third parties. In the meantime,

their personal information would not be made public in any part of this thesis.
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Chapter 4

FINDINGS

The research study aimed to answer a number of research questions to evaluate the
current CEFR framed English language curriculum from the perspective of the
teachers and the students. Some of these questions aimed to delve into the participating
English teachers’ perceptions. These questions focused on the teachers’ awareness of
the CEFR framed English curriculum, goals and objectives of the curriculum, course
conduct and the materials used, assessment and evaluation practices, and the overall
application of the curriculum. There were particular research questions targeting the
perceptions of the students with regards to the three key aspects of the CEFR framed
curriculum: course content, course conduct, and the assessment procedures. The
results will be presented for each aspect individually.

4.1 Teachers’ Perspectives

4.1.1 Awareness of the CEFR Framed English Language Curriculum

The English Language Teaching Program published by MoNE (2018) outlines the
overarching objectives of English language education, makes references to the
principles of the CEFR framework, provides a detailed description of the skill focus
areas, makes recommendations pertaining to the teaching-learning process, and
recommends assessment and evaluation techniques for the effective implementation
of the current curriculum. Some of the striking aspects of the document pertaining to
English language teaching are as following;

-the new curricular model is focused on language learning as communication.
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-the emphasis is on language use in an interactive setting, rather than learning

the grammar rules and linguistic functions of the target language.

-the curriculum strives to make learning enjoyable while also taking into account the

different needs of learners at various developmental levels.

-the curriculum aims to serve not only young learners, but also adolescents

-a variety of learning techniques for both classroom instruction and homework

are emphasised in the curriculum.

-the curriculum is a based on an assessment and evaluation philosophy which dictates

that assessments, whether summative and formative or product- and process-oriented

exams, are to;

* incorporate Reading, Writing, Speaking, and Listening;

+ differ based on the cognitive level as well as the learning styles of the target learner
group;

 adhere to the teaching and learning methods described in the curriculum;

* be consistent with the developmental characteristics of the students;

» create positive and beneficial washback effect;

» incorporate self-evaluation, reflection, and feedback and

 assist learners in identifying their areas of strength and weakness and the ones that
are required to be improved.

-English is used as a means of communication as much as possible.

-students speak and listen the way they would in a community where the target

language is spoken.

-learners are exposed to English by means of audio and visual resources.

-activities like arts and crafts and drama help students enjoy the language learning

process.
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-the language learning process is focused on enhancing communication rather than the
completion of the curricular items within a certain period of time.

-by completing demanding yet doable tasks, students strengthen their motivation for
learning.

-instead of only "learning about" the language, students improve their conversational
abilities in English by "doing things with the language".

-the concept of spiral curriculum is emphasised allowing the learners to revise the
previously learned content through fun activities in order to internalize them.

-as the emphasis is solely on listening and speaking skills in the second and third

grades, learners are not required to have notebooks (MoNE, 2018, p.13).

The first aspect of this study was to explore the extent to which the participants were
aware of the CEFR framed curriculum. Hence, the participants were asked about their
opinions of the CEFR document, how the CEFR has impacted the language curriculum
and how the CEFR framed curriculum has enhanced the language teaching practices

for them. The data are summarized in the following table.

Table 13: Knowledge about the CEFR framed English language curriculum

Items N M SD
1. I have a clear understanding of the CEFR document. 100 2.67 1.08
2. I have a clear understanding of how the CEFR has 100 3.46 1.13

impacted the English language curriculum that is in use now.

3. I have a clear understanding of how the CEFR framed 100 3.56 .94
English language curriculum has enhanced the English
language teaching practices for me as a teacher.
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The participants had positive opinions in their understanding of the impact of the
CEFR on the curriculum (M=3.46, SD=1.13) and how the language teaching practices
had been enhanced (M=3.56, SD=.94). However, it was also reported that a majority
of the participants did not know much about the CEFR document itself (M=2.67,
SD=1.08). Indeed, 72% of the participants indicated that they had not had a
course/seminar on the CEFR. The remaining 28% reported that their knowledge about
the CEFR framework and its influence on the current curriculum was rather limited.
The Mann-Whitney U test was conducted to compare the scores of Group X (the
participants who took a seminar/course on the CEFR) and Group Y (the ones who did
not) scores on items 1 and 2 which followed a non-normal distribution. Accordingly,
an Independent Samples t-test was conducted on item 3 which followed a normal

distribution.

Table 14: The Mann-Whitney U test for Item 1 & 2

Mean Rank Z-Value 2-tailed Sig.

Item 1 Group X 70.37
-4.45 .000

Group Y 42.80

Item 2 Group X 63.77
-2.96 .003

Group Y 45.34

Group Y 47.61

The results in Table 14 indicate a statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level
(p=.00) in item 1 and (p=.003) in item 2. However, the Independent Samples t-test
conducted to compare the scores of Group X (M=3.82, SD=.86) and Group Y

(M=3.45, SD=.96) teachers revealed no statistically significant difference at the
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p<0.05 level in item 3; t(98)=1.74, p=.08). Therefore, while both groups had a different
level of knowledge about the CEFR document, they demonstrated similarities in their
level of understanding of its impact on the curriculum and teaching practices. All of
the nine teachers interviewed reported that they had attended an in-service training in
2017 which was not specifically on the CEFR, but on the new curriculum and covered
the changes that took place such as the coursebooks and the units added or omitted.
Teachers’ knowledge about the CEFR stemmed from their “personal effort to learn
about it (P1, P3, S1, S2, S3, S4, S5, S6)” which indicates that their perceptions about
the current curriculum framed by the principles of the CEFR were formed around this
accumulated knowledge. In light of this, the interview participants referred to the
CEFR framed curriculum as “more communication-oriented (P1, P2, & P3)”, “less
grammar focused (S5 & S6)”, “unlike the old ones, containing plenty of listening and
speaking activities (S2)”, and “promoting learner independence through self-study
activities and projects (S1, S3, & S4).”
To me, it is quite obvious that the curriculum aims to promote communicative
language teaching compared to the ones we used to have. Even the coursebooks
include a lot of listening and speaking activities as well as self-study ones. (S1)
The most striking aspect of the English curriculum is the emphasis placed on

the productive skills. I remember my secondary or high school years when we
had a heavily grammar-based curriculum plus coursebooks. (S5)

The interview excerpts above made it clear that the coursebooks incorporate a range
of different activities including speaking, listening, reading, and writing activities. The
participants further stated that these activities are essential in “developing all four
skills” (S2, S4, S5, and S6), “making learning an enjoyable experience” (S1, S5, and
S6), and “ensuring a wholistic language development” (S2, S3, S5, and S6). The

participants’ responses confirmed that the course materials (i.e., coursebooks), that are

126



in use in secondary school grades, and their content are in line with the principles of
the English Language Teaching Program (ELTP) as well as the CEFR framework. The
reason being is that both documents encourage the development of positive attitudes
towards language learning and the inclusion of all four skills (at various degrees in

different grades) in language teaching process.

On the other hand, the interview excerpts from the primary school teachers shed light
on different aspect of the curriculum that was under investigation: the extent to which
the goals and objectives of the curriculum are achievable for the learners, and whether
they are consistent with the content of the coursebooks or not.
The coursebooks are well-designed and fun to work with. I teach Grade 2, 3,
and 4 students. These kids like to have fun, sing songs, do hands-on activities,
as you know. The coursebooks have a lot of these activities. We mostly do
listening and speaking. The learning outcomes in the curriculum are pretty
straightforward and achievable in my opinion.” (P2)
I like the coursebooks that we use know. They are more interesting and
engaging. The activities, visuals, presentation...everything is good. The
curriculum outcomes are also achievable. However, we should not forget that
not all students have the same capacity for language learning. The only concern

I have is the class time. We only have 2 hours of English in Grade 2 and 3. I
wish it was a bit more so that we could do more.” (P3)

The data collected from the interview participants (primary school) clearly confirmed
that the curriculum outcomes in primary school levels were considered as achievable.
Participants also confirmed that the content of the course materials provided
interesting and engaging learning activities for children to attain the learning
outcomes. Having said that, it is also important to highlight the fact that ‘limited-class
time’ merged as an important issue in the delivery and the attainment of the curriculum

outcomes.
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4.1.2 Goals and Objectives of the CEFR framed Curriculum
The second part of this research study explored the participants’ opinions about the
curriculum goals and objectives of the CEFR framed English language curriculum in

primary and secondary school levels. The data are summarized in Table 15 below.

Table 15 : Goals and Objectives of the CEFR framed Curriculum
Items N M SD

4. The CEFR framed curriculum enables students to work 100 3.59 .92
towards achievable goals.

5. The CEFR framed curriculum has increased the student 100 3.33 1.02
interest in the subject (English).

6. The curriculum provides aspects of cultural awareness. 100 3.52 .91

7. The objective statements in the curriculum are consistent 100 3.41 .87
with the CEFR levels (A1, A2, B1, etc.).

8. The CEFR framed curriculum promotes communicative 100  3.68 1.06
language teaching (CLT).

9. The use of English is emphasized in classroom 100  3.70 .96
interactions of all types, supporting learners in becoming
language users, rather than students of the language.

10. The Communicative Language Teaching approach 100 2.67 1.21
recommended in language teaching by MoNE is applicable
in my context.

11. The CEFR framed curriculum promotes learner 100 3.33 1.02
autonomy; the ability of studying independently in the
process of language learning.

12. The curriculum objectives are in accordance with the 100  3.29 1.11
daily lives of the learners.

As seen in Table 15, teachers had positive opinions on certain aspects of the curriculum
such as promoting cultural awareness (M=3.52, SD=.91) and enabling students to
work towards achievable goals (M=3.59, SD=.92). In terms of goals (learning

outcomes), the interview results provided better insights. While five of the interview
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participants indicated their unconditional agreement, others highlighted their concerns
as: “... appropriate for their level, but learners at different levels are in the same class
(S1 & S5)” and “lack of time to fully achieve the outcomes (S2 & S6).” A one-way
ANOVA was conducted to explore the perceptions of teachers working in primary
schools (Group A), secondary schools (Group B), and of those working in both
primary and secondary school levels (Group C) on item 4. There was no statistically
significant difference among the three categories of participants at the p<0.05 level
(F(2-97)=2.58, p=.08). Group A (M=3.75) and Group C teachers (M=3.87) who work
in secondary schools expressed their concern about the time constrain and the
curriculum overload.
The curriculum offers clear and achievable goals, but within a very limited
time. We have students at different level of proficiency and we need to ensure
that they get the most of what we give them. Meanwhile, there are ten units
that we need to cover and the High School Entrance Exam that the students
take at the end of Grade 8. This places more pressure on us. (S2)
I teacher Grade 6 and 8 this year. I could very well say that if I did not have
the exam pressure, I could have focused more on the communicative aspect of
the target language. However, I need to make sure that all topics are covered
before the end of second term, multiple choice tests are conducted in class to

familiarize the students with the exam format and so on. This gives me little,
if none, time to focus on communication. (S5).

As for the consistency between the curriculum objectives and the CEFR levels, the
participants had positive opinions (M=3.41, SD=.87). In line with the questionnaire
data, the classroom observations and the document analysis revealed that the CEFR
proficiency level aligned to the primary school (A1- Breakthrough) and its ‘Can Do’
descriptors as well as the focus skill areas (listening and speaking with limited reading
and writing) was considerably appropriate to the language level of the target learner
group. In other words, the curriculum content in primary school was congruous with

the age range of the learners (6-year-old to 8-year-old) and their level of cognitive
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maturity. The units embedded in the coursebooks used in Grade 2 (e.g., Friends, Body
Parts, Animals), in Grade 3 (e.g., Greetings, My Family, Feelings), and in Grade 4
(e.g., My Day, Jobs, Food and Drinks) were observed to be relevant to the interests of
the target learner group. Likewise, the units in the coursebooks in Grade 5 (e.g., My
Town, Games and Hobbies), in Grade 6 (e.g., Life, At the Breakfast), in Grade 7 (e.g.,
Sports, Television), and Grade 8 (e.g., Friendship, Teen Life) were appropriate to the
age range (9-year-old to 12-year-old) and their level of cognitive maturity. The
analysis of the curriculum for each grade also revealed that the learning outcomes
assigned to the grades were in line with the ‘Can Do’ descriptors in the CEFR
document. Further, the Mann-Whitney U test was conducted for the participants who
took courses/seminars on the CEFR (Group X) and the ones who did not (Group Y)
with regards to their viewpoints on the consistency between the curriculum objectives
and the CEFR levels. The results revealed that there was no statistically significant

difference, UN =28, N

Group X =72,)=773.50, z=-1.92, p<.054.

