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ABSTRACT

Due to the influence of globalization and endeavors to meet the demands of the changing world,
English has been taught as a foreign language in Turkey for years, and English language teaching
programs (ELTP) in Turkey has gone through three major changes with the introduction of the 1997,
2006 and 2013 curriculum changes. In line with this, several evaluation studies investigated the
primary school English teaching programs from various aspects including the factors affecting the
implementation. Thus, this study aimed at investigating the primary school English language teaching
program evaluation studies related to the 1997, 2006 and 2013 ELTPs from the perspective of factors
hindering the implementation. As an integrative literature review of 66 studies, findings of this study
show that teacher and teacher-related issues were among the main factors as well as course hour, class
size and L1 mastery, common to each program change hindering the implementation of ELTPs.

© Association of Applied Linguistics. All rights reserved

Depending on the education policies of the countries and needs of the society, countries set standards and
impose these standards through curriculum and education programs for the purpose of increasing the
range and quality of students (Cheung & Wong, 2012). As the needs and requirements of the global world
change constantly, curricula of the countries are revised accordingly and thus, education programs go
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through a constant cycle of planning, implementation and evaluation (Dolores, 2007; Harmer, 2003; Kiely
and Rea-Dickins, 2005; Ornstein & Hunkins, 2009; Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010). Having several factors
involved in each stage, the elements of curricula are closely interrelated and interactive affecting the other
stages rather than being a linear process (Cheung & Wong, 2012).

In the planning stage of curriculum development, based on the needs and requirements of the
local and global context, plans at micro and macro level are made and organized (Demirel, 2013) which
are then put into practice in the implementation stage in which the learners and teachers experience the
planned or intended curriculum (Chaudhary, 2015a). Hence, it is worth noting here that both the teachers
and students, as the main agents in the implementation stage of the curriculum, may experience it in a
different manner from the planned one; thus, likely differences may arise between the planned and
experienced curriculum (Cheung & Wong, 2012; Ellis, 2004).

Among the aforementioned elements of the curriculum cycle, evaluation is an indispensable part
of the education process (Musal et al., 2014) fulfilling several functions primarily delineating the merit or
worth of an education program (Scriven, 2007; Stufflebeam, 2001) as well as having some other functions,
such as valuing the program for accountability, improvement or its quality (Kiely & Rea-Dickins, 2005). In
fact, the purposes of program evaluation in education may vary depending on the evaluator’s aim of
conducting program evaluation; that is, the evaluator may aim to reveal the strengths, weaknesses and
effectiveness of an education program (Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010) or provide feedback to the stakeholders,
such as policy and decision makers, program developers, teachers, administrators- mainly those involved
in the development and implementation of the curriculum or education program. Thus, depending on the
results of an evaluation, an education program may then be changed or the necessary amendments to
develop it further for an effective implementation may be made or the program can be cancelled after
which the curriculum cycle commences again (Kellaghan & Stufflebeam, 2012; Frye & Hemmer, 2012).

Considering an education program from the perspective of language education, it is considered as
a set of connected courses offered within a systematic plan under a defined methodology in order to
equip learners with a linguistic purpose (Lynch, 1996); that is, a language program is a series of courses
designed for language education. When the relation between a curriculum and an education program is
considered, curriculum covers the syllabus and the syllabus embraces the language education program
between which a direct interactive relation exists since the education program is in the heart of any
educational activity (Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010). In this context, education programs are the indicators for
the success or failure of the curriculum and they, thus, have to be evaluated for the purposes of
designating the strong and weak points in the implementation, and display of the discrepancies between
the planned and experienced curriculum.

Curriculum implementation, as the stage of putting the curriculum or the education program into
practice (Chaudhary, 2015b), is regarded as a complicated issue (Cheung & Wong, 2012; Wang & Cheng,
2009) since factors both internally such as attitudes of teachers or students and externally as the cultural or
sociological and even administrative have a significant impact on the effective implementation of a
curriculum or education program. As also highlighted by Chauddary (2015), the implementation of a
curriculum as planned is dependent on factors, such as “the learners, resource materials and facilities, the
teacher, the school environment, culture and ideology, instructional supervision and assessment” (p.984).
However, the role of teachers in accepting or resisting the curriculum change is the major element in the
effective implementation. In a way, curriculum implementation, thus, is considered as how the planned
procedures in the curriculum are turned into reality in the classroom by teachers (Chaudhary, 2015; Wang
& Cheng, 2009). Thus, the influence of both internal and external constituents may affect the process of
teaching and learning in a significant way by arising a gap between the planned and experienced
curriculum.
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The fact that explicit or hidden obstacles and challenges, most of which were not foreseen during
the planning stage of the curriculum development, arose with the practice of the implementing the
curriculum attracted the attention of the scholars into the significance of the implementation process and
factors affecting the effective implementation. It was noted that especially before implemented in the
classroom, a curriculum initiation would be just a fiction creating an illusion (Fullan & Pomfret, 1977; Hall
& Loucks, 1975; Kanter, 1983; Kennedy et al., 1984; McLaughlin, 1998; Sarason, 1971, as cited in Cheung &
Wong, 2012). Although there are growing number of studies on curriculum implementation in language
education, it is seen that most evaluation studies conducted in Turkey related to curriculum reforms
focused on program design issues in the form of curriculum aims, outcomes, methodology and
assessment (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Aribas & Tok, 2004; Aslan, 2016; Aybek, 2015; Bayraktar, 2014; Bozavl,
2015; Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Biige, 2005; Biiyiikduman,2005; Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014; Dinger, 2016; Ekus
& Babayigit, 2013; Er, 2006; Erarslan, 2016; Erdogan, 2005; Harman, 1999; igrek, 2001; iyitoglu & Alc, 2015;
Kandemir, 2016; Koydemir, 2001; Kurt; 2017; Kiigiiktepe, Kiiciiktepe & Baykin, 2014; Mersinligil, 2002;
Merter, Sekerci, & Bozkurt, 2014; Mirici, 2000; Nasman, 2003; Orhan, 2001; Ozﬁdogru & Adigiizel, 2015;
Tok, 2003; Tok & Kandemir, 2015; Tosuncuk, 2016; Yanik, 2007; Yeni-Palab1yik & Daloglu, 2016, Yildiran
& Tanriseven, 2015; Yiiksel, 2001; Zincir, 2006). Thus, this study aimed at investigating the program
evaluation studies conducted on primary school English language teaching programs (henceforth ELTP)
in Turkey from the angle of factors affecting the implementation of the 1997, 2006 and 2013 ELTPs in
terms of classroom procedures, teacher factor, class size, class hour and L1 factor.

2. Primary School English Language Teaching Programs in Turkey and Evaluation Studies

With the aim of fulfilling the needs and requirements of the globalized world, countries have initiated
major curriculum reforms and imposed standards to increase the quality of education and equipping
learners with the necessary life skills. In Turkey, three major curriculum reforms have taken place since
the introduction of the first curriculum innovation in 1997. After the 1997 curriculum change, two other
major changes in Turkish education system took place as the first launched in 2006 and the last in 2013.
With the launch of each curriculum renovation, English language teaching programs together with other
school subjects received substantial alterations and novelties from methodology to starting age to learn
English are made.

