pective on Language Teacher

Preparation
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OZET

symada Ingilizce ogretmen adaylarimn kendilerini 6gretmen-
e hazirlayan egitim programi konusundaki degerlendirmeleri
sedir. Ozellikle bu degerlendirmelerin ogretmen adaylarmmn cin-
olduktan sonra ogretmenlik yapmak konusunda ne kadar
arna ve derslerin tirine gore degisip degismedigi arastiril-

&% amacla iniversite son siniftaki 58 ogretmen aday: égrenciye ve-
ogrencilerden programda yer alan derslerin her birini ogret-
zirlamadaki katkis: agisindan 5°li olgek kullanarak degerlendir-

isiir.

aliz sonuglar: 6grencilerin Ingilizce yeterlik dersleriyle yontem
cok gerekli gordiiklerini, buna karsin mesleki formasyona ‘dogru-
o katkisi olmayan Ingiliz Edebiyati ve (Ikinci) Yabanc: Dil gibi ders-

onemli goriilmedigini gostermigtir. Dilbilim dersleri ise orta deve-
emli goriilmektedir. Ayrica, veriler Ingilizce 'nin arac dil olarak kul-
%1 derslerin genelde boyle olmayan derslerden daha yararlt goriildii-
gastermektedir. Bu fark Ingilizce ve Tiirke yontem dersleri arasinda
konusudur. Ote yandan, cinsiyetin ve ogretmenlik yapma konusundaki
wialigin onemli bir etkisi oldugu tespit edilememistir.

Calismada bundan bagka biitiin T lirkive 'deki Egitim Fakiiltelerinde
yurirlige girmis olan lisans programi (Paket Program) konusundaki
wyler de benzeri bir anket verilerek arastirilmistir. Ankette, 6grencilerden
* programdaki derslerden meveut programdan Jarkly olanlarim yine 5°li
ok uzerinden degerlendirmeleri istenmis, yapilan degerlendirme sonucu
sem derslerindeki esitliligin ¢cok olumiu karsilandigi goriilmiistiir.,

Uludag Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Ingili= Dili Egitimi Anabilim Dali Ogretim Gorevlisi

55



Bunlara ilave olarak, égrenciler Ingilizce yeterlik derslerinden ba-
zilarimin (ozellikle Gramer ve Konusma) ders saatlerinin arttirilmasi, Cevi-
rinin ders saatlerinin ise azaltilmas: gerektigini belirtmislerdir.

ABSTRACT

EFL teacher trainees’ judgements on various courses in the current
training programme as well as in the new programme were elicited by
means of two questionnaires. The results suggested that proficiency courses
in the current programme were regarded to be most useful followed by
methodology courses. Courses not directly related to the English language
and language teaching such as English Literature were viewed less posi-
tively. The medium language of the courses was also important: courses
conducted in English were, on the whole, regarded more positively than
non-English courses. English Methodology courses were also valued more
than more general methodology courses conducted in Turkish. Trainees
welcomed the various English methodology courses introduced in the Pack-

age Programme. They expressed demands for more courses on speaking and

grammar and less on translation. The effects of sex and commitment to the

|

teaching career were not statistically significant.

1.0. Introduction

It should not at all be disputable that the curriculum in teacher-
preparation programmes exerts a direct influence on the kind of qualifica-
tions student teachers come to acquire at the start of their profession. It is,
therefore, of uttermost importance to try and improve the curricula for the
better education of teachers of all subjects. It is towards that end that the
Higher Education Institute, YOK, has decided to replace the existing curric-
ula with the new in the teacher-education faculties throughout the country. In
this paper, we try to get the student teachers’ perspective in the old and new
curricula for the education of EFL teachers.