Group Y

Meanwhile, the participants reported positive opinions on the use of English in
classroom interactions (M=3.70, SD=.96) and believed that the curriculum promotes
CLT (M=3.68, SD=1.06), but they were unsure about the applicability of CLT in their
context (M=2.67, SD=1.21). The interviewees pinpointed three major reasons:
overcrowded classrooms (67%), limited class contact hours (89%), and physical
conditions (56%). In the meantime, four out of six secondary school teachers indicated
that the exam-oriented nature of teaching in secondary school is another reason why
CLT is neglected in language education.

I used to teach Grade 6 and 7 in a secondary school, but now I teach Grade 2,

3, and 4. I can say that I feel more like an English teacher now. As there is no

exam pressure on us and the curriculum is more focused on listening and
speaking, we can embrace communication in the classroom. Yet, class contact
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hours are not obviously sufficient. If we had more time, we could make better
progress bearing in mind the fact that these kids have no contact with English
outside the classroom. (P3)

I would really love to see my students using the target language in the
classroom and have that ideal communicative atmosphere, but the reality is that
we have tons of units (10 units) to be completed in a short time, and exam
(HSEE) ahead of us and so on. Another issue is the size of our classrooms. I

have classes with 35 students. How could I implement a communicative
approach in such a class? I do not really know. (S6)

As for learner autonomy, the questionnaire data revealed that the participants were
doubtful (M=3.33, SD=1.02). Indeed, the secondary school teachers considered their
students as more dependent on their teachers because of the High School Entrance
Exam (henceforth HSEE) ahead of them. In exploration of the learner interest in the
subject from teachers’ perspective, descriptive statistics showed that the mean score
of Group A (primary school teachers) (M=3.45) was slightly higher than Group B
(secondary school teachers) (M=3.23). Further, a one-way ANOVA was conducted to
examine the differences in the perceptions of Group A (M=3.50), Group B (M=3.23),
and Group C (M=3.41) teachers on item 5. There was no statistically significant
difference among the three categories of participants at p<0.05 level (F(2-97)=.61,
p=.54). The interview data highlighted the underlying reasons as “more streamlined
and focused content (P1)”, “fun content: games and songs (P2 & P3)”, and “age-
appropriate content (P2).”

4.1.3 Course Content and Materials

Another important aspect of this study was related to the teachers’ opinions regarding
the course content and the materials used. Hence, the participants were given
statements extracted from the English Language Teaching Program (MoNE, 2018) and

asked to express their opinions. Table 16 outlines the data collected.
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Table 16: Course Content and Materials
Items N M SD

13. The curriculum content and the CEFR levels (A1, A2, etc.) 100 3.21 .94
do match.

14. The curriculum content is in accordance with the daily lives 100 3.29 1.03
of the learners.

15. The content of the curriculum is relevant to the language 100 335 .94
learning needs of the learners.

16. The materials selected are authentic. 100 3.10 1.04

17. The curriculum equally combines all four language skills 100 3.08 1.08
(Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening).

18. The curriculum incorporates the themes/ topics that are 100 3.70 .84
familiar to young learners.

19. The material (coursebook) used allows the students to 100 2.96 1.11
achieve the learning outcomes in the curriculum.

The questionnaire results revealed that the participants were unsure about the
alignments of the curriculum content and the CEFR levels (M=3.21, SD=.94), the
relevancy of the content with the daily lives of the learners (M=3.29, SD=1.03) and
the relevancy of the content to the language learning needs of the learners (M=3.35,
SD=.94). The Kruskal-Wallis Test conducted to compare the opinions of the primary
(Group A) and secondary school teachers (Group B) as well as the ones who teach
both levels (Group C) on the relevancy of the content to the language learning needs
of the learners revealed that there was a statistically significant difference (H(3)=9.73,
p=.008). Group A was considerably more positive about the content relevancy with a
mean rank of 65.68 than Group B (M=44.12). Group C which comprised of teachers
who teach both primary and secondary school levels had the mean rank of 52.75. A

look at the interview data showed that one of the major concerns of the secondary
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school teachers was the HSEE which unavoidably shapes the language learning needs
of the students.
In my opinion, the most obvious discrepancy between the curriculum and our
educational system is what each one aims to achieve. The curriculum aims to
promote communicative competencies, but the system dictates an exam
(HSEE) which is a multiple-choice test. (S4)
As I taught both primary and secondary grades, I can compare. We had exam
pressure in secondary school, but now I have no such concern. My students can
enjoy learning the language. The coursebooks at both levels are very well

organized, but the circumstances (e.g., HSEE exam) dictate the direction you
go. (P3)

As for the sufficiency of the materials to allow the learners to achieve the learning
outcomes, the Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to explore the opinions of primary
and secondary school teachers as well as the ones who teach both levels. The results
indicated a statistically significant difference (H(3)=8.02, p=.01) among the three
categories of participants. This clearly indicated that the primary school teachers
considered the course material (coursebook only) more adequate to achieve the
learning outcomes compared to their secondary school counterparts. However,
secondary school teachers pinpointed “limited resources (coursebook only) (S1 & S6)”
as well as “time constraints (S1, S2, S3, & S5)”, “large class size (S1, S2, S3, S5, &
S6)”, and “exam pressure (S1, S2, S3, S4, S5, & S6)” as the leading reasons for
perceived incapacity to achieve the learning outcomes in the curriculum.

4.1.4 Course Conduct

The implementation phase of the curriculum was significant so as to see how the
theory was put into practice in classroom. Therefore, the participants were asked about
their opinions on aspects of the course conduct. The data accumulated are presented

in Table 17 below.
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Table 17. Course Conduct

Items N M SD
20. The curriculum is applicable in general. 100  3.53 .98
21. Communication is carried out in English as much as 100 3.14 1.11
possible.

22. Student-centred rather than teacher-centred approach 100 343 1.04
has been adopted in the curriculum.

23. The learning/ student-centred approach that the program 100 2.66 1.12
proposes can be applied effectively in the classroom.

24. The Communicative Language Teaching method can 100 2.72 1.17
easily be used in the classroom.

25. A range of different language teaching techniques can 100 3.08 1.03
easily be used in the classroom.

26. The curriculum promotes active use of technology. 100 3.81 .98
27. Communicative competencies are promoted in the 100  3.68 1.06
classroom teaching activities over grammatical

competencies.

28. The curriculum offers engaging learning environments 100 323 1.13

for the learners, taking into account the diverse needs of the
students at different developmental levels.

The questionnaire results indicated that the participants had positive opinions on the

overall applicability of the curriculum (M=3.53, SD=.98). As for the language

teaching techniques recommended in the English Language Teaching Program

(MoNE, 2018), the questionnaire data clearly revealed that the participants were

doubtful about the applicability of different language teaching techniques (M=3.08,

SD=1.03) and the CLT in classrooms (M=2.72, SD=1.17). The Kurskal-Wallis test

conducted to explore the impact of the classroom size on the practical application of

the CLT in classrooms showed a statistically significant difference at the p<0.05 level

(H(3)=12.61, p=.05) based on the class size. In Table 18 below, a detailed account of

group based mean scores were provided. It could easily be inferred from the data that
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there is an inverse ratio between the class size and the perceived applicability of the
CLT in classrooms. Indeed, class size was mentioned by the interview participants on
multiple occasions to highlight its detrimental impact on curriculum implementation
and the attainment of the learning outcomes.
One of the biggest problems in language education in Turkey is the number of
students we have in classrooms. We have overcrowded classrooms which is
obviously not ideal for language education. The curriculum implies
communicative competencies, but, in an average class, each person has

approximately one minute to talk, including the teacher. Then the 40-minute
lesson would be over. Sad, but true. (P2)

The questionnaire data also indicated that the participants were positive about the
learner-centred nature of the curriculum (M=3.43, SD=1.04). However, they expressed
rather negative opinions on its applicability in the classroom (M=2.66, SD=1.12). A
one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of class size on implementing
a learner-centred approach in classroom. Table 18 clearly demonstrates that the
teachers who had smaller class sizes were substantially more positive about the
learner-centred approach in classrooms. Another questionnaire item which was
directly proportional to the class size was the use of English in classroom
communication. The Kruskal-Wallis test was carried out to explore the relation
(H(3)=11.39, p=.077). It is evident in Table 18 that the participants’ perceptions were

negatively affected by the increase in class size.

Table 18: Teachers’ opinions on the application of CLT, learner-centred approach, and
the use of English in classroom communication based on class size

Questionnaire Item Class size Number of
(Number of Questionnaire @M SD
Students) Participants
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10-15 14 3.14 135

16-20 7 342 1.51
Application of CLT in the 21-25 15 2.60 1.12
classroom 26-30 34 2.52 1.16
(Item 24) 31-35 16 2.12 .80
36-40 9 3.00 1.00
(H(3)=12.61, p=.05) 41+ above 5 3.60 .54
10-15 14 321 1.25
Learner-centred approach in the 16-20 7 3.14 1.46
classroom 21-25 15 2.66 .97
(Item 23) 26-30 34 244 1.21
31-35 16 237 71
(F =2.12, p=.058) 36-40 9 222 .83
(6-93) 41+ above 5 3.60 .54
10-15 14 371 91
16-20 7 3.28 1.38
Communication carried out in 21-25 15 2.60 1.05
English 26-30 34 3.11 1.14
(Item 21) 31-35 16 3.06 1.12
36-40 9 277 .97
(H(3)=10.43, p=.005) 41+ above 5 4.00 .00
TOTAL: 100

As for the use of English in classrooms, the Kruskal-Wallis test conducted to compare
the perceptions of the primary (Group A), secondary school (Group B), and teachers
who work at both levels (Group C) revealed a statistically significant difference
(H(3)=10.43, p=.005) among the three categories. Group A (M=3.60) was seemingly
more positive about using English in the classroom compared to Group B (M=2.82).
The classroom observation records indicated that the use of English in primary and
secondary school levels in a single lesson (40 minutes) were considerably different.
While the average timeframe of target language use in single lesson was 23 minutes
in primary school level, it was only 11 minutes in secondary school level. The

difference between primary school and secondary school was considerably significant.
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The interview data indicated that out of nine participants, three referred to “the
language level of the learners (S1, S4, & S6)” as not being sufficient to comprehend
English when used in classroom instructions. Meanwhile, all interview participants
pointed out ‘class contact hours’ as a potential reason for using L1. Two interview
participants reported that because of having limited class hours, they prefer to
complete the curricular content rather than spending “extra time explaining things in
English (S2 & S5).” Furthermore, the interview data obtained from the secondary
school teachers (6 out of 9) also pointed out their mutual concern about the exam
(HSEE) and clearly showed that as the teachers feel obliged to complete the curricular
activities on a timely manner and allow enough time to do practice to prepare for the
exam, they tend to place less emphasis on the communicative competencies. It was
also evident in classroom observations that some of the secondary school teachers (S5
and S6) included tests in their lessons to revise the previously taught content which
inevitable took a considerable amount of the class time. Those participants indicated
that tests are required to be part of the lessons to ensure that the students are familiar
with the types of questions that they would need to respond in the HSEE exam. It was
also pointed out by the teachers that such practices (i.e., revision tests) carried out in
the classroom take time and place more pressure on the teachers to complete the units
on a timely manner.

4.1.5 Assessment and Evaluation

In this section, the participants were requested to give their opinions about the
assessment and evaluation component of the curriculum. The results obtained from the
relevant questionnaire items were statistically analyzed and presented in Table 19

below.
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Table 19: Assessment and evaluation
Items N M SD

29. The objectives identified in the curriculum are measurable. 100 3.45 1.18

30. Various types of assessment and evaluation techniques are 100 3.56 1.00
emphasized in the CEFR framed English language curriculum.

31. The explanations in the curriculum for the assessmentand 100 3.03 1.05
evaluation components are enough.

32. The assessment and evaluation instruments used are 100 2.77 1.10
sufficient enough to assess the student achievements.

33. “One of the most important aspects of the program is to 100 3.17 .99
create positive and beneficial washback effect” (MoNE, 2018).