The first comprehensive curriculum innovation in Turkey was initiated with the introduction of
the 1997 curriculum throughout the country with which the compulsory education increased to 8 years
with an ultimate aim of increasing the exposure to primary education on the part of the students (Giiven,
2008). Altering the whole education system other than the tertiary education, the 1997 curriculum adapted
behaviorism as the approach to education and created considerable changes in terms of foreign language
education, too (Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010). English language teaching, offered in secondary schools prior to
1997 ELTP, was lowered to 4t grade in primary education aiming to keep up with the standards of EU in
foreign language education and to create global citizens communicating in English other than the mother
tongue(Kirkgodz, 2009). Thus, the 1997 ELTP emphasized the significance of language skills for
communicative purposes and adopted classroom techniques and principles, such as memorization, drills
or question and answer sessions as well as repetition based on behaviorism (Kiigiik, 2008). However, the
1997 ELTP was implemented till 2006 when the second curriculum change took place due to the barriers
and obstacles causing the failure of the 1997 curriculum.

The second of the curriculum innovations in Turkish education system was launched in 2006 to
compensate the failures of the previous system in fulfilling the educational needs of the country. Unlike
the 1997 curriculum change, the 2006 ELTP was based upon the constructivist theory and aimed at
equipping the learners with the necessary skills to communicate in English to keep abreast the
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developments of the global world (Kiigiik, 2008; Ormeci, 2009; Ozbay, 2009). Emphasizing the principles
of the constructivism, the 2006 ELTP highlighted and introduced the key features of student-centered
learning, autonomy and classroom procedures and activities, such as group work, problem-solving and
projects specific to this theory of learning (Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010). Taking the process rather than the
product into account, the 2006 ELTP switched to process-oriented syllabus and all these also brought
about a change, naturally, in the assessment of students in language learning, such as use of portfolios or
peer and self-assessment (Cihan & Giirlen, 2009). The 2006 curriculum ended with the introduction of
2013 curriculum also known as 4+4+4 education system.

Introduced under fierce debates and arguments causing political conflicts in the society, the 2013
curriculum was planned, introduced and put into implementation in a considerably short period of time
(Giin and Baskan, 2014). The remarkable change that appeared together with the 2013 curriculum is the
organization of primary, secondary and high school education, each of which was divided into 3 equal
segments having 4 years of projection. This curriculum innovation also increased the compulsory
education into 12 years from 8 years to increase the overall quality of education and participation to
education in all levels (Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014). In terms of 2013 ELTP, the most significant change was
seen in the starting age of learning English on the part of the students. In the previous curriculum, English
was offered from Grade 4 onwards; however, the recent ELTP has lowered this into Grade 2 where
students are around the age of six (Bayyurt, 2012). Bringing some salient features in language teaching,
the 2013 ELTP stressed on the communication and developing communication skills. Thus, the second
grade ELTP solely depended on improving students’ listening and speaking skills with an ultimate aim of
creating positive affective conditions for them. The other prominent feature of the 2013 ELTP is that it
made use of the descriptors of the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages also known
as CEFR (Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014).

Taking the studies evaluating the 1997, 2006 and 2013 ELTPs into account, it is possible to say that
a growing number studies focused on the curricula of English from different perspectives as program
design issues in the form of aims, outcomes, materials, testing and assessment as well as classroom
implementation. In this context, the studies evaluating the 1997 primary school ELTP (Aribas & Tok, 2004;
Biige, 2005; Biiyiikduman, 2005; Er, 2006; Erdogan, 2005; Harman, 1999; igrek, 2001; Koydemir, 2001;
Mersinligil, 2002; Mirici, 2000; Nasman, 2003; Orhan, 2001; Tok, 2003; Yank, 2007; Yiiksel, 2001; Zincir,
2006) found that the 1997 ELTP had a number of major deficiencies both in program design and
implementation. After the introduction of the 2006 ELTP, the studies conducted evaluating the primary
school English curriculum (Ari, 2014; Cihan & Giirlen, 2009; Celen, 2011; Demirel, Giimiistekin &
Yazgiinoglu, 2010; Demirlier, 2010; Erkan, 2009; Erkan, 2015; Gokler, 2012; Gokler, Aypay & Ari, 2012;
Giines, 2007; Gilines, 2009; Inam, 2009; Kalkan, 2010; Kiigiik , 2008; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013;
Orakci, 2012; Ormeci, 2009; Ozbay, 2009; Ozel, 2011; Sak, 2008; Seckin, 2010; Segkin, 2011; Sad, 2011;
Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010; Yaman, 2010; Yorii, 2012) found also that similar to the 1997 ELTP, the 2006
ELTP had drawbacks in program design and the curriculum could not be implemented as specified
resulting in failures in teaching English. Finally, it is worth noting first here that the studies which
evaluated the 2013 ELTP solely focused on the second grade program and the findings in these studies
(Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Aslan, 2016; Aybek, 2015; Bayraktar, 2014; Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Celik &
Kasapoglu, 2014; Bozavli, 2015; Dinger, 2016; Ekus & Babayigit, 2013; Erarslan, 2016; Iyitoglu & Ala, 2015;
Kandemir, 2016; Kiigiiktepe, Kiigiiktepe & Baykin, 2014; Merter, Sekerci, & Bozkurt, 2014; Ozﬁdogru &
Adigiizel, 2015; Tok & Kandemir, 2015; Tosuncuk, 2016; Yeni-Palabiyik & Daloglu, 2016; Yildiran &
Tanriseven, 2015) indicate that similar deficiencies also exist in the new curriculum, yet it is clear that this
is the ELTP which was favoured most having more strengths as the findings suggest.

Considering the significance of the evaluation studies in determining the strengths and
drawbacks of the teaching programs, giving feedback to main stakeholders related to efficiency and
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effectiveness of them, a study integrating the findings of all the available studies to draw more
comprehensive picture from the policy to program design and implementation may help the
academicians, researchers, decision makers, and other related stakeholders in the core of an educational
activity, such as teachers, families and administrators. When the literature is considered, an integrative
literature review study related to the implementation of the primary school English language teaching
programs launched by the 1997, 2006 and 2013 curricula is missing. Additionally, it is common fact that
although students are offered English courses from primary school to university, they lack
communication skills in English (Paker, 2012). Thus, factors which hinder the effective teaching and
learning process in terms of English courses need a careful consideration. To this end, this study aims to
investigate the findings of the studies evaluating the primary school ELTPS between 1997 and 2018 to find
out the factors hindering the implementation of the primary school ELTPs in Turkey.
Thus, this integrative study tries to answer the following research question:

1) What are the factors affecting the effective implementation of the primary school English language
teaching programs considering the 1997, 2006 and 2013 curricula changes?