Student teachers are, in a sense, the consumers of the curriculum and
we consider it very important that curriculum developers should receive
some feedback on how the curriculum they designed is being received. A
favourable opinion of the curriculum will increase receptivity and motiva-
tion in student teachers and will lead to greater success of the programme.
This is not to say, however, that we should develop programmes based en-
tirely on students’ wishes as curriculum development requires expert knowl-
edge which is clearly lacking in the student teachers. What we do say is that
curriculum developers need to make the curriculum more appealing and
meaningful for the students; and this can only be done by getting to know
their opinion of the subject.
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has not, so far, received due attention in
=ation in language teaching. The focus of re-
sming of teachers in effective classroom behaviours
ses, e.g. how to ask questions that would gener-
Som the learner (Long et.al., 1984 in Richards,
Bas started to shift from training to education and
% skills (e.g. classroom management skills) and {o

5. for example) (Richards, 1990: 14), and a revival
2ed in designing curricula for long-term teacher-

Al s present state, however, the EFL teacher edu-
Mot provide us with enough clues as to the factors that
pEiees om the students’ opinion of the curriculum and there-

% suided largely by experience and common sense in our en-

bm has been that student teachers in the ELT Depart-
§ Umiversity do not regard all the courses in the curriculum in
. They value some courses more than others and consider it
B fo achieve higher grades in these courses. While the present
e 2 hard time trying to convince their students of the utility of
% cowrses, the issue simply does not arise for the Methodology
ssefulness of Methodology seems to be self-evident and un-

maintain that student teachers are aware of the different kinds of
courses make to their training and find some of these more rele-
others. Following Oztiirk ( 1999), we suggest that a course may
10 any one of the components that make up the body of knowl-
8 skills an ideal EFL teacher possesses. Oztiirk (1999) claims that an
'L teacher should be proficient in English, should have basic knowl-
the nature of language (which will come largely from a study of
stics), should be aware of the processes involved in learning a foreign
(which will require a study of the field of SLA) and finally, she /
wuld have the necessary skills and know the relevant techniques to
English. While this ordering of the four components suggests an acqui-
@l order (L2 proficiency, linguistics, SLA and teaching skills), we hy-
wse that student teachers will Judge proficiency courses as the most
it followed by methodology courses. Linguistics and SLA courses
be regarded as important but more so than courses that are not di-
 'elevant to language teaching like English Literature.

We are also going to consider sex as another variable that might
effect on judgements. The teaching profession is often viewed as a
's profession, which might orient female trainees differently than
s towards teaching as well as the programme that prepares them for it.
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Trainees’ degree of commitment to a teaching career in their plans
for the future might also have an effect on how the student teachers evaluate
the curriculum. While a certain degree of commitment is expected, some of
the trainees could be more committed than others and see teaching as the
only career opticn they want to take. Others might wish to keep other op-
tions open to them such as working in the tourism sector or in the banking
business. We suggest that the former group will be more critical of the cur-
riculum and value it less positively than the latter. As they have higher aspi-
rations for teaching, they will expect more from the curriculum and be less
happy with it when it fails.

It has been our observation that those courses conducted in Turkish
and taught by the lecturers from other departments are less valued even
though some of these are quite relevant to language teaching such as Educa-
tional Psychology, or Testing and Evaluation. In this paper, we seek to sub-
stantiate this observation.

We would also be checking to see if the changes introduced by the
new Programme (i.e. the Package Programme from now on) will be wel-

comed by the trainees.
We will be seeking answers to the following questions:

I. Do the trainees consider some types of courses more relevant to
their training than others?

2. Ts there any difference between male and female trainees in their
judgements of the curriculum?

3. Is it the case that those who are more committed to teaching as a
career will be less positive about the curriculum than those who
are not so committed?

4. Are courses conducted in Turkish viewed less positively than
those conducted in English?

5 Will trainees’ evaluation of the changes introduced in the Pack-
age Programme depend in any way on the type of course, the
medium of teaching, trainees’ sex and their commitment to
teaching?

3.0. Method

3.1. Subjects

The study consisted of two parts. Fifty-eight fourth-year students at
the ELT Department of Uludag University in their last month of study par-
ticipated in the first part of the study. There were eleven males and forty-
seven females. The same group of students participated in the second part.
However, some of the students failed to be present in both, which led to
discrepancy between the number of participants in the two parts (N=62 in
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S0 females). This, however, did not matter too
of e study were largely independent of one an-

e foerth-year students as subjects in the study is
= their last year of study, have experienced the
3 They have also been to teaching practice
put the theoretical knowledge they have acquired
practice. Thus, they are in a position to evaluate
prepares them for their future jobs and to what ex-
Samess will improve the present curriculum.

