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Tiirkiye gibi iilkelerde, Ingilizce yabanci dil olarak kabul edilmekte ve dgretim siiregleri
buna gore planlanmaktadir. Ogrencilerin smif etkinlikleri disinda yabanci dile maruz
kalmamalari; Tiirk egitim sisteminin isleyisine bakildiginda, 6grencilerin bir sonraki egitim
kademesine ge¢gmek icin merkezi sinavlara girmeleri gerekmesi ve diger ¢evresel etmenler
sebebiyle Ingilizce 6gretimi ydntemleri konusunda birden fazla gériis bulunmaktadir. Bu
goriislerden bazilari, yabanci dil 6gretmenin en iyi yonteminin gramer yapisini bilmek ve
okudugunu anlamaktan gectigini savunurken, bazilar1 da gercek hayatla iliskilendirilmis
durumlarda iletisim kurma becerisinin dnemini vurgulamaktadir. Bu ¢aligma, Tiirkiye’deKi
devlet okullarinda cesitli kademelerde galisan Ingilizce 6gretmenlerinin Ingilizce 6gretirken
en ¢ok hangi yontemlerden faydalandigini incelemek ve yontem sonrasi pedagoji hakkinda
gorislerini ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir. Tiim ¢aligma veri toplama ve analiz siirecinde
nicel olarak yiiriitiilmiistiir. Arastirmaya Tiirkiye’nin ¢esitli sehirlerinden 314 Ingilizce
ogretmeni ve toplamda 317 ortaokul ve lise 68rencisi katilmistir. Arastirma araci olarak, iki
ayr1 katilimer grup i¢in iki ¢esit anket arastirmaci tarafindan hazirlanmistir. Anketler alanda
daha 6nce One siiriilmiis yabanci dil 6gretim yontemlerini temel alarak, her bir yontemle
0zdeslesen teknikler ve teorileri kapsamaktadir. Verilerin analizi SPSS iizerinden, anketteki
her bir madde igin Kruskal Wallis- H Testi kullanilarak yapilmistir. Veriler 1s1ginda,
Tiirkiye’de Ingilizce dgretmenleri tarafindan en cok tercih edilen yabanci dil 6gretim
yontemleri Eklektik ve Iletisimsel olarak saptanirken, en az kullamlanlar Sessiz ve
Oneribilim Yontemleri olmustur. Calismadan elde edilen sonuglarin, alanda daha once
yapilan uluslararasi diger g¢alismalarla benzerlik gosterdigi saptanmustir. Genel olarak
ogrenci merkezli, 6grenci fikirlerinin dikkate alindigi, ders etkinliklerinin 6grenenlerin ilgi
ve istekleri dikkate alinarak diizenlendigi goriilmistiir. Fakat bazi ders igi etkinlikler
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hususunda, 6gretmen ve 6grenciler arasinda bazi tutarsizliklar géze ¢arpmaktadir. Bunun
yani sira, Ingilizce ogretmenlerinin ydntem sonrasi pedagojiyle ilgili olarak, ders
etkinliklerini diizenlerken bulunduklar1 bolgenin sosyo- ekonomik, toplumsal ve gevresel
etmenlerini géz 6niinde bulundurduklari, kendi tecriibelerine dayali 6gretim yaptiklarini
fakat mevcut metotlardan da faydalanmay tercih ettikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Yabanci Dil Ogretim Yontemleri, Yntem Sonras1 Pedagoji, Yabanci Dil
olarak Ingilizce

Sayfa Adedi: 103

Danigman: Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Seving Ergenekon Emir
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ABSTRACT

In countries like Turkey, English is considered to be a foreign language and teaching
procedures are designed accordingly. There are different perspectives on the ideal way to
teach English owing to limited language exposure outside the language classroom, high
stakes exams before receiving next level of education in Turkey and other environmental
factors. Some of these perspectives claim that the best way to teach English is to know
grammar structures and to develop comprehension skills while others underline the
importance of communication in different contexts taken from real life. This study was done
in an attempt to investigate method choices and views about post method pedagogy of
English teachers in Turkey. Quantitative research design was used in data collection and
analysis. Only the teachers and students in mainstream schools were included in the study.
314 English teachers working with different level of student from different regions of Turkey
as well as 317 secondary and high school students in total participated in the study. Two
separate questionnaires were prepared by the researcher as instruments for two different
groups of participants. The items included salient techniques and principles from thirteen
language teaching methods. Participants took the survey through social media, mail and
other internet communication tools. Data analysis was done for each item on SPSS by using
Kruskal Wallis- H Test. Results showed that the most widely chosen language teaching
techniques by English teachers in Turkey were Eclectic and Communicative Language
Teaching, whereas, the least chosen ones were the Silent Way and Suggestopedia. In general
terms, a student-centred approach in which learners’ needs and interests were valued was
adopted by teachers. The results also revealed some differences and similarities to previously
done studies internationally. However, an inconsistency between teachers’ and students’
views was seen in some classroom instructions. As for the views about post method
pedagogy, it was seen that English teachers gave importance to social, socio-economic and
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environmental factors while designing classroom activities. Also, they tended to teach
English based on their own experiences together with utilizing pre-determined methods

when necessary.

Key Words : Foreign Language Teaching Methods, Post Method Pedagogy, English as a

Foreign Language
Page Number : 103
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

When designing language teaching practices, teachers get data from two types of learning
contexts. These are often recalled as English as a Second Language (ESL) and English as a
Foreign Language (EFL). The former term describes a language learning context in which
learners are exposed to natural language to a great or some extent outside the language
classroom. The nature of ESL settings is designed according to political status of the
countries such as India where English is not the native language but is used in various
domains such as education, administration and media. In addition, one can define ESL
settings according to the predominance of the target language as in the example of the U.S.A.
That is, people whose native language is not English come and make an effort to figure out
the dynamics of English language for multiple purposes. Assuming that a Turkish student
whose native language is Turkish goes to the U.S.A to get higher education, his setting will
be an ESL one because his language learning process is constantly supplemented by
randomly scattered input from outside as well as planned language instruction. Here in this
case, exposure to the target language and chances of having practices; and dialogues are to
a great extent. The latter term is defined as a specific context in which target language is not
the native language and also there is no or limited exposure to the target language outside
the classroom. Hence, learners have so little chance for practicing that most of the time
language learning is considered a harder and tedious experience. Countries like Turkey,

Spain, and Bulgaria can be listed as examples of EFL settings.

In Turkey where English is not the native language, most of the language learning practices
are done at mainstream schools, private institutions or in language courses. It wouldn’t be
wrong to say that teachers of English in Turkey have a burden of exposure on their shoulders.

Based on this, the right way to teach a foreign language has been largely discussed by

1



educators, academicians and policy makers. Among them, some suggest that teachers should
be presenting meaningful situations that learners would encounter in real contexts, some
support the idea of memorizing as many vocabulary as possible because one can easily say
what he wants only by using words, and others think that it is best to read and exercise on
the grammar structures of a language. In reference to these arguments, educators and
scholars have been reviewing the dos and don’ts of classroom practices and concept of
method. After continuous debates on possible solutions to the question of how to teach
English effectively, the term post methodology emerged. Studies have been done in the field
in order to declare the death of method constraints depending on the fact that learning
English cannot be thought under the rule of strict principles. Thus, post methodology is
considered to be enlightenment of a new era which is context sensitive, more specialized and

more focused on experience.

1.1. Statement of the Problem

It is obvious that without sufficient input, language learning takes up more time in an EFL
setting than it does in an ESL one. That’s why, Turkey’s EFL case is sometimes considered
to be disadvantageous. This is mostly because Turkey’s education system includes high
stakes exams which are applied to all students before they start to the next stage of their
education. Some of the major examinations in Turkey that students are expected to achieve
high scores are LGS (High School Entrance Exams), TYT (University Entrance Exam) and
YDS (Foreign Language Exam). So, teachers of English put their valuable efforts into
selecting appropriate methods to meet their learners’ needs and make them successful to pass
the tests. For sure, this situation has some effects on the implementation of teaching practices
in language classrooms in Turkey. As a result, teachers are confined to focus only on
comprehension and multiple-choice tests, and this eventually causes them to limit their
pedagogic knowledge somehow. Moreover, they include limited number of language skills
in their classroom practices for the sake of attaining desired success on tests in question. On
the one hand, there are Turkish students who struggle with the high pressure of exams; on
the other, it is a well-known fact that language learning is not only for passing a test but also
for communication and interaction. Richards and Schmidt (1983) discuss that “the inclusion
of sociolinguistic interests within language teaching and the recognition of the necessity to

make communicative competence the goal of the second language curriculum is a major step
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both for the theory and the practice of language teaching” (p. 62). Teachers, like learners,
are also facing this truth and are modifying the use of language methods accordingly to the
changing education system and its requirements. Even if teachers want to develop
communicatively competent learners who are able to deliver a linguistic message fluently in
an appropriate way by using right grammatical forms with a decent word selection,
pronunciation and intonation; it is hard for them to achieve this goal because of time
limitation and other environmental factors. This simply means that teachers are obviously
stuck in a limbo of following the right procedure for exams or improving learners’ use of
English by practicing or redressing a balance between two previous options. Consequently,
they are stuck between the desire to raise competent language learners and the obligation of
preparing them for high stakes exams. This limitation eventually creates a dilemma in terms
of choosing the right set of methods to make the best of an English classroom. So, the
question is about what teachers’ choices of classroom procedures are and about how they
ensure the arrangement of methodological implementations properly in Turkey’s EFL

setting.

Another dimension is relatively newly introduced concept named as post-method pedagogy.
Post method principles were introduced by Kumaravadivelu in 1994 after scholars and
educators realized that prescriptive structure of current methods were just constraints and
failed to integrate teacher self-knowledge into real classroom implementations. Current
language teaching methods were prescriptive which advised language teachers about what
was right and what was wrong in language teaching (Kalati, 2014). However, post method
deals with a descriptive approach to language teaching rather than being prescriptive.
Therefore, it reflects a flexibility to changing conditions of language contexts and paradigm
shift. According to Banegas (2014), “pedagogies are also part of our social fabric and
therefore we need to work towards developing them to meet our contexts” (p. 15). In order
for adjusting classroom applications of post method pedagogy, English teachers usually
analyse the learner profile, learning and teaching conditions, opportunities and limitations in
their teaching context. Based on the claims above, how English teachers working at state
schools in Turkey perceive this new concept is in the scope of this research. It is aimed to
see where English teachers in Turkey stand in terms of serving main principles of post

method.

In sum, this study aims to shed a light on the methodological choices of English teachers and

seeks to find out their views about the principles of post method pedagogy.
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1.2. Aim of the Study

This study was done to reveal teachers’ method choices and their opinions about post-
method pedagogy. Research questions are as follows:
1. Which teaching methods do EFL teachers in Turkey use most widely in language
classrooms?
2. Do teachers’ frequency of using various teaching methods differ according to:
a) grade they teach?
b) years of teaching experience?
3. Are there any discrepancies between the perceptions of teachers and students on the
applications of methods?

4. What are the views of EFL teachers about post method pedagogy?

1.3. Significance of the Study

Language learning and teaching conditions of every country differ significantly from one
another. Even in the same country, it is impossible to talk about a standardized language
teaching classroom. There are plenty of reasons of not being able to reach a standardized set
of teaching applications because teachers need to take into consideration as many variables
such as age, gender, level, readiness levels, socio economic situations as possible while
doing pedagogical arrangements. In the past, a bunch of teaching methods emerged one after
another, each trying to cover the previous one’s flaws completely. Some of them were
thought to fail and criticised harshly. Some were praised and are still widely used in many
teaching contexts. However, there are some vague parts in understanding the motives of
teachers in choosing appropriate teaching methods according to their own present context.
As for the EFL setting in Turkey, a few studies have been done but the scope of them
remained limited addressing only to narrow contexts like university students.
Methodological choices of English teachers working in state schools have been largely
neglected. Moreover, the studies which include schools of Ministry of National Education,
English teachers and learners are not sufficient to exhibit a satisfactory framework of
teaching English conditions in Turkey. This study will help to fill the gap in the literature
and see what the situation is in Turkey’s EFL context in terms of methodological choices of

English teachers and their post-method views.



This study aims to investigate a large scope of language teachers working at state schools
(primary, secondary and high) in Turkey in order to set a framework for their method
choices. Learners are also included in the study in an attempt to determine mismatches, if
any, between teachers’ and learners’ perspective. Data collection was done by using
questionnaires for both teachers and learners and data analysis was done quantitatively by
calculating statistical results.

1.4. Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to only Turkey setting and is conducted to determine English teachers’
methodological choices and post-method views. However, observation of actual classroom
applications and information about the types of BA programmes that English teachers
graduated are not within the scope of this study. As an instrument, a survey is used to obtain
data from only 314 English teachers and 317 students. Questionnaires do not suffice to reveal
a detailed framework of methodological issues. For a better investigation, careful

observation of the classroom and interviews with participants are needed.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Due to the need for building oral and written interactions for different purposes, people have
been looking for more effective ways to learn languages to understand each other or
comprehend written pieces of work. However, ‘to learn a language’ is a challenging and
sophisticated, yet sometimes troublesome issue for some people owing to the fact that the
nature of language itself has no steady grounds and always changing, revising and renewing
itself with regard to changing of culture. Furthermore, language learning is a dynamic
process and full of complexities, in other words, it inholds societal, political and individual
factors that can act a role either advantageously or disadvantageously. For instance, if one’s
language learning setting is an ESL context, it is highly likely for that person to be exposed
to target language outside the classroom which makes it advantageous. On the other hand,
there is limited exposure to the target language in an EFL setting and learners may have to
attain L2 content with their own struggle which makes their setting disadvantageous for

learning a foreign language.

Based on political, social and economic changes in the world, the way people approach to
language teaching has changed and is still being changing dramatically. Understanding the
theories behind language teaching methods and approaches helps us illustrate a longitudinal

development of methods in an order throughout its history.

2.2. A Short History of Methods

Throughout its history, language learning has been a prominent issue although dominant

language in the world and differed from one era to another. Regardless of what language



was recognized as Lingua Franca in different times, learning and teaching a foreign language

has always remained its importance.

The history of language teaching dates back to the 16" century when Latin gained admission
as the universal language in every domain of people’s life. It was the most largely recognized
language in that time. It was praised and used as the classical language in science, trade and
political issues. With the advent of French, Italian and English, Latin took a backseat; and
its teaching methodology was used as a model for teaching a foreign language. Procedure of
its implementation included translation of long Latin texts, memorizing grammar rules and
long lists of vocabulary. The view of language teaching adhered to learning about language
rules instead of using it in any context or situation. Therefore, communicative purposes were
ignored while emphasis was on reading and writing. There were quite strict rules and
punishment aimed to push learners to translate texts just perfectly and no mistakes were
tolerated.

Soon, it was thought that learning of Latin was more of unbearable rather than a happy
experience for learners. Furthermore, language teaching studies were confined to only Latin
for a long time. In this respect, it was time for figuring out new trends in language teaching.

2.2.1. Grammar Translation Method

The dominance of Latin lasted until the 1700s when new languages emerged in the
curriculum, but they failed to present a new picture in terms of teaching language in a more
effective way. The main problem was that classroom procedures were implemented the same
way as Latin was taught. Language teaching was far away from real life communication
concerns, contextual use of phrases and focus on the speech, yet this was the popular way of
teaching a foreign language in 18" century. So, the next century welcomed this language

teaching model as standard. It came out as Grammar Translation Method.

Grammar Translation Method was first used to teach German and was also renowned as The
Ciceronian or The Prussian Method (Richards and Rodgers, 1986). This method generally
serves to enhance understanding of literary texts by translating them into the target language,
includes a detailed analysis of grammar rules and long vocabulary lists. It also displays a
prescriptive modality towards language teaching by advocating that learners must reach a

paramount level of language mastery and language is seen as only grammar. The summary
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of its underlying principle is that “although the Grammar-Translation method was originally
a simple idea, it gradually became an exhaustive regiment aimed at understanding every

detail of every grammatical structure” (Clancy, 2004, p. 40).

2.2.2. Reform Movement

The popularity of Grammar Translation Method didn’t last so long in the past, indeed. After
the mid-18™ century, linguists and teachers started to work together in order to combine their
knowledge of specialty and set a route for language teaching practices in a professional way.
In this respect, they worked for new language teaching methods after a realization of GTM
not meeting the needs of communicative purposes. It was realized that this prescriptive, strict
and structural method of language teaching had long been loading a big burden on the
shoulders of learners. Eventually, a rejection to GTM’s coercive rules started in the years of
the 19™ century. The main cause of this was basically the increasing interaction among
Europeans that made it necessary to use language for communication. Thus, this need created
a new agenda which advocated the notion that language was for communication. Later, it
was called as the Reform Movement which gave a reboot to the field of language teaching.
Primary principles were “the primacy of speech, centrality to connected texts and absolute
priority of an oral methodology in the classroom” (Howatt, 1984, p. 171). It supported
pronunciation, listening and speaking skills as well as inductive teaching of grammar and
meaningful combinations of sentences and words. It also gave importance to four principles
that language teaching practices should cover: content, context, procedure and level
adjustment (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 7). Later, reformers suggested more detailed
explanations to language learning process. They didn’t show it as a method at first but what

they said formed a basis for future language teaching ideas.