The questionnaire data revealed that the mean score on the measurability of the
curriculum objectives (learning outcomes) was 3.45 (SD=1.18). Although the mean
value indicated an agreement on the questionnaire item, the standard deviation
revealed significant variation in the data set. Therefore, the Kruskal-Wallis test was
conducted to compare the teachers’ perceptions (Group A, B, and C) on the
measurability of the learning outcomes. It revealed a statistically significant difference
(H(3)=11.01, p=.004) among the three categories with a mean rank score of 65.50 for
primary (Group A), 42.73 for secondary (Group B), and 56.13 for teachers who work
at both levels (Group C). The primary school teachers were considerably more positive
than the secondary school teachers, which was also evident in the interviews. The
participants pointed out that “objectives are skill based, simple and achievable (P1 &
P2)”, “objectives can easily be assessed (S3 & S4)”, “they are linked to the curricular
content (P1)”, “they can easily be demonstrated by the students in the classroom (P2
& P3).” In contrast, two secondary school teachers expressed negative opinions

highlighting two major factors: “using paper-based assessment to assess the learners
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(S1)” and “overcrowded classrooms that do not allow the teacher to measure the
learning outcomes for listening and speaking skills in the classroom (S3)”. The
following extract from the document analysis of the English Language Teaching
Program, on the other hand, showed that the CEFR framed curriculum promotes
various types of assessment techniques for different core skills (MoNE, 2018). The
explicit philosophy of the curriculum toward testing is that all kinds of testing
procedures, including summative and formative assessment techniques or product and
process-oriented tests are to:

* incorporate Reading, Writing, Speaking, and Listening;

differ based on the cognitive level as well as the learning styles of the target
learner group;

» adhere to the teaching and learning methods described in the curriculum;

» be consistent with the developmental characteristics of the students;

» create positive and beneficial washback effect;

* incorporate self-evaluation, reflection, and feedback and

 assist learners in identifying their areas of strength and weakness and the ones

that are required to be improved. (MoNE, 2018, p. 8)

The questionnaire data revealed that the participants had considerably positive
opinions on the emphasis placed on the variety of assessments in the curriculum
(M=3.56, SD=1.00). However, they had doubts about the adequacy of the explanations
regarding the assessment techniques in the curriculum (M=3.03, SD=1.05). Likewise,
the teachers also reported that they were unsure about the adequacy of the current
instruments that they used in assessing the learner achievement (M=2.77, SD=1.10).
One of the interview participants referred to a website (www.egitimhane.com) as “the

source of assessment tasks” and added that “the tasks uploaded by other teachers can
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be retrieved from the website and used with minor alterations (S6).” The same
informant also reported that the tasks chosen are determined by factors such as the
class size and class contact hours. Thus, written assessment items in the form of
question-answer, gap filling, and multiple-choice items are the suitable and common
ones. To further explore the content of the tasks used, samples were extracted from the
specified website for different grades (only for Grade 4 through 8 as no formative
assessment in Grade 2 and 3) and the content of the assessment tasks were analyzed
using a rubric to reveal the types of items the tasks included. The outcome revealed
that vocabulary, gap filling, question-answer, and reading comprehension were the
most commonly used activities all across 50 samples (10 samples for each grade,
respectively) examined. Another interesting finding was the inclusion of multiple-
choice items in the assessment tasks. Fifty per cent of the samples from Grade 6, 7,
and 8 included multiple choice items which was significantly more than Grade 4 and
5 (10%). The participants (S1, S3, S5, & S6) noted this as a strategy to familiarize the
learners with the question types that they would encounter in the exam (HSEE).
Informants expanded on this assertion, pointing out: “I do two exams with my
students; one traditional and one multiple-choice exam. The students need to learn how
to deal with multiple choice questions as they will have to do in HSEE (S2)” and “I
tend to include more multiple-choice items for the 7th and 8th graders because they
need to be familiar with these kinds of questions (S6).” The overall results indicated
that the assessment techniques chosen were greatly affected by the needs of the
learners as well as the variables in the immediate environment (e.g., class size, class
contact hours, resources available, etc.). In other words, the HSEE that the students
are required to undertake at the end of Grade 8 mostly shaped the assessment

techniques implemented by the teachers.
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4.1.6. Application of the Curriculum

The participants were asked about their overall impression pertaining to the CEFR
framed curriculum and its implementation in classroom environment. The data
obtained from the questionnaire are presented in Table 20 below.

Table 20: The overall application of the curriculum
Items N M SD

34. Students are continuously exposed to English through 100 3.41 1.23
audio materials.

35. Students are continuously exposed to English through 100 3.58 1.21
visual materials.

36. Enjoyment of language learning is fostered through arts 100 3.28 1.23
and crafts.

37. L1 (first language) usage is employed only when necessary 100 3.25 1.15
(i.e., for giving complex instructions or explaining difficult
concepts).

38. The focus of language learning is on deepening 100 3.02 1.35
communication, rather than on completing curricular items
within a given period of time.

39. The class hours assigned to the level I teach (Grade 2, 3,4, 100 1.96 1.26
5,6, 7, or 8) are enough to achieve the learning outcomes.

40. Students develop communicative skills in English by 100 3.45 1.21
“doing things with the language” rather than by “learning
about the language”.

The CEFR framed curriculum places greater emphasis on the development of the
communicative competencies. Thus, more activities around listening and speaking
skills have been incorporated into the curriculum. Meanwhile, in order to make it more
appealing for the target learner groups, more age-appropriate visuals were also used in
the coursebooks. The questionnaire participants were asked if the students are exposed

to audio and visual materials enough. As Table 20 indicates, the participants had
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positive opinions on the availability of the audio (M=3.41, SD=1.23) and visual

(M=3.58, SD=1.21) materials.

Another important aspect of the curriculum was the emphasis placed on the limited
use of L1 in classroom instructions. A one-way ANOVA conducted to explore the
opinions of Group A (M=3.50), Group B (M=3.01), and Group C (M=3.58) pertaining
to L1 use in the classroom revealed no statistically significant difference among the
three categories of participants p<0.05 level (F(2-97)=2.67, p=.07). Having said that,
the interview results showed that secondary school teachers prefer to use L1 to
“provide explanations, give complex instructions, and give feedback”. Out of nine
interviewees, three stated “language level of the learners (S1, S4, & S6)” while two
addressed “the time limitation (S2 & S6)” as the underlying causes of L1 use. Although
the English Language Teaching Program (MoNE, 2018) emphasizes that improving
communication is the main goal of language learning rather than completing the
required curricular tasks, the questionnaire results indicated doubts about it (M=3.02,
SD=1.35). Indeed, the interviews conducted showed that all interview participants felt
the pressure to complete the curriculum content within the given period of time. This
is partly because of the spiral approach adopted in the CEFR framed curriculum. In
other words, being unable to complete the curricular content in Grade 6 would be
rather problematic in Grade 7 as the content to be learned in Grade 7 requires the
prerequisite knowledge acquired in Grade 6. This problem was evident in the interview
data as reported below.
We have 4 hours per week with Grade 7 and 8 whereas we have 3 hours per
week with Grade 5 and 6. However they have 10 units at each level. I feel like
I have to complete each one of those units, especially with Grade 8 students as
they will take the exam (HSEE) and there could be exam questions from any

of these units. It is the same with other grades. I have to complete Grade 5 units
so that the students have the prior knowledge required in the next grade. (S3)
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You can think of our curriculum content from Grade 2 to Grade 8 as a whole.
That is how it is designed. A missing part in the puzzle could lead to further
difficulties down the line. (P3).

The CEFR framed curriculum also aims to develop the communicative competencies
of the learners by allowing them to experience the language rather than simply learning
about it (MoNE, 2018). The research participants were asked about this aspect of the
curriculum. The questionnaire data revealed that the participants (M=3.45, SD=1.21)
had positive opinions on the action-oriented nature of the curriculum. The document
analysis data provided further supporting evidence. The content of the curriculum and
the coursebooks incorporated significant numbers of activities to empower the
development of the communicative skills (listening/speaking activities) and also
activities (self-study, project, etc.) to encourage learners to “do things with the
language”. The interview data also indicated that teachers considered the CEFR
framed curriculum as being “a more communication-oriented curriculum” compared
to the previous ones. All interview participants reported that the CEFR framed
curriculum promoted the development of the communicative skills, but they also
highlighted factors that hinder the application of such a curriculum: overcrowded
classrooms (P1, P3, S2, S4, & S5), inappropriate physical conditions (i.e., traditional
seating arrangement) (P1, P2, P3, S2, S4, S5, & S6), and lack of sufficient time (P1,

P2, P3,S1,S2, S3, S4, S5, & S6).

The assigned class hours in the curriculum were 2 hours per week (Grade 2, 3, & 4),
3 hours per week (Grade 5 & 6), and 4 hours per week (Grade 7 & 8) (MoNE, 2018).
The participants were asked if the class hours were sufficient to achieve the expected

learning outcomes. The questionnaire results revealed that majority of the participants
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(M=1.96, SD=1.26) considered the class hours as insufficient. A one-way ANOVA
conducted to explore the perceptions of Group A (M=1.15), Group B (M=2.17), and
Group C (M=1.79) teachers revealed no statistically significant difference at the
p<0.05 level (F(2-97)=2.15, p=.12). Thus, it can be said that neither primary nor
secondary school teachers considered the designated class hours as sufficient. Two
interview participants highlighted the inadequacy of the allocated time to “make
learning permanent (P1 & S6)” which refers to the lack of time to practice what is
taught in the classroom while three participants stressed the difficulty to “complete the

curricular activities and keep up with the syllabus (S2, S5, & P3).”

The findings of this research study were significant in the sense that, unlike its
counterparts conducted to evaluate the curriculum in particular grades (e.g., Grade 2
or Grade 8), it approached the evaluation process as a whole, incorporating the primary
and secondary school levels (from Grade 2 to Grade 8). This ‘wholistic’ approach
allowed us to investigate the implementation of the curriculum at different levels based
on the principles of the CEFR framed curriculum. With its wider scope, the research
study not only allowed us to identify the strengths and the shortcomings of the
curriculum in practice, but also to compare the implementation of the CEFR framed
curriculum across different levels, namely, primary and secondary school levels. The
primary school level where there is no exam pressure was compared to the secondary
school level where the students and the teachers are under constant pressure of the high
school entrance exam (HSEE). In addition, the design of this study made it possible
for us to compare three groups of teachers (i.e., teachers teaching at primary, teachers
teaching at secondary, and teachers teaching at both levels). Therefore, it could be
clearly inferred from this study that when the process-oriented approach rather than

product-oriented approach is taken while embracing the core principles of the CEFR
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framework in language education, there is a strong possibility that the implementation
phase would be carried out more effectively to achieve the expected outcomes and the
practitioners would be more positive in embracing the principles of the CEFR

framework in language education.

4.2 Students’ Perspectives

The research study aimed to answer three questions with regard to the participating
students’ perceptions on the CEFR framed curriculum. These questions focused on the
students’ perceptions about the course content, course conduct, and the assessment and
evaluation practices in the CEFR framed English language curriculum. Meanwhile,
the study aimed to identify the positive or negative impact of the family assistance the
students receive on language learning experiences. Lastly, the study aimed to reveal
the impact of the socio-economic zones in which the students live and learn the
language on their perception about the CEFR framed English language curriculum.
The results will be presented for each aspect individually.

4.2.1 Overall Impression about the Subject

The first aspect was to explore the overall perception of the participants about English
as a subject. The participants were asked to express their opinions about the necessity
of English as a subject. The results clearly indicated that regardless of the level in
which they study or the socio-economic zone in which they live, the participants
showed great awareness of the significance of English as a subject. While the primary
school students referred to the language as an instrument that allows them to
‘communicate with tourists’, the secondary school students referred to its necessity for
their future. Sample extracts gathered from the face-to-face interviews are as follows:

P1-L: “... to be able to talk to some people. Because they speak English.”

P2-H: “When we have a job, there could be an English guy there or we might
need to speak English. Therefore, we need to learn.”
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S3-M: “To me, it is very important as we need a common language with other
nations, and it is English. We need it to establish a dialogue and relations. I
believe that this would help us for both in our jobs and in our daily lives.”

The excerpts from the students interview clearly indicated that the participants had
significantly positive opinion and attitude towards the subject.

4.2.2 Course Content and Materials

Another important aspect of this study was related to the students’ opinions regarding
the course content and the materials used. Hence, the participants were asked about
the materials (coursebook, CD, DVD, smartboard, etc.) used in the lessons, the skills
(reading, writing, speaking, vocabulary, etc.) that they learn, their opinions about the

coursebook used, and overall opinions about the content of the coursebook.

First of all, the document analysis (course syllabi of primary and secondary schools,
the CEFR document and the associated performance levels (A1-Breakthrough and A2-
Waystage), and the coursebooks) clearly indicated that in line with the associated
CEFR performance levels, the preliminary emphasis in primary school level (A1) is
on listening and speaking skills while reading and writing is introduced gradually in
Grade 5 onwards. When the students achieve A2 (Waystage) in Grade 7, listening and
speaking remain as the primary, and reading and writing as the secondary skill focus
area. The following table (Table 21) represents the mean value of the number of

activities in four core skills in the coursebooks of Grade 2 to Grade 8.