$e subyects were reasonably willing to become language
3 Forty-seven of them had intentions to pursue a teach-

men of them were not so sure. Only three of them had other

‘@t want 1o go into teaching at all. These were dropped from

@ew sumber was so small.

e 4

WO guestionnaires were given to elicit judgements on various
£2ch is described below.

. ".el

Juestionnaire | elicited judgements on the curriculum presently in
#e ELT Department of Uludag University. We assume it to be fairly
of the ELT curricula across ELT departments in our universities. It
mdergone many changes through the years as the staff changed in size
i as qualifications. These changes were not necessarily systematic and
apled. The original form of the curriculum and the underlying principles
design are largely lost.

Questionnaire I consisted of 21 items, one for each course in the cur-

All courses in the curriculum were covered regardless of the num-

@ class hours. Subjects with introductory and advanced courses were
=sented once. For instance, there was only one item for Linguistics al-
%2h it is offered for four terms over two years. Both Turkish and English
s of the courses for departmental subjects were given. English names
weded Turkish names as the students were more familiar with these.
Subjects were instructed to rate each course on a five-point scale ac-
Sing to how useful they see it for a teaching career as gereksiz (useless),
gerekli degil (not very useful), gerekli (useful), cok gerekii (very useful),
* (essential). Subjects also indicated their sex and future career plans on
questionnaire. The latter was elicited with the question “Do you intend to
#ow a teaching career?”, to which the subjects responded as yes, 7o or
haps (subjects have been described on these variables in 3.] ). Space was
> provided for further comments on the curriculum.
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Questionnaire I1
w IT involved only those courses in the Package Pro-
Zramme at are different from the present curriculum. There were twenty-

w0 ®=ms i the questionnaire. Only Turkish names of the courses were
gven 25 il the courses had Turkish names in the Package and no established

w-! as the new programme has not yet gone into full effect.

rated the new courses on a five-point scale according to

-+ would have wanted a course to be in the curriculum. The
scale were kesinlikle istemezdim (definitely not), fazla iste-

(s 0 much). isterdim (1 would), ¢ok isterdim (very much), mut-
= (defimitely | would).

¥ was smspectec lht the judgements might be impeded by the unfa-

= & 5= mamess with the courses. As the contents of the courses
£ mot kc.imons from their titles alone, either, descriptions of
ses were provided to the subjects as a separate document for refer-
- tion of the questionnaire. During the data collection it
the subjects indeed consulted the course descriptions
e before making a judgement. The course descriptions
fom the Package Programme to avoid any misinter-

aire contained questions on sex and career plans as in
@we Subjects were also given space to suggest new
= Se comments section of the questionnaire.

7=s were administered in two adjacent sessions dur-
wr o ome of the authors of this paper. Each question-
= required to write their names on the question-
wrage homesty. It was observed that the subjects were
Mt the questionnaires and quite pleased with their
Nt 2 few subjects have written in the comments sec-

 d was given a score from 1 to 5. The
% given 1o the response marked “useless”. “Essen-
e (5 points) and others in between. The score
2d as the average of the individual scores on

5 ey
A




also coded according to the types in Oztiirk (1999).
en given a score for each “course type” computed as the
zs on courses of a given type. There were five types:
wes. Linguistics courses, SLA courses, Methodology courses
The SLA type had to be dropped from the analysis, how-
mo course corresponding to this component in the current
courses” were those that did not fit into any of the other
ing lists emerged from the coding:

»s): Speaking, Reading, Writing, English Grammar,
Translation (English to Turkish), Translation
(Turkish to English)

3 cowrses): Linguistics, Contrastive  Linguistics, Turkish

Grammar

% (9 cowrses). English Teaching Methodology, Teaching Prac-

tice, Introduction to Educational Studies, Educa-

tional Sociology, Educational Psychology, Testing
and Evaluation, Psychological Counselling and

Guidance, Teaching Principles and Methodology,

Educational Management. .