3. Method

Making use of document analysis in the form of journal articles, masters and doctoral theses, this
integrative literature review study is a descriptive one adopting qualitative research design. Through the
integrative literature reviews, an objective critique and drawing conclusions about the subject matter can
be made in a systematic way with the help of the analysis of the previously conducted research studies
(Christmals & Gross, 2017).

In obtaining the documents to get the required data, an online search process was conducted in 3
years from 2013 to 2018 in three periods collecting the evaluation studies related to primary school ELTPs
in Turkey. While searching for the documents as journal articles, masters and doctoral theses, online
platforms as Google, scholar web sites, such as university databases and Thesis Center of Turkish Higher
Education Council, DergiPark as well as research based web sites such as academia.edu and Research
Gate were used with key words both in English and Turkish having "primary education + English
+curriculum”, "primary education + English + program", "primary education + English + curriculum +
evaluation”, evaluation + primary school + English" and "primary + education + English +
program/curricula/curriculum” in their titles and abstracts. The documents other than articles and theses,
like book reviews related to English, were not taken into consideration and a total of 63 studies evaluating
the primary school English curricula were available published between 1997 and 2016. Although these
studies evaluated the primary school ELTPs from different angles, this study focused on the issues related
to implementation and tried to shed light on the actual process of language teaching in primary schools in
Turkey based on curriculum changes. As a result of the search for the studies to include in this current
study, a total of 66 studies were accessed as shown in Table 1 below.

11
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Table 1
Evaluation of Studies Based on Three Different ELTP Reforms (N=63)

Primary Evaluation Studies Number
School ELTPs of Studies

Aribas & Tok, 2004; Biige, 2005; Biiyitkduman, 2005; Er, 2006; Erdogan, 2005;
Harman, 1999; igrek, 2001; Koydemir, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Mirici, 2000;
1997 ELTP Nasman, 2003; Orhan, 2001; Tok, 2002; Yanik, 2007; Yiiksel, 2001; Zincir, 2006

17

Ari, 2014; Gokler, Aypay & Ari, 2012; Cihan & Giirlen, 2009; Celen, 2011;
Demirlier, 2010; Erkan, 2009; Erkan, 2015, Demirel, Gilimiistekin &

2006 ELTP Yazgiinoglu, 2010; Giines, 2007; Giines, 2009; inam (Celik), 2009; Kalkan, 2010; 27
Kigiik, 2008; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013; Orakeci, 2012; Ormeci, 2009;
Ozbay, 2009; Ozel, 2011; Sak, 2008; Seckin, 2010; Seckin, 2011; Sad, 2011;
Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010; Uner, 2010; Yaman, 2010; Y6rii, 2012

Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Aslan, 2016; Aybek, 2015; Bayraktar, 2014; Bozavl,
2015; Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014; Dinger, 2016; Ekus &

2013 ELTP Babayigit, 2013; Erarslan, 2016; iyitoglu & Ala, 2015; Kandemir, 2016;
Karaagac Tuna, 2018; Kaya & Ok, 2016; Kurt, 2017; Kiigiiktepe & Baykin, 2014;
Merter, Sekerci & Bozkurt, 2014; Ozﬁdogru & Adigiizel, 2015, Tok &
Kandemir, 2015; Tosuncuk, 2016; Yeni-Palabiyik & Daloglu, 2016; Yildiran &
Tanriseven, 2015

22

3.1. Analysis of the data

Content analysis was used in analyzing the data collected from the review of the studies. While analyzing
the data, the findings of the studies related to implementation issues were initially found and common
themes and categories were formed. In the next stage, an expert as a researcher also checked the analysis
while applying the same procedure so as to set the possible differences in the analysis apart. After
reaching agreement for reliability (k=0,63), the themes and categories were presented qualitatively.

4. Findings

The main concern of this study was related to what affected the effective implementation of the English
language teaching problems from the initiation of the first curriculum change to the last known as 4+4+4
education system. Thus, the findings for the research question posed here are displayed in themes and

categories based on analysis of the studies evaluating each curriculum change initiated in Turkey.

4.1. Category of Teacher-Related Issues

12
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Findings in this study related to the factors affecting the implementation of the ELTPs indicate the
significance of the teachers in the process of the language teaching especially for the failures of the

previous ELTPs as shown in Table 2.

Table 2

Teacher and Teacher-Related Issues

Themes & Categories 19997 ELTP 2006 ELTP 2013 ELTP

Teacher Factor

Lack of Curriculum No reading about No reading about No reading about
2 Knowledge curriculum curriculum curriculum
2
_"‘2 In-service Training Lack of in-service Lack of In-service Lack of In-service
Ef; Training Training Training
é)
5 Teacher Competence Lack of Teacher Lack of Teacher Lack of Teacher
'Eé Competence Competence Competence
)
E_¢

Findings about the 1997 ELTP point out that one of the main reasons for the poor attainment of the
specified aims in the curriculum is related to teacher factor. As findings pointed out, teachers did not have
enough awareness about the curriculum knowledge and perceived the yearly plans, unit plans and course
books as their curriculum (Mersinligil, 2002). They had challenges in preparing their lesson plans and
activities using curriculum objectives and they are reported to follow course book only (Zincir, 2006). On
the other hand, the reason why they lack of curriculum knowledge stemmed from lack of in-service
training (Biiylikduman, 2005; Koydemir, 2001; Mirici, 2000; Yiiksel, 2001) but administrators complain
about teachers' low level of interest into receiving training (Mersinligil, 2002). Interestingly, it is also
found that not English teachers but classroom teachers taught English (Aribas & Tok, 2004; Biiyiikduman,
2005; Yanik, 2007; Yiiksel, 2001) and the English teachers were mostly quite inexperienced in teaching the
language (Yiiksel, 2001).

Issues regarding teachers in the 2006 ELTPs were almost similar to those of the 1997 ELTP
because it appears that teachers were not informed well enough about the 2006 curriculum English
program and did not read the program booklet (Giines, 2009; Ormeci; 2009; Ozel,2011; Kiictik, 2008;
Seckin, 2011; Yaman, 2010). Additionally, in spite of the launch of a comprehensive curriculum reform
switching from behaviorism to constructivism with major changes in English teaching in primary school,
teachers were found lack of in-service training and seminar attendance (Erkan, 2009; Inam, 2009; Kigtk,
2008; Ozbay, 2009; Ozel, 2011; Segkin, 2010; Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010; Yaman, 2010). For this reason, it is
reported that English teachers faced difficulties and had the feeling of inadequacy in the application of
constructivist approach (Ozel, 2011), but education-faculty-graduate teachers had more positive attitudes
toward teaching English lessons (C)rmeci, 2009; Sad, 2011; Yord, 2012).