2.2.3. Direct Method

The heavy criticisms on very bad traditional teaching techniques of Grammar Translation
Method created a huge gap in the field of language education. A different set of principles
was immediately needed to cover up what had been expected in terms of effective language

teaching. The status of English Language Teaching field in those years was as follows:



“In keeping with the mood of the time, the post-war years in English language teaching were a
constructive period in which earlier initiatives were consolidated in an atmosphere of
methodological consensus. The battles over ‘grammar’ and ‘translation’ were over, the dust had
settled, the most useful thing to do was develop a modified ‘direct method’ approach which
teachers could handle with confidence and learners could assimilate with ease” (Howatt, 1984,
p. 260).

In this respect, reformers searched for new and better ways to teach language based on the
mistakes of the past and attempted to hope for the future. One of the new methods they put
forward in the 19" century was the Direct Method.

In its simplest definition, the Direct Method draws on the basic tenets of Natural approach
which leans towards the idea that second language teaching takes place parallel to a child’s
acquiring the first language. Clancy (2004) asserts as “scholars were looking for examples
of learning languages outside the classroom and subsequently viewed the experience of
children learning their first language as the most successful example” (p. 44). Hence, they
took a close look at the natural stages of mother tongue language acquisition of children.
According to this, the theory of Direct Method draws on the fact that practice comes before
explanation of a linguistic item. Learners must be active right from the start and language
classrooms must be the places where the teacher talks less; learners do much of the talking.
Pronunciation is given importance and new vocabulary is taught using demos, mimes and
visuals. It underlines the fact that language practices start with what is already known to
teach the unknown (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 9).

Despite the fact that it was received much attention in teaching a foreign language in the
beginning of the 19" century, the fame of this method was soon over just like GTM because
of the fact that DM put too much pressure on teachers by requiring them to be native or
native-like proficient users and it was difficult and expensive to follow its procedures in the
mainstream of schools. Thus, the golden time of Direct Method left its place to new language

studies.

2.2.4. Audio- Lingual Method

The years of mid-1900s witnessed the emergence of a new method called Audio-Lingual
Method, also known as Army Method which is an oral based approach. It came into existence
in the U.S.A where language teaching gained much importance in order to keep up with the
scientific improvements in global terms (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 47). The theory

behind it was influenced by Skinner’s behaviourist perspective. It puts an emphasis on the
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memorization of dialogues, practice of the language items by conditioning (Larsen-Freeman,
2000, p. 27). During the procedure, the teacher introduces a dialogue or a sentence and
learners repeat it a few times until they become automatized. Then, they practice by changing

the structure or parts of vocabulary in the dialogue as in the example of Cook’s (2008):
“Input: What about milk?
Output: Oh yes, could I have some milk?
Input: And cola?
Output: Oh yes, could I have some cola?
Input: And you might need some mineral water.
Output: Oh yes, could I have some mineral water?” (p. 243).

The purpose of this is to create a habit formation that would make learners listen to the
model, the teacher, and repeat what is uttered. Richards and Schmidt (2002) define the basics
of ALM saying “a method of foreign or second language teaching which (a) emphasizes the
teaching of speaking and listening before reading and writing (b) uses dialogues and drills
(c) discourages use of the mother tongue in the classroom” (p. 40). By looking at this
description, one can conclude that speech, pronunciation and oral practices are paid much
attention. Oral practices include repeating sentences or dialogues, minimal pairs,
phonological structures and short grammatical forms. In addition to them, the mastery of
structural language is the main objective of this method (Richards and Rodgers, 1986).
During the procedure, reinforcement is highly used in order to make learners develop good
linguistic behaviours and help the formulation of habits easily. Mistakes are avoided as much
as possible in fear of bad habit formations. If there is any mistakes during the procedure, the
teacher corrects the mistakes at that moment to prevent bad habits from being permanent.
While the role of the teacher is to direct learners just like an orchestra leader, and the learners
serve the role of passive responders who are supposed to answer automatically to language
patterns. In sum, the teaching theory of ALM is primarily based on an analogical point of
view which claims that language learning occurs by separating language to its parts, then
practicing bits of language content with the help of drills to create right culture-specific
analogies in learners’ minds, and thirdly by making place for grammar rules indirectly, and
by not giving them before practicing. Richards and Rodgers (1986) shed a light on this point

of view as follows:
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“Analogy provides a better foundation for language learning than analysis. Analogy involves the
processes of generalization and discrimination. Explanations of rules are therefore not given until
students have practiced a pattern in a variety of contexts and they are thought to be acquired by
the perception of the analogies involved. Drills can enable learners to form correct analogies.
Hence, the approach to the teaching of grammar is essentially inductive rather than deductive”

(p- 30).

Primary techniques used in this method are chain drills, question and answer,
repetition, single and multiple slot substitution, dialogue memorization and minimal pairs
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 47). However, like its predecessors, ALM got its share from
criticisms saying that it lacked communicative aspects, thus proving it tedious and not
enjoyable. As a result, linguists and teachers wended their way to find new teaching methods

to work as an alternative to ALM.

2.2.5. The Silent Way

Searching for new methods of language teaching, attention was turned to so-called
‘innovative methods’ in later 1970s. Innovative methods raised against the idea of managing
teaching language process from the cognitive perspective. According to Celce-Murcia
(2001, p. 7), cognitive approaches to language teaching field basically lacked the ability to
take ‘affective considerations’ into account and soon their popularity faded away. In place
of this, a significant realization of the idea that “teaching should be subordinated to learning”
was highly praised (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 53). So, Caleb Gattegno (cite in Celce-
Murcia, 2001) put forward a method, called The Silent Way whereby he proposed to change
the route of learning from teacher centred to learner centred. He also indicated that learners
are supposed to progress by using their inner self in order to create new paths for learning
and to develop problem solving skills. In other words, according to Gattegno (cited in
Larsen-Freeman, 2000), they are not passive listeners anymore. Instead, they integrate

awareness, perception, imagination and intuition into their own learning process,

In a typical Silent Way classroom, the teacher remains silent, or he speaks to a minimum
rate for the sake of practicing sounds properly while learners are independent from the
teacher but cooperating with each other to solve the problem or a situation at hand. Language
is separated into smaller parts and is taught starting from what is already known. By using
colourful rods assigned to specific sounds, they build up words, phrases and utterances
learning one thing at a time. The teacher’s role is more of a technician who helps only when

necessary. Learners must feel no barriers in front of them and must take part in activities by
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utilizing all of their resources (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 64). Errors are all considered to be
a natural part of the learning process and tolerated. At the end of the lesson, learners are free
to express their feelings about the lesson. For this reason, it can be said that this method is
highly influenced from humanistic thinking perspectives. However, when looked at the
comprehensiveness of language skills, the Silent Way fails to promote more complex
grammatical forms, but succeeds in developing learners’ pronunciation, listening and
speaking. It also lacks the sensitivity of culture, that is, language items are isolated from
social context and taught artificially using charts and rods (Richards and Rodgers, 1986).
Classroom practices are so limited to structural design and vocabulary meaning that
language patterns from real life situations are never met. Consequently, Richards and
Rodgers (1986, p. 101) stated that Silent Way teachers approached the classroom procedures
in an artificial manner and ignored communicative value of the use of language. Some of the
techniques used in classroom practices are fidel charts, colourful rods, peer or self-correction
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 68).

2.2.6. Suggestopedia

Another opposition to cognitive-limited methods such as GTM, DM and ALM is visible in
the name of Suggestopedia. It gained attraction as a humanistic way of teaching language
towards the end of 1970s when Lozanov explained its principles for optimizing learning
environment and process. He based his assumptions on Suggestology which was related to
the unconscious procedures of human mind and it paid attention to psychological
considerations in learning. According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), the theory behind
Suggestopedia is best acknowledged by the idea that “attentiveness is manipulated to
optimize learning and recall” (p. 143). Lozanov believed that learning occurred in a state of
“relaxed but focused” mind (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 143). So, learners must feel not
too anxious, not too relieved but pay attention to language somewhere in between. Thus,
learning atmosphere is organized with comfortable chairs, usually in a circle or semi-circle,
with a relaxing music in the background, optimal room temperature and light, content related
posters, statues or visuals for supporting peripheral learning. These preparations are in fact
for the aim of building closer associations with the target culture and of eliminating possible

barriers before learning.
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Classroom procedures generally include four hours and three staged sessions in which the
teacher reviews the previous linguistic content, presents the new items and then practices
them through a wide range of activities to promote communicative language (Bancroft,
1972, cited in Richards and Rodgers, 1986). Firstly, the teacher shortly revises previously
learnt vocabulary and grammar items in much of a seminar or discussion atmosphere in
which learners sit in a circle or a semi-circle in the review stage. Secondly, new language
content is introduced in dialogues in the target language and the teacher reads them
rhythmically parallel to the music playing nicely in the background. For enhancing mystic
and cosiness atmosphere of the classroom, mostly baroque and classical types of music are
played (Clancy, 2004, p. 122). Translation of dialogues are provided into mother language
in order not to cause anxiety among learners, and new grammar points, vocabulary and other
related content are examined. During the presentation of the new content, activities are
divided into two concerts (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 82). The first concert contains the
activities during which the teacher reads the dialogue along with the music and adjusted tone
of voice, pitch, facial expressions and body movements in an accordance with the soft music.
This is done to get learners’ brains to work actively with both hemispheres. However, during
the second concert, learners do nothing but keep their silence and peace, (sometimes closing
their eyes) and they listen to the teacher reading the text with an ordinary voice and at a
normal speed of speech this time (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 82). Thirdly, learners are
actively engaged in reading texts by themselves in a playful manner during the primary and
secondary activation stages to practice and internalize what has been introduced (Yilmaz,
2010, p. 20). By practicing, the teacher’s aim is to promote conversational skills of the
learners through a range of dramatization, role-play and singing activities. This stage also
includes learners’ taking up new identities, new names and backgrounds about themselves
for the aim of making them feel free of any kind of barriers that would make it difficult to
learn the target language. The role of the teacher in this method is to be an authority in the
classroom. However, the term authority doesn’t mean the dominance of the teacher, it is
actually used to describe a confident teacher whom learners feel comfortable to interact with
and who is respected for (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 74). Another striking point is the
preference of error correction which the teacher handles very politely, not in a threatening
way. In addition to that, this method adopts a culture specific approach to language teaching
and uses content from everyday life. In terms of skill competencies, all four major language

areas are emphasized during procedures, and grammar is inductively learnt
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‘paraconsciously’, and vocabulary is dwelled upon well (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 83). In
short, based on the principles explained above, it wouldn’t be wrong to assert that from the
teacher to classroom design, emphasis is on creating a peaceful environment for learners by
teachers making them feel secure to practice language content free from inhibitors as much
as possible. Some of the techniques used in this method are dramatizations, the two concerts,
dialogues, peripheral learning, and choosing a new identity.

The popularity of Lozanov’s Suggestopedia received criticisms on its reliance on vocabulary
comprehension and memorization of large quantities of language data. However, it has
always been remembered the most affective and sensitive teaching method among all of the

others.

2.2.7. Community Language Learning

The method of Community Language Learning (CLL) was introduced in the years of 1970s
by Charles Curran, a Catholic priest and also a clinical psychology professor. He drew the
basic principles of CLL from his psychological knowledge “based on trust, acceptance and
respect” (Clancy, 2004, p. 106). He then combined his tenets on psychology with education

and finally was interested in

“...how interpersonal dynamics in the relationship between the student and the language expert
affected language learning, particularly those factors that decreased the student’s sense of threat,
insecurity and anxiety and furthered his sense of trust, belonging and identification with and
security in the relationship with the language expert” (Curran, 1961, in Clancy, 2004, p. 108).

Curran believes that learners bring their anxiety, fear and discomfort to the classroom. They
feel insecure at the beginning and the teacher’s job is to understand and empathise their

feelings. According to Clancy, by doing this:

“...the students know that they are not alone and that feeling threatened is a natural consequence
of beginning a language class. Feelings of security facilitate a non-threatening environment

where students and teachers can take personal risks. This is the foundation for all other elements”
(Clancy, 2004, p. 109).

Another resource behind CLL’s theory is based on the association between the teacher and
the learners. The teacher pays much attention to learners’ affective needs along with their
linguistic motivation and willingness to learn. For this reason, the teacher acts like a
counselor who is there for the learners whenever needed and who understands their fear and

struggle to learn a language. Richards and Rodgers (1986) explained this saying
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“Community Language Learning draws on the counseling metaphor to redefine the roles of

the teacher (the counselor) and learners (the clients) in the language classroom” (p. 113).

For better chances of eliminating defensiveness of the learners, Curran (1976, cited in
Clancy, 2004) mentions six elements of a language classroom. These are security, attention,
aggression, retention, reflection and discrimination (SARD) (p. 109). The first term,
Security, is closely related to fear of the learners when they come to the language classroom.
It is believed that learners are afraid of taking part in speaking a language for fear of the
possibility that there can be someone who is better than themselves and this eventually
causes much anxiety and feeling of threatening. So, it is the duty of the teacher to express
empathy by making them feel like everyone could have the same struggles and difficulties

while learning languages. Clancy elaborates on the situation indicating:

“This lets the students know that they are not alone and that feeling threatened is a natural
consequence of beginning a language class. Feelings of security facilitate a non-threatening
environment where students and teachers can take personal risks. This is the foundation for all
other elements” (Clancy, 2004, p. 109).

The next element is Attention which is one of the bases of classroom applications in this
method. Learners must attend the lesson with their whole self, engaging multiple activities
at the same time (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 99). The other ‘A’ letter in the abbreviation
(SARD) stands for ‘Agression’. Learners are inclined to prove their new skills after they
learn them by actively engaging in various tasks or sharing them with the teacher or
classmates. This desire must be encouraged since it may actually boost their self-esteem and
confidence. The fourth term ‘Reflection’ is used to describe a short silent time for learners
to think about their own language experiences during the lesson and to try to make
meaningful associations with their own life. ‘Retention’ is defined as the process of having
internalized what they have been taught and integrating the new content within their whole
self (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). The last of the elements is called ‘Discrimination” which

means the ability to distinguish linguistic forms, vocabulary and speech sounds.

In CLL, the procedure takes place just like a psychological counseling session during which
learners sit in circle. However, the teacher sometimes stands outside the circle in order not
to make learners feel threatened. The content of the lesson is not like the one in
Suggestopedia. There is no pre-set syllabus or materials in this method. Instead, learners
decide on the language content to be covered for the day, at the very moment. The lesson
starts by having learners deliver a message, whatever they want to say, and the teacher

translates these messages into the target language. Then, all this message delivering ritual is
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recorded from the beginning of the lesson, transcribed and listened to for a few times. While
recording, the interaction between learner to learner and learner to teacher are signs of
growing an intimacy in the community (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 116). In other words,
learners feel secure to be a part of a community who share the same learning environment,
goals, experiences and problems towards learning a language. After the recording, a text of
their talk is composed. Then, grammar points are practiced, vocabulary equivalents are found
in native language, pronunciation exercises are done. At the end, produced language material
is used to generate more content in the target language. During the whole lesson, learners
are welcomed to express their feelings and are free to give feedback about the lesson for the
sake of reinforcing empathy from the teacher to the learners (Larsen-Freeman, 2000).

According to Richards and Rodgers (1986), when looked at the whole session of classroom
applications, the role of the learners are examined in five stages of dependency to the teacher.
At the first stage, learners start lessons completely dependent to the teacher like a baby. They
‘overhear’ the language without any language background. As they continued to study, they
reach the second stage where they generate some independency from the teacher by
constructing some knowledge gradually and develop necessary skills and competencies in
the language. At the third stage, the learners can communicate in the target language without
direct support from the teacher (Clancy, 2004). This is the stage where individuals exist
separately by themselves as real language users (Richards and Rodgers, 1986). The fourth
stage is called reversal stage where the roles of the teacher and the learners change. At this
stage, learners are able to handle linguistic situations very well at advanced level. It is now
the teacher who needs psychological support in case of providing irrelevant or unnecessary
linguistic support to the learners. Curran clarifies as “the knower [teacher] at this point is in
need of being helped in his anxiety that he may be only causing pain and insult if he corrects
the students” (Curran, 1972, cited in Clancy, 2004, p. 134). Stage five is the last reaching
point of becoming an independent learner. When learners are at this point, they are
considered to be ready to counsel their peers. Linguistic help of the teacher is more of like

fine tuning. During the procedure, language is used for communicative purposes.

All in all, this method aims at creating independent language users who are confident and
ready to collaborate with peers and any other interlocutors. To do that, they focus at all four
skills, especially speaking. In case of errors, the teacher uses recasting without dwelling on

them too much not to cause psychological devastation. Some of the techniques used in CLL
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are human computer, student tape recordings, transcriptions, group work and reflection
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 103).

2.2.8. Total Physical Response

The early years of Total Physical Response (TPR) corresponded to the years when
Community Language Learning was flourishing. This was mostly because it was the era of

learner centred approaches which put a high value on learners’ needs, problems and desires.