3 cowrses): English Literature, Computing, Foreign Lan-

{ guages.

The subjects were also given a score each for courses conducted in

s and for those conducted mainly in the students’ native language. The

¢ of courses for medium language yielded the following lists:

English (10 courses):Introduction to Educational Studies, Educational
Psychology, Educational ~Sociology, Turkish
Grammar, Education Management, Psychological
Counselling and Guidance, Teaching Principles
and Methodology, Computing, Testing and
Evaluation, Foreign Languages.

h (11 courses): English Teaching Methodology, Teaching Prac-
tice, qulish Grammar, Contrastive Linguistics,
Trans!atnon (Turkish to English), Translation
(E:lnghsh to Turkish), Writing, Reading, Speaking,
Linguistics, English Literature.

Questionnaire IT

‘ Answers to Questionnaire I were also scored over a maximum of 5
its. The lowest and highest scores were given to the choice “Definitely
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not” (Kesinlikle istemezdim) and “Definitely 1 would” (Kesinlikle isterdim}y
respectively. The score for a given course was computed as the average of
all scores on the corresponding item.

Each subject was given a score for a course type as in Questionnaire
I. The courses were also coded in the same way. The following lists
emerged:

Linguistics (2 courses): Tiirkge Ses ve Bigim Bilgisi, Tiirkce Tiimce Bilgisi
ve Anlambilim

SLA (2 courses): Dil Edinimi, Gelisim ve Ogrenme

Methodology (11 courses): Okul Deneyimi I, Okul Deneyimi II, Ingilizce
Ogretiminde Yaklagimlar, Ogretim Teknolojileri
ve Materyal Gelistirme, Cocuklara Yabanci Dil
Ogretimi, Sinif Yénetimi, Ingilizce Sinav Hazirla-
ma ve Degerlendirme, Materyal Degerlendirme ve
Uyarlama, Konu Alan Ders Kitabi Incelemesi,
Ogretmenlik Meslegine Girig, Ogretimde Planlama
ve Degerlendirme.

Other (7 courses): Tiirkge I: Yazil1 Anlatim, Tiirkge II: Sozlii Anlatim, Kisa
Oykii incelemesi ve Ogretimi, Arastirma Becerile-
ri, Roman Incelemesi ve Ogretimi, Drama (oyun)
incelemesi ve Ogretimi, Siir incelemesi ve Ogre-
timi.

No proficiency course was included because the Package Pro-
gramme did not provide for proficiency skills that are different from those in
the present programme. English / non-English distinction did not apply, ei-
ther. Since the Package Curriculum is being introduced gradually, many of
the courses have not yet started and the medium language is as yet unknown.

4.0. Results

4.1. Questionnaire I

The courses in the present curriculum are rank ordered in Table I ac-
cording to judgements of usefulness in Questionnaire I. The mean score for
each course is also provided. The results for course type, sex and career
commitment are given in Table II. These results were analysed using one-
within two-between repeated measures ANOVA. The within-subjects vari-
able was “course type” and between-subjects variables were sex and career
commitment. The results of this analysis are given in Table III.

The only significant effect was that of course type (Fos (3, 162) =
14.681, p<0.00000. HSD multiple comparisons for unequal numbers among
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Table IV) revealed five of the six differences significant.
difference was between proficiency and methodol-

=0.1008, p<.05).

Table I
in the present curriculum according to usefulness

y Mean SD
Practice 4.775 0.795
st Grammar 4.649 0.667
Teaching Methodology 4614 0.839
Speaking 4.568 0.728
Writing 4.051 0.886

sonal Psychology 3.965 0.954

3.672 1.082

g and Evaluation 3.431 1.201
Lagmsti 3.421 1.209
- Tmamslation to Turkish 3.327 1.129
Translation to English 3.310 1.111
Psychological Counselling .& Guidance 3.275 1.225
Contrastive Linguistics 3.206 1.224
Introduction to Educational Studies 3.172 1.171
Teaching Principles & Methodology 3.107 1.139
Turkish Grammar 3.070 1.193
Educational Management 2913 1.128
Foreign Languages 2.948 1.248
Educational Sociology 2.839 1.108
Computing 2.741 1.318
English Literature 2.603 1.024