Table 21: Mean value of the number of activities in the coursebooks
Speaking Listening Reading Writing
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Grade 2 7.1 9 1.6 2.4

Grade 3 9.8 8.3 4.6 1.7
Grade 4 52 9.3 2.6 1.4
Grade 5 6.4 6.8 52 2.7
Grade 6 5.7 4.6 3.4 3.7
Grade 7 3.8 3.8 3.5 3.3
Grade 8 6.5 4.1 4.1 23

It is clear in Table 21 that speaking and listening skills remain as the primary skills
both in primary and secondary school levels. Whereas, while the reading activities are
expected to be very limited, they were observed to be significantly high in Grade 3

and 5.

The participants were asked about the types of activities that they engage in language
class. Out of eighteen primary school students, a significant number of the them
(69.4%) indicated that they do speaking activities in the form of songs and games. The
remaining 30.6% of the participants added listening activities as the most frequently
conducted activities in the classroom. The classroom observations revealed that in
none of the primary schools in the three socio-economic zones included in this study,
the audio-visual equipment was available in the classroom. A projector was available
in primary schools in Sultanbeyli, Umraniye, and Besiktas, but there was no computer
attached to it. However, it was significantly different in secondary school level as the
classes in Umraniye and Besiktas were equipped with smartboards that could play
audio and video and function as a computer to provide more interactive learning

environments. Having said that, smartboards were not available in the low socio-
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economic zone (Sultanbeyli). The student interviews in Sultanbeyli revealed that the
absence of such equipment greatly affected the types of activities carried out in the
classroom. The extracts gathered from the face-to-face interviews provide further
details:
S1-L: “We do a lot of reading and vocabulary activities. We try to do speaking
as well. Listening is a bit hard as we don’t have a smart board and the teacher
needs to bring a laptop and speaker.”
S3-L: “We do speaking, listening, reading, vocabulary, and writing. We learn

a lot of vocabulary. Listening...mmmm... is difficult. Sometimes the teacher
brings a Bluetooth speaker and connect her phone, but it doesn’t happen a lot.”

However, the interview excerpts from the students in Umraniye and Besiktas revealed
that more skills are simultaneously carried out with the help of the smartboards
available in the classrooms.
S4-M: “We can do all of the activities in the coursebook and more as we have
the smartboard. We do vocabulary activities, speaking activities, reading, and
even writing activities. We also do tests to prepare for High School Entrance
exam.”
S3-H: “In our class, we try and do listening, reading, vocabulary and writing

activities most of the time. We have an interactive copy of the coursebook on
our smartboard and do all these activities easily.”

As in the excerpts above, out of 24 secondary school students who participated in the
study, 82.6% (approx. 20 students) of them highlighted ‘vocabulary and reading’ as
the most commonly addressed skills in the classroom. Meanwhile, a significant
majority of the participants (69.5%) indicated that certain proportion of their class time
is allocated to practice tests (at the end of each unit) to revised the completed unit and

to practice for the High School Entrance Exam (henceforth HSEE).
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Another question that was directed to the participants were about their opinions on the
relevancy of the course content to their daily lives. The participants from the primary
school level indicated that the content they learn in the classroom such as greetings,
vocabulary, and simple sentences are quite useful in real life. The excerpt from one of
the participants is as following:
P2-M: “we learn how to tell our names and ask others name. It is good. Last
week I saw a tourist at the shopping centre and I asked his name. He talked to

me and smiled. I also learned the names of rooms in my house and the words
for weather. It is interesting.”

However, the data collected from the secondary school participants indicated that even
though what they learn can be used in real life, there is not always enough time and
chance to practice and master the language structures. In that regard, out of twenty-
four participants, seventeen stressed the overcrowded classrooms and not being able
to take turn to speak up, fifteen of them highlighted the ‘HSEE pressure’ and more
emphasis placed on ‘vocabulary and reading’, and fourteen participants pinpointed the
irrelevancy of some of the units to their daily needs.

S2-H: “In our lessons, we learn useful things. We do listening and speaking

activities, but we have 25 students in the classroom and it may not always be

possible for everyone to take turn to speak. Even if we do, we only have limited

time to speak. I have foreign friends on social media. I speak English with

them.”

S1-L: “Most of the time, we don’t do the listening activities as we don’t have

smartboard, but try to do the speaking activities. I am sure we can use them in
daily life, but I never had a chance.”

4.2.3 Course Conduct
Another significant aspect ofthis study was related to the students’ opinions regarding

the course conduct. Hence, the participants were asked questions about the type of
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activities carried out in the classroom, the extent to which they find a chance to use
the target language in the classroom, and the use of native language (L1) versus target

language (L2) in classroom instructions/ interactions.

First of all, the data collected from the primary school participants indicated that
fifteen of them indicated ‘songs and games’ as the most commonly used activities in
the classroom. In the meantime, a great majority of the participants (65%) highlighted
simple ‘question-answer drills and vocabulary’ as the most frequent activity carried
out. However, the participants from the secondary school level indicated different
opinions. The participants from the low-socioeconomic zone indicated that reading
and vocabulary are the core activities carried out in the classrooms while listening
activities are not frequently practice due to lack of technological equipment in the
classroom. Likewise, speaking is neglected owing to the fact that the number of
students in the classroom is far too many to conduct communicative activities.
Whereas the participants in medium and high socio-economic zones indicated slightly
different opinions. The presence of smartboards in the classroom enabled them to
practice the listening activities in their coursebooks with great ease. However, the class
size in all three socio-economic zones (average 30 students in each class) merged as a
significant factor embedding the implementation of speaking activities. Having said
that, the classroom observations and the field notes also made it clear that in all six
schools that were attended and in all 60 classroom observations carried out, it was
made clear that the classroom seating arrangements in all schools and classes were the
traditional seating (i.e., rows). Bearing in mind the number of students present and the
classroom layout, it would be reasonable to say that conducting speaking activities

either as a pair or group work would be rather challenging and time consuming.
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Besides asking the participants about the activity types, the researcher also asked them
about their preferences: types of activities they would like to do and skills they would
like to focus more on. While the responses in primary school students did not differ
significantly, the secondary school students indicated a range of different activity types
and skills they would like to focus more on. The following excerpts from the
interviews provide a detailed account of the participant responses.
S2-L: “We mostly do reading and vocabulary activities because we don’t have
the tools to do listening. Sometimes, our teacher brings a speaker but not all
the time. I wish we could do more listening and speaking as I really want to be
able to speak the language.”
S1-M: “We mostly do listening, reading, vocabulary, and writing and....
speaking as well. However, when we do speaking, we say a few sentences.
That’s it. We don’t have enough time. Sometimes our teacher tries to do pair
and group work in the class, but it gets too noisy as the students try to rearrange
the desks and so on. I wish we could have done more speaking and learned
how to use the language rather than just learning the vocabulary.”
S4-H: “We try to cover all the activities in the coursebook as we have only four
classes per week. We do speaking, but I don’t think we spend enough time to
practice...once again we don’t have enough time. We also need to prepare for
HSEE so we need to learn more words and improve our reading
comprehension. I would really like to be able to learn English without having
the exam pressure. If you ask about the skills, I would say speaking and

listening first, then vocabulary, reading, and writing. I want to be able to get
out there and say a few things to a tourist...you know.”

The interview excerpts clearly indicated that the goals and objectives of the CEFR
framed English language curriculum aligns the needs and expectations of the learners
at the theoretical level. However, the implementation phase of the curriculum is where
the practices deviate from the goals and objectives as well as the expectations of the

learners.

The last significant aspect concerning the course conduct was the use of L1 and L2 in

the classroom. The participants were asked if L1 or L2 is used in classroom
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interactions and their opinions about it. The majority of the primary school students in
all three districts (82%) indicated that teacher uses L2 and L2 in the classroom, which
has also been confirmed in the classroom observations that there was a pattern of using
L2 in giving instructions and translating them into English to ensure comprehension.
The participants’ opinion on L1 use in English classroom was noted to be rather
positive owing to the fact that L1 use helps them comprehend the instructions and
engage in classroom practices. However, L2 dominance in classroom instructions,
which is recommended in the English curriculum, was less apparent in secondary
school levels. Some of the students indicated ‘lack of comprehension if L2 is used
solely’ (S2-L, S1-H, S4-M, and S4-L), ‘teachers’ preference to use L1 in classroom
instructions/ interaction’ (S3-L and S2-M), and ‘being unable to articulate themselves
or ask questions if need be’ (S5-L, S3-M, S2-H, and S5-M) as the prime reason of
teachers and students not being able to utilize the target language in the classroom. In
the meantime, some of the participants (S4-L and S1-M) made it clear that when
English is used as the medium of instruction in the classroom, they tend to stay quiet
as they do not feel comfortable enough to contribute. One of the participants (S5-L)
indicated that she had recently migrated to Istanbul from a town near Mardin (a city in
the southeast of Turkey). She made it clear that the language education in her school
back in the town was so superficial that she lacks basic knowledge of the target
language, but is expected to cope with the content of the 8" grade.

4.2.4 Assessment and Evaluation

The CEFR, which emphasizes different kinds of assessment and evaluation
techniques, serves as the theoretical foundation for testing, assessment, and evaluation
processes. They place a lot of emphasis on alternative and process-oriented testing

methods. Formal evaluation will be performed by means of written and oral exams,
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quizzes, assignments, and projects in order to provide an accurate account of students'
progress. For the second and third grades, no summative tests are given (McKay,
2006). Instead, to develop positive attitudes, beliefs, and motivations for learning
English, formative assessment mechanisms function in conjunction with regular in-
and outside-of-class assignments. However, starting in the fourth grade, a variety of
formative and summative testing methods are available to gauge pupils' language

proficiency and communication skills.

As the focus in primary school levels is on engaging the learners in learning a language
and helping them enjoy the process and develop positive attitudes, formative
assessment is recommended to be a suitable practice at these levels. Regular in-class
and outside-of-class assignments and formative testing together produce positive
attitudes, beliefs, and motivations for learning English (MoNE, 2018). The focus group
interview with Grade 2, 3, and 4 students revealed that a range of different assessment
practices are employed in the classroom: tests, picture matching, dialogue, and

question -answer.

From the fourth grade onward, a series of formative and summative testing procedures
are provided to assess pupils' communicative competencies and, eventually, their
proficiency level in the target language (MoNE, 2018). The focus group interview
with secondary school students revealed that they are exposed to written exam, as it
was mentioned in the English Language Teaching Program (MoNE, 2018), and also
other summative assessments such as quizzes, vocabulary tests, and unit revision tests
at the end of each unit.

S2-L: “we haven’t had a written exam yet. Our teacher did quizzes. I am not
sure about the written exams, but the quizzes were easy.”
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S3-M: “She gives us a test like papers. There are options there, there are
pictures, we choose the option that is appropriate for the picture.”

S2-H: “We will have a written exam. The teacher will ask us vocabulary,
question-answer, gap filling kind of activities. We also have tests to prepare
for HSEE.”

However, it was obvious that the range of assessment techniques used in the classroom
was rather limited. Whereas, the English Language Teaching Program as well as the
CEFR framework encourages the practitioners to combine a wide variety of
assessment tools and strategies in order to ensure that all four skills, depending on the
level or the grade of the students, are assessed. The classroom observations along with
the interview data revealed that formative assessments are utilized more effectively in
primary school levels (Grade 2 and Grade 3) as prescribed in the English Language
Teaching Program (ELTP). However, the students are required to take formative
assessments from the fourth grade onward as recommended in the ELTP document.
Thus, it was observed that summative assessment procedures were neglected. Out of
42 participants (secondary school level), 38 of them referred to formative exams:
question-answer (25 of them), gap filling activity (18 of them), and keeping diary (8
of them). Only 2 participants referred to summative assessment procedures. The
following excerpts from the interviews provide a detailed account of the participant
responses.

S5-M: “Our class is not that crowded. We have 16 students in the class.

Sometimes we do speaking activities towards the end of the lesson to practice
what we learn. We ask each other questions and try to answer.”

S3-H: “I like the listening activities. Our teacher gives us a set of pictures and
then we listen to the audio recording and try to choose the picture that matched
with what we hear. It is fun.”

154



To sum up, the assessment and evaluation techniques adopted by teachers in primary
or secondary school levels vary because of a number of factors. The analysis of these
factors indicates a significant discrepancy between the recommendations in the
curriculum pertaining to the assessment and evaluation techniques and the ones
implemented in the classroom by teachers.