Although CLL, Suggestopedia and TPR differ slightly in terms of classroom applications,
the theories behind them are supporting the same claims that learners do better in language
learning if stress free environment is provided, if they do various engaging activities and if
their feelings and feedback are regarded. Supporting these arguments, James Asher, both a
linguist and a psychologist, was interested in involving human body into learning process
and was regarded as the father of Total Physical Response, one of the trendy ways to teach
a language in the 1960s. In his method, he thought that the learning process was considered
to have merely a cognitive basis by that time, however, language was better learned when
learners’ motor skills were activated and associated with relevant language content (Clancy,
2004, p. 93). He supported his ideas by relying on the doctrines of Piaget who divided
childhood into developmental stages which are sensorimotor (0-2), preoperational (2-7),
concrete operations (7-11) and formal operations (11-15). Based on this, Asher claimed that
children couldn’t develop a good comprehension of abstract concepts until the age of 11, yet
they acquired their native language through physical contact with the environment. Children
learn by touching, playing with things or listening to a great amount of conversations around.
During this time, they make sense of their native language, hence, Asher thought that the
same way could be used in classrooms in order to develop good language skills. His
methodological preferences are mostly based on understanding the acquisition of L1 in
children. According to Asher (1969, cited in Clancy, 2004):

“Humans learn an L2 in much the same way Piaget described how children learn their LI: This
approach has some similarity to how children seem to leam their first language. For example,
young children in America acquire a high level of listening fluency for English before they make
English utterances. This listening fluency can be demonstrated by observing the complexity of
commands which the young child can obey before he learns to speak; and even as speaking
develops, listening comprehension is always further advanced” (p. 94).

Another contribution to Asher’s proclamation about advantages of TPR belongs to Er (2013)

who confirms that using TPR procedures in the classroom addresses to different learner
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styles such as visual, kinaesthetic and auditory. She also points out that there is no text
requirements that even ordinary objects in the classroom can be included in the content.
Moreover, learners think that it is fun and they enjoy themselves while learning and free
from anxiety. Lastly, brain’s lateralization process is supported by physical activities take
place in the right brain while language learning occurs in the left part of the brain (Er, 2013).

Basic principles of TPR depend on building strong relationships between language content
and human body activities. By doing this, there is a high chance of remembering targeted
language concepts and structures. According to Richards and Rodgers (1986) “the stronger
the memory association will be and the more likely it will be recalled” (p. 87). This link from
language to human body can be inserted through various commands, careful observation and
listening comprehension and TPR offers a great variety of chances to integrate human body

and cognitive abilities in language classrooms.

First of all, in classroom procedure of TPR, listening is thought to come before speaking.
Learners must listen to language a lot of times before any spoken production emerges. Based
on this, the teacher typically starts the lesson by introducing some realia or objects and have
the students repeat after him/her. If not, introduction can also be made by modelling simple
commands or by reviewing previously learnt language. After that, he/she uses different
combinations of related materials to practice more in target language. By this way, the
learners are asked to generate novel responses and reactions to unknown verbal stimuli
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 112). Commands include short imperatives in the target language
and related vocabulary can be presented through charts, visuals, drawings and objects. The
teacher, in the first place, shows the command just like a model and wants the learners to
imitate. They do this a few times and then, it is learners’ time to practice until they are able
to do it without hesitation and without teacher modelling. Larsen- Freeman (2000)
summarizes the presentation of target content by saying that “at first, to clarify meaning, the
teacher performs the actions with the students. Later the teacher directs the students alone.

The students' actions tell the teacher whether or not the students understand” (p. 116).

As TPR uses verbal stimuli for learners to respond, whole lesson progresses as the teacher
directing the class like a commander and the learners doing what he/she is telling or doing.
At later stages, the teacher uses more complex vocabulary and grammar items as learners
become more advanced (Clancy, 2004, p. 144). When learners are ready to speak after

sufficient instruction, the teacher allows them to interact in the target language but controls
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the conversation. It wouldn’t be wrong to say that the learners are confined to teacher’s
commands and directions. Therefore, one can conclude that the teacher’s role is to give
linguistic orders as a director or a commander while the role of the learners is to imitate and
repeat his/her actions as listeners (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p. 113). Though the dominance of
the teacher is always felt in the classroom, the activities they do must be fun and enjoyable
because creating a stress-free learning environment for learners is one of the most significant
basics of TPR. As a result, using body movements and gestures is believed to release anxiety

and cause a better environment for learning to take place.

Language content as well as vocabulary selection is generally related to target culture and
from real life. However, in terms of language areas TPR focuses on listening comprehension
and grammar structures a lot more than other language areas. This proves TPR to have a
structural syllabus focusing mainly on lexis inlayed commands (Larsen-Freeman, 2000). The
reaction of the teachers to the errors are highly tolerant and only major errors matter at first.

When learners become more advanced, the teacher can focus on minor ones.

In sum, the method of Total Physical Response has a significant point of view in teaching a
foreign language with promoting cognitive abilities with actions through a wide range of
imperatives that are structured from simple to more complex. It can be quite useful and
enjoyable with children who like engaging with activities directly and physically. However,
TPR received criticisms in many ways in terms of its classroom applications. One of the
main disadvantages is that it is mostly suitable for beginner level of learners making it harder
to expect language production. Adult learners may not adapt themselves as quickly and well
as children. Furthermore, it fails to provide learners with advanced level of complex
grammar structures and vocabulary that are hard to express through actions or visuals. Other
disadvantages can be counted as not focusing on developing all four language areas, giving

the teacher full control in the classroom.

Finally, some of the techniques used in classroom are role exchange, performing commands

and actions and action sequence.

2.2.9. Communicative Language Teaching

The emergence of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) leans on the change in the

perception of a language’s purpose. With regard to this, CLT is built up on the idea that
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language is for communication. Until 1970s, Situational Language Teaching was the
tradition of language teaching for the British. It was used to teach a foreign language’s basic
structure through various meaningful situation based activities (Richards and Rodgers,
1984). However, its popularity was questioned when novel ideas of teaching language for

communication emerged. According to Howatt (1984):

“By the end of the sixties it was clear that the situational approach had run its course. There was
no future in continuing to pursue the chimera of predicting language on the basis of situational
events. What was required was a closer study of the language itself and a return to the traditional
concept that utterances carried meaning in themselves and expressed the meanings and intentions
of the speakers and writers who created them” (p. 280).

Since conventional theories only had their focus on limited language areas, they neglected
the importance of using language for communicative purposes. As a result of this, language
learners didn’t develop competencies of coming up with new utterances and standard
classroom applications didn’t support neither oral nor written individual language
production of learners. Along the same line, they were falling apart due to their unsuccessful
trials of teaching language by memorization, limited use of functions and depending merely

on structural syllabi.

The main problem for some was that learners knew how rules worked in a language system
but they failed to use it in real life in a proper and fluent way (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p.
121). In the light of this, radical changes in the years of 1970s in language teaching led the
way to the surpassing idea that language is mainly used to communicate. Linguists and
educators turned their way to create the language learning environment that would foster
meaningful communication, monitor learners’ needs, serve different language functions and

take contextual clues into consideration.

CLT didn’t pop out as a brand new method. In fact, it is more of an approach which doesn’t
have precise activities yet draws a shady picture of classroom procedures far from
downrightness (Dagkiran, 2015). The theory of CLT is mainly influenced by bringing real
life communication and situations into the classroom. Due to this, the teacher makes use of
authentic materials (real posters, brochures, magazines, newspapers, media and etc.) in order
to assimilate classroom activities to the conditions of language outside. In addition to
examining segmental components like phonology, suprasegmental elements such as
intonation, stress, pitch, tone of voice are aimed to be taught. This is because real life
dialogues require not only linguistic competence but also discourse, socio-linguistic and
strategic competencies. Canale and Swain (1980) explain the most crucial dimension in CLT

20



by stating that “there appears to be some reason to emphasize getting one’s meaning across
(or communicating) over explicit concerns about appropriateness at the early stages of
second language study” (p. 15). In light of this, what CLT offers is to create learners who
can communicate both accurately and fluently, who know how to say things in different
contexts and who can adjust their speech and word selection according to the interlocutors
whomever they are having interactions. During meaningful classroom activities, the use of
mother tongue is allowed to explain meaning, form and functions of related content. Besides,
a student-centred learning atmosphere in which learners’ opinions are valued and pair or
group work is promoted. One of the most salient features of a CLT classroom is the
interaction among learners during which they negotiate meaningful utterances. According to
Finocchiro and Brumfit (1983, cited in Dagkiran, 2015):

“Some specific characteristics of the Communicative Approach can be listed as: a) effective
communication is sought, b) meaning is paramount, c) dialogues, if used, center around
communicative functions and are not normally memorized, d) language learning is learning to
communicate, and e) communicative competence is the desired goal” (p. 15).

Therole of a CLT teacher can be defined as a facilitator who assesses learners to comprehend
the dynamics of the target language. Breen and Candlin (cited in Richard and Rodgers,
1984,) assert that “the teacher has two main roles: the first role is to facilitate the
communication process between all participants in the classroom, and between these
participants and the various activities and texts” (p. 77). A Facilitating teacher is also the one
who monitors learners’ progress during the activities. Another role of a CLT teacher is to be
an advisor providing sufficient answers to learners’ questions during the activities, taking
notes of errors to have a look at later (Larsen-freeman, 2000, p. 132). S/he sometimes
engages in interactions by taking the role of an interlocutor. On the other hand, the role of
the learners is acting like communicators by fitting their linguistic repertoire for different
functions to use in various contexts such as making reservation, talking on the phone,
inviting and etc. Savignon (1991) merely summarizes the role of a CLT learner by claiming
“today, listeners and readers are no longer regarded as passive. They are seen as active
participants in negotiation of meaning” (Savignon, 1991, p. 261).

In language classrooms where CLT procedure is applied, learners work on all language areas
but speaking receives more significance since its mastery is vital to have new
communications. Grammar is taught inductively, and no rules are given directly. Instead,
conscious raising activities or concept checking questions are addressed to learners for
discovery of meaning. Writing skill is also seen as an interaction between the writer and
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reader. Apart from linguistic forms in the target language, their meaning and function are of
great importance.

The feasibility of CLT has been questioned by some scholars claiming that there are endless
speech contexts and communities, thus, it is not possible to include all of them in classroom
setting. Moreover, CLT doesn’t appeal to societies which learn English mainly for attaining
proficiency in grammar, reading comprehension and vocabulary. The others have advocated
that it is unnecessary to include culture and authentic materials due to the fact that it might
lead to a feeling of ‘culturally bound’ (Clancy, 2004, p. 184). In spite of getting so many
reactions about its theory and classroom applications, CLT is still widely used globally to

teach foreign languages.

Main techniques used in CLT are authentic materials, role play activities, playing games,

scrambled sentences, focus on form, consciousness raising and information gap activities.

2.2.10. Content Based Language Learning

Later years of the 20" century witnessed studies of combining language teaching and other
disciplinary subjects. Academic information from these subjects was to be attained by means
of foreign language. Thus, it was believed that both language proficiency and subject
mastery are reached. This integration of a discipline area with related chosen language
procedures is simply called Content Based Language Instruction (CBLI). The main goal of
CBLI is to provide learners with necessary language components in order to have them learn
a specific group of information on some content. Larsen- Freeman (2000) summarizes the

primary focus of CBLI as follows:

“The special contribution of content-based instruction is that it integrates the learning of
language with the learning of some other content, often academic subject matter. It has been
observed that academic subjects provide natural content for language instruction. Such
observations motivated the 'language across the curriculum' movement for native English
speakers in England, which was launched in the 1970s” (p. 137).

When looking at its history, the types of CBLI are actually quite a few and they are
determined according to the learning goal, age and educational purposes. The most striking
ones are Language across the Curriculum, Immersion Education and Language for Specific

Purposes.

The first one is related to design school curricula by adding the target language to all

interdisciplinary subjects like Maths, Geography and Physics. By this way, it is aimed to
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learn a language for the sake of reaching relevant curriculum content. In fact, doing this
requires skilful teachers who both know the target language and academic content very well.

The second type of CBLI is generated from the idea of teaching kindergarten kids the target
language along with their regular curriculum (Clancy, 2004, p. 190). Previous studies have
shown that kids react positively to this kind of kindergarten sessions providing them acquire

a foreign or second language from early years.

The last term Language for Specific Purposes is about adult language learners who want to
complete a higher education degree, graduate from university or get a job for their future

career.

According to Larsen- Freeman (2000, p. 141), CBLI procedures can be implemented in two
ways. The first one is Adjunct Model which learners involve in an academic subject and also
they take separate language classes in accordance with the content. The second one is
sheltered instruction which is mostly advantageous for non-native speakers. The teacher
adjusts necessary materials and implementation according to the language needs of the
learners. Markos and Himmel (2016) define the term as “the goal is for students to acquire
the English proficiency and content area knowledge needed to transition successfully to

mainstream instruction” (p. 2).

The theory behind CBLI mainly focuses on reaching a mastery of both language and subject
matter at the same time. Academic content determines what type of classroom activities will
be exploited (Clancy, 2004). Also, it is believed that learners are motivated to learn a
language when it is purposeful for them.

Due to the fact that CBLI requires skilful teachers who are fluent in language and
knowledgeable in content, it is hard and expensive for state schools. Moreover, Clancy
(2004) states that “content area teachers would be required to allocate significant additional
time acquiring training in language teaching. The additional time and financial resources are

required to effectively implement CBLI in public schools” (p. 198).

2.2.11. Task-Based Language Instruction

While CBLI’s pedagogic focus was to teach an academic subject by using the target language
as a medium, Task Based Instruction (TBLI), developed by Prabhu in the 1980s draws on
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completing a wide range of meaningful tasks through use of target language. Richards and
Schmidt (2002) define it as “a teaching approach based on the use of communicative and
interactive tasks as the central units for the planning and delivery of instruction” (p. 540). In
order to understand what happens in a TBLI classroom, it would be good to define what a
task is. In TBLI, first of all, tasks have meaningful purposes and they carry communicative
activities to be completed by language learners. Dagkiran (2015) indicates that “TBLI aims
to provide an atmosphere where learners work on a task and find opportunities for
interaction” (p. 16). Hence, the tasks are primarily used for engaging learners into
conversation based activities to develop their oral competencies. Prabhu (1987) describes
three types of tasks in his book named as ‘Second Language Pedagogy’. The first kind of
tasks is named “information gap” activities in which learners share some information and
they are supposed to exchange information by addressing related questions to reach the
whole. The second one, called “reasoning gap activities” require deducing and making
conclusions from a given prompt to solve a problem or to reach a solution. Learners are
supposed make use of given information in order to construct a meaningful link between
them by cognitive reasoning. Finally, “opinion gap activities” are the ones during which
learners take parts in discussion and debates, express their personal ideas, produce
argumentative utterances on a specific topic and so on (p. 47). The content of the tasks is
chosen from real life situations such as making a party organization, a shopping list and etc.
Learners use their linguistic knowledge to reach the goal and by doing whatever it takes to
complete the given task. The teacher’s role is considered to be a task designer according to
learners’ need. Before the classes, a needs analysis is done and tasks are sequenced and
linguistic components are decided by the teacher (Clancy, 2004, p. 204). Needs analysis
plays a crucial role in syllabus design in TBLI as tasks are not selected randomly. They must
be adapted, sequenced and reviewed quite well to fit what the learners need to practice.

According to Long and Crookes’s (1991):

“It is impossible for anyone to verify the appropriacy of particular pedagogic tasks for a given
group of learners without objective evaluation criteria, one of which must surely be relevance to
learner needs” (p. 13).

Carefully designed and ordered tasks lead learners to pay attention to newly introduced
structures and related vocabulary. Therefore, grammar instruction is done inductively. The
difficulty of the tasks is adjusted to learners’ proficiency level. Yilmaz (2010) states that
they must be slightly above their level and they must be sequenced “from simple to complex™
(p. 34).
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The interaction is one of the main principles of TBLI and takes place either one-way or two-
ways. One way interaction is actually not much of a technique that requires an interlocutor.
However, two way interaction occurs among learners by cooperating, question-answering
and exchanging information with the aim of solving a puzzle or a problem. What is important
in TBLI is the nature of interactions in the process of acquiring language mastery. In this
sense, it can be considered as a process oriented approach rather than focusing on the

product.

Although TBLI supports the development of conversational and problem solving skills of
the learners, it has been criticised by some rejecting its implementation. For example,

Sanchez (2004) identifies an opposition view to TBLI’s procedure as follows:

“The difference between real world tasks and pedagogical tasks is at the very centre of the
problem. The classroom environment cannot be equated to the real world environment, or at least
not fully equated to it” (p. 65).

TBLI has also faced more reactions advocating the problematic condition in which learners
don’t pay sufficient attention to language just because they are too busy with given tasks,

thus, language learning may somehow neglected or remain in the background.