Table I
ts of judgements on the present curriculum for course type,
sex and career commitment

Proficiency

Linguistics

Methodology

Other

Total

Mean| SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

4.000 | 0.591

3121

1213

3.747

0.763

2721

1.041

3.584

0.509

3.906 | 0.691

3241

0.824

3.522

0.646

27713

0.828

3.488

0.386

Yes

3.945 | 0.601

3241

0.886

3.572

0.629

2.780

0.811

3.522

0.383

3.833 | 0.939

KAPA|

0.991

3.534

0.852

2.696

1.100

3.438

0.521

3.924 | 0.669

3.218

0.899

3.565

0.668

2.764

0.862

3.506

0.409
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Table III
Results from one-within two-between repeated measures ANOVA
on the present programme

df MS df MS

Effect Effect Error Error ¢ o
Sex 1 491867 54| 967756 50826 | 478965
Career 1 025544 54| 967756 02639 | 871546
Course Type 3 7,705357 162| 524820 | 14,68189 | ,000000*
Sex by Career 1 ,901433 54| 967756 ,93147 | 338785
Sex by Course 3 263327 162| 524820 50175/ ,681601
Career by Course 3 ,019997 162 | 524820 ,03810 [ 990027
Sex by C b
. ey 3 136395 162 524820| 25089 | 854199

Table IV
Results of HSD multiple comparisons on course type in the
present programme
Proficiency ~ Methodology Linguistics Other

(3.917) (3.609 (3.155) (2.731)
Proficienc
asrn d 0.1008  0.000008  0,000008"
Methodology . .
(3.609) l 0.0040 0.000008
Linguistics 0.0089*
(3.155) "
Other _
(2.731)

The effect of the medium language was separately analysed. The
mean for courses conducted in English was 3.830 (SD = 0.554) and for non-
English courses was 3.142 (SD = 0.592). T-test for dependent samples re-
vealed the difference between the two means significantly different (tos (57)

=6.569, p<.00000).

4.2. Questionnaire II
The rank order of the new courses in the Package Programme based
on mean ratings of usefulness is given in Table V.
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Table V
courses according to usefulness

ot Mean SD
4516 0.824
gv Hamriama ve Degerlen. 4.500 0.844
¥abanc: Dil Ogretimi 4.426 0.784
e 3.693 1.049
Planlama ve Degerlendirme 3.596 0.895
Mesiegine Giris 3.476 1.066
= 4 3.338 1.481
Ders Kitabs Incelemesi 3.316 1.185
= I Sazié Anlatim 3.258 1.129
sigm ve Ogrenme 3.237 1.149
Degerlendirme & Uyarlama 3.209 1.147
Ogretiminde Yaklagimlar 3.180 1.322
: sm Teknolojileri & Materyal Gel. 3.050 0.964
~ Rusa Oyka Incelemesi & Ogretimi 2.983 1.108
Arsstwrma Becerileri 2.951 1.015
Dil Edinimi 2.951 1.220
Tarkge Tomee Bilgisi & Anlambilim 2.672 1.106
Tarkee I: Yazih Anlatim 2.672 1.165
Roman incelemesi & Ogretimi 2.419 1.167
2.403 1.151

Drama Incelemesi & Ogretimi
: Siir Incelemesi & Ogretimi . 2327 1.060
22 Tarkge Ses ve Bigim Bilgisi 2.258 0.939

The results for course type, sex and career commitment in Question-
are given in Table VI. These results were analysed with one-within
repeated measures ANOVA, sex and career being the between-
variables (see Table VII). The only significant effect was that of

e type (Fos (3, 174) = 13.361, p<0.00000).