It is also apparent in the 2013 ELTP that since teachers had to teach English to students who are
around 6 and 6,5 years of age, they had challenges in teaching to children indicating a deficiency in
teacher competence (Bozavly, 2015; Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014; Kiiciiktepe, Kiiciiktepe & Baykin, 2014) and
the reason for this challenge in teaching English to children takes its roots from lack of enough guidance
to teachers about the program (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Bayraktar, 2014; Dinger, 2016) and lack of in-service
training (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Erarslan, 2016; Kiiciiktepe, Kiigiiktepe & Baykin,
2014; C)Zﬁdogru & Adigtizel, 2015; Tosuncuk, 2016; Yildiran & Tanriseven, 2015).

Teachers in the implementation of each ELTP launched in 1997, 2006 and 2013 seem to have
challenges in teaching English as specified in the program booklets causing significant gaps between the

13
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intended and implemented curriculum. Initially, it is clear that in each curriculum change, English
teachers do not examine or read the program booklet and when this is combined with lack of guidance
and in-service training, they are stuck in traditional teaching rather than applying contemporary methods.
Additionally, due to the shortages in the required number of English teachers, classroom teachers had to
offer English courses especially after the introduction of the 1997 ELTP which contributed to failures in
teaching English appearing as another factor in the implementation.

4.2. Category of teaching and learning process

The findings related to factors affecting the implementation of the primary school ELTPs were first
analyzed under the category of teaching and learning process as shown in Table 3 below.

When the themes related to teaching and learning process are considered, it is seen that teacher
centeredness was the driving source in teaching the language both in 1997 and 2006 ELTPs (see Table 3
below). Findings related to the 1997 ELTP show that teachers were the major source of knowledge and
applied traditional grammar teaching rather than focusing on communication (Aribas & Tok, 2004;
Biiyiikduman, 2005; Er, 2006; Erdogan, 2005, Harman, 1999; igrek, 2001; Mersinligil; 2002; Mirici, 2000;
Tok, 2003). Additionally, it is clear that learner-centered tasks, such as games, role-plays, communicative
exercises were hardly ever implemented in teaching the language (Mersinligil, 2002) as they were,
especially games, used as time fillers not as tools in teaching English (Erdogan, 2005). Since traditional
lecture and question-answer were not addressing the communicative aspects of the language, it was
reported that the techniques and methods used would not be utilized to attain the goals (Er, 2006).

Table 3
Factors related to teaching and learning process

Themes & 1997 ELTP 2006 ELTP 2013 ELTP
Categories

Teaching Methods

& Techniques

%

ot

E Classroom Teacher Centered & Teacher Centered & Student-Centered
%0 Implementation Traditional Teaching Traditional Teaching

E

5 Use of Activities time-filler, not learning No use of varied Use of varied activities
:j] tools activities

g

%D Effectiveness- Not effective & efficient ~ Not effective & efficient  Effective & efficient
'Eé Efficiency

)

E_¢

In terms of the 2006 ELTP, findings show that teachers as in the previous curriculum did not apply
contemporary teaching methods and techniques in the classroom preferring traditional teaching.
Regarding this, most frequently applied classroom activities were grammar activities, translation and
question-answer while the suggested activities by the program, such as brainstorming, communication
based games or problem solving activities were the least frequently used ones (Ari, 2014; Ozel, 2010; Sad,
2011). As stated by Sad (2011), learner-centered implementation of English affected students in a positive
way in affection. Additionally, although the 2006 ELTP claimed to be student-centered rather than
teacher-centered, the implementation in the classroom was almost teacher-centered and the teaching and

14
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learning process was found not in accordance with the students’ linguistic levels (Ar1, 2014; Ormedi, 2009)
and not applicable in crowded classes (inam, 2009; Orakgi, 2012; Ormeci, 2009; Yaman, 2010;).

As for the 2013 ELTP, findings show that unlike the previous ELTPs, the new program creates
enthusiasm and desire towards learning English on the part of the students because of the activities used,
such as games, songs, poems while teaching English (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Bayraktar, 2014; Bozavli, 2015;
Bulut & Atabey, 2016; iyitoglu & Ala, 2015; Kiigiiktepe, Kiiciiktepe & Baykin, 2014; Merter, Sekerci &
Bozkurt, 2014; Ozﬁdogru & Adigiizel, 2015). Believed to create student-centered and an enjoyable
classroom atmosphere (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Aybek, 2015; Bozavli, 2015; Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Merter,
Sekerci & Bozkurt, 2014), teaching methods and techniques applied in the implementation of the 2013
ELTP are considered as appropriate to improve students’ communicative skills, such as listening and
speaking (Dinger, 2016; Erarslan, 2016) except for arts and crafts or cut and fold activities (Erarslan, 2016).

When combined altogether, it is clear that one of the factors affecting the effective implementation
of the ELTPs in Turkey is the use of appropriate teaching methods and principles in teaching the language.
Especially, findings clearly indicate that the atmosphere created in the class especially with the first two
curricula changes, namely, the 1997 and 2006 ELTPs, caused boredom among the students and included
mainly traditional grammar teaching rather than communicative activities (Ar1, 2014; Ozel, 2010; Sad,
2011). However, with the introduction of the 2013 ELTP, a shift to student centeredness and use of
communicative activities creating willingness to use English on students is clear giving way to effective
implementation of the new ELTP.

4.3. Category of Complementary Miscellaneous Factors

Findings clearly unveil that other than major factors, such as teachers and their way of teaching the
language by making use of varied and appropriate teaching methods, some other constituents also affect
the implementation of the primary school ELTPs. Themes related to this were grouped under three major
constituents as time restraint, class size and influence of mother tongue as shown in Table 4 below.

Table 4
Miscellaneous factors in the implementation of the ELTPs
Themes & 19997 ELTP 2006 ELTP 2013 ELTP
Categories
Miscellaneous
Factors
4]
9]
‘g Time Restraint Limited Class Hour Limited Class Hour Limited Class Hour
>
5 e
;E) 8  Class Size Crowded Classes Crowded Classes Crowded Classes
:
'% ;8 LI factor Lack of Mastery in L1 Lack of Mastery in L1 Lack of Mastery in L1
v
g S

The findings related to the 1997, 2006 and 2013 ELTPs, in fact, indicate similar issues in that time allocated
for English courses in primary schools was considered as limited to cover the specified content causing
obstacles on two major grounds-making teachers to miss some of the content to catch up with the syllabus
and causing problems on students in remembering the previous lesson (Aribas & Tok, 2004; Er, 2006;
Erdogan, 2005; igrek, 2001; Mersinligil, 2002; Mirici, 2000; Yanik, 2007; Yiiksel, 2001). Another significant
finding points out to concerns about the physical infrastructure. It is seen that one major issue found as a
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negative factor influencing the teaching of English in the 1997 ELTP was the class size. Crowded classes
were reported to be an obstacle hindering effective implementation causing applying varied activities in
class quite limited. Additionally, crowded classes also made addressing each student in the class nearly
impossible when needed (Harman, 1999; igrek, 2001; Mirici, 2000; Yanik, 2007; Yiiksel, 2001). The other
miscellaneous factor interfering with the implementation of the 1997 ELTP was found as the influence of
L1 especially lack of mastery in L1. Findings related to this indicate the importance of mastery in L1 since
most students in Turkey had poor proficiency in Turkish language and thus foreign language teaching is
regarded inefficient unless the students master their mother language (Erdogan, 2005; Yanik, 2007).