2.2.12. The Lexical Approach

Rather than being a method, The Lexical Approach ingenerated as an ‘approach’ which
presents a comprehensive theoretical framework about basic principles of a defined way of
learning a language. The term was coined by Michael Lewis in the 1990s. The theory behind
The Lexical Approach derives from Lewis’ (1993) idea that “language consists of
grammaticalised lexis, not lexicalised grammar” (p. 89). It examines language learning
process from a communicative perspective, undermining the traditional ways. Lewis
advocates that language has been taught in a wrong way which grammar is seen as primary
focus. However, lexical items are superior to grammar structures in a language and teaching
must be done according to fixed expressions and chunks (Lewis, 1993). In other words,
grammar structures are acquired through realization of the patterns in lexical items and thus,
direct teaching of grammar structures is avoided. According to Moudraia (2001), “Lexical
approach advocates argue that language consists of meaningful chunks that, when combined,
produce continuous coherent text, and only a minority of spoken sentences are entirely novel

creations” (p. 1). Based on this, language teaching procedures must be set in an accordance
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with prefabricated lexical items and be practiced in language classrooms. For this reason,
multi words, chunks, collocations and fixed expressions that are used in real life interactions
are integrated in the syllabus in a meaningful way. For instance, phrases like ‘I’ll get it.’,
‘I’1l be back.’, ‘It’ll be OK’ are used to teach Simple Future Tense and texts are seen as
resources of interesting content and lexis (Lewis, 1993). In fact, Lewis (1997b, cited in
Moudraia, 2001) mentions four types of lexical items:

“words (e.g., book, pen), polywords (e.g., by the way, upside down), collocations, or word
partnerships (e.g., community service, absolutely convinced), institutionalized utterances (e.g.,
I’ll get it; We’ll see; That’ll do; If I were you . . .), sentence frames and heads (e.g., That is not
as . . . as you think; The fact/suggestion/problem/danger was ...) and even text frames (e.g., In
this paper we explore . . .; Firstly . . .; Secondly . . .; Finally . . .)” (p. 1).

In spite of the fact that The Lexical Approach definitely attracted much attention, it was not
left without reactions. It was criticized that there wasn’t sufficient detailed prescription of
how to implement the principles of Lexical Approach. Hence, it would be called no more
than an approach and didn’t have the specifications of a language teaching method. Apart
from that, Harmer (2001) argues that embedding chunks and lexical phrases into language

learning may hinder the acquisition of whole language system.

2.2.13. Natural Approach

Natural Approach appeared in 1977 as a combination of studies of Tracy Terrell who was a
Spanish teacher and Stephen Krashen who worked as an applied linguist at the University of
Southern California. In theoretical sense, Terrel and Krashen opposed the traditional
language system of old methods and proposed an approach which seeks to serve mainly
communicative purposes (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p. 128)). Natural approach relies on
the fact that messages are delivered and understood as a part of an unconscious process.
Unlike cognitive-based methods which suggest language items be taught in a direct manner
through explaining rules and vocabulary, the Natural Approach claims that acquisition
activities take place in a language classroom to foster comprehension and promote
communication in the target language. To explain more, five theoretical principles must be

investigated thoroughly:
Acquisition vs. Learning

The hypothesis of ‘Acquisition and Learning’ is related to the distinction of two ways of
attaining information. The former takes place unconsciously, and it is the natural way of
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reaching mastery of target language. Learners study the language through meaningful and
communicative based activities. It also resembles to a kid’s developing his native language
naturally. On the contrary, the latter is a formal process during which learners are guided by
the rules and explanations of language items explicitly, and errors are corrected for the sake
of accuracy. According to Terrell (1982), learning is “the conscious cognitive-based study

of grammar for internalizing knowledge about language” (p. 122).
Monitoring

The hypothesis of ‘Monitoring’ is about learner’s act of self-checking his or her utterances
while communicating. It should be noted that only formal learning results in monitoring
because accuracy is desired as a result of checking the correctness of what is said. Terrell
(1982) explains that as:

“Krashen provides a strong evidence that learned, rather than acquired, rules are of limited use
to the student; for some, they serve as a ‘monitor’, i.e., primarily an ‘editor’ to make minor
changes or corrections in utterances which for the most part are initiated by acquired knowledge”
(p. 122).

Based on what Krashen proposed, utterances are first generated by acquired language

knowledge and then monitoring helps this knowledge get revised and corrected.
Natural Order

Natural Order Hypothesis claims that there is an order while grasping language structures.
This can be explained by stating that some of the grammatical structures are apprehended
earlier than the others, and also the order can be foreseen to some extent. This is because
learners’ errors mostly appear in the same way regardless of their native language. Richards
and Rodgers (1986) underlines the importance of error making by stating that “errors are
signs of naturalistic developmental processes, and during acquisition (but not during
learning), similar developmental errors occur in learners no matter what their mother tongue
is” (p. 132).

Input

The hypothesis of ‘Input’ (also called as I+1) presents a strong relationship between the next
information that learners are supposed to comprehend and what the already have. The main
idea behind this hypothesis relies a suggestion that new content must be neither too easy nor
too hard for language learners, it must be slightly more difficult than what they already know.
As Krashen (1982) explains:
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“As Hatch (1978a) has pointed out, our assumption has been that we first learn structures, then
practice using them in communication, and this is how fluency develops. The input hypothesis
says the opposite. It says we acquire by "going for meaning" first, and as a result, we acquire
structure” (p. 21).

Affective Filter

Krashen describes the term ‘Affective Filter’ as an imaginary psychological barrier that
impedes language learners to receive input when it is high and that lets comprehensible input
in as much as possible without no blockings when it is low (Richards and Rodgers, 1986, p.
133). This filter is mainly related to the state of learners’ mind that it rises as they feel
uncomfortable, unrelaxed, and anxious. On the contrary, it lowers as they are in a mood of
open minded, motivated and self-confident. Therefore, the factors such as classroom
atmosphere and environment, the attitude of the teacher and the feelings of the learners must
be taken into consideration for the acquisition to take place. According to Krashen (1982),
“the input hypothesis and the concept of the Affective Filter define the language teacher in
a new way. The effective language teacher is someone who can provide input and help make

it comprehensible in a low anxiety situation” (p. 32).

2.2.14. Eclectic Method

In history, many language teaching methods gained a notable respect at first, yet they
confronted certain objections against their practicality and even the theory at background.
That’s why language teaching methodology has faced a self-repeating history which
educators welcomed a new trending method in nearly each decade. This situation caused
educators to go towards a new desire to search for the optimal language teaching method
that would solve all problems and would stand against every objection. So, the years of 1990s
witnessed an important debate of choosing the one and only method that would surpass all
former methods and their imperfections. However, some scholars noted that a perfect
language teaching was just impossible. They claimed that learner profiles, teachers, learning
objectives, even learners’ native languages differ remarkably all around the globe. Like
Prabhu (1990) stated “recent and current work in the field seems to be adding new factors
and categories to the inventory, in the form of varied learning styles, communication
strategies, personality factors, and psychological processes” (p. 163), the context of each
learning situation is idiosyncratic and is considered as the key to choose the optimal way to

teach a language. It also offers an advantageous process for different learners who have
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different contexts to benefit from and perks of different language teaching methods.
Boundedness of two main factors as context and method is claimed to be the primary concern
in eclecticism (Prabhu, 1990).

Eclectic Method has emerged as a solution to the tendency to singularity in using methods.
It dignifies a more comprehensive approach that is all-embracing and lets teachers take a
walk from one method to another. Gao (2011) describes the eclectic approach as “not a
concrete, single method, but a method, which combines listening, speaking, reading, and

writing and includes some practice in the classroom” (p. 363).

Eclectic view is related to a logical selection from different methods with regard to learning
needs and situations. According to Larsen-Freeman (2004) “when teachers who subscribe to
the pluralistic view of methods pick and choose from among methods to create their own
blend, their practice is said to be eclectic” (p. 183). The selection is not done randomly.
However, there is a logic behind the practice of Eclectic Method that teachers don’t mix up
classroom practices by chance. Instead, they include all the factors that affect learning and
combine what is useful for achieving desired language mastery. If the aim of language
learning is to get a high score from high stake exams which mainly focus on accuracy,
vocabulary and grammar, teachers may lean to practice the principles of structural and
traditional teaching methods like Grammar Translation Method. In support of logical
selection among methods, Mwanza (2016) states that “eclecticism does not imply ‘anything
goes’ in its application. Rather, it is based on a judicious selection of methods based on the
topic, learning needs, characteristics of the learners and integrates the selected methods and

activities in a way that promotes learning” (p. 65).

2.3. Towards Post-method Pedagogy

The hard work of researchers to reach a complete answer with the aim of finding the most
appropriate language teaching method has actually resulted in disapprobation. Regarding the
specific conditions of learning and teaching parameters, a standard set of language teaching
procedure seems to be a hoax. Brown’s proclamations (2002) confirm the idea of not

complying with the prescribed nature of methods saying:

“In the century spanning the mid-1880s to the mid-1980s, the language teaching profession was
involved in what many pedagogical experts would call a search. That search was for a single,
ideal method, generalizable across widely varying audiences that would successfully teach
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students a foreign language in the classroom. Historical accounts of the profession tend,
therefore, to describe a succession of methods, each of which is more or less discarded in due
course as a new method takes its place” (p. 9).

After all this struggle to find a new and yet solo method, Kumaravadivelu (2001) puts a step
forward mentioning the dissatisfaction in the concept of method and he talks about building
a more comprehensive pedagogical stance enabling teachers to construct their own teaching
practice which is named post-method pedagogy. This term concerns a lot of factors that are
context sensitive and its principles derive from previous language experiences, even political
status of a learning setting. In other words, teaching and learning process is surrounded by
experiences that can be tagged as living data obtained from learners, teachers and teaching
environments with its all variables. Kumaravadivelu (1994), in one of his articles, defines
the basis of the post method as “...potentially refigure the relationship between theorizers
teachers by empowering teachers with knowledge, skill, and autonomy. So empowered,
teachers could devise for themselves a systematic, coherent, and relevant alternative to
method, one informed principled pragmatism” (p. 27).

Post method condition basically puts teachers’ endeavour at the core of teaching and learning
process. According to this, teachers are no longer required to implement prescribed rules of
pre-determined methods. Instead, they are somehow free to create their own implementation
procedures based on the conditions they teach in. Here, it would be wrong to say that post
method pedagogy inclines to deny previous theories and works done so far and is free from
all methods. Bell (2003) stated that “post method need not imply the end of methods but
rather an understanding of the limitations of the notion of method and a desire to transcend
those limitations” (p. 334). Rather, it enables teachers to rebuild a reference on the grounds
of present methods and theories. In order to do that, Kumaravadivelu (1994) talks about ten
macro strategies in designing context specific classroom techniques for teachers who want

to theorize from practice or adjust theories into local practice.

To make post method clearer, Kumaravadivelu (2001) investigates post-method pedagogy
in three parameters. These are particularity, practicality and possibility (p. 538). The idea
behind particularity depends on the fact that language pedagogy is unique to one particular
group. This means that there can be no single method fitting all conditions while teaching a
language. It is true to say that pedagogical procedures cannot be thought separate from
learners’ context. Hence, classroom applications must be adjusted taking context specific

components into consideration. That is why, it is important to conceive sociocultural,
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political and linguistic context while making pedagogical decisions. To serve particularity,
a teacher must see learning environment as a whole without ignoring situational, contextual
clues along with local linguistic facts and then make the best out of his/her set of knowledge.
Otherwise, procedures in a language classroom will be useless and in vain with no concern
of serving the right purpose. Kumaravadivelu (2001) states “all pedagogy, like all politics,

is local. To ignore local exigencies is to ignore lived experiences” (p. 539).

Apart from the specialness of methodological practices, the relationship between theory and
practice plays an important role in order to understand the concept of post-method pedagogy
in a deeper sense. On the one hand, there are pre-set rules of methods from theorists of past,
on the other hand, there are teachers who make use of a combination of their own
experiences. The dichotomy of theory and practice has been widely argued by many
researchers and teachers which Kumaravadivelu (2001) put forward his second parameter
called practicality. He asserts that theories are out of use without feeding from real classroom
experiences. In this sense, theory and practice collaboration presents a more practical way
for teachers from the early years of their careers. In time, they create their own pedagogical
stance, generate new ideas of what is good to go and what is not. What is important here is
the fact that training autonomous teachers who know planning, organizing and selecting the
best out of their pedagogic knowledge. In sum, post method teachers filter theories through

contextual variables and construct their own reflective teaching agenda.

The last parameter of post method pedagogy is called possibility which has a close
relationship with particularity. However, possibility seeks to emphasize an individualistic
approach to language teaching pedagogy. Learners come to the class bringing their social,
ethnical and previous linguistic experiences. When the situation is like this, a post method
teacher must consider these variables and adapt resources according to learners’ need of
identity formation. According to Kumaravadivelu (2001, p. 542) pedagogy of possibility
works as a ‘catalyst’ for constructing a self-identity and social-identity. In other words, not
only linguistic concerns but also culture and individual specific variables should be

combined with one another in a language classroom.

All'in all, it is obvious to see that the idea of post method does not call for an approach or a
specified technique, instead, it has emerged as a system of philosophy which approves a

softer, more flexible and adjustable way of teaching with regard to three parameters and
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macro strategies. Can (2009) summarizes the condition of post method and what it seeks to

serve by saying:

“Educators should make use of their experiences and knowledge and share them; thereby,
becoming a researcher as well as a practitioner in order to move beyond idealism to realism. In
doing so, they should be able to justify how they construct their own methods by referring to the
macro-strategic and three-dimensional frameworks as general and flexible guidelines” (p. 10).

2.4. Previous Studies Regarding the Choice of Methods

Regarding the applications of language teaching methods, similar studies were conducted in
different years and parts of the world. One of them belongs to Al-Kamookh (1981). He
carried out a research for the purpose of determining the choice of language teaching
methods in Saudi Arabia. 144 teachers from intermediate and secondary schools took part
in the study and the data were obtained through a questionnaire. Results indicated that GTM
was the least preferred method while English teachers in Saudi Arabia preferred to apply the
principles of ALM most. However, teachers thought that reaching grammar mastery in
language was highly needed in order to communicate well in the target language which
proved a contradiction to their method choices (Al-Kamookh, 1981). In addition, the
findings of the study showed that teachers in Saudi Arabia were aware of the importance of
teaching four skills and integrating culture factor into their classroom practices in order to
teach English effectively. Although the study of Ali Abdulrahman Al-Kamookh belongs to
the years of 1980s, its findings hint a very successful portrait of the method tendency among
teachers in the past. It is important to note that Ali Abdulrahman Al-Kamookh’s study will
bear a torch to this study’s findings in terms of a comparison of method choice between past

and now.

When it comes to methodological decisions, it is important to note that the studies done on
the field are highly likely to show us different results due to changing conditions and
language settings in different continents, countries and contexts. The second study is a
typical example of the idea that different specifications in EFL and ESL settings enlighten
the way to decide on methods and it belongs to Casey (1991). In his study, he wanted to find
out what type of methods were used in American Intensive English Programs for adults. He
collected data via questionnaire from two institutions that are the Consortium of University
and College Intensive English Programs (UCIEP) and the American Association of Intensive
English Programs (AAIEP). Findings showed that English teachers benefited from 6-7
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different teaching methods, Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) being the most
widely used. One of the striking findings of the study was that teachers used Content Based
Language Teaching with advanced level of adult learners. However, there was no

relationship found between class size and the methods (Casey, 1991).

Thirdly, one of the studies done with the aim of shedding light on the method choice belongs
to Liu (2004). In his study, he conducted a survey to 800 international English language
teachers from TESOLers in order to find out if teachers were still using methods in 21
century. He gathered data about teachers’ levels of familiarity of methods, their preferences
and actual use of teaching methods with different proficiency levels and different language
areas. He found out that CLT (Communicative Language Teaching) became the most
familiar to the teachers with a percentage of 84% and was followed by EM (Eclectic Method)
with a percentage of %74 among ten language teaching methods. On the other hand, SW
(Silent Way) and Suggestopedia was the least acquainted methods with 25% and 18%
respectively. One of the findings of the study was about the relationship between the use of
methods and proficiency levels of the learners and results showed that CLT and EM ranked
top of the list with 70% and 68% respectively at lower levels, 81% and 75% respectively at
intermediate levels and lastly 72% and 69% at advanced levels respectively. Another point
was that TPR (Total Physical Response) was widely chosen with lower level of learners.
Based on these results, Liu (2004) suggested that methods were more interwoven at
advanced levels than lower levels, meanwhile teachers were inclined to use specific methods
with low level of learners. The result of the study also revealed that both CLT and EM were
frequently used for teaching all four skills. While AL, TPR and NA were chosen for listening
and speaking skills, GTM leapt out more for teaching writing and reading skills. Liu (2004)
also figured that years of teaching experience led the way of utilizing Eclectic Method in
language classrooms and teachers tended to make pedagogical decisions according to their
learners’ need. Leaning on limited types of methods was not likely for well-educated and
many years of experienced teachers. As a result, the more the teachers were aware of the
limitations, possibilities, social and political factors of their environment, the healthier they
made pedagogical decisions. Although his study covered an international subject group, the

results may not reflect the actual case in narrower contexts.