4.2.5 Support and Assistance in Language Learning Process

The participants were asked about their experiences regarding the English classes, the
assistance they receive in language learning process/ completing their homework, and
any additional language classes they take, if any. The interview results pinpointed that
the participants stressed four major elements as reasons for enjoying the English
classes. First of all, regardless of their socio-economic zones, participants referred to
‘fun factor’ which refers to the games, songs, and other hands-on activities included
in the lessons. Secondly, the participants highlighted the ‘interactive nature of the
content’ by referring the speaking and listening activities which allow them to practice
the language. The third element was about the ‘materials’ used. The participants
indicated that the coursebooks and the extra materials brought by teachers (puppets,
flashcards, etc.) incorporate lots of interesting and engaging visuals which grab their
attention. The final point made was related to the ‘teaching approach adopted by
teachers’ which highlighted the variety of activities conducted in the classroom, the
was the activities are designed and delivered, and the materials used (puppets, musical

instruments, flashcards, etc.) in the language learning process.

On the contrary, the positive opinions observed in the primary school participants were
not present among the secondary school participants, especially in Grade 7 and 8
students. While the Grade 5 students highlighted the ‘content’ (S1-L, S2-L, S2-M, S4-

M, S2-H), ‘coursebook’ (S4-L, S2-M, S3-M, S1-H, S3-H), and ‘classroom activities’
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(P2-L, P3-L, S4-L, S2-M, S1-H, S4-H, S5-H) as the underlying reasons for their
positive perceptions about the subject. On the other hand, Grade 7 and 8 students
highlighted ‘overloaded content’, ‘exam pressure’, and ‘not being able to understand
some of the content’ as the underlying cause for placing pressure on them and not
feeling comfortable in the classroom. This level of ‘anxiety’ was more apparent among
the participants in low socio-economic zone and less in high socio-economic zone.
The reason being was made clear in participant responses to the research question in
this section which was about the support and assistance they receive in language
learning process. While some of the participants (P1-H, P5-H, P3-M, P4-M) clearly
indicated that a family member as able to provide the required assistance in their
homework and self-study activities. This support mechanism was less apparent in low
socio-economic zone which inevitably placed more pressure on the learners and
affected their confidence in the classroom. The following interview extracts provide a
more detailed account of the point raised above.

S2-L: “We came to Istanbul from Mardin two months ago. I used to live in a

village and go to school there. We learned English at school, but when I came

here, I realized that my English was not as good as my other friends. There are

a lot of things that I don’t understand. I sometimes ask the teacher, but at home

there is nobody I can ask.”

S3-L: “I like English, but it is a bit difficult. I don’t have anybody at home who

can help me. My father and mother don’t know English either. I sometimes ask
our neighbor’s son who is in high school.”

In the meantime, it was revealed in the student interviews that the students in medium
and high socio-economic zones had access to external support mechanisms such as
additional language classes/ private lessons considerably more than their counterparts
in low socio-economic zone. Among all the secondary participants interviewed in low

socio-economic zone (eight participants), only two participants had access to language
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courses/ private classes, while this ratio was five participants in medium socio-
economic zone and considerably higher (seven participants) in high socio-economic

zone.
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION

5.1 Teacher’s Perspective

At the outset of the discussion, it should be noted that the majority of the participants
(teachers) had not had any in-service training on the CEFR. This, in return, caused
certain inconsistencies between the recommendations of the CEFR framed curriculum
and its actual implementations in the classroom. This was also evident in the study
conducted by Aksoy (2020) which made it clear that although the curriculum was
considered to be suitable and effective, the classroom observations revealed that there
was a significant gap between theory and practice. This basic finding is consistent with
research showing that ongoing in-service training is vital to the successful
implementation of the curriculum innovation (Malderez & Wedell, 2007; Mohamad
Uri & Adb Aziz, 2018). Parallel to the findings of previous studies, this study
pinpointed a lack of teachers’ familiarity and understanding of the CEFR document as
the most common issue with the implementation of its principles in language education
(Morrow, 2004; Elder & O’Loughlin, 2007; Faez et al., 2011; Moonen et al., 2013;
Ngo, 2017; Diez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Kanchai, 2019; Alih et al., 2020;
Nishimura-Sahi, 2022). Bearing in mind the fact that insufficient knowledge about the
CEFR document and the CEFR framed English language curriculum had a significant
impact on language teaching practices, it could be concluded that carefully planned
(based on the needs analysis of the practitioners) and well-structured in-service

training practices are a prerequisite for an effective implementation of the core
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principles of the CEFR framed English language curriculum. As Hazar (2021)
mentioned, it is crucially important for the practitioners to comprehend the CEFR
document and its implications in language education so that the practitioners make the
most of its offerings. Besides, the implementation of various language teaching
techniques in the classroom, as recommended in the CEFR framed curriculum, was
found to be rather challenging due to large class sizes and limited class contact hours.
In conjunction with the studies conducted by Kizildag (2009), Topkaya and Kucuk
(2010), and Hazar (2021), the results of this study stressed the importance of class size
on the implementation of learner-centred teaching as well as communication-oriented

language education.

The data collected through teacher interviews/ questionnaires, focus group interviews
with students, document analysis, and classroom observations clearly indicated that
even though the curriculum places a significant emphasis on communication in the
target language, the practical implementation of such a principle in classroom
environment is obstructed by the physical conditions (e.g., class size, technological
equipment) as well as the academic requirements (HSEE exam). The data collected
pinpointed the fact that the HSEE exam places a significant pressure on not only
teachers, but also students, especially in secondary school level. Because of the
academic requirements for this exam (HSEE), which are reading, vocabulary, and
grammar, the teaching/ learning practices revolve around these areas rather than
focusing on the communicative aspect of the target language. While both levels
(primary and secondary) indicated the relativity of the learned content to real life, it
was secondary school students who indicated that lack of sufficient time to practice
the language (Er, 2006; Erdogan, 2005), overcrowded classrooms which prevented

students to take turn to practice productive skills, and the HSEE exam pressure caused
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the students to focus more on the academic skills rather than the communicative skills
which is ideally the philosophy behind the English Language curriculum. The points
raised by the participants were also evident in other studies (Buyukduman, 2005;
Sevinc, 2006; Kirkgoz, 2008; Topkaya & Kucuk, 2010; Tilfarlioglu & Ozturk, 2007;
Yanik, 2007). Whereas, this exam pressure was observed to be less severe in primary
school level, thus teachers are considerably less concerned about the exam and more
focused on the communication. The English Language Teaching Program (ELTP)
signifies a learner-centred teaching in language education. However, considering the
factors such as classroom population, physical environment, the overloaded
curriculum, and the exam-oriented teaching in secondary schools, it may not be
considered as practical in classroom teaching. First of all, the classroom observations
revealed that the number of students present in the classrooms was too much to
effectively implement the principles of the CLT. Besides, the physical environment in
the classrooms (e.g., traditional seating arrangements in all classes observed) does
work against the philosophy of the CLT. The findings of this study indicated that lack
of technological equipment such as smart boards in classroom, especially in secondary
grades, traditional seating arrangements owing to the number of students in each class,
prevented the teachers from conducting speaking and listening activities. Bearing in
mind the significant impact of audio-visual materials on language learning, it could
easily be inferred from the results of this study that lack of technological equipment
such as smartboards in primary school levels and in secondary school levels in low
socio-economic zone creates an inequality in the quality of course delivery. In
addition, as indicated by Salma (2020) physical constraints in the classroom
environment cause serious drawbacks in the implementation of the curriculum. Having

said that, this causes teachers to deviate from the core principles of the curriculum
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(emphasis on oral skills) and focus more on the academic skills which could be carried
out in the absence of IT equipment. Thus, it merges as a necessity to strengthen the
infrastructure in classrooms so that the exposure to the target language takes place in
every form possible. Secondly, the overcrowded classrooms make it almost impossible
to focus on communication in language classes bearing in mind the fact that teachers
are obliged to complete a significantly overloaded curriculum (10 units for each grade)
within the allocated period of time (2hours/pw for Grade 2, 3, and 4, 3 hours/pw for

Grade 5 and 6, and 4 hours/pw for Grade 7 and 8).

As for the use of English in the classroom, the findings pinpointed that the exam-
oriented teaching practices in secondary school forced teachers to concentrate more
on the completion of the curriculum content on a timely manner rather than aiming to
enhance the communicative competencies. Therefore, the use of English was observed
to be less in classroom instructions in secondary school level compared to the use of
the target language in primary school level. The study also revealed that the use of L1
in classroom was a common practice among teachers and this was evident in classroom
observations and student interviews. This incongruence, especially evident in
secondary grades, between the philosophy behind the English language curriculum
and its implementation in classroom proves that the practitioners alter their approach
in language teaching based on the needs of the learners. That is to say that, bearing in
mind the limited time and the overloaded content that is to be delivered, the
practitioners choose the language that would transmit the message across in the most
efficient way possible In line with this finding, Grim (2010, p. 207) clearly indicates
that L1 is utilised in the classroom to “facilitate comprehension, overcoming

grammatical obstacles, and saving time in lengthy L2 task explanations”.
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Regarding the assessment and evaluation practices, which were in line with the
findings of previous studies (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Ozudogru & Adiguzel, 2015), this
study suggested that even though the participants were aware of different
“recommended assessment techniques” in the curriculum, they preferred to use certain
types of assessment due to lack of knowledge, information, and training on the
assessment techniques suggested in the curriculum. This study also made it clear that
the HSEE has a remarkable impact on not only the assessment practices, but also the
teaching practices in secondary school. This dual effect of the HSEE results in an
undesirable shift of focus — from one on meaning to one on form, or from learner-
centeredness to teacher-centeredness. It is evident that there is a mismatch between the
prescribed language teaching approaches in the CEFR framed curriculum and the
assessment practices in use. This discrepancy does not appear to be specific to the
Turkish context but has been reported to exist more internationally, namely in Dutch
secondary education context (Moomen et al., 2013), in Vietnamese context (Nguyen
& Hamid, 2015), in the Thai context (Kanchai, 2019), and in Malaysian context (Ishak
& Mohamad, 2018; Alih et al., 2020). As highlighted by Van den Branden “A shift
toward a competence-based approach to foreign language teaching calls for a related
approach to assessment” (as cited in Moomen et al., 2013, p.243). Therefore, it is
particularly important that the alignment between the language teaching and the
assessment practices are to be established in order to ensure that the process leads to

the designated learning outcomes.

While the action-oriented nature of the curriculum was acknowledged by the
participants, the allocated class time was considered as inadequate in achieving the
learning outcomes by the majority of the participants. According to Nunan (2003),

learners need sufficient exposure to L2 — at least 200 hours of instruction per year — in
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order for them to observe measurable improvement in L2. With the present teaching
hours in Turkey, Grade 2, 3, and 4 students receive 74 hours per year (2 hours per
week) while this is 111 hours per year for Grade 5 and 6 (3 hours per week) and 148
hours for Grade 7 and 8 (4 hours per week), which is much less than the minimal
number of hours required for noteworthy improvement in the target language. Such
limited contact hours seem to be further curtailed by HSEE at high school level,
remarkably reducing opportunities to use language communicatively.

5.2 Students’ Perspective

First of all, it should be noted that regardless of their grades and level, all participants
in the study showed great awareness of the importance of English as a subject. In line
with the English Language Teaching Program, the core skills emphasized in all grades
were speaking and listening, which was also evident in the coursebook analysis.
However, it should also be noted that based on the English Language Teaching
Program, there was a misalignment in Grade 3 and 5 in which reading activities was

expected to be very limited, yet overemphasized in the coursebook.

Bearing in mind the significant impact of audio-visual materials on language learning
as indicated by Mayer (as cited in Dolati, 2010), it could easily be inferred from the
results of this study that lack of technological equipment such as smartboards in
primary school levels and in secondary school levels in low socio-economic zone
creates an inequality in the quality of course delivery. Having said that, this also causes
teachers to deviate from the core principles of the curriculum (emphasis on oral skills)
and focus more on the academic skills which could be carried out in the absence of IT
equipment. In the meantime, the study made it clear that the High School Entrance

Exam has a significant impact on the course content and delivery as students pay more
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attention on the vocabulary and reading, which are the key skills required in the exam,

and place less emphasis on speaking and listening skills.

Another important finding was the relevancy of learning to real life. Out of 36
participants (primary school students), a great majority of them (29 participants)
considered the curriculum content “relevant, interesting, engaging, and familiar”.
Likewise, approximately 80% of the participants (secondary school students) indicate
that the content of the coursebook is “interesting, useful, and practical for everyday
use”. However, while both levels (primary and secondary) indicated the relativity of
the curriculum content to real life, it was secondary school students who indicated that
lack of sufficient time to practice the language (Er, 2006; Erdogan, 2005),
overcrowded classroom which prevent students to take turn to practice, and the HSEE
exam pressure caused the students to focus more on the academic skills rather than
communicative skills which is ideally the philosophy behind the English Language
curriculum. These points raised by the focus group interview participants were also
evident in other studies (Buyukduman, 2005; Sevinc, 2006; Kirkgoz, 2008; Topkaya

& Kucuk, 2010; Tilfarlioglu & Ozturk, 2007; Yanik, 2007).