Identical to miscellaneous factors as explained regarding the 1997 ELTP, findings indicate that
although the 2006 ELTP was redesigned due to failures of the previous ELTP, time restraint was still a
prominent challenge to implement the 2006 ELTP effectively (Ar1, 2014; Cihan & Giirlen, 2009; Erkan, 2009;
Giines, 2009; Inam, 2009; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013; Orakgi, 2012; Ormeci, 2009; Seckin, 2011;
Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010; Yaman, 2010; Yorii, 2012). Similarly, the high number of students in classes was
regarded as a weakness that affected the implementation (Erkan, 2009; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013;
Ormeci, 2009; Seckin, 2011; Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010). It is reported that teachers faced difficulties in
making communication-based activities in crowded classes, especially like speaking activities (Ocak,
Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013) and asked for a transition to international standards in terms of class size
(Erkan, 2015). It is also clear that mastery of L1 still appeared as a complementary factor as an obstacle in
the implementation of the 2006 ELTP (Ari1, 2014).

It is evident from the findings that in each of the ELTPs, the class hour was reported to be limited
and had to be increased to deliver English courses satisfactorily. Like previous ELTPs, class hour in
primary schools was poorly allocated and was not enough for an effective teaching in terms of English
courses (Alkan & Arslan, 2014; Aybek, 2015; Dinger, 2016; Erarslan, 2016; 1yitoglu & Alc, 2015; Kandemir,
2016; Tok and Kandemir, 2015; Yildiran & Tanriseven, 2015;). Additionally, crowded classes as in
previous ELTPs were reported to be a problem especially for game-based or communication-based
activities (Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Dinger, 2016; iyitoglu & Alci, 2015; Kandemir, 2016; Merter, Sekerci &
Bozkurt, 2014; Yildiran & Tanriseven, 2015). On the other hand, it also came out that multigrade classes,
where students from more than one grade study together because of lack of sources, teachers or enough
number of students, experienced challenges in the implementation of the 2013 ELTP (Tosuncuk, 2016).
Finally, students’ poor knowledge in Turkish language negatively affected their process of foreign
language learning in the 2013 ELTP (Celik & Kasapoglu, 2014; Tosuncuk, 2016); thus, findings related to
the 1997, 2006 and 2013 ELTPs all pointed out the influence of proficiency in L1 on the implementation of
English programs.

5. Conclusions and Discussion

When the findings of this study are considered, it is clear that although Turkish education has witnessed
three major curriculum reforms so far, similar problems have been recurrent and almost identical to
previous ones. Initially, teachers as the actual implementers of the curriculum reforms or innovations are
not informed well enough about the newly launched teaching programs. As the main factor putting the
planned curriculum into practice (Chaudhary, 2015a), teachers’ attitudes and reactions towards the
curriculum innovation, their understanding of the details of the curriculum, or support or resistance
towards the curriculum reforms inevitably determine the success and failure as well as the future of the
curriculum (Chaudhary, 2015; Cheung & Wong, 2012). Thus, findings of this study indicate that especially
the first two curriculum reforms in terms of the ELTPs were not a success and teacher-related issues were
among the prominent causes of the failures regarding the poor implementation of English language
teaching programs. Especially, limited knowledge related to curriculum combined with insufficient in-
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service training created obstacles in creating the desired learning atmosphere in the classroom with varied
activities. It came out from the findings that teachers mainly followed the course book rather than the
program booklet due to not reading it. In fact, as stated previously, what teachers perceived as the
curriculum is the course book (Mersinligil, 2002). As Levin (2007) states, educations systems have to
support teachers to acquire the necessary knowledge and pedagogy the curriculum imposed requires. The
case is that in each of the curriculum innovations failed to support English teachers in providing them
with the pedagogical knowledge on how to implement the ELTPs effectively. It is true that one of the
reasons for the teachers’ being poorly informed about the content of the teaching programs and not
receiving in-service training may come from the top-down policies of the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE) and lack of proper planning of in-service training in Turkey (Uysal, 2012). Besides, it is seen that
reforms in education fail to yield the desired results because teachers are not involved in the curriculum
development stage (Oztidogru, 2016). Additionally, teachers’ being stuck to traditional teaching methods
and dependent on grammar teaching, which was specifically seen in both the 1997 ELTP and 2006 ELTP,
may indicate that pedagogy training during university education and the teacher education policies in
Turkey apparently fail to equip teachers with the contemporary teaching methods in application.
Supporting this, according to findings, teachers in the implementation of the 2006 ELTP had the feeling of
inadequacy in applying the constructivist theory in class due to lack of knowledge and poor pre-and in-
service training resulting in failures and teachers’ insisting on traditional teaching (Ozbay, 2009; Ozel,
2011). Thus, teachers’ lack of curriculum knowledge, poor in-service planning and seminar attendance
and top-down policies of the MoNE result in poor implementation of the ELTPs in Turkey with resistance
to applying contemporary teaching methods and activities in the classroom causing boredom and lack of
interest towards learning English on the part of the students.

The other factor that came out in this study was related to course hour allocated for teaching
English in primary schools. Teachers mostly complained that weekly course hour was quite limited to
cover the syllabus and caused students to forget the content easily because of the insufficient exposure to
English in class. It is clear that this finding was true for each of the curriculum changes in Turkey and
English had limited course hours (2 hours currently) and with the loaded content teachers had to skip
most parts in the syllabus. As Levin (2007) states, when the curriculum is loaded and time is insufficient,
this may result in teachers’ feeling under pressure to cover the content which, however, does not meet the
demands in education. Thus, for the primary school ELPTs to be a success, duration of the English courses
has to be increased together with high investment on English teachers, especially to make them gain the
necessary pedagogical knowledge in teaching English to young learners.

In spite of the changes in ELTPs in 20 years from 1997 ELTP to 2018, among the problems
encountered repeatedly in each ELTP change is the physical infrastructures of the classrooms. The
classroom environment is quite influential in the implementation and in literature most studies as well as
this current one report the problem of overcrowded classroom where classroom management, applying
group and pair works, conducting varied activities such as listening and speaking activities become quite
demanding and difficult (Bulut & Atabey, 2016; Dinger, 2016; Dogancay-Aktuna, 1998; 1yitoglu & Ala,
2015; Kandemir, 2016; Merter, Sekerci & Bozkurt, 2014; Mirici, 2000; Ocak, Kizilkaya & Boyraz, 2013;
Topkaya & Kiigiik, 2010; Yildiran & Tanriseven, 2015). Thus, it is so important for an effective
implementation that the class size has to be reduced. The existence of language classes where students in
parts receive English classes out of their regular classes may be a solution to overcome this problem.