Fourthly, a study was done by Metin Yilmaz in 2010 in a narrower context. His research was
related to classroom practices of teachers working at primary schools in Turkey. In his study,

he looked for a framework of teaching techniques and learners’ choices. The study was done
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through surveys that were designed separately for teachers and learners. 336 8" grade
learners and 23 English teachers took part in the survey. The survey included items related
to demographic information of participant such as age, years of experience and gender and
there were also more items regarding teachers’ use and learners’ attitude of teaching
techniques. The results of the study have revealed that classical ways of teaching English are
still on the go and the learners seem to consent with the way they are taught English. Also,
learners seem to be in favour of visuals in the classroom which reminds us ‘peripheral
learning’ in Suggestopedia and repeating words which belongs to Audio-Lingual Method
according to the highest frequency scores. In terms of techniques adopted by the teachers,
“fill in the blanks’, ‘reading comprehension questions’ and ‘memorizing words’ ranked high
in the list as the most commonly used techniques in the classroom. This absolutely shows
that English teachers in Turkey tend to benefit from Grammar Translation Method with their
classroom procedures. As well as relying on cognitive and classical teaching methods,
teachers seem to use ‘positive suggestions’ towards the learners in order to make them feel
comfortable and secure which indicates the principles of Suggestopedia. The study covers
not only the choices of teachers and learners in terms of techniques used in the classroom, it
also seeks to find a relationship between choices of learners and teachers, if any. The results
are, in fact, striking to show that no accordance between their preferences (except for two
items in the questionnaire) were seen. In this sense, it can be inferred that learner’s interests
and opinions are neglected and teachers follow a teacher centred approach. The popular
techniques among learners but approved less by the teachers are ‘reading studies with
background music’ and ‘use of recorders’, pointing the fact that learners are interested in
being taught with the principles of Suggestopedia and Community Language Learning which
are mainly described as humanistic approaches. One technique that is popular among
teachers but not preferred by learners is the use of commands in the classroom which points
to Total Physical Response. This result draws a picture of decreasing amount of motivation
among learners to TPR implementation since they are adolescents who are 14-15 years old.
As a conclusion, the study of Yilmaz (2010) revealed that language teachers adopt various
techniques and methods while teaching English, but they need to take learners’ need into
consideration before organizing lessons. According to Yilmaz (2010), “based on the
research, students prefer techniques that include hands on experiences, so teachers should

plan their lessons accordingly” (p. 70).
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In Turkey context, implementation of language teaching methods was also studied by Kafa
& Cakir (2013). They wanted to discover the mostly used methods on grammar teaching in
English classes at secondary schools in 2012-2013 academic year. The study in which
prospective teachers observed real English classes and filled a questionnaire was conducted
in Kayseri province. According to results, GTM and TPR were proven to be the most widely
used language teaching methods while introducing grammar at secondary level (Kafa &
Cakir, 2013).

Another study related to English teachers’ levels of using various language teaching methods
was conducted by Okmen and Kili¢ (2016). The main purpose of the research was to “define
language teaching methods used by English teachers in Turkey and their usage level and to
define if the level of usage changes according to gender, seniority and graduated school
types” (Okmen & Kilig, 2016, p. 1994). They did a survey by using questionnaires on 95
English teachers working at secondary schools in Diizce province in 2013-2014 academic
year. According to results, they found out that teachers mostly leaned on traditional
Grammar Translation Method and that there was no difference between teaching experience
and choosing methods. However, the results revealed a difference between graduated faculty
and Grammar Translation Method. English teachers who were graduates of Faculty of

Education tended to use GTM in classes.

Lastly, Varghese and Karki (2018) investigated the use of language teaching methods among
English teachers in higher secondary schools that English was taught as a medium in
Bangalore, India. The study covered 67 participants comprising 37 English teachers and 30
secondary school students. Through questionnaires and open-ended questions, teachers and
students were asked to “rate six different teaching methods; mainly Direct method,
Communicative Language Teaching method (CLT), Bilingual method, Western method,
Situational Language Teaching method (SLT), and Audio Lingual method” (Varghese and
Karki, 2018, p. 42). Results of the study showed that CLT was at the top of the list and
followed by Bilingual Method in which the teacher and students communicated in both L1
and L2 assuming that using L1 would help L2 development. However, Situational Language
Teaching was the least applies in language classrooms in India. According to the findings,
Varghese and Karki concluded that “although CLT is not perfect on its own, the CLT method

still has been able to cover up huge limitations of other methods” (2018, p. 42).
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As it can be seen from different studies done on different language settings, methodological
choices don’t have a stable or fixated nature that it is not possible to tell one method is true
for all kinds of learners and contexts. Each country has its own specifications in terms of
education system, culture and language setting (EFL or ESL). Therefore, the primary

objective of this study is to see what the methodological trend is like in Turkey’s EFL setting.

2.5. Previous Studies Regarding Post Method Pedagogy

Post method pedagogy is such a highly debatable issue that studies with various instruments
have been done in order to have a deeper understanding of teachers’ beliefs about the term.
One of the studies belongs to David Bell (2007). In his qualitative study, he used interviews,
autobiographies, discussion board postings and teaching journals in order to see teachers’
beliefs on methods and post method pedagogy. He worked with different group of teachers
in each type of data, most of the teachers were students of applied linguistics MA programme
in Ohio University. The data gathered from the interviews showed that most of the teachers
defined their way of teaching as eclectic. They said that they didn’t rely on one teaching
method and added a little bit of everything according to the local needs. When they were
asked to share their opinions about the inquiry that methods are dead, most of the teachers
dictated their disagreement. Actually, some of them stated that knowing the principles of the
methods were helping them decide what to use best with each group of students. Some
pointed out that language teaching went beyond the methods, but methods were not finished,
they were still to be turned back and be utilized. A cooperation into classroom applications

rather than abandoning all of the methods was highly referred.

In discussion board postings, in spite of some teachers who thought that post method was

another language teaching method, most of the teachers referred the term as:

“a freedom of combining all and any methods and allowing teachers to think of their objectives
and productive procedures for specific situations rather than analyse whether their techniques

coincide with those of famous founders and supporters of a particular method” (Bell, 2007, p.
139).

The autobiographical data gathered from 82 autobiographies over five years period showed
that the frequency of the term ‘method’ mostly co-occurred with the concepts of eclecticism,
teacher autonomy, and context sensitivity which are typical signs of post method pedagogy.
Bell (2007) noted that:
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“The teacher should use a teaching method or group of methods that suit his/her personality, the
classroom atmosphere, and the student’s proficiency and interests. There are no good or bad
teaching methods, instead there are better methods. The successful teacher usually organizes and
makes a blend of methods he/she thinks are appropriate” (p. 140).

Last but not least, Bell analysed 29 teaching journals and he came across a striking result
that the term method was nearly unannounced by the teachers. This showed a tendency on
mentioning daily struggles and in class activities in language teaching classroom, but not in
a sense of method. In other words, teacher journals revealed that teachers are the main
decision makers in the classroom relying on their own practices and experiences. Bell (2007)
explained that:

“So teachers’ journals were concerned with issues of teacher talking time, the use of pair and
group work, the use of L1 and translation, etc. In short, teachers were concerned with creating
and structuring learning activities and how activities could be strung together into lessons.
Teachers were overwhelmingly focused on the local rather than the generic aspect of language
teaching” (p. 141).

There are still unclear parts in agreeableness of post method pedagogy for the fact that some
teachers seem to consider it as a method. Nevertheless, others think that post method
philosophy enables educators to refrain from all limitations and prescriptions of the concept
of method and theorists, and create their own theories from practice and the local context

they teach in.

Several studies in different education contexts have been conducted with regards to adopting
principles of post method pedagogy in the literature of language teaching. Another study
was done by Khodabakhshzadeh, Arabi and Samadi (2017) in Iran context with the aim of
“investigating the relationship between English Foreign Language teachers' willingness and
conformity with post-method pedagogy and their teaching effectiveness” (p. 425). 134
English teachers working in different institutions in different cities in Iran and 487 learners
took part in the survey. A statistical significance was found between teachers’ reflection into
their profession and teaching effectiveness. Also, the study revealed that autonomous
teachers are more likely to teach English in an effective way. According to
Khodabakhshzadeh, Arabi and Samadi, “an autonomous teacher can develop his/her
pedagogical practice in a way that is best for the students” (2017, p. 433). Apart from that,
results unveiled a positive relationship between teachers’ social justice and their teaching

effectiveness indicating the conformity of particularity parameter in post method pedagogy.

Thirdly, predisposition of application of post methodological principles in Saudi Arabia was

questioned in the study conducted by Soomro and Almalki (2017). Their aim was to explore
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the views of English teachers towards the concept of post method and to discover
considerations and expectations in its implementation (Soomro & Almalki, 2017). To do
this, Semi-structured interviews were utilized with eight English language teachers working
at a tertiary level and data was analysed qualitatively. Results indicated that English teachers
were aware of the limitations of a method-based pedagogy. However, they underlined the
importance of utilizing methods by fitting them accordingly into classroom use in their local
context. Soomro and Almalki (2017) stated that:

“They think that the post-method pedagogies will compensate for the limitations of the specific

methods and would be adjustable to the non-native learning environment and accommodative to

the socio-political environment of the context. While praising the idea of the post-method, they
never withdraw from the importance of the methods in ELT” (p. 239).

Even if English teachers in Saudi Arabia made favourable proclamations on the concept of
post method because of the fact that it enabled teachers to work more freely and design their
classes in an accordance with local needs and interests, results of this study revealed some
concerns about the application of such a broad framework. According to results, English
teachers needed a professional education in order to apply the principles of post method and
they also stated that post method still had some vague explanations to comprise all the
situations that English teachers faced in their contexts (Soomro and Almalki, 2017).

In Turkey context, several studies were also conducted regarding post method pedagogy and
one of them belongs to Tigh (2014). He conducted a survey aiming to investigate method
and post method preferences and how attitudes differed in classroom practices of pre-service
teachers who were studying at third and fourth grades at different universities. The number
of participants was 88 from 6 different universities within Turkey. The results showed that
pre-service teachers prefer ‘Communicative Approaches’ over other teaching methods and
the least preferred method was ‘The Silent Way’. The statistics also unveiled that pre-service
teachers were inclined to rely mostly on conversational practices while designing classroom
applications before they started in their formal teaching careers. Tigh (2014) asserted that
“the participants’ choice of methods may be interpreted as conforming to the current world
and literature standards” (p. 73). Secondly, pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards the
characteristics of methods were investigated and results indicated the fact that they had the
most positive attitudes towards ‘Communicative Approaches’, ‘Suggestopedia’,
‘Community Language Learning’ and ‘The Eclectic Method’ respectively. On the other
hand, the least positive attitudes were towards ‘Grammar Translation Method’ and ‘Audio-

Lingual Method’. Lastly, pre-service teachers’ preferences of using methods with regard to
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their teaching experiences were inquired in this study. Results of the survey proved that their
method preferences didn’t differ significantly with regard to teaching experiences. Tiglh
(2014) suggested that “Turkish teacher candidates remained generally stable between groups

that had practical teaching experience versus the ones that did not” (p. 74).

However, pre-service teachers had a retroaction towards the three post-method principles of
Kumaravadivelu (2003); particularity, practicality and possibility. Tigh explained the
situation by saying:
“Having conformed to the current trends in methodology in the previous two sections, the
participants disagreed with most of the fundamental principles of post-method approach as they

did not see themselves knowledgeable enough to produce their own methods, and they
interpreted CA as still viable methods to actualize in the classroom” (T1gl, 2014, p. 75).

A case study was conducted by Gokmen (2018) to find out the perspectives about post
method pedagogy among pre-service, in-service English teachers and teacher educators in
Atatiirk University, Erzurum. In his study, he collected the data by using “interviews, written
open-ended questions, documents, observation, questionnaire, and reflection papers”
(Gokmen, 2018, p. 97). Collected data showed that practising English teachers who
graduated Atatiirk University and were working in different institutions prioritized three
main parameters of post method which are counted particularity, practicality and possibility.
In terms of pre-service teachers, results revealed that pre-service teachers did not have
enough knowledge on the phenomenon, yet they showed a tendency to adopt post method
principles. According to Gokmen (2018), “they seem to be responsive to the social, cultural,
economic, political, and educational matters in their imminent language teaching activity”
(p. 113). Finally, he found out that teacher educators made use of underpinnings of post
method pedagogy in their long years of duty; however, they do it subconsciously.

Hopefully, this study will be a key to understand the place of the concept of post method
pedagogy in Turkey and will help perceive the post method issue from a broader point of

view.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

3.1. Context

In countries like Turkey, English is accepted as a foreign language because learners live in
an EFL (English as a Foreign Language) context which means that learners have limited
exposure to the target language outside the classroom. Due to the poor language integration
in real life, there is a smaller chance to practice the target language without planned and
systematic instruction when compared to countries like Canada, England and the U.S.A
which are ESL settings where English is officially used in spoken and written ways (Kachru,
1992).

Teaching of English has gone through a change with the new education system in Turkey.
This new system was introduced in 2012 and called 4+4+4 (MEB, 2012). With regard to
that, compulsory years of Turkey’s education system is divided into three stages and each
stage has four years of education and English has started to be taught from 2" grade.
Learners attend two hours (40 mins + 40 mins) of English per week at primary stage, four
hours per week at secondary and high schools. At the end of secondary and high school
years, learners are required to pass a test to move on to the next stage of education in a more
qualified school. In fact, high stakes exam requirements are a charge on learners and thus
cause distress. Therefore, a struggle for the best results occurs for both teachers and learners
and English teaching inescapably has its share from this rivalry. Based on this, the primary
focus of this study is to find out what sort of methodological decisions are made by teachers

under these circumstances.

3.2. Participants

In this study, two participant groups took part in relation to their experiences and ideas. The

first group of participants are 314 teachers working at only state schools from different cities
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in Turkey and randomly selected. In detail, 63 English teachers from primary, 189 from
secondary and 62 from high schools voluntarily took part in the survey. In order to become
English teachers, all participants completed at least one of the BA programmes such as
English Language and Literature, American Culture and Literature, Linguistics of English,
and Translation and Interpreting linked to Faculty of Education and Science and Literature
in universities. After one year of internship, they can work in all state schools around the
country. However, data analysis was done regardless of the faculty types that participants

graduated.

Second group of participants were the learners from secondary and high schools. Primary
school students were not included in the survey as younger learners might have problems
while dealing with questionnaires and the researcher did not have the possibility to conduct
the questionnaire in primary schools. Therefore, a total of 317 students, 175 of them
attending secondary and 142 of them attending high school took the survey voluntarily. All

of the students and teachers who took part in this study were randomly selected.

3.3. Data Collection

Methodology of a research is of prime importance because of the fact that it gives us
necessary information about the philosophy of the study, how the research is done, with
whom the researcher is working and how the data is gathered and processed (Creswell,
2012). Since one of the main aims of this study is to describe a pedagogic situation in Turkey,
a ‘standardized procedure to assess objective reality’ is needed (Dornyei, 2007, p. 34). By
using quantitative research design, it is aimed to get a systematic, rigorous and focused data
with precise measurement on the perceptions about applications of language teaching

methods of English teachers and the principles of post method pedagogy (Dornyei, 2007).

In order to provide data for the scope of this study, a large number of participant group was
needed. So, online questionnaires were utilized for the fact that “they are relatively easy to
construct and uniquely capable of gathering a large amount of information quickly”
(Dornyei, 2007, p. 101). Online questionnaires are today regarded as time and cost efficient

as well as being wide-reaching. According to Creswell (2012):

“...such surveys can gather extensive data quickly, employ tested forms and sample questions
rather than having to design them, and take advantage of the extensive use of the Web by
individuals today, including its use as a site for social networking” (p. 383).
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In this study, the main aim is to detect teachers’ method choices with multiple types of
questions. So, two separate questionnaires were designed for English teachers and the
students. Participants answered the items in their native language and data collection
procedure was completed within two weeks at the end of the 2018-2019 academic year until

desired number of participants was reached.

3.4. Instruments

Two types of questionnaires for different groups of participants were designed by the
researcher. The first questionnaire which had two sections was a five-point likert type and
was sent to the teachers via online tools like mail and social media. The first section of the
questionnaire was related to method choices and contained 30 items related to the most
salient techniques and principles of 13 language teaching methods which were Grammar
Translation Method (GTM), Direct Method (DM), Audio-Lingual Method (ALM), Total
Physical Response (TPR), Silent Way (SW), Suggestopedia (SUG), Community Language
Learning (CLL), Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), Lexical Approach (LA),
Natural Approach (NA), Task Based Language Instruction (TBLI), Content Based Language
Instruction (CBLI) and Eclectic Method (EM). The participants were asked to respond to
each item choosing from five options of frequency which are never (1), rarely (2), sometimes
(3), usually (4), always (5) according to their classroom practices. Also, it was aimed to find
out similarities and differences, if there was any, between method selection and years of
experience, and method selection and grade level. Second section of teachers’ questionnaire
was designed for the last research question regarding the views of teachers about post method
pedagogy. It included 21 items, all of which were about main principles of post method
philosophy. Teachers were asked to fill this part of the questionnaire according to their
views. In this section, they were asked to choose from five options which were totally

disagree (1), disagree (2), not sure (3), agree (4), totally agree (5).