Table VI
of judgements on the new courses in the Package Programme
Linguistics SLA Methodology |  Other Total

Mean | SD [Mean | SD [Mean | SD | Mean | SD | Mean | SD

Male [2.458 (0.890 |2.666 (1.302 |3.416 |[1.083 (2.903 [0.725 |3.131 |0.516
Female|2.470 [0.816 |3.020 [1.203 |3.640 |0.851 (2.842 |0.545 |3.216 |0.443

Yes |2448 (0805 (2938 |1.162 (3.469 |0.819 |2.836 |0.559 |[3.182 (0.472
Maybe |2.538 [0.923 (3.000 |1.471 [4.076 |1.037 (2919 |0.667 [3.266 |0.394

2467 (0.824 |2.951 (1.220 |3.596 [0.895 (2.854 [0.578 [3.200 |0.455
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Table VII
Results from one-within two-between repeated measures AN OVA
on the Package Programme
df MS df MS F pllovel

Effect Effect Error Error
1,304387 58| 1,463704| 89115 349081

Sex 1

Career 1 2,122686 58| 1,463704| 1,45022| 233385
Course Type 3 8,352468 174| 625101/ 13,36178| ,000000"
Sex by Career 1 ,001634 58| 1,463704] ,00112| 973465
Sex by Course 3 653861 174|  ,625101| 1,04601 ,373645
Career by Course 3 427350 174|  ,625101| ,68365| 563162
Sex by Career by Course 3 351645 174|  625101| ,56254| 640429

HSD multiple comparisons for unequal numbers on these means re-
vealed only one non-significant difference. The difference between “SLA”
type and “other” courses was not statistically significant (critical difference
=0.999, p<.05). The results of the HSD are given below:

Table VIII
Results of HSD multiple comparisons on “course type” for the new
courses in the Package Programme

Methodology Other SLA Linguistics
(3.690) (2.878) (2.874) (2.485)

Methodology 0.1008 0.000008" 0.000008*
(3.690) =
Other 0.0040* 0.000008"
(2.878) %
SLA "
(2.874) L 0.0089
Linguistics
(2.485) 2

5.0. Discussion

5.1. Present Curriculum

The rank order of courses has shown that Teaching Practice has re-
ceived the highest rating among the courses in the current curriculum while
English Literature has received the lowest.

The significant main effect of “course type” suggested that student
Seschers &id not view the curriculum as homogeneous. They were aware of
W& & == nypes of courses that made up the curriculum and these types

Sty comespomded to the types identified in Oztiirk (1999).



Methodology courses were rated significantly
fer nypes suggesting that trainees viewed these course
el han Linguistics (mean=3.15) and “other” courses
weluded English Literature and Foreign Languages.
also considered fairly useful but less so than profi-
» courses (mean=3.91 and 3.60 respectively).

evaluations of proficiency and methodology courses
ecied. Both types of courses have practical value for lan-
Proficiency in the L2 is essential as one cannot teach what
well. Proficiency would not be enough by itself, though,
&mow how to teach what one knows. A knowledge of teach-
2y should, therefore, accompany L2 proficiency.

scores on proficiency and methodology were not, however, as
me would expect. We would expect scores to be closer to 5 rather
25 these relate to the most important component of a language
s srofile. The mean for methodology courses might have been pulled
methodology courses conducted in Turkish. In seven of the nine
2y courses the medium language was Turkish. The average mean
: medium Methodology courses is 3.237 (SD = 0.785). The means
B two English medium courses, however, are considerably higher:
1SD = 0.839) for English Teaching Methodology and 4.775 (SD =
%or Teaching Practice. These differences were statistically signifi-
s (56) = 12.326, p<.000000) for Turkish Methodology courses and
Teaching Methodology and t (57) = 10.985, p<.000000 for
smg Practice and Turkish Methodology Courses. Another explanation
lower scores in Turkish medium methodology might be that they are
general in scope and therefore not directly applicable to the area of
ge teaching.
The mean for proficiency courses (3.91 7) might have been decreased
the two translation courses. Translation skills may not be considered
ng basic language proficiency skills in the same way as reading or
®aking would be by the trainees since translation is an indirect means of
meraction in the target language through the native language. Furthermore,
translation classes are conducted in Turkish, and therefore may not be
ded as contributing to English language proficiency. The average mean
proficiency courses after the translation courses have been removed is
=8 (SD = 0.602). This difference was statistically significant (tos (57) =
#, p<.000000). This suggests that translation courses are valued less than

r courses and translating is not considered as important as the other pro-
sency skills.