Among the factors which findings point out as a hindrance regarding the effective
implementation of the English curricula is the lack of mastery in Turkish language. It is seen that students’
poor knowledge of Turkish causes obstacles in their learning English and according to 2016 PISA
(Program for International Student Assessment) survey report conducted by OECD, Turkish students,
indeed, struggle with the deficiency in their knowledge of Turkish language and fail to comprehend the
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written texts in Turkish. As stated in the literature, proficiency in mother tongue affects the process of
second or foreign language learning positively (Kaushanskaya, Yoo & Marian, 2012; Zhanming, 2014).
Thus, the poor proficiency levels of Turkish students in their mother tongue has a negative effect on their
learning of English and this also indicates the significance of Turkish language teaching programs in
primary schools.

Curricula changes in Turkey related to primary school English language teaching programs fall
short of meeting the demands of the country and global world in terms of equipping learners with the
necessary communicative skills in English beginning from primary education due to some common
obstacles which appear repeatedly in each curriculum change indicating that these problems were not
taken into consideration during the planning stage of curriculum development. One of the major
challenges affecting the implementation of the ELTPs in Turkey is clearly the factor of teachers since they
are not informed about the teaching programs through seminars and pre- or in-service training.
Furthermore, it is clear that they also do not read the program booklet; in place of this, they prefer to
follow the course book and continue traditional teaching in class. The next, class hours are limited for
teachers to cover the program content causing a pressure on the part of the teachers. Combined with these,
the high number of students in classes limits teachers’ use of varied activities. Finally, lack of mastery in
Turkish slows and challenges the process of foreign language education on the part of the learners. For
the curriculum innovations to be a success, the factors which hamper the process of language teaching
and learning in a negative way have to be handled and addressed carefully by those as the decision
makers, program developers and other agents such as education planners. As a final remark, if Turkish
education system is to embark on recovering the situation of incompetent users of English beginning from
primary education, it needs to eliminate these issues hindering the effective language teaching in schools.

6. Limitations of the Study

This study which aimed at understanding the issues effecting the implementation of the primary school
ELTPs in Turkey made use of studies in the form of journal articles, master and doctoral studies mainly.
Since three major ELTP changes took place in Turkey which were conducted in 1997, 2006 and 2013, it was
assumed that the evaluation studies investigating various aspects of these changes would best illuminate
the overall picture in the implementation process and how these changes were effective compared to
previous ones. Thus, this study limited to the articles and thesis studies included considering the
availability of likely other published studies.

18



Erarslan, A., The Journal of Language Teaching and Learning, 2019-2,7-22

References

Alkan, M. F., & Arslan, M. (2014). Evaluation of the 2 nd Grade English Language Curriculum. Uluslararas: Egitim
Programlart ve Ogretim Calismalart Dergisi, 4(7), 87-99.

Bayraktar, B. (2014). Ilkokul 2. sunif Ingilizce dersi ogretim programimin 6gretmen Qoriislerine gore degerlendirilmesi.
Yayimlanmamis yiiksek Lisans Tezi, Uludag Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Bursa.

Ar1, A. (2014). Teacher Opinions About Evaluation of 6th Grade English Lesson Curriculum in Primary Schools.
Journal of Theoretical Educational Science, 7(April), 172-194.

Aribas, S., & Tok, H. (2004). Evaluating the Problems Encountered in Foreign Language Instruction in the First Level
of Elementary School. In XIII. Ulusal Egitim Bilimleri Kurultay: (pp. 6-9). Malatya.

Aslan, Y. (2016). Comparison of Primary School Foreign Language Curricula of Turkey, Germany and the
Netherlands. Journal of Education and Training Studies, 4(8), 34—43.

Aybek, B. (2015). ilkokul ikinci Smif Ingilizce Dersinin Ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Gériislerine Dayali olarak
Degerlendirilmesi. International Periodical for the Languages, Literature and History of Turkish or Turkic Volume,
10, 67-84.

Bayyurt, Y. (2012). 4 + 4 + 4 Egitim Sisteminde Erken Yasta Yabanc1 Dil Egitimi. In Hacettepe Universitesi I. Yabanct Dil
Egitim Caligtay: (pp. 97-107). Ankara.

Bozavl, E. (2015). ilkokul ikinci sinif Ingilizce programina iliskin 6gretmenlerin goriislerinin degerlendirilmesi,
Uluslararast Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 2 (2) 74-83.

Bulut, 1., & Atabey, E. (2016). Ilkokul kinci Simf Ingilizce Dersi Ogretim Programmin Uygulamadaki Etkililiginin
Degerlendirilmesi. [ndnii University Journal of the Faculty of Education, 17(3). https://doi.org/10.17679

Biige, B. C. (2005). Tiirkiye lkogretim Ingilizce Ogretim Programi ve Finlandiya Yabanci Dil Programumn Karsilastirmali
Olarak Incelenmesi. Hacettepe Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Yiiksek Lisans Tezi.Ankara.

Biiyiikduman, F. I. (2005). The opinions of elementary school English teachers on the English curriculum for
elementary schools. Hacettepe Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 28, 55-64.

Celik, S., & Kasapoglu, H. (2014). Implementing the recent curricular changes to English language instruction in
Turkey: opinions and concerns of elementary school administrators. South African Journal of Education, 34(2),
842.

Chaudhary, G. K. (2015). Factors affecting curriculum implementation for students. International Journal of Applied
Research, 1(12), 984-986.

Cheung, A. C. K., & Wong, P. M. (2012). Factors affecting the implementation of curriculum reform in Hong Kong
Key findings from a large-scale survey study Alan. International Journal of Educational Management, 26(1).

Christmals, C. Dela, & Gross, J. J. (2017). An Integrative Literature Review Framework For Postgraduate Nursing
Research Reviews. European Journal of Research in Medical Sciences, 5(1), 7-15.

Cihan, T., & Giirlen, E. (2009). Teachers * Opinions on the English Language Curriculum of the 5 th Grade of Primary
Education Oz Giris Yabanci Dil Ogretimi Programinin Ozellikleri. Anadolu Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi.

Coskun, K., Kiigiiktepe, S. E., & Baykin, Y. (2014). Ikinci inuf IngilizceDersi Ve Programma Iliskin Ogretmen
Goriiglerinin Incelenmesi. Hasan Ali Yiicel Egiitm Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 11(22), 55-78.

Celen, G. (2011). Ilkégretim altinci sinif ingilizce 6gretiin programinin degerlendirilmesi. Unpublsihed MA Thesis. Mehmet
AKkif Ersoy University. Burdur.

Demirlier, H. (2011). Yenilenen [lkogretim Ingilizce Programina Karst Ogretmen ve Ogrenci Tutumlari, Unpublished
Master’s Thesis, Mugla Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Mugla.

Demirel, M., Giimiistekin, M., & Yazgiinoglu, S. (2010). Tiirkiye ve Almanya ’daki {lkdgretim Dérdiincii Smif ingilizce
Dersi Ogretim Programlarinin Karsilagtirilmasi (Bremen Ornegi ). In 1.Ulusal Egitim Programlart ve Ogretim
Kongresi. Balikesir.