The study also revealed that the use of L1 in classroom was a common practice among
teachers and this was evident in classroom observations and student interviews. This
incongruence, especially evident in secondary grades, between the philosophy behind
the English language curriculum and its implementation in classroom proves that the
practitioners alter their approach in language teaching based on the needs of the
learners. That is to say that, bearing in mind the limited time and the overloaded
content that is to be delivered, the practitioners choose the language that would

transmit the message across in the most efficient way possible In line with this finding,
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Grim (2010, p. 207) clearly indicates that L1 is utilised in the classroom to “facilitate
comprehension, overcoming grammatical obstacles, and saving time in lengthy L2

task explanations”.

The final major finding was related to the assessment and evaluation practices. The
document analysis (English Language Teaching Program) revealed that while the
recommended assessment and evaluation techniques were a mixture of formative and
summative assessment, formative assessment was the common practice in almost all
grades. When the interview data is triangulated with the document analysis, it was
revealed that the assessments mainly focused on reading comprehension, writing, and
vocabulary. However, the English Language Teaching Program that sets the
foundation of the English language curriculum clearly promotes the formative and
summative assessments of all four skills by means of various assessment types. The
findings clearly pointed a number of different factors that shaped the assessment
methods chosen namely class size, limited class time, student needs, and technological

equipment available.
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Chapter 6

CONCLUSION

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages, abbreviated as CEFR
or CEF or CEFRL, is a guideline that describes the achievements of language learners
across Europe and, increasingly, in other countries. This study evaluated the CEFR
framed English language curriculum that is in use in public primary and secondary
schools in Turkey from the perspective of the teachers and students, and aimed to find

out:

the extent to which they are aware of the CEFR framework underpinning the

current curriculum,

e the extent to which they are aware of the goals and objectives of the curriculum, -
their opinions about the course content and the materials used,

e their opinions about the course conduct,

e their opinions about the assessment and evaluation practices

e and the overall applicability of the CEFR framed curriculum in classroom context.

Since the studies previously conducted in Turkey and in other countries regarding the
implementation of the CEFR and CEFR framed curricula have shown that the
implementation phase is not problem-free, it was extremely important to allow the
practitioners(teachers) to make their voices heard. This study revealed that lack of
knowledge about the CEFR, certain contextual factors, insufficient in-service training

on the current curriculum, and the mismatch between the language education policy
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and its implementation caused the teachers to deviate from its principles and adjust
their language teaching practices idiosyncratically. This study also evaluated the
CEFR framed English curriculum that is in use in primary and secondary schools in
Turkey from the students’ perspectives. Since the previously conducted studies to
evaluate the English language curriculum in Turkey focused primarily on the
perceptions of the practitioners (Buyukduman, 2005; Demirlier, 2010; Er, 2006;
Erbakan, 2001; Erbilen Sak, 2008; Erdogan, 2005; Kandemir, 2016; Dincer &
Saracaloglu, 2018), it was crucially important to make the students’ voice heard. Such
feedback provided by the recipients of the designed curriculum would not otherwise
be available and the perspective of students, that would clearly indicate the extent to

which the curricular changes had reached the expected outcomes, would be missing.

The findings of this study indicated that a significant majority of the participants
(teachers) were unaware of the principles of the CEFR framed curriculum and its
implications for language education due to unavailability of formal training. Besides,
lack of knowledge about the CEFR and the curriculum itself, contextual factors such
as class size, class contact hours, and materials hinder the effective implementation of
the CEFR framed curriculum in Turkey. The study conducted by Yakisik and
Guroacak (2018) made it clear that private school EFL teachers had access to training
about the CEFR framework and thus displayed greater awareness of the framework,
its principles and implications in language educations. It was also stressed that due to
its demanding and competitive nature, private schools place more emphasis on the
professional development of teachers. As indicated by Moomen et al. (2013), it is a
common practice that teachers adapt the CEFR to meet their specific needs as well as
the contextual requirements. Therefore, the findings clearly showed that the problems

teachers face do not seem to be local (i.e., specific to the Turkish primary and
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secondary education) but more global, applying to international contexts where the
CEFR has been adapted or adopted. The main implication here is that teachers are in
dire need of well-tailored comprehensive in-service training to help them internalize

the principles of the CEFR and apply them in language teaching practices.

Another key finding stemming from the current study is insufficient training provided
for in-service teachers. As Hazar (2021) suggests, it is vitally important to ensure that
teachers have a better understanding of the CEFR in order to make the most of it in
English teaching in Turkey. Lack of professional training seems to deprive teachers of
a sound knowledge of the CEFR principles impacting the classroom practices in the
Turkish context. Even though the teachers find the goals and objectives of the CEFR
framed curriculum quite positive and promising, the practical implications of such
goals and objectives in their context were rather challenging. The most obvious
example was the application of CLT in classroom. Such professional development
activities for practitioners have the potential to enhance the implementation of the
CEFR in language education if they take into account the degree to which the CEFR
is put into practice so that the support that is most feasible for their professional context
is provided. Therefore, teacher trainers should identify the needs of the practitioners
and organize effective in-service training programs to address these needs. That is to
say that, teachers are required to be equipped with practical knowledge bearing in mind
the contextual factors that they deal with. In attempting to do so, it is vital to carefully
identify external factors specific to individual contexts where the CEFR is applied and
determine the extent to which such factors influence classroom practices. Therefore,
evidence from this study should raise the awareness of the decision-makers to identify
the needs of the in-service teachers and provide training for them so that they not only

embrace the CEFR and its core principles in language education, but also learn how to
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overcome the limitations posed by the context in which they are required to teach.
Bearing in mind the fact that teachers operate in different contexts constrained by
various factors (e.g., lack of resources and overcrowded classrooms), these in-service
training programs are required to be organized and delivered considering the realities
of the contexts and the needs of the teachers. Meanwhile, it is equally important that
such professional development activities are executed on an ongoing basis in line with
the changing needs of the teachers and the impact of such training practices are
required to be closely monitored and evaluated by policymakers at macro level (e.g.,

state level).

This research study also made it possible for us to compare the implementation of the
CEFR framed English language curriculum both in primary and secondary school
levels considering a range of different factors such as class contact hours, the content
of the curricula in primary and secondary school levels, the implementation of the
principles of the English Language Teaching Program (MoNE, 2018), etc. The overall
results indicated that the impact of the curriculum was observed to be more positive at
primary school level, it did not leave the same impact at secondary school level owing
to the fact that the teachers and students were observed to be more exam-oriented. This
exam-driven approach in language teaching in secondary school level stood out as the
most dramatic inconsistency between the curriculum that is communication oriented
and the educational system that is exam- oriented. A decision at macro level is required
to be taken whether to equip the learners with communicative competencies in the best
way possible or to equip them with the academic skills (reading) and knowledge
(vocabulary) to succeed in the exam (HSEE). The discrepancy emerges as the most
significant cause of the deviation from the principles of the CEFR in language teaching

practices. For policy makers, such evidence would be of immense importance in
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reviewing and revising macro level language education policies. The conflict of
interest between the exam-oriented nature of the education and the communication-
oriented nature of the language education is a problem that needs to be addressed at
the policy level. This is a valid argument also for other contexts (e.g., Vietnam,
Netherland, and Malaysia) where the CEFR is adopted to bring a more
communication-oriented approach in language education (Nguyen & Hamid, 2015;
Moomen et al., 2013; Ishak & Mohamad, 2018). Therefore, there are a number of
inferences that could be made from the issues outlined above. First of all, as context is
a component of a given curriculum, the realities of the context are required to be taken
into consideration. Due to the fact that the number of students accommodated in
classrooms is considerably large, the implementation of the current curriculum seems
to be rather challenging. In addition to that, the HSEE exam, which adds a different
layer to the overall implementation of the curriculum, makes it rather difficult to
follow the principles of the CEFR framed curriculum. The comparison of the
implementation of the curriculum in primary and secondary school levels made it clear
that the principles of the CEFR framed English language curriculum are better
implemented in primary school level where there is no exam pressure. Eliminating this
factor in secondary school level could also enhance the implementation of the
curriculum and increase the motivational level of the learners, not to mention their
communicative competencies. Having said that, the design of the curriculum as a spiral
entity also creates certain challenges. The coursebooks in all grades contain 10 units
that are to be completed in two semesters. The overloaded content of the coursebooks,
especially in secondary school levels, puts more pressure on the teachers owing to the
fact that being unable to complete the units in a particular grade would put the students

in a disadvantageous position in the next grade. Rather than that, a modular curriculum
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that focuses on the four core skills (Reading, Writing, Speaking, and Listening) at
various degrees could be an alternative. This allows the teachers to focus on the skills
that are required by the target learner group based on the recommendation made in the
ELTP program. Additionally, HSEE exam which has no positive impact on students’
linguistic competencies are required to be eliminated so that teachers and students
focus more on improving communicative competencies to become language users

rather than learners of the language.

Additionally, there is a misconception between the CEFR proficiency levels (i.e., Al
to C2) and the terminology (e.g., Breakthrough, Waystage or Threshold) assigned to
these proficiency levels. Although the CEFR does not explicitly specify the difference,
the proficiency levels refer to the language learning outcomes while the latter refers to
the input in language learning process. In 1970s, ‘Threshold Level” specifications were
developed as part of a project to specify the objectives for language learning with the
aim of achieving communicative competence in the target language. Vantage (higher
level), Breakthrough and Waystage (lower levels) were developed for English
language (Van Ek, 1975). The Threshold Level was the very first attempt to embark
on what learners should be able to do by means of language in certain situations, what
feelings or ideas they would need to express, ask about or negotiate. Based on the
identified needs, it made recommendations as to the language functions and notions
needed. This view set the foundation of the next phase of the Council of Europe’s work
on the specification of language learning objectives, focusing on scope (i.e., linguistic,
sociolinguistic, discourse, sociocultural, and social competence), and pointed forward
to one of the central innovative features of the CEFR, the scaled description of L2
proficiency levels. As it could be seen clearly, the CEFR and the ‘Threshold Level’

specifications are, indeed, two separate documents. Therefore, it is crucially important
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that practitioners have a sound knowledge of both documents. To do that, it is highly
recommended that the Ministry of National Education should provide online resources
for teachers to familiarize themselves with the CEFR document, its descriptors, levels,
and content alignment. Having said that, it should also be embedded in the teacher
education programs in order to ensure that pre-service teachers develop a thorough
understanding of the principles of the CEFR framework and its implications in

language education.

The scope of the current study was limited to the evaluation of the CEFR-framed
English language curriculum in primary and secondary schools in three different socio-
economic zones/districts of Istanbul, Turkey. Though those socio-economic zones
were purposefully chosen as representative of the population, the results may not fully
represent the perceptions of the primary and secondary school teachers across the
country. Therefore, more extensive research is required to ascertain the level of
understanding (or lack thereof) shared by instructors regarding the subject matter of
the English curriculum that is structured in accordance with the CEFR and its
ramifications for language teaching. Further, comparative studies examining the
implementation of the CEFR framed curriculum in public and private schools could
also reveal significant insights. The lessons learned from these studies could set the
foundation of the in-service training practices and acknowledge the content of them.
Besides, carefully designed longitudinal studies with multiple data collection
techniques, particularly classroom observations, could yield significant insights into
the implementation phase. Only then would we be able to have a good grasp of the
challenges that practitioners face in curriculum implementation and produce effective

solutions.
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Appendix 1: Teacher Questionnaire (English- Turkish)

Osretmen Anketi (Ingilizce-Tiirkce)

This bilingual (English-Turkish) questionnaire is designed to evaluate the CEFR
framed English language curriculum that is in use in primary (Year 2,3, and 4) and
secondary schools (Year 5, 6, 7, and 8) in Turkey.

(Bu ikidilli (Ingilizce-Tiirkce) arastirma ¢alismast Tiirkiye deki Ilk ve Ortaokullarda
kullanilan Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programi ile sekillendirilmis Ingilizce dil

miifredatinin degerlendirilmesi amaciyla hazirlanmigtir.)

Part 1 Background Information
(Boliim 1 Genel Bilgiler)

Instructions: Please tick the appropriate option.
(Yonerge: Liitfen uygun secenegi isaretleyiniz.)