The medium through which a course is conducted also seems to be
Effective in trainees’ judgements. English-medium courses were evaluated
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more positively than those not conducted in English. This finding supports
our informal observations. Whatever the objectives of a given course, the
use of English to realise these objectives probably seems to make the course
more meaningful and worthwhile. It is likely that trainees consider the im-
provement of English proficiency a secondary but an important objective of
the courses in the curriculum and when this is missing the value of the

course is decreased.

Our hypotheses for the other two variables of the study, sex and ca-
reer commitment were not supported by the data. The non-significant results
might be due to the small number of males'' and small number of less com-
mitted trainees''. Significant results could have been obtained with higher
numbers in both groups. It was not possible, however, to find more subjects
of these types as most students in the department were female and the ma-
jority of the students were reasonably willing to become teachers.

5.2. The Package Programme

The judgements on the courses introduced for the first time in the
package programme indicated what trainees view as missing or inadequate
in the present curriculum. The most wanted course was Okul Deneyimi II
(Teaching Practice) offered in the last year. Interestingly, Okul Deneyimi I
m the first year ranked in the seventh place. This enhancement in the value
&ven to Teaching Practice in later years suggests that Teaching Practice is

more meaningful when the prospects of becoming a teacher are nearer. The
st mamted course was Tiirkge Ses ve Bigim Bilgisi (mean=2.25). Its com-

Pemm Tirkoe Tomce Bilgisi ve Anlambilim did not come much higher,
{mean=2.67). The reduced value given to these

By the fact that these courses, unless interpreted
a= of sslamnely low relevance to an English Language

e )
~ The mabvss of results for course type suggests that Methodology

wens wamted most and linguistics courses the least. In the pres-
BPE Surses gu p
E Methodology courses are offered over three terms

achume practice for one term. Although this could not be

# s mo match for the variety in the package pro-
Such variety suggests that trainees are aware of various
n 2 language teacher.

: %= mos-eathusiastic demand for linguistics could be attributed to
e facr that both linguistics courses investigated related to the trainees’ na-
e lmguege Linguistics seem relevant to EFL teaching in so far as it is in
s shous Emglish The strong reactions of trainees we have observed in

w courses to data and examples from unfamiliar languages also
support this explanation.
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e “other courses were surprisingly higher than that
. Tramees seemed to wish these courses to be in the cur-
ore than linguistics courses. Although the courses in
proposed as being not directly related to language
might have considered relevant by the trainees.
Se six English literature courses which might have been
adology courses because of the word “teaching” cited in

0 reference 10 teaching is made in the descriptions. Alter-
=twre courses might have been considered relevant to gain-
= n the L2 as these imply the use of English in the lec-
'se materials.
s proficiency type courses were not included in Question-
proficiency courses were identical between the two pro-
=s expressed demands in the comments section of either
or more class hours for certain proficiency skills. They asked

ang and grammar. On the other hand, they considered transla-
%ar 100 much in class hours although not altogether unnecessary.
b Sor Teaching Practice was also considered insufficient. Still, the
F se=med too early to begin.

8.0, Conclusion

- I this study, we provided trainees’ perspective on the curriculum

m cffect in the ELT Department of the Uludag University as well
changes introduced by the Package Programme. The results sug-
Sat trainees find most useful those courses in the current curriculum
of most practical value to a language teacher such as proficiency
2 courses and methodology courses. Courses like English Literature
not directly contributing to language teaching skills are viewed less
ly.

The changes introduced by the Package Programme were received
# on the whole. In particular, the trainees reacted very positively to the
mauction of various methodology courses.

We maintain that curriculum design in teacher education would
5t much from knowing trainees’ opinion of their training programme.
sgns will be more motivating and successful if they are accepted and
orted by the trainees. One practical advise to be given to curriculum
in ELT teacher education would be to make the curriculum as di-
and specifically relevant to EFL teaching as possible.
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