Dinger, A. (2016). flkokul ikinci ve Ugiincii Sinif Ingilizce Dersi Ogretim Programlarmin Ogretmen Goriiglerine Gore
Degerlendirilmesi. In The 4th International Congress on Curriculum and Instruction (pp. 1-14). Antalya.

Dolores, 1. (2007). From Curriculum to Syllabus Design: The different stages to design a programme. Memorias Del I1I
Foro Nacional De Estudios En Lenguas Journal.

Ekus, B., & Babayigit, O. (2014). flkokul 2. siniftan itibaren yabanci dil egitimi verilmesine iliskin sinif ve ingilizce
Ogretmenlerinin goriiglerinin incelenmesi. Researcher: Social Science Studies, 40—49.

Ellis, A. K. (2004). Exemplars of curriculum theory. New York: Eye on Education, Inc.

19



Erarslan, A., The Journal of Language Teaching and Learning, 2019-2,7-22

Er, K. O. (2006). [Ikogretim 4. ve 5. Sunif Ingilizce Ogretim Programlarinin Degerlendirilmesi. Ankara University, Institute of
Educational Sciences.

Erarslan, A. (2016). An evaluation of second grade English language curriculum: teachers’ perceptions and issues in
implementation.Doctoral Thesis. Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University. Canakkale

Erdogan, V. (2005). An Evaluation of the English Curriculum Implemented at the 4th and 5th Grade Primary State Schools:
The Views of the Teachers and the Students. Mersin University, Institute of Social Sciences

Erkan, M.A. (2009). ilkogretim okullart 4. ve 5. stmflar yeni Ingilizce 63retim programimn uygulanmasmda karsilasilan
sorunlarin incelenmesi. Unpublished MA Thesis. Gaziantep Universitesi.

Frye, A. W.,, & Hemmer, P. A. (2012). Program evaluation models and related theories: AMEE guide no. 67. Medical
Teacher, 34(5), €288-99. https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2012.668637

Gokler, Z. S. (2012). [lkigretim Ingilizce Dersi Hedefleri Kazanimlart SBS Sorulart ve Yazili Stnav Sorulariun Yeni Bloom
Taksonomisine Gore Degerlendirilmesi. (Unpublished Masters Thesis). Eskisehir Osmangazi Universitesi Egitim
Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Eskisehir.

Gokler, Z. S., Aypay, A., & Ari, A. (2012). Tlkdgretim ingilizce Dersi Hedefleri Kazanimlar1 SBS Sorular1 ve Yazili
Smav Sorularinin Yeni Bloom Taksonomisine Gore Degerlendirilmesi. Egitimde Politika Analizi Dergisi, 1(2),
115-133.

Giin, F., & Bagkan, G. A. (2014). New Education System in Turkey (4 + 4 + 4 ): A Critical Outlook. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 131, 229-235.

Giines, T. (2009). [lkogretim 5. Sunf Ingilizce dersi 6gretim programina iliskin 6§retmen goriigleri. (Yayimlanmamis yiiksek
lisans tezi). Hacettepe Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Ankara

Giiven, I. (2008). Teacher Education Reform and International Globalization Hegemony: Issues and Challenges in
Turkish Teacher Education. International Journal of Human and Social Sciences, 3(1), 8-17.

Harman, K. (1999). likégretim Okullarinda Yabanct Dil Dersi Program Uygulamalarmda Karsilasilan Sorunlar. Unpublished
MA Thesis. Harran Universitesi. Sanlurfa.

Harmer, J. (2003). The Practice of English Language Teaching. Longman:London

Igrek, E. (2001). Ogretmenlerin ilkogretim Ingilizce programina iligkin goriigleri. Unpublished MA thesis, Hacettepe
University, Ankara.

Inam-Celik, G. (2009). ilkogretim okullart 4. Simif Ingilizce dersi 6gretim programumin degerlendirilmesine iliskin 63retmen
goriigleri (Yayimlanmanus yiiksek lisans tezi). Adnan Menderes Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Aydin.

fyitoglu, O., & Alci, B. (2015). A Qualitative Research on 2nd Grade Teachers ’ Opinions about 2nd Grade English
Language Teaching Curriculum. Elementary Education Online, 14(2), 682-696.

Kalkan, A. D. (2010). In the Light of the EU’s Language Policy, English Language Teaching in the Turkish Primary Schools.
Unpublished MA Thesis, Marmara University.

Kandemir, A. (2016). Ilkokul 2. sinif ingilizce 63retim programinin katilimci odakli program degerlendirme yaklasimiyla
degerlendirilmesi.Unpublished MA Thesis, Pamukkale University. Denizli.

Karaagac Tuna, O. (2018). Turkish Primary School English Language Teaching Curriculum Innovations and Their
Applications: An Integrative Research Study. International Journal of Languages * Education and Teaching, 6(1),
424-435.

Kaushanskaya, M., Yoo, J., & Marian, V. (2011). The Effect of Second-Language Experience on Native-Language
Processing. Vigo International Journal of Applied Linguistics, 8, 54-77.

Kaya, S., & Ok, A. (2016). The second grade English language curriculum : Theory-practice congruence. Pegem Egitim
ve Ogretim Dergisi, 6(4), 491-512. https://doi.org/10.14527/pegegog.2016.024

Kiely, R., & Rea-Dickins, P. (2005). Program Evaluation in Language Education. (C. N. Candlin, Ed.). Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230511224

Kirkgoz, Y. (2009). Globalization and English Language Policy in Turkey. Educational Policy, 23(5), 663-684.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0895904808316319

Koydemir, F. (2001). Erken yasta yabanci dil dgretiminin bazi degiskenler agisindan degerlendirilmesi (Yayimlanmamig
doktora tezi). Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Izmir.

Kurt, A. (2017). 4. Sinuf Ingilizce Dersi Ogretim Programinin Baglam, Girdi, Siires, Uriin Modeline Gore
Degerlendirilmesi. Dicle Universitesi Ziya Gokalp Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, (30), 508-524.

Kiiciik, O. (2008). An Evaluation of English Language Teaching Program At Key Stage I and the Opinions of Teachers
regarding the Program. Canakkale 18 Mart University, Institute of Social Sciences.

20



Erarslan, A., The Journal of Language Teaching and Learning, 2019-2,7-22

Levin, B. (2007). Curriculum for the 21st century: Does curriculum matter? Education Services Australia. Retrieved on
November 25, 2016, from http://www.eqa.edu.au/site/doescurriculummatter.html.

Mersinligil, G. (2001). Evaluation of the English language curriculum for the fourth and fifth grade students in elementary
education: a sample of Adana province. Unpublished MA Thesis. Elazig: Firat University.

Merter, F. Sekerci, H. & Bozkurt, E. (2014). ingilizce Ogretmenlerinin Ikinci Siuf Ingilizce Dersine Iliskin
Goriiglerinin Degerlendirilmesi. Asos Journal, 199-210.