The second questionnaire was designed for finding out the most widely used techniques in
English classes from the perspective of students. The items of the second questionnaire were
devised in a high accordance with the techniques in teachers’ questionnaire so that
similarities and differences could be easily detected. This questionnaire included 28 items

and was sent only to the students to be filled based on their English lessons at school. The
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students filled it choosing from never (1), rarely (2), sometimes (3), usually (4), always (5)

options.

Items in the method questionnaires were prepared by the researcher based on the techniques
and principles of language teaching methods in the works of Larsen-Freeman (2000),
Richards and Rodgers (1986) and Clancy (2004) while items for post method pedagogy were
prepared according to statements of Kumaravadivelu (2001) and (2003) . Since items need
to be designed carefully with the aim of serving exact purpose of the study, designing an
effective and reliable questionnaire requires a meticulous effort of the researcher. There are
various methods to ensure the reliability of the questionnaire items, however, using expert
panels have been proven to be the most effective way of pretesting in the study done by
Presser and Blair (1994). Moreover, Olson (2010) stated that “survey researchers frequently
ask a team of experts to review questionnaires as a method of identifying question problems,
breakdowns in the question-answering process, and other potential measurement errors in
survey reports” (p. 296). Thus, the reliability check of each item in questionnaires was done
in an expert panel in which three subject experts on the field of language teaching methods
and approaches gathered. These experts discussed on each item and filled a checklist to
decide whether items were appropriate and worked effectively to be included in the

questionnaire.

3.5. Data Analysis

In this study, frequency levels of using certain techniques in the classroom were calculated
in order to find out the most frequently used method. The data gathered from 314 English
teachers and 317 students through questionnaires were analysed item by item on SPSS 20.
As the items in the questionnaire were planned to be analysed one by one, no factor analysis
was needed. For the aim of detecting the most widely used language teaching methods, a
Kruskal Wallis- H Test was administered to each item in the questionnaire, and frequency
and percentages were calculated. The same test was also applied in order to detect if there
was a statistical significance between English teachers’ frequency of using teaching methods
according to the years of experience and the grade they teach. Statistical significance was
defined as 0.05. Also, the students filled a questionnaire that was accordantly designed with
that of teachers. Based on this, frequency and percentages of both student and teacher
responses were calculated and compared to see if there were any discrepancies. The last step
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of data analysis belongs to teachers’ views about post method pedagogy. Likewise,
frequency and percentages were calculated according to English teachers’ responses in

related questionnaire pointing from totally disagree (1) to totally agree (5).
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Introduction

This study was done to reveal teachers’ method choices and their post-method views. The
data obtained through questionnaires from English teachers and students were analysed
quantitatively to answer four research questions. In this section, results of the data will be
shown in tables and interpreted under each research question. Participants’ demographic

information are given below.

= Male = Female

Figure 1. Gender of teacher participants

As seen in the figure above, among 314 English teachers who take part in this study, 271 are
female and 43 are male participants. While female English teachers make up a huge portion

with a percentage of 86.3 %, male teachers only make up 13. 7 %.
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= 25 and below = 26-29 =30-34 =35-39

Figure 2. Age of teacher participants

= 40 and above

Figure 2 shows the age distribution of 314 teacher participants. According to the results

above, 31 participants with a percentage of 9.9 % are 25 years old or below, 99 participants

are between the ages of 26-29 with 31.5 %, 90 teachers are at the age between 30-34 with

28.7 %, 55 participants are between 35-39 years old and make up 17.5 % and there are 39

teachers who are at the age of 40 and above that make up 12.4 %.

4.2. Evaluation of the Items Related to Teachers’ Frequency of Using Methods

English teachers filled a questionnaire which contained salient techniques of 13 language

teaching methods. In reference to the answers, frequency and percentages were calculated

and shown in tables below.

Table 1

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Grammar-Translation Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %
I have my students memorize 52 1656 61 1943 80 2548 86 2739 35 11.15
lists of words.
I have my students translate 21 669 69 2197 83 2803 101 3217 35 11.15
from Turkish to English and
from English to Turkish.
I use activities such as fill in 16 510 31 987 74 2357 117 3726 76 24.20

the blanks, question-answer
and multiple choice test after
grammar teaching.
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According to table 1, English teachers use activities such as fill in the blanks, question-
answer and multiple choice test more often after they teach grammar. As indicated above,
more than half of the teachers (61.46 %) apply structural exercises in their classes and less
than half of the teachers (43.32 %) have students translate texts. Only 38.54 % of them rely

on the memorization of word lists.

Table 2

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Direct Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Technique N % N % N % N % N %
I utilize realia, visualsandbody 1 032 13 414 41 13.06 145 46.18 114 36.31
gestures while teaching

vocabulary.

My students and | pay attention 55 1752 79 2516 114 36.31 55 1752 11 350
not to speak Turkish in the
classroom.

I read a text a few times and 103 3280 93 2962 73 2325 37 1178 8 2.55
have my students write down
what they hear.

Table 2 shows that a majority of English teachers (82.49 %) integrate realia, visual materials
and gestures in vocabulary teaching. Speaking English in the classroom is applied sometimes
(36.31 %). On the other hand, dictation is the least used among other techniques of Direct

Method. Nearly 32 % of teachers say that they never do dictation in their classes.

Table 3

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Audio-Lingual Method

Never Rarely ~ Sometimes Often Always

Technique N % N % N % N % N %

| want my students to repeat

sentences in a dialogue after g7 2771 66 2102 87 2771 56 17.83 18 573
me.

| practice newly learnt

: . 18 573 52 1656 74 2357 121 3854 49 1561
expressions through drills.

Table 3 indicates that teachers generally do not have their students repeat dialogues after

them. Only 23.56 % of them uses this technique. Instead, nearly half of the teachers with a
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percentage of 54.15 % lean on student centred drills in which learners repeat an expression

among themselves.

Table 4

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Silent Way Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Technique N % N % N % N % N %

I use sound colour charts
to promote pronunciation_ 177 5637 57 1815 45 1433 29 924 6 191

I adjust in-class activities
according to my students” 44 1401 28 8.92 54 1720 126 40.13 62 19.75
interests.

According to table 4, the technique of using colourful sound charts is not adopted by more
than half of the teachers. 56.37 % of them stated that they never use it. However, 59.88 %
of teachers say that they design activities according to their students’ interests.

Table 5

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Total Physical Response Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %
I use commands and instruction in

the classroom and studentsreact 15 382 24 7.64 68 21.66 109 3471 101 32.17
them with body movements.

| try to be patient until my

students are ready tospeak 1) ) s 05 701 64 2038 120 3822 94 29.94
English and avoid putting a

pressure on them.

Table 5 illustrates that 66.88 % of the teachers give commands and use body movements

and 68.16 % wait until their students are ready to produce utterances in the classroom.
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Table 6
English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Suggestopedia Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %
I care for a nice classroom

atmOSDherew;fnzq;]SOf”ghta“d 10 318 15 478 30 955 126 4013 133 42.36

For a good concentration, | read
texts in English with asoft music 115 35094 82 2611 76 2420 30 955 10 3.18
background.

| give my students new identities
to decrease their anxiety resulting 82 26.11 68 21.66 73 2325 70 2229 21 6.69

from their errors.

Findings in table 6 shows that classroom environment in terms of light and warmth is given
importance by a great majority of the teachers (82.49 %). However, the techniques of reading
along with a soft music (19.73 %) and giving students a new identity (28.98 %) are not

adopted by the teachers.

Table 7
English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Community Language Learning Method
Never Rarely  Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %

| start discussions in English on a topic
chosen by my students and | record all
the discussion to do exercises in the
class.

194 61.78 74 2357 31 987 12 382 3 096

I let my students repeat the same word
after me as many times as they want
until they are sure to know the correct
form. (Human Computer).

19 6.05 43 1369 71 2261 116 36.94 65 20.70

| care for thoughts and feelingsof my ) 55 g 555 25 795 116 36.94 164 52.23
students towards English.

As it can be seen in table 7, recording student discussion and exercising on them is only
favoured by 4.78 % of teachers. Human computer technique is used by more than half of the

teachers (57.64 %). Lastly, most of the teachers say that thoughts and feelings of the learners

are taken into account (89.17 %).
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Table 8

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Communicative Language Teaching Method

Technique

Never Rarely

Sometimes Often

Always

N % N %

N % N %

N %

I integrate materials and activities that

support not only grammatical but also

contextual use of language elements in
various language skills such as
reading, speaking, listening and

writing.

| utilize authentic materials such as
brochures, newspapers, magazines and

etc.

I make use of various role play and
drama activities in my classroom.

2 064 14 446

28 892 40

7 223 30 955

12.74 109 34.71 90

50

1592 152 48.41 96 30.57

28.66 47 14.97

66 21.02 115 36.62 96 30.57

According to table 8, only 43.53 % of English teachers rely on the use of authentic materials

in their classroom while more than half of them (78.98 %) promote contextual use of

language areas and utilize role play and drama activities (67.19 %).

Table 9

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Natural Approach

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %
I design classroom activities
according to the order children 5 701 47 1497 80 2548 118 37.58 47 14.97
acquire their first language.
I support natural acquisition of
English rather than formal 23 732 46 1465 95 3025 104 33.12 46 14.65
instruction.
I plan the difficulty of language
content a little bit above my 21 669 26 828 52 1656 135 4299 80 2548

students’ level, not too hard not too

easy.

Findings from table 9 shows that approximately the half of English teachers (47.77 %)

support the natural development of language and they plan their activities based on the order
which children acquire their first language (52.55 %). Also, more than half of the teachers

(68.47 %) state that they take the current English level of learners into consideration and

adjust the level of difficulty while teaching English.

50



Table 10

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Lexical Approach

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %
Instead of giving word lists, | teach

vocabulary in a contextwith their 19 318 37 1178 86 27.39 125 39.81 56 17.83
collocations.

| include daily expressions and 5 159 12 382 42 1338 133 4236 122 38.85
phrases from real life into my classes.

As it is indicated in Table 10, more than half of the English teachers (57.64 %) do not give
word lists, instead, they teach vocabulary in a context with their collocations. Likewise, daily
fixed expressions are integrated in English lessons, according to a great number of teachers
(81.21 %).

Table 11

English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Content Based and Task Based Instructions

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
Technique N % N % N % N % N %

I use English to teach another
subject field (Content Based). 104 3312 59 1879 76 2420 58 1847 17 5.41

I give problem solving tasks to my
students and have them
communicate by using English
(Task- based).

Table 11 demonstrates that findings of both CBLI and TBLI use are not different from each

other. In detail, CBLI is favoured by only 23. 88 % and TBLI is adopted by 24.53 % of the

73 2325 69 2197 95 3025 62 1975 15 4.78

participants.

Table 12
English Teachers’ Frequency of Using Eclectic Method

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often Always
Technigue N % N % N % N % N %
I use more than one method while
teaching English. 1 032 8 255 32 10.19 127 4045 146 46.50

The methods I use in my classes
change according to level, school
type, class size and school
environment.

1 032 5 159 14 446 81 2580 213 67.83
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It can be understood from the table 12 that Eclectic Method is remarkably supported because
a vast majority of participants (86.95 %) mix more than one method while teaching English
and adjust their pedagogical choices according to the conditions of the school and learner

environment (93.63 %).

4.3. Evaluation of the Items Related to Teachers’ Frequency of Using Various Teaching
Methods and Grade They Teach

Second research question aims to investigate whether there is a statistical significance
between teachers’ frequency of using teaching methods and grade they teach. For this aim,
the data are analysed by using Kruskal Wallis- H test and results are shown in tables below.
Table 13

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Grammar Translation Method and Grade

. Mean Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank Sd o2 P Significance

| have my students memorize listsof ~ Primary 63 11896 2 32.71 0.00 P-S,S-H
words. Secondary 189  180.65
High 62 126.09

I have my students translate from Primary 63 11497 2 24.88 0.00 P-S,S-H
Turkish to English and from Englishto  Secondary 189  176.15
Turkish. High 62  143.87

| use activities such as fill in the blanks, ~ Primary 63 125.48 2 1158 0.00 P-S,P-H
question-answer and multiple choice  Secondary 189  162.51
test after grammar teaching. High 62 174.77
P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

As it can be seen in table 13, a statistical significance is found between student grade and

using word lists (x?.,=32.71; p<0.05). This technique is used in secondary schools (Mean

()
rank= 180.65) more than it is used in primary (Mean rank= 118.96) and high school grades
(Mean rank=126.09). Likewise, the second technique which is ‘doing translation exercises
in the classroom’ is used more often by English teachers of secondary (Mean rank= 176.15
%) compared to primary (Mean rank= 114.97 %) and high school (Mean rank= 143.87 %)

()(2(2)=24.88; p<0.05). Lastly, English teachers in primary level (Mean rank= 125.48) do

not carry out activities such as fill in the blanks, question-answer and multiple choice test as
much as secondary (Mean rank= 162.51) and high school levels (Mean rank= 174.77)

(x? ;)=11.58; p<0.05).
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Table 14
Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Direct Method and Grade

. Mean ) Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd X p Significance
Primary 63 20258 2 2833 0.00 P-S,P-H,
| utilize re_alla, wsgals and body Secondary 18 153.29 S-H
gestures while teaching vocabulary. 9
High 62 12452
. Primary 63 165.01 2 0.64 0.72 -
My students and | pay attention not to 18
speak Turkish in the classroom. Secondary o' 154.83
High 62  158.00
| read a text a few times and have my Primary ?g 13713 2 736 003 P-H
students write down what they hear Secondary 9 157.09

(Dictation). High 62  179.45

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

In table 14, it is understood that there is a statistical significance between level of education

and the use of realia, visuals and gestures in the classroom (x?,..=28.33; p<0.05). Primary

@3]
school English teachers (Mean rank= 202.58) call for this technique more than secondary
(Mean rank=153.29) and high school English teachers (Mean rank=124.52) and high school
English teachers rank the lowest level. No statistical significance is found between education

level and the technique of not speaking Turkish in the classroom ()(2(2):0.64; p>0.05). On

the other hand, the technique of having students write what is read is used more often by

high school English teachers than by primary school English teachers ()(2(2):7.36; p<0.05).
Table 15
Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Audio-Lingual Method and Grade
. Mean 5 Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd X Significance
| want my students to repeat sentences Primary 63 18342 2 730 003 P-SP-H
in a dialogue after me. Secondary 189  153.21
High 62  144.25

Primary 63 19216 2 1520 0.00 P-SP-H
Secondary 189 154.01
High 62 13293

| practice newly learnt expressions
through drills.

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

As seen in table 15, having students repeat sentences in a dialogue is adopted more in
primary schools (Mean rank= 183.42) compared to secondary (Mean rank= 153.21) and high

school education (Mean rank=144.25) (x?,..=7.30; p<0.05). Similarly, using drills in the

2
classroom is more adopted by English teachers who teach at primary school (Mean rank=
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192.16), but secondary (Mean rank= 154.01) and high school English teachers (Mean rank=
132.93) do not rely on this technique much.

Table 16
Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Silent Way Method and Grade

Statistical
sd v p  Significan
ce
I use sound colour charts to promote Primary 63 162.22 2 035 0.84 -
pronunciation. Secondary 189 157.20
High 62 15361
Primary 63 163.58 2 049 0.78 -
Secondary 189 154.97
High 62 159.05

Mean

Technique Grade N Rank

I adjust in-class activities according to
my students.

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

In table 16, no statistical significance is found between using sound colour charts

(x?,,,=0.35; p>0.05) and designing activities according to learners (y?,..=0.49; p>0.05),

2
and education level.

()

Table 17

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Total Physical Response Method and Grade

Statistical
sd v p  Significan
ce

Mean

Technique Grade N Rank

I use commands and instruction in the Primary 63 20557 2 3150 000 P-SP-H
classroom and students react them with Secondary 189 153.93 S-H

body movements. High 62 119.53

I try to be patient until my studentsare ~ Primary 63 16921 2 213 034 -
ready to speak English and avoid Secondary 189 157.15

putting a pressure on them. High 62 146.66

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

According to table 17, there is a statistical difference between using commands in the

classroom and level of education (x?2,..=31.50; p<0.05). Primary school English teachers

)
(Mean rank=205.57) call for this technique more than secondary (Mean rank=153.93) and
high school English teachers (Mean rank= 119.53). Furthermore, English teachers working
at secondary school use it more than the ones at high school. No statistical significance is

found between the technique of waiting for students’ readiness and education level

(X2 (5,=2.13; p>0.05).

54



Table 18

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Suggestopedia Method and Grade

. Mean ) Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd g Significance
| care for a nice classroom atmosphere ~ Primary 63 17810 2 6.04 0.049 P-H
in terms of light and warmth. Secondary 189  155.82
High 62 141.70
For a good concentration, | read textsin ~ Primary 63 15391 2 3.63 0.16 -
English with a soft music background. ~ Secondary 189  152.53
High 62 176.31
I give my students new identities to Primary 63 15097 2 175 042 -
decrease their anxiety resulting from  Secondary 189 155.47
their errors. High 62 170.31

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

From table 18, it can be understood that primary school English teachers care for a nice

classroom atmosphere more ()(2(2)

=6.04; p<0.05). However, no statistical significance is

found between other two techniques of SUG and education level.