Sex (Cinsiyet): Level of Education

o Male (Erkek) (Egitim Seviyesi):

o Female (Kadin) o Bachelor (Lisans)
o Master (Yiiksek Lisans)
o PhD (Doktora)
o Other (Diger):

Program graduated
(Mezun oldugunuz program):
o English Language Teaching
(Ingilizce Ogretmenligi)
o English Language and
Literature
(Ingiliz Dili ve Edebiyati)
o Other languages (German,
French, etc.)
(Diger diller; Almanca,
Fransizca,
vs.)
o Other (Diger):

Years of Teaching
(Ogretmenlikteki Hizmet Yiliniz):

o Less than a year (Bir yildan daha az)
o 1-4 Years (1-4 y1l)

o 5-9 Years (5-9 yil)

o 10-14 Years (10-14 y1l)

o 15-19 Years (15-19 y1l)

o 20+ Years (20 + yil)

katlldiniz mi?)
o Yes (Evet)
o No (Hayw)

Have you ever attended a course or a seminar about the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages?
(Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programu ile ilgili bir kursa veya seminere hi¢

City (Kent):

The school where you work is located (Calisaginiz okulun bulundugu yer) :

Town (Iige):

What level/ levels do you teach?
(Hangi seviyede/seviyelerde ders
veriyorsunuz?)

Number of Students in the Classroom
(Sinmiftaki Ogrenci Sayisy):
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+ 10-15

o Grade 2 (2. Sinif) * 16-20
o Grade 3 (3. Sinif) e 21-25
o Grade 4 (4. Sinif ) * 26-30
o Grade 2-3-4 (2-3-4. Sinif) + 31-35
o Grade 5 (5. Sinif) * 36-40
o Grade 6 (6. Sinif) * 41 and above (41 ve iizeri)

o Grade 7 (7. Sinif)

o Grade 8 (8. Sinif)

o Grade 5-6-7-8 (5-6-7-8. Sinif)

o Both Grade 2,3,4 and Grade
5,6,7,8 (Hem 2-3-4. Siniflar
hem de 5-6-7-8. Siniflar)

Part 2 Curriculum Evaluation
(Boliim 2 Miifredat Degerlendirme)

Instruction: Please tick the response that reflects your opinion.
(Yonerge: Liitfen fikrinizi yansitan yaniti isaretleyiniz.)

SA: Strongly Agree A: Agree N: Not Sure  D: Disagree SD:
Strongly Disagree

SA: Kesinlikle Katiliyorum — A: Katilyyorum N: Emin Degilim D: Katilmiyorum
SD: Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum

Knowledge about the CEFR framed English Language
Curriculum(Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programinin
(ADOCP) sekillendirdigi Ingilizce dil miifredati SA|A|N|D|SD
hakkinda bilgi)

1. T have a clear understanding of the CEFR document.
(ADOCP dokiimanini tam olarak anlyyorum.)

2. I have a clear understanding of how the CEFR has
impacted the English language curriculum that is in use
now.

(ADOCP’in kullamimda olan Ingilizce dil miifredatini
nasil etkiledigini tam olarak anlyyorum.)

3. I have a clear understanding of how the CEFR framed
English language curriculum has enhanced the English
language teaching practices for me as a teacher.

(Bir 6gretmen olarak ADOCP’in sekillendirdigi Ingilizce
dil miifredatinin Ingilizce dil egitimi uygulamalarin nasil
gelistirdigini tam olarak anliyorum.)

Goals and Objectives of the CEFR framed Curriculum
(ADOCP ile sekillendirilmis miifredatin amag ve
hedefleri) SA|A|N|D |SD

4. The CEFR framed curriculum enables students to work
towards achievable goals.

(ADOCTP ile sekillendirilmis miifredat, 6grencilerin
ulagilabilir hedeflere yonelik ¢alismasini saglar.)
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5. The CEFR framed curriculum has increased the student
interest in the subject (English).

(ADOCTP ile sekillendirilmis miifredat 6grencinin derse
(Ingilizce) olan ilgisini artirmistir.)

6. The CEFR framed curriculum has provided aspects of
cultural awareness.

(ADOCTP ile sekillendirilmis miifredat kiiltiirel farkindalik
unsurlarint saglamistir.)

7. The objective statements in the curriculum are
consistent with the CEFR levels (A1, A2, B1, etc.).
(Miifredattaki amaglar ADOCP seviyeleri (A1, A2, Bl, vs.)
ile uyumludur.)

8. The CEFR framed curriculum promotes communicative
language teaching.

(ADOCTP ile sekillendirilmis miifredat iletisimsel dil
ogretimini tegvik eder.)

9. The use of English is emphasised in classroom
interactions of all types, supporting learners in becoming
language users, rather than students of the language.
(Simif etkilesimlerinde Ingilizce'nin kullanimi
vurgulanarak égrencilerin dil ogrenicileri olmak yerine
dil kullanicilart olmalarina destek olunmaktadir.)

10. The Communicative Language Teaching approach
recommended in language teaching by MoNE is
applicable in my context.

(Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 tarafindan énerilen Iletisimsel Dil
Osretimi yaklasimi bulundugum baglamda
uygulanabilirdir.)

11. The CEFR framed curriculum promotes learner
autonomy defined as the ability of studying independently
in the process of language learning.

(ADOCTP ile sekillendirilmis miifredat dil ogrenim
stirecinde bagimsiz ¢calisabilme olarak nitelendirilen
ogrenci ozerkligini tegvik eder.)

12. The curriculum objectives are in accordance with the
daily lives of the learners.

(Miifredat hedefleri ogrencilerin giinliik yasamlari ile
uyumludur.)

Course Content and Materials
(Ders Icerigi ve Materyalleri)

SA

SD

13. The curriculum content and the CEFR levels (A1, A2,
etc.) do match.

(Miifredat icerigi ve ADOCP seviyeleri (A1, A2, vs.)
ortiismektedir.)

14. The curriculum content is in accordance with the daily
lives of the learners.

.....

uyumludur.)
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15. The content of the curriculum is relevant to the
language learning needs of the learners.

.....

baglantilidir.)

16. The materials selected are authentic.
(Secgilen 6gretim materyalleri 6zgiindiir.)

17. The curriculum equally combines all four language
skills (Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening).
(Miifredat, dort beceriyi esit olarak birlestirmektedir
(Okuma, Yazma, Konugma, Dinleme).)

18. The curriculum incorporates the topics that are familiar
to young learners.

(Miifredat geng¢ 6grencilerin asina oldugu konulart
icermektedir.)

19. The material (coursebook) used allows the students to
achieve the learning outcomes in the curriculum.
(Kullanilan materyal (ders kitabt) égrencilerin miifredatta
belirlenen ogrenim ¢iktilarina ulagsmasini saglar.)

Coursg Conduct
(Ders Islenisi)

SA

SD

20. The curriculum is applicable in general.
(Miifredat genel olarak uygulanabilirdir.)

21. Communication is carried out in English as much as
possible. ‘
(lletisim miimkiin oldugunca Ingilizce olarak yiiriitiiliir.)

22. Student-centred rather than teacher-centred approach
has been adopted in the curriculum.

(Miifredatta 6gretmen merkezli yaklasimdan ziyade
ogrenci merkezli bir yaklasim benimsenmistir.)

23. The student-centred approach that the program
proposes can be applied effectively in the classroom.

.....

yaklagim sinifta etkili bir sekilde uygulanabilmektedir.)

24. The Communicative Language Teaching method can
easily be used in the classroom.

(lletisimsel Dil Ogretim metodu simif icerisinde kolayhkla
uygulanabilir.)

25. A range of different language teaching techniques can
easily be used in the classroom.

(Bir dizi farkl dil ogretim teknigi sinif icerisinde
kolaylikla kullanilabilir.)

26. The curriculum promotes active use of technology.
(Miifredat teknolojinin aktif kullanimini tegvik eder.)

27. Communicative competencies are promoted in the
classroom teaching activities over grammatical
competencies.

(Sinifici 6gretim aktivitelerinde dilbilgisi yeterliliginden
ziyade iletisimsel yeterlilik tesvik edilir.)
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28. The curriculum offers engaging learning environments
for the learners, taking into account the diverse needs of
the students at different developmental levels.

(Miifredat, farkh gelisim diizeylerinde ogrencilerin farkl
ihtiyaglarint géz oniinde bulundurarak onlara ilgi ¢ekici
ogrenme ortamlari sunmaktadir.)

Assessment & Evaluation
(Ol¢me & Degerlendirme)

SA

SD

29. The objectives identified in the curriculum are
measurable.
(Miifredatta belirlenen hedefler él¢iilebilirdir.)

30. Various types of assessment and evaluation techniques
are emphasised in the CEFR framed English language
curriculum.

(ADOCP ile sekillendirilmis Ingilizce dil miifredatinda
cesitli ol¢gme-degerlendirme teknikleri vurgulanmaktadir.)

31. The explanations in the curriculum for the assessment
and evaluation components are enough.
(Olcme-degerlendirme bilesenleri icin miifredatta yer alan
agiklamalar yeterlidir.)

32. The assessment and evaluation instruments used are
sufficient enough to assess the student achievements.
(Kullanilan ol¢me-degerlendirme araglari, ogrenci
basarisini degerlendirmek icin yeterlidir.)

33. “One of the most important aspects of the program is
to create positive and beneficial washback effect” (MoNE,
2018). The curriculum promotes such an effect.
(“Programin en énemli yonlerinden biri olumlu ve yararl
bir geri doniit etkisi yaratmaktir” (MEB, 2018). Miifredat
boyle bir etki yaratmaktadir.)

Application of the Curriculum
(Miifredatin Uygulanmasi)

SA

SD

34. Students are continuously exposed to English through
audio materials.

(Ogrenciler dinleme materyalleri (isitsel materyaller) ile
siirekli olarak Ingilizce've maruz kalmaktadirlar.)

35. Students are continuously exposed to English through
visual materials.

(Ogrenciler gorsel materyaller ile siirekli Ingilizce'ye
maruz kalmaktadiwrlar.)

36. Enjoyment of language learning is fostered through
arts and crafts.

(Sanatsal ve el sanatlari etkinlikleri araciligryla dil
ogreniminden keyif alinmasi tegvik edilmektedir.)
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37. L1 (first language) usage is employed only when
necessary (e.g., for giving complex instructions or
explaining difficult concepts).

(1. dil (ana dil) yalnizca gerekli oldugunda kullanilir (6rn.
karmasik talimatlar vermek ya da zor kavramlar
agiklamak igin).)

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

(Dil 6grenmenin odak noktasi, verilen zaman dilimi
icerisinde miifredattaki i¢erigin tamamlanmasindan ziyade
iletigimin derinlestirilmesidir.)

39. The class hours assigned to the level I teach (Grade 2,
3,4,5,6,7,or 8) are enough to achieve the learning
outcomes.

(Ogrettigim seviyeye (2., 3., 4., 5., 6., 7. veya 8. sinif)
atfedilen ders saatleri 6grenim ¢iktilarina ulasmak igin
yeterlidir.)

40. Students develop communicative skills in English by
“doing things with the language” rather than by “learning
about the language”.

(Ogrenciler, "dil hakkinda bir seyler 6grenmek" yerine
“dil ile bir seyler yapmak” suretiyle Ingilizce iletigim
becerilerini gelistirirler.)
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Appendix 2: Semi-structured Interview with Teachers

Liitfen gerekli kistmlar1 doldurunuz.

Yas : Cinsiyet:

Fakiilte/ Mezun Olunan Y1l :

Cahstigimz Okul :

Toplam Ogretmenlik Tecriibeniz (Y1l/Ay olarak) :

Ogrettiginiz Sinif Seviyesi :

Siiflarimizdaki Ortalama Ogrenci Sayisi::

Kac Yildir Bu Seviyede Ogretmenlik Yapiyorsunuz? (Yil/Ay olarak) :

Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cer¢eve Programinin Sekillendirdigi ingilizce Dil
Miifredat Farkindahg

1. 1lk ve ortaokul seviyeleri i¢in yeni yayimlanmis olan ingilizce dil egitimi
programi hakkinda bilgilendirildiniz mi?

2. Kullanimda olan yeni miifredat ile ilgili herhangi bir hizmetigi egitim aldiniz
mi1?

3. Yeni yayimlanan dil miifredatt Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programi
tarafindan sekillendirilmistir. Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cergeve Programinin
icerigini iyi derecede bildiginizi/ anladiginiz1 diisiiniiyor musunuz?

4. Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programinin halihazirda kullanimda olan
Ingilizce dil miifredatini nasil etkiledigi hususunda iyi bir kanaate sahip
oldugunuzu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

5. Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cer¢eve Programi 6 seviyeden olusur (A1, A2, B1, B2,
C1, C2). Bu seviyelerin igerik ve performans kriterleri ile alakali
bilgilendirildiniz mi?
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Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve Programinin Sekillendirdigi Miifredatin Hedef
ve Amaclari

6. Halihazirdaki Ingilizce dil miifredatinin iletisimsel dil dgretimini destekledigini
diistinliyor musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

[letisimsel dil 6gretimi metodunu sinif igerisinde etkin olarak kullanabiliyor
musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

7. Ingilizce dil miifredatinda hangisinin vurgulandigini diisiiniiyorsunuz: dilin
iletisimsel amagl kullanim1 m1 yoksa dilbilgisi (gramer) yapilarinin
ogretilmesi mi?