Mirici, I. H. (2000). A research on foreign language (English) curriculum of primary school 4th & 5th graders in our
country. Gazi Universitesi Dergisi. 20 (1), 107-118

Musal, B., Taskiran, C., Gursel, Y., Ozan, S., Timbil, S., & Velipasaoglu, S. (2014). An Example of Program Evaluation
Project in Undergraduate Medical Education, 1-7.

Nasman, D. (2003). Tiirkiye ve Fransa’daki {lkégretim Ingilizce Ogretim Programlarimin Karsilagtirilmasi. Hacettepe
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Yiiksek Lisans Tezi.

Orakg, S. (2012). flkdgretim 7. Siniflar igin uygulanan 2006 ingilizce 6gretim programinin 6gretmen goriislerine gore
degerlendirilmesi (Yayinlanmamis yiiksek lisans tezi), Gazi Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Ankara.

Orhan, 1. (2001). Ozel ilkigretim okullart ile devlet ilkogretim okullarmnin 4. stuflarinda 6§retilen Ingilizce derslerinin program,
ogrenci, 6gretmen, ders arag ve geregleri konusunda karsilastirmali bir arastirma. Yayimlanmamis Yiiksek lisans
tezi, Selguk Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Konya.

Ornstein A.C. & Hunkins, F.P. (2009). Curriculum foundations, principles and issues. (5th ed). Boston: Allyn and
Bacon

Ormeci, D. (2009). An Evaluation of English Language Curricula Implemented at the 4th , 5th , and 6th Grades in Respect of
Teachers " Opinions. Trakya University, Institute of Social Sciences.

Ozbay, A.F., (2009). English Teachers’ Opinions on Teaching English upon Constructivist Approach In English Lessons.
Unpublished MA Thesis. Afyon Kocatepe Universtiy.

Ozel, R. T. (2011). lkégretim Ingilizce Dersi Ogretim Programlariun Uygulanmasmda Karsilagilan Giicliiklerin Belirlenmesi
(Ankara [li Ornegi). Ankara Universitesi.

Oziidogru, M. (2016). Matematik Egitimi Alaninda Yapilan Program Degerlendirme Calismalarinin Analizi. In 4.
Uluslararas  Egitim  Programlari  ve  Ogretim  Kongresi (Vol. 51, pp. 697-715). Antalya.
https://doi.org/10.14527/9786053187615.

C)Zﬁdogru, F., & Adigiizel, O. C. (2015). Evaluation of Primary School 2nd Grade English Language Teaching
Curriculum. Turkish Studies, 10(11), 1251-1276.

Paker, T. (2012). Discussion (Tartisma) Tiirkiye’de Neden Yabanci Dil (ingilizce) Ogretemiyoruz ve Neden
Ogrencilerimiz Tletisim Kurabilecek Diizeyde Ingilizce Ogrenemiyor? Pamukkale Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
11(32), 89-94.

Sak, O. (2008). llkogretim 1. Kademe Ingilizce Programimin Ogretmen Goriislerine Gore Degerlendirilmesi. Unpublished MA
Thesis. Abant Izzet Baysal Univeristy, Institute of Social Sciences.

Seckin, H. (2010). [lkogretim 4. Sumif Ingilizce dersi 6gretim progranunmn degerlendirilmesi. Unpublished Doctoral Thesis.
Hacettepe University.

Senem, S. S. E. (2015). Evaluation primary school students achievement of objectives in English lessons. Educational
Research and Reviews, 10(15), 2153-2163.

Scriven, M. (2007). Key evaluation checklist, (August), 22. Retrieved from www.wmich.edu/evalctr/checklists

Seckin, H. (2011). flkégretim 4. Smnif Ingilizce programina iliskin 6gretmen goriisleri, Uluslar Arasi Insan Bilimleri
Dergisi 2 (2) 550-578

Stufflebeam, D. L. (2001). Evaluation Models 2. New Directions for Evaluation, (89), 7-98. https://doi.org/10.1002/ev.3

Sad, S. N. (2011). The extent to which key stage I English curriculum attains the affective objectives of primary EFL.
Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. Inonii University. Malatya.

Tok, H. (2003). [lkégretim birinci kademesinde yabanct dil 6gretiminde karsilasilan sorunlarin degerlendirilmesi. Unpublished
Master's thesis, Inénii University.

Tok, S., & Kandemir, A. (2015). An Evaluation of 2 nd Grade English Curriculum within a Participant Oriented
Program Evaluation Approach. In The 3rd International Congress on Curriculum and Instruction (pp. 460-462).
Adana.

Topkaya, E. Z., & Kiigiik, O. (2010). An evaluation of 4 th and 5 th grade English language teaching program.
Elementary Education Online, 9(1), 52—65.

21



Erarslan, A., The Journal of Language Teaching and Learning, 2019-2,7-22

Tosuncuk, O. (2016). Ilkokulda Ingilizce Ogretiminin Ogretmen Goriislerine Gore Incelenmesi. Unpublished MA Thesis.
Usak Universitesi.

Uysal, H. H. (2012). Evaluation of an In-service Training Program for Primary-school Language Teachers in Turkey,
37(7).

Wang, H., & Cheng, L. (2009). Factors Affecting ting Teachers * Curriculum Implementation. The Linguistics Journal,
4(2), 135-166.

Yaman, S. (2010). [lkdgretim birinci kademe Ingilizce dersi dgretim programimin 63retmen goriislerine gore degerlendirilmesi,
(Yayimlanmamus Yiiksek Lisans Tezi). Firat Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii, Elaz1g.

Yanik, A. E. (2007). A study of English language curriculum implementation in 6th, 7th and 8th grades of public primary
schools through teachers’ and students’ perceptions. Unpublished Doctoral Thesis. Middle East Technical
University. Ankara.

Yeni-Palabiyik, P., & Daloglu, A. (2016). English Language Teachers' Implementation of Curriculum with Action-
Oriented Approach in Turkish Primary Education Classrooms. I-Manager’s Journal on English Language
Teaching, 6(2).

Yildiran, C., & Tanriseven, I. (2015). Teachers * Opinions on the English Curriculum of the 2nd Grade Primary
Education. International Journal of Language Academy, 3(1), 210-223.

Yorii, B. (2012). Ilkogretim sekizinci sumf Ingilizce Ggretim programma iliskin O63retmen goriisleri (Eskisehir Grnegi)
(Yayimlanmamus yiiksek lisans tezi). Eskisehir Osmangazi Universitesi, Egitim Bilimleri Enstitiisii, Eskigehir.

Yiiksel, A. (2001). Evaluation of English teaching programme and implementations in primary schools (4th grade) (Elazig
sample). Unublished MA thesis, Firat University, Elazig.

Zhanming, W. (2014). Review of the Influence of L1 in L2 Acquisition, 9(2), 57-60. https://doi.org/10.3968/5721

Zincir, B. (2006). 5th grade English teachers’ evaluations of curriculum objectives. Unpublished MA Thesis. Eskisehir:
Anadolu University.

22