Table 19

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Community Language Learning Method and Grade

i Statistical
2
Technique Grade N Mean Rank sd X p Significance
I start discussions in Englishon  Primary 63 142.54 2 326 0.20 -
a topic chosen by my students Secondary 189 159.45
and | record all the discussion
to do exercises in the class. High 62 166.75
I let my students repeat the Primary 63 158.13 2 172 042 -
same word after me as many Secondary 189 153.20
times as they want until they
are sure to know the correct .
form. (Human Computer). High 62 169.97
I care for thoughts and feelings ~ Primary 63 163.02 2 110 058 -
of my students towards Secondary 189 153.58
English. High 62 163.84

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

Table 19 illustrates that the techniques of CLL do not change statistically according to level

of education. All of three techniques are utilized at nearly the same frequency in different

grades.
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Table 20

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Communicative Language Teaching Method and
Grade

. Mean Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd P p Significance
| integrate materials and activities that Primary 63 17947 2 546 0.07 -
support not only grammatical butalso ~ Secondary 189  151.29
contextual use of language elements in
various language skills such as reading, High 62 154.10

speaking, listening and writing.

I utilize authentic materials such as Primary 63 151.17 2 259 0.27 -
brochures, newspapers, magazines and  Secondary 189  154.43
etc. High 62  173.30

Primary 63 18946 2 1141 0.00 P-S,P-H
Secondary 189 146.85
High 62  157.50

I make use of various role-play and drama
activities in my classroom.

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School
According to table 20, using drama and role play activities in the classroom statistically
change according to grade ()(2(2):11.41; p<0.05). This technique is employed more often

by primary school English teachers (Mean rank= 189.46) compared to secondary (Mean
rank= 146.85) and high school (Mean rank=157.50) English teachers. Yet, other two
techniques which prescribe to use authentic materials and teaching language skills in context

are not found to be statistically significant according to education level.

Table 21
Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Natural Approach and Grade

. Mean 5 Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd y p Significance

I design classroom activities according  Primary 63 17655 2 3.83 0.15 -
to the order children acquire their first Secondary 189 151.89

language. High 62 155.26
I support natural acquisition of Primary - 63 20560 2 27.94 0.00 o

English rather than formal instruction. Secondary 189  138.99 S-H
High 62 165.05

| plan the difficulty of language Primary 63 17353 2 313 021 -
content a little bit above my students” Secondary 189 151.53
level, not too hard not too easy. High 62 159.41

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

It is indicated in table 21 that there is a statistically significant difference between the use of

NA and level of education (x?,..=27.94; p<0.05). Primary school English teachers (Mean

)
rank=205.60) lean on natural acquisition of language more than the ones who teach English

56



at secondary (Mean rank=138.99) and high school (Mean rank= 165.05). Also, high school
English teachers support natural acquisition more than secondary school English teachers.
No statistical significance is found between other two techniques of NA.

Table 22

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Lexical Approach and Grade

Mean 2 Statistical
Rank sdx P Significance
Instead of giving word lists, | teach ~ Primary 63 15171 2 041 081 -

vocabulary in a context with their Secondary 189  159.72
collocations.

Technique Grade N

High 62 156.62
| include daily expressions and Primary 63 14325 2 1055 0.01 P-H,S-H
phrases from real life into my Secondary 189  152.29

glasses. High 62  187.85
P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

According to table 22, teaching vocabulary in a context does not reflect a statistical

significance according to level of education ()(2(2):0.41; p>0.05). Regardless of the grade

they teach, English teachers instruct vocabulary activities within a context. However, high
school English teachers (Mean rank= 187.85) are more prone to integrate daily expressions
and phrases from real life than English teachers who teach at secondary (Mean rank= 152.29)

and primary schools (Mean rank=143.25) (2 .,,=10.55; p<0.05).

2
Table 23

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Content Based, Task Based Instructions and Grade

. Mean ) Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd X Significance
. 0.4
| use English to teach another subject ~ Frimary 63 14595 2 145 g ”

field (Content Based). Secondary 189 159.48
High 62 163.20

. 0.0

| give problem solving tasks to my Primary 63 13400 2 684 5 P-S,P-H

students and have them communicate

Second 189 159.86
by using English (Task- based). econdary

High 62 174.18

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

Table 23 shows that the frequency of using CBLI in the classrooms does not change

statistically according to level of education although a statistical significance is detected

between the use of TBLI and teaching grade. In reference to that, secondary (Mean

rank=159.86) and high school English teachers (Mean rank=174.18) employ problem
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solving tasks in the classrooms more than English teachers who work at primary schools
(Mean rank=134.00) ()(2(2):6.84; p<0.05).

Table 24
Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Eclectic Method and Grade

. Mean 2 Statistical
Technique Grade N Rank sd y p Significance

I use more than one method while Primary 63 18039 2 7.69 0.02 P-S
teaching English. Secondary 189 147.88
High 62 163.56

The methods | use in my classes Primary 63 17074 2 359 0.17 -

change according to level, school type, Secondary 189 151.37
class size and school environment. High 62 162.74

P: Primary S: Secondary H: High School

As it can be seen from the findings of table 24, using more than one method is adopted by
English teachers at primary school (Mean rank=180.39) more than secondary (Mean
rank=147.88) and high school English teachers (Mean rank=163.56) ()(2(2):7.69; p<0.05).

Yet, no statistical significance is found between adjusting methodological decisions and

level of education.

4.4. Evaluation of the Items Related to Teachers Frequency of Using Various Methods
and Years of Teaching Experience

The scope of this study is also to find out whether there is a significant difference between
teachers’ using of language teaching method and their years of experience. To do this,
English teachers who participated to the survey were divided into five groups in terms of
their years of teaching English. With a Kruskal Wallis-H test, statistical differences were

calculated and explained in tables below.
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Table 25

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Grammar Translation Method and Years of Experience

Years of N Mean Statistical
Experience Rank Significance
1.2 and less 37 181.69 4 492 0.30 -
2.3-5 years 96 163.77
3.6-10 years 82 150.28

4.11-20 years 78 147.17
5.20 and more 21 152.79
1.2 and less 37 168.96 4 10.66 0.03 2-53-4

Technique sd p

I have my students memorize
lists of words.

| have my students translate 2.3-5 years 96 171.11 2-4
from Turkish to English and 3.6-10 years 82 164.47
from English to Turkish. 4.11-20 years 78 136.46

5.20 and more 21 126.05
1.2 and less 37 188.11 4 1228 0.02 1-31-4
2.3-5 years 96 160.72 3-54-5
3.6-10 years 82 143.62

4.11-20 years 78 143.92

5.20 and more 21 193.52

I use activities such as fill in

the blanks, question-answer

and multiple choice test after
grammar teaching.

In table 25, there is no statistical significance between having students memorize word lists

and teaching experiences of English teachers (x? ,,=4.92; p>0.05). However, a significant

4)
difference is found between using translation technique in the classroom and teaching years

(x? ( 4):10.66; p<0.05). Also, a significant difference between the use of activities such as

fill in the blanks, question-answer and multiple choice test and years of teaching experience

exists according to the findings (y?,,,=12.28; p<0.05). Teachers who have just started

4
teaching and who have 20 years and more experience use this technique more often.
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Table 26

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Direct Method and Years of Experience

Years of N Mean Statistical
Experience Rank Significance

1.2 and less 37 178.97 4 635 0.17 -
| utilize realia, visualsand ~ 2:3-Syears 96 165.89
body gestures while teaching  3.6-10 years 82 150.40
vocabulary. 411-20years 78  151.31
5.20 and more 21 132.05

1.2 and less 37 147.99 4 719 0.13 -

Technique sd ¥ p

My students and | pay 2.3-5 years 96 158.03
attention not to speak Turkish ~ 3.6-10 years 82 141.02
in the classroom. 411-20years 78  176.29

5.20 and more 21 166.43
1.2 and less 37 130.08 4 1188 002 1-2,1-4

| read a text a few timesand ~ 2.3-5years 96  166.49 3-4
have my students write down  3.6-10 years 82 141.35
what they hear (Dictation).  4.11-20years 78  178.01

5.20 and more 21 151.57

As illustrated in table 26, utilizing realia, visuals and body gestures while teaching

vocabulary (;(2(4):6.35; p>0.05) and not speaking Turkish in the classroom (x?,,.,=7.19;

4
p>0.05) have no statistical significance according to experience. However, dictation
technique is found to be statistically significant according to experience that English teachers

who have 11-20 years of experience adopt it more.

Table 27

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Audio-Lingual Method and Years of Experience

Technique Years of N Mean sd o2 _StaFigticaI
Experience Rank Significance

1.2 and less 37 18343 4 7.20 0.13 -
2.3-5 years 96 167.76
3.6-10 years 82 146.10

4.11-20years 78  147.47

520and more 21  146.69
1.2 and less 37 19259 4 810 0.09 -
2.3-5 years 96 151.16

3.6-10 years 82 14581

4.11-20years 78 159.58

520andmore 21  162.60

According to table 27, no significant change is observed between the use of techniques of

| want my students to repeat
sentences in a dialogue after me.

| practice newly learnt
expressions through drills.

ALM and teaching experience (p>0.05).
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Table 28

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Silent Way Method and Years of Experience

Years of N Mean sd 2 b Statistical

Experience Rank Significance
1.2 and less 37 149.39 4 2.72 0.60 -
2.3-5 years 96 148.83
3.6-10 years 82 162.95

4.11-20 years 78 166.37

5.20and more 21 157.24
1.2 and less 37 171.53 4 8.38 0.08 -
2.3-5 years 96 149.70
3.6-10 years 82 141.52

4.11-20 years 78 169.19

5.20 and more 21 187.40

Technique

I use sound colour charts to
promote pronunciation.

| adjust in-class activities
according to my students.

As seen in table 28, no statistical change exists between the use of SW and experience
(p>0.05).
Table 29

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Total Physical Response Method and Years of
Experience

Technique Year_s of N Mean sd o2 0 _Sta'Fi§ticaI
Experience Rank Significance
1.2 and less 37 16891 4 222 0.70 -
I use commands and instruction inthe ~ 2.3-5 years 96 162.10
classroom and students react them 3.6-10 years 82  148.95
with body movements. 4.11-20 years 78  158.99

5.20and more 21  144.26

1.2 and less 37 17134 4 401 040 -
I try to be patient until my students are ~ 2.3-5 years 96  166.56
ready to speak English and avoid 3.6-10 years 82  152.27
putting a pressure on them. 4.11-20 years 78  151.03
5.20and more 21  136.17

Table 29 illustrates that using the techniques of TPR in the classroom does not change

significantly according to years of experience (p>0.05).
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Table 30

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Suggestopedia Method and Years of Experience

Technique Years of Mean sd o b _Stayigtical
Experience Rank Significance
1.2 and less 37 161.69 4 177 0.78 -
I care for a nice classroom 2.3-5 years 96 150.01
atmosphere in terms of light and 3.6-10 years 82 164.12
warmth. 4.11-20years 78 154.92

5.20 and more 21 168.14

1.2 and less 37 134.09 4 823 0.08 -
For a good concentration, | read 2.3-5 years 96 169.77
texts in English with a soft music 3.6-10 years 82 142.49
background. 4.11-20 years 78 167.86
5.20and more 21 162.79

1.2 and less 37 156.07 4 299 0.56 -
| give my students new identities 2.3-5 years 96 162.71
to decrease their anxiety resulting 3.6-10 years 82 146.43
from their errors. 4.11-20 years 78 166.97
5.20and more 21 144.26

As observed above, no statistical significance is found between English teachers’ use of the

techniques of SUG and experience (p>0.05).

Table 31

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Community Language Learning Method and Years of
Experience

. Years of Mean 2 Statistical
Technique Experience N Rank A« P significance
1.2 and less 37 14722 4 424 037 -
| start discussions in English on a 2.3-5 years 96 159.34

topic chosen by my students and |

record all the discussion to do 3.6-10 years 82 154.16
exercises in the class. 4.11-20years 78 169.47

5.20and more 21 135.79

1.2 and less 37 17472 4 9.01 0.06 -
| I(;\t my students repeat the ssme word 2.3-5 years 96 163.85
after me as many times as they want 3.6-10 years 82 15016
until they are sure to know the correct
form. (Human Computer). 4.11-20years 78 139.88
520and more 21 192.21

1.2andless 37 17950 4 553 0.24 -
2.3-5 years 9 161.39
3.6-10 years 82 14455
4.11-20years 78 159.31
520and more 21 144.79
As it can be seen from table 31, the use of the techniques of CLL does not have a statistical

I care for thoughts and feelings of my
students towards English.

change according to teaching experience (p>0.05).

62



Table 32

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Communicative Language Teaching Method and Years
of Experience

Techniaue Years of N Mean sq 2 Statistical
g Experience Rank x P Significance
| integrate materials and activities l.2andless 37 16250 4 061 096 -

that support not only grammatical 2.3-5years 96  156.68
but also contextual use of language 36-10years 82 15278

elements in various language skills
such as reading, speaking, listening ~ 4-11-20years 78~ 161.71
and writing. 5.20and more 21  155.26

1.2 and less 37 156.80 4 17.15 000 2-33-4

| utilize authentic materials suchas ~ 2-3-Syears 96 171.47
brochures, newspapers, magazines 3.6-10years 82  126.04
and etc. 4.11-20years 78  176.69

520and more 21  146.45
12andless 37 154.64
2.3-5 years 96 154.33
3.6-10 years 82 153.39
411-20years 78  168.96
520and more 21  150.52
According to table 32, only the technique of using authentic materials has a significant

S

1.85 0.76 -

I make use of various role play and
drama activities in my classroom.

change according to experience ()(2(4):11.88; p<0.05). For other two techniques, no

significant change is observed (p>0.05).

Table 33

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Natural Approach and Years of Experience

Technique Year_s of N Mean sd 2 b _Sta'gi§tical
Experience Rank Significance
12andless 37 16555 4 1990 0.00 2-42-5
| design classroom activities 2.3-5years 96  143.70 3-4,3-5
according to the order children 3.6-10 years 82 135.49
acquire their first language. 4.11-20 years 78  180.87

5.20and more 21  205.52
12andless 37 153.96 4 947 0.05 -
2.3-5years 96 148.04
3.6-10years 82 148.45
4.11-20years 78 183.69
5.20and more 21  145.05
12andless 37 19220 4 1522 000 1-31-4
| plan the difficulty of language 2.3-5years 96 167.13 2-3
content a little bit above my students’  3.6-10 years 82  131.23
level, not too hard not too easy. 4.11-20years 78 154.28
5.20and more 21  166.90

I support natural acquisition of
English rather than formal instruction.
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Table 33 indicates that English teachers who have 11-20 and more years of experience pay
attention more to the natural order of in class activities. Other than that, the teachers who

have 2 or less years of experience ()(2(4):15.22; p<0.05) plan their classroom activities
slightly beyond students’ current level more than the teachers who are more experienced.
No statistical significance is found between supporting natural language acquisition and
experience.

Table 34

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Lexical Approach and Years of Experience

. Years of Mean Statistical
Technique Experience N Rank Significance

12andless 37 148.01 4 379 043 -
Instead of giving word lists, | teach ~ 2.3-years 96  164.10
vocabulary in a context with their 3.6-10years 82  150.28
collocations. 4.11-20years 78  167.15
520and more 21  136.38

12andless 37  143.27 4 507 0.28 -

sd ¥ p

I include daily expressions and 2.3-5years 96  162.14
phrases from real life into my 3.6-10years 82  148.96
classes. 4.11-20years 78 17165

5.20 and more 21 142.17

As observed in table 34, English teachers’ use of LA does not change significantly according
to years of experience (p>0.05).
Table 35

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Content Based, Task Based Language Instruction and
Years of Experience

Years of Mean 5 Statistical

Technique Experience N Rank sd x P Significance

1.2 and less 37 13059 4 8.83 0.07 -
2.3-5 years 96  159.59
3.6-10 years 82 146.16
4.11-20 years 78  175.90
520and more 21  171.29
1.2 and less 37 14055 4 250 0.64 -
I give problem solving tasks to my 2.3-5 years 96  164.77

students and have them 36-10years 82  152.20
communicate by using English

520and more 21  163.05
According to the findings of table 35, no significant change is detected between the

I use English to teach another
subject field (Content Based).

application of CBLI and TBLI techniques and years of teaching experience (p>0.05).
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Table 36

Kruskal Wallis- H Results of Using Eclectic Method and Years of Experience

Years of Mean s ) Statistical
Experience Rank X P Significance

12andless 37 17226 4 512 0.28 -
2.3-5years 96 165.56
3.6-10years 82 146.45

4.11-20years 78 148.36

5.20and more 21 171.76

l2andless 37 173.39 4 2.29 0.68 -
The methods | use in my classes 2.3-5years 96 156.97
change according to level, school 36-10years 82 15161

type, class size and school

5.20and more 21 160.88
Table 36 shows that no statistical significance exists between the use of EM and experience

(p>0.05).