* hedef dili kullanarak 6grenme (doing things with the language)

* hedef dil hakkinda 6grenme (learning about the language)

8. Ingilizce dil miifredatnin yerel ve yabanci kiiltiirel unsurlari iyi derecede
barindirdigini diigiiniiyor musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

9. Sizce miifredat 6grencide hedef kiiltiir ile alakal1 yeterince farkindalik
olusturuyor mu? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

10. Ingilizce dil miifredatinin dil 6gretiminde dgrencileri bagimsiz olma konusunda
tesvik ettigini diislinliyor musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Miifredat 6grencileri dersin disinda 6grenmeye sevk edici igerik barindirtyor
mu? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Ders Icerigi ve Materyaller

11. Ders igerigi agisindan, miifredatin 6grencilerinizin ihtiyaclari ile alakali
oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Icerigi cesitlendirmek hususunda esneklige sahip misiniz yoksa
belirlenmig

icerigi kat1 bir bigimde takip etmek zorunda misiniz? Ne tiir avantajlar
ve/veya dezavantajlar goriiyorsunuz?

12. Ingilizce dersinizde dnceliginizin simif igi dgrenci iletisimini ve dil kullanimini
artirmak/ ¢esitlendirmek mi yoksa miifredatta belirlenen konular1
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verilen siire igerisinde tamamlamak m1 oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?
Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

13. Ogrencilerinizin seviyesini ve miifredatin igerigini géz dniine aldiginizda
(belirlenmis ders igerigi, saglanmis olan materyaller de dahil),
miifredatin 6grencilerinizin seviyesine uygun oldugunu diisiiniiyor
musunuz?

14. Miifredatin igeriginin geng 6grenciler icin ilgi ¢ekici oldugunu diisiiniiyor
musunuz? Bazi 6rnekler verebilir misiniz?

Yeni ingilizce dil miifredatinin 6grencilerin derse olan ilgisini arttirdigini
diistinliyor musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

15. Ingilizce derslerinizde ne tiir materyaller kullanirsiniz? Liitfen drnekler veriniz.
(Orn. ders kitab, kuklalar, objeler, drama, sanatsal etkinlikler...vs)

Dil egitiminde teknolojiyi aktif olarak kullanabiliyor musunuz? Avantajlar1 ve
dezavantajlar1 nelerdir? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Kullanilan ders materyalleri 6grencilerin iletisimsel dil yeterliligini gelistirmek
icin yeterli gorsel ve isitsel igerik barindirmakta midir? Liitfen 6rnekler ile
detaylandiriniz.

16. Kullandiginiz ders kitabinin miifredatta yer alan ana becerileri yansittigini
diistinliyor musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

17. Ders kitabindaki boliim (iinite) ve aktivitelerin 6grencilerin giinliik hayatta
hedef dili (yani Ingilizceyi) kullanmalar1 beklenilen durumlari
yansittigini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Ders Islenisi

18. Yeni miifredatta tavsiye edilen egitsel metod (yontem)ve teknikler, belirlenmis
ders igerigi, saglanmis olan sinif materyalleri ve 6lgme/ degerlendirme
uygulamalari ile alakali olarak genel izleniminiz nedir?

Sizin 6grettiginiz seviyeye atfedilen Avrupa Dilleri Ortak Cerceve
Programi seviyesinin ne ol¢lide ulasilabilir/ gergeklestirilebilir oldugunu
diistiniiyorsunuz?
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Ogrettiginiz kademede size saglanan ders saati miifredatta belirlenen
hedeflere ulagabilmeniz icin yeterli midir? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Miifredatta belirlenen hedeflerinin 6grenciler icin ulasilabilir/
gerceklestirilebilir olduklarini diistiniiyor musunuz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Ingilizce dersinizde degisik dil 6gretim tekniklerini (grup calismasi, ¢ift
caligmasi) etkin olarak kullanabilmekte misiniz? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Size saglanmis olan ders materyalleri 6grencilerin miifredatta belirlenen
hedeflere ulasmasini saglayabilmekte midir? Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

19. Kullandiginiz miifredatin mevcut kosullar altinda uygulanabilir oldugunu
diistiniiyor musunuz? Karsilagtiginiz zorluklar var midir? Varsa
bahseder misiniz?

Ogrenciler ders igerisinde dili aktif olarak kullanma firsat: buluyor mu?
Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Miifredat dil egitiminde 6grenci merkezli bir yaklagimi tavsiye etmektedir.
Sinifinizdaki 6grenci sayisini, siiftaki fiziksel ortamin elverisliligini ve
diger faktorleri goz oniinde bulundurdugunuzda, bu yaklagimin sinifinizda
uygulanabilir oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

20. Ingilizce derslerinizde ana dili mi yoksa hedef dili mi kullanirsiniz? Neden?
Liitfen detaylandiriniz.

Ders igerisinde ana dili kullanma sebepleriniz nelerdir?

Ders igerisinde 6grencilerin ana dili kullanimlarina karst olan tutumunuz
nedir?

21. Ingilizce derslerinizde 6grenci motivasyonunu nasil saglarsimiz? Liitfen
ornekler ile agiklayiniz.

Dersin islendigi sinif ortaminin (fiziksel ortamin) 6grenci motivasyonunu
artirict unsurlar barmdirdigini diislinliyor musunuz? Liitfen
detaylandiriniz.

Ol¢me/ Degerlendirme
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22. Miifredatta belirlenen hedeflerin (6grenci kazanimlarinin) 6l¢iilebilir oldugunu
diistiniiyor musunuz?

23. Dil 6gretiminizde ne tiir 6lgme-degerlendirme metodlar1 (yontemleri)
kullanirsiniz?
Kullandiginiz 6l¢me-degerlendirme araglarinin 6grencinin iletisimsel dil
yeterliligini 6l¢me-degerlendirme hususunda yeterli oldugunu diisiiniiyor
musunuz?
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Appendix 3: Focus Group Interview with Students

Focus Group Interview

(To be completed by the Interviewer)

Grade(s) interviewed: Number of participants:
Date oft he interview:  / /

Genel izlenim
1. Ingilizce dersinin sizin i¢in énemli oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?

2. Genel olarak Ingilizce dersi sizin i¢in kolay m1 yoksa zor bir ders midir?

Ders Icerigi

3. Ingilizce 6grenmenin eglenceli oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Neden?

4. Ingilizce derslerinde ne tiir seyler dgrenirsiniz?
Ornegin;
-Kelime
-Konusma
-Yazma

5. Ingilizce dersinde dgrendiginiz seylerin ilging oldugunu diisiiniiyor musunuz?
Neden?

Ders islenisi & (“)gretimsel Method ve Teknikler

6. Ingilizce dersinizde ne tiir aktiviteler yaparsmiz?
Okuma

Yazma

Dinleme

Konusma

Oyunlar..vs

Hangi aktivite/ aktiviteler sizin i¢in daha ilgingtir? Neden?

7. Sinifta bulunan 6grencilerin sayisini goz onitinde bulundurdugunuzda, derste
yeterince Ingilizce konusma sansiniz oluyor mu?

8. Ders igerisinde genelde Ingilizce mi yoksa Tiirk¢e mi konusuyorsunuz?
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Materyaller

9. Ingilizce 6gretmeniniz derslerde ne tiir materyaller kullanir?
(Kitap, CD, Video, Akilli tahta, oyuncaklar...vs)

Ilgi cekici olduklarim diisiiniiyor musunuz? Liitfen aciklayimiz.

10. Ogretmeniniz Ingilizce derslerinde teknolojiyi (6rn. akilli tahta) kullanir m1?
Teknoloji kullanim1 derse olan ilginizi arttirtyor mu? Neden?

11. Ingilizce ders kitabiniz hakkinda ne diisiiniiyorsunuz?
Ders kitabinizdaki iinitelerde 6grendiklerinizin giinliik hayatta
kullanilabilir olduklarini diisiiniiyor musunuz?

12. Smifta Ingilizce 6grendiginizde, o dili konusan insanlarin kiiltiirleri hakkinda
da bir seyler 6grenebildiginizi diistinliyor musunuz?
Diger kiiltiirler hakkinda bilgi edinmenin 6énemli oldugunu diisiiniiyor
musunuz?

Olcme ve Degerlendirme

13. Ogretmeniniz Ingilizce smavlarini nasil yapar/uygular?
Yazili sinav
Sozli smav
Proje (sinif arkadaglariniz ile birlikte hazirladiginiz projeler)
Quiz..vs

14. Smavlarin kolay m1 yoksa zor mu oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz? Neden?

Dil Ogrenim Siirecinde Alnan Yardim ve Destek

15. Dil 6grenirken siif i¢erisinde kendinizi rahat ve mutlu hissediyor musunuz?
Liitfen detaylandirmiz.

16. Evde Ingilizce 6devlerinizi yaparken yardima ihtiya¢ duyuyor musunuz?
Yardima ihtiya¢ duydugunuzda genellikle size kim yardimci olur?

17. Ingilizcenizi gelistirmek icin ek Ingilizce dersleri aliyor musunuz? (Ozel ders
ya da 6zel dil okullar1 gibi)
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Appendix 4: Classroom Observation Guideline

SUMMARY OF GUIDELINES FOR OBSERVATIONS

paragraph.

classroom
Monitoring the
activity

-ensure the process
runs smoothly
-maintain learner
engagement
-motivate the learners
-intervene
appropriately if
necessary

Ending the activity
-wrapping up the
activity

Time Course Conduct | Materials Methods & Teacher Student Overall
Frame Techniques Comments
The Activities/Tasks | Types of - Actions Actions Tasks and
timeframe | -Speaking: ask Materials Communicative | -What the teacher -What the Activities
allocated to | and answer a Used Language says/ does student says/ [ -authentic
teach question -course book | Teaching -eye contact with the | does -interesting
task/activity | -Listening: listen | -real life -Grammar learners -listen to -appropriate ot the
in the and fill the gap materials: Translation -encourage students teacher learners’ level and
lesson -Reading: read balloons, Method -equal attention to all | -participate age
and answer the toys, -Audio Lingual | students -work in pairs, | -relevant other
questions puppets. Method...etc. | -use of different group/ daily needs of the
-Writing: write -interactive materials individually learners
about daily board -Individual -use of audio-visual -ask questions | -encourages the
routines -interactive | work materials. -cause use of L2
-Vocabulary: content (e.g., | -Pair work Teacher’s Role troubles/issues | -focus on
revise vocabulary | interactive | -Group Work | -planner - becoming a
-Grammar: activities) -Whole class organiser Use of language user
language -worksheets | activities -assessor - Language rather than a
functions -extra -Drama prompter -L1 language learner
-Games: Bingo resources. -arts and crafts | -resource -tutor | -L2
-Communicative -other: -observer - Materials
activities. participant Learner -relevant to the
-facilitator - Motivation learners’ needs
Aim of the diagnostician -motivated by | -interesting and
Activities/ Tasks -Rapport builder the activities | motivating
-to practice -motivated by | -active use of ICT
forms/ functions Use of Language the resources
-to practice -L1 -L2 -engage in the | Methods
speaking lesson &Techniques
-to practice Error Correction -varies based on
listening -immediate correction the leaner group
-to learn new -encourage peer Learner -focus on
vocabulary correction Participation | communicative
-to revise learned -correct after the -engages in the [ competencies
vocabulary activity is completed | activities
-practice asking -carries out/ Language Use
and answering Assessment and completes the [ -emphasis on the
questions Evaluation tasks use of L2
-to initiate and -quiz
maintain a short -question- answer. Teacher
conversation -simplifying and
-to practice Starting the activity using L2
grammar -introduce the activity -motivating
functions learned -give instructions learners
-to write a short -organise the -organising

activities/ tasks to
engage learners

Student
-active/passive
-interested and
motivated

-have the chance
to practice L2 in
class

(Adapted from Erozan, 2005)
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Appendix 5: Classroom Observation Form

OBSERVATION FORM

School feeeeennnens
Teacher’s Name feeecennnens
Number of Students :...........

Male :...........

--------

-------

Date
Class

PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

Size of the classroom

Number of students

Classroom arrangement/
Seating arrangements

Materials available (e.g
interactive board, white
board, computer...etc)

Teacher complaints/
comments about the
physical conditions

Student complaints/
comments about the
physical conditions

Time | Course |Materials
Frame| Conduct

Methods &
Techniques

Teacher

Student

Overall
Comments

(Adapted from Erozan, 2005)
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