Technique

| use more than one method while
teaching English.

4.5. Evaluation of the Items Related to Discrepancy between the Perceptions of

Teachers and Students on the Applications of Methods

One of the main aims of this study is to spot mismatches, if there is any, between the views
of teachers and students in terms of techniques used in the classroom. The number of student

participants from secondary and high school is given in Figure 3.

m Secondary = High School

Figure 3. Level of education of student participants

In this study, a total of 317 secondary and high school students took part answering the
questionnaire. Of them, 142 students were attending high school while 175 students were
attending secondary school. The percentages of high school and secondary school students
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were 44.8 % and 55.2 % respectively. The student and teacher responses are compared and

results are given in tables below:

Table 37

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Grammar

Translation Method

Never Rarely Sometimes  Often Always

N % N % N % N % N %

Giving word lists. 29 9.15 46 1451 73 23.03 64 20.19 105 33.12

Students Using translation. 15 473 29 915 45 1420 98 30.91 130 41.01
%"Slg'é'l’eqcuhejité‘e’r;z;’;fj 36 11.36 37 11.67 59 18.61 66 20.82 119 37.54

N % N % N % N % N %

Giving word lists. 52 1656 61 19.43 80 2548 86 27.39 35 11.15

Teachers Using translation. 21 6.69 69 21.97 88 28.03 101 32.17 35 11.15
Gap fill, questionsand 16 514 37 987 74 2357 117 3726 76 24.20

multiple choice tests.

As seen in table 37, translation is the most frequently applied technique that English teachers

utilize, according to students. 71.92 % of the students say that they do translation in English

classes while the percentage is only 43.32 % in teachers’ responses.

Findings also showed that English teachers ‘always’ give word lists and do structural

exercises in the classroom according to the students. However, teachers’ responses indicate

that they use these techniques ‘often’.

Table 38

Comparison of Students” and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Direct Method

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often Always

N % N % N % N % N %

Using realia, visuals o) 1509 59 1861 48 1514 65 2050 94 29.65
and gestures.

Students Speaking no Turkish g5 g 43 g3 2618 80 2524 43 1356 22 6.94
in the classroom.

Dictation. 48 15.14 55 17.35 75 2366 67 2114 72 22.71

N % N % N % N % N %

Usingrealia, visuals (55 93 494 41 1306 145 46.18 114 36.31
and gestures.

Teachers Speakingno Turkish oo 9755 79 0516 114 3631 55 17.52 11  3.50
in the classroom.

Dictation. 103 32.80 93 29.62 73 2325 37 11.78 8 255

66



According to table 38, using realia, visuals and gestures in the classroom is accepted as a
frequently used technique of DM according to 29.65 % of the students and 46.18 % of
teachers. As for the technique of not speaking Turkish, 28.08 % of the students state that the
teacher never speaks English in the classroom while 36.31 % of the teachers say that they
sometimes speak English. Lastly, dictation technique is never chosen according to 32.80 %
of the teachers, however, 23. 66 % of the students say that their English teachers sometimes

use it.

Table 39

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Audio Lingual
Method

Never Rarely ~ Sometimes Often Always

N % N % N % N % N %

Repeating sentences after g5 1936 57 gzy 74 2334 69 2177 111 35.02

teacher.
Students Practicing phrases with
g phr: 41 1293 36 1136 64 2019 67 21.14 109 34.38
chain drills.
N % N % N % N % N %
Repeating sentences after g, 5721 g5 2102 87 2771 56 17.83 18 573
teacher.
Teachers Practicing phrases with
g phr: 18 573 52 1656 74 2357 121 3854 49 15.61
chain drills.

Comparison from table 39 demonstrates that 56.79 % of the students claim that they repeat
sentences after the teacher. However, the same technique is used by only 23.56 % of the
teachers. Percentages of practicing phrases with chain drills do not differ significantly

according to students and teachers.

Table 40

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Silent Way
Method

Never Rarely =~ Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %
Students Using colour charts. 85 26.81 57 1798 57 1798 60 1893 58 18.30
N % N % N % N % N %
Teachers Using colour charts. 177 56.37 57 1815 45 1433 29 924 6 1091
According to table 40, more than half of the teachers (56.37 %) say that they never use colour

charts. Both teachers and students confirm a low frequency of using colour charts in English

classes.
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Table 41

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Total Physical

Response Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %
Using body movements with 145 35 49 55 1830 66 2082 50 1577 40 12.62
commands and orders.
Students Waiting for readiness of the
g 50 15.77 42 1325 51 16.09 59 18.61 115 36.28
students to speak.
N % N % N % N % N %
Using body movementswith 1, 595 5y 764 68 2166 109 3471 101 32.17
commands and orders.
Teachers Waiting for readiness of the
g 14 446 22 7.01 64 20.38 120 38.22 94 29.94

students to speak.

When responses from teachers and students are compared in terms of using techniques of

TPR, using body movements with commands and orders are not chosen in the classroom

according to 32.49 % of the students. On the contrary, 34.71 % of the teachers claim that

they benefit from body movements. It should be noted that primary school teachers are

chosen as teacher participants, however primary school students are not included in this

research.

36.28 % of the students and 38.22 % of the teachers say that the teacher waits for readiness

of the students.

Table 42
Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Suggestopedia
Method
Never Rarely ~ Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %
A nice classroom 48 15.14 29 915 57 17.98 61 19.24 122 38.49
atmosphere.
Students Read'”gtexrfui'igngw'thSOft 133 41.96 67 2114 57 17.98 32 1009 28 8.83
Giving new identitiesto 1 4 18 59 1577 45 1420 24 757 57 17.98
students.
N % N % N % N % N %
A nice classroom 10 318 15 478 30 955 126 40.13 133 42.36
atmosphere.
Teachers Read'”gtexrm'ig”gw'thS°ﬂ 116 36.94 82 2611 76 2420 30 955 10 3.18
Giving new identitiesto o) o611 g5 2166 73 2325 70 2229 21  6.69
students.
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According to table 42, a correspondence is observed between two groups of participants in
using the techniques of SUG. 38.49 % of the students and 42.36% of the teachers say that
their English classroom atmosphere is nice. Also, reading texts along with soft music is never
done while teaching English according to 41.96 % of the students and 36.94 % of the
teachers. As for the technique, giving new identities to students, 26. 11 % of teachers and

44.48 % of the students say that it is never used.

Table 43

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Community
Language Learning Method

Never Rarely ~ Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %

Recording discussions in the
classroom and exercisingon 220 69.40 40 12.62 28 8.83 14 442 15 4.73
recordings.
Students  Asking thoughts and feelings
of the students.
Error correction with Human
Computer.

56 17.67 31 9.78 64 20.19 58 18.30 108 34.07

44 13.88 59 18.61 63 19.87 57 17.98 94 29.65

N % N % N % N % N %

Recording discussions in the
classroom and exercisingon 194 61.78 74 2357 31 987 12 382 3 0.96
recordings.
Teachers  Asking thoughts and feelings
of the students.
Error correction with Human
Computer.

19 6.05 43 1369 71 2261 116 36.94 65 20.70

1 032 8 255 25 796 116 36.94 164 52.23

As seen in table 43, 61.78 % of teachers and 69.40 % of the students say that voice recording
is never done during discussions. 36.94 % of the teachers say that they often ask about
thoughts and feelings of the students and 34.07 % of the students claim that their English
teachers always ask about their thoughts and feelings. Lastly, more than half of the teachers
(53.23 %) say that they correct errors by using Human Computer technique, however, only

29.65 % of the students confirm the use of it by their English teachers.
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Table 44

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Communicative
Language Teaching Method

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %

Doing meaningful

activitesin 57 1167 25 789 56 1767 69 2177 130 4101
different language
areas.
SWdents yiitizing authentic
ga 133 4196 62 1956 53 1672 32 10.09 37 11.67
materials.
Doingdramaand 6, 555 g 2145 50 1577 56 17.67 43 13.56
role play activities.
N % N % N % N % N %
Doing meaningful
 BCViggRn 2 064 14 446 50 1592 152 4841 96 30.57
different language
TeaChers | yiing authentic
ga 28 892 40 1274 109 3471 90 2866 47 14.97
materials.

Doing drama and

7 223 30 955 66 2102 115 36.62 96 30.57
role play activities.

Table 44 demonstrates that teachers and students’ responses are accordant in terms of
applying meaningful activities through various language skills. On the other hand, a
disagreement is noticed in relation to use of authentic materials and drama activities in the
classroom. While 43.63 % of teachers’ responses show that they bring authentic materials in
the classroom, only 21.76 % of the students claimed so. Similarly, it is seen that 67.19 % of
the teachers declare calling for drama activities in their classes while this rate is lowered to

31.23 % in students’ responses.
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Table 45

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Natural
Approach

Never Rarely ~ Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %

Deductive grammar oo 1267 35 1009 76 23.97 49 1546 104 32.81

teaching.
Students Ne""coe’;ts?”“mo 131 4132 70 2208 49 1546 38 11.99 29 9.5
Newcﬁlgtﬁjn“mo 95 2097 87 2744 64 2019 36 1136 35 11.04

N % N % N % N % N %

Being careful with the
order of activities.
Inductive grammar

teaching.

New content is not too
hard nor too easy.

22 7.01 47 1497 80 2548 118 37.58 47 1497
Teachers 23 732 46 1465 95 30.25 104 33.12 46 14.65

21 6.69 26 828 52 1656 135 4299 80 25.48

According to table 45, 48.27 % of the students say that their English teachers teach grammar
through formulation. On the contrary, only 21.97 % of English teachers cite that they
concentrate on deductive grammar teaching. Both students and teachers’ responses have

conformity in terms of level of new content.

Table 46

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Lexical
Approach

Never Rarely ~ Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %
Learning
vocabulary with 21 6.62 47 1483 66 2082 79 2492 104 3281
Students collocations.
Teaching daily
expressionsand 23 7.26 28 8.83 59 1861 62 1956 145 45.74
phrases.
N % N % N % N % N %
Teaching
vocabulary with 10 3.18 37 11.78 86 27.39 125 39.81 56 17.83
collocations.
Teachers

Teaching daily
expressionsand 5 159 12 382 42 1338 133 4236 122 38.85
phrases.
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As seen in Table 46, not only the teachers (39.81 %) but also the students (32.81 %) indicate
that vocabulary teaching is done through an integration of collocations. Moreover, daily life
expressions and phrases in English classrooms are used techniques for 42.36 % of the
teachers and 45.74 % of the students.

Table 47

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Content Based
and Task Based Language Instructions

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %

Learning another
subject through 235 7413 27 852 26 820 8 252 21 6.62
English.
Students  Using problem solving
tasks by
communicating
English.

95 2997 73 2303 55 1735 41 1293 53 16.72

N % N % N % N % N %

Learning another
subject through 104 3312 59 1879 76 2420 58 1847 17 541
English.
Teachers  Using problem solving
tasks by
communicating
English.

73 2325 69 2197 95 3025 62 1975 15 4.78

As observed in table 47, the techniques of CBLI are never adopted by English teachers,
according to 74.13 % of the students. 33. 12 % teachers say that they never implement the
procedures of CBLI.

As for TBLI, 30.25 % of teachers say that they use it sometimes while 29.97 % of the
students say that their English teachers never use problem solving tasks by communicating

English.
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Table 48

Comparison of Students’ and Teachers’ Responses to Frequency of Using Eclectic Method

Never Rarely Sometimes  Often Always
N % N % N % N % N %

Implementing different
Students methods and 36 11.36 55 17.35 60 18.93 63 19.87 103 32.49

approaches.

N % N % N % N % N %

Implementing different
Teachers methods and 1 032 8 255 32 10.19 127 40.45 146 46.50

approaches.

Last but not least, a good majority of both participant groups’ responses have an agreement,
that is, both teachers (46.50 %) and students (32.49 %) claim that different teaching methods

are utilized in English classes according to table 48.

4.6. Evaluation of the Items Related to Views of Teachers on Post-method Pedagogy

The last research question seeks to find out the views of English teachers in Turkey about
post method pedagogy and its principles. For this aim, a questionnaire was given to 314
English teachers and percentages were calculated in SPSS. Findings are displayed in table

49,
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Table 49

English Teachers’ Views about Post-Method Pedagogy

Totally disagree Disagree Not sure Agree Totally agree

N % N % N % N % N %

Methods are not needed for

: 136 4330 104  33.12 30 9.55 25 7.96 19 6.05
language teaching.

It is impossible to implement all
procedures of a method 11 3.50 34 10.83 29 9.24 142 45.22 98 31.21
perfectly in the classroom.

| am qualified enough to

8 2.55 12 3.82 61 19.43 176 56.05 57 18.15
generate my own methods.

I do not support a theory based

: - 16 5.10 43 13.69 56 17.83 123 39.17 76 24.20
English teaching.

| think that there is no best

method in teaching English. 16 5.10 10 3.18 10 3.18 81 25.80 197  62.74

Current methods were created
without taking the local 20 6.37 41 13.06 67 21.34 96 30.57 90 28.66
conditions into consideration.

In my opinion, current methods

are out of date. 39 12.42 103 32.80 107 34.08 48 15.29 17 5.41

Methods were created regardless

: 21 6.69 88 28.03 72 22.93 90 28.66 43 13.69
of experiences.

English teachers should generate
their own methods and theories
instead of pertaining to present

ones.

26 8.28 90 28.66 91 28.98 71 22.61 36 11.46

English teachers should be
sensible for social, political,
environmental and economic
conditions of their institution.

6 191 5 1.59 13 4.14 118 37.58 172 54.78

Activities that promote learners’
social and self-identity should 4 1.27 4 1.27 10 3.18 126 40.13 170 54.14
be integrated in classes.

It should not be theorists but
teachers who have a say in 5 1.59 6 191 18 5.73 136 43.31 149 4745
educational decisions.

| develop innovative strategies

- 4 1.27 14 4.46 38 12.10 154 49.04 104 3312
to use in my classes.

| analyse my teaching
methodology by doing self- 4 1.27 13 414 44 14.01 143 45.54 110 35.03
observation.

| make necessary changes after |
self-evaluate my teaching 4 1.27 11 3.50 29 9.24 146 46.50 124 39.49
performance.

I regulate my own theories
based on my experiences instead
of applying pre-determined
rules.

4 1.27 11 3.50 37 11.78 153 48.73 109 3471

I think my role is to be a bridge
between my students and new 4 1.27 7 2.23 29 9.24 164 52.23 110  35.03
learning opportunities.

| pay attention to feedback from
my students while designing 4 1.27 7 2.23 17 541 147 46.82 139 44.27
activities.

I do in class activities that are

L 5 1.59 11 3.50 51 16.24 164 52.23 83 26.43
drawn from daily life.

I spend time in developing four

skills with a holistic approach. 4 1.27 30 9.55 57 18.15 141 44.90 82 26.11

| give consultation to my
students to use specific
strategies in order to overcome 5 1.59 13 4.14 36 11.46 153 48.73 107  34.08
difficulties while learning a
foreign language.
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As table 49 shows, 76.42 % of English teachers disagree to the notion that teaching methods

are not necessary.

From the table, it is also seen that a great majority of teachers (85 %) showed their
disapproval to relying on one method in the classroom. They adhere to mix and match
specific techniques of more than one method. Also, 76. 43 % of them think it is not possible

to put all of the rules into application at all points.

In addition to the reliance to mixing present methods, 39.17 % of teachers do not support a
theory based English teaching idea. Also, 60 % of the teachers claim that teaching and
learning conditions are not taken into consideration while generating methods and
approaches. 74.2 % see themselves qualified enough to create their own methods and over
90 % think that they should have an impact on the process of decision making in terms of
methodology. 80 % state that they regulate their own theories based on experiences instead
of applying pre-determined rules.

A great number of teacher participants (92.36 %) claim that they promote sensibility for
social, political, environmental and economic conditions of their institution. Most of them
say that they design innovative strategies and over 80 % of teachers provide consultation for
the learners in order to help them overcome difficulties in learning English. Nearly 95 %
claim that they suggest activities which help learners develop their social and self-identities
positively.

As for applying basic macro strategies of post method pedagogy, approximately 80 % of
English teachers say that they do self-observation of their performances in the classroom and
85 % of them make necessary changes according to self-evaluation. More than 90 % of them
believe that their role in the classroom is to be a bridge between learners and new learning
opportunities. Furthermore, over 90 % of the teachers say that they pay attention to learner
feedback and design procedures accordingly. Most of the teachers (78.66 %) think that their
classroom activities are from daily life and they spend time in developing four skills with a
holistic approach (71.01 %).
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4.7. Discussions on Findings

This study was carried out for four research questions regarding method choices of English
teachers and their views on post method pedagogy. The findings of the research are

interpreted and explained in detail with reference to each research question.

4.7.1. Research Question 1: Which Teaching Methods Do EFL Teachers in
Turkey Use Most Widely in Language Classrooms?

The first research question was asked to investigate the most commonly used language
teaching methods. In reference to this, the most widely used methods are as follows:

Table 50

The Most Widely Chosen Methods by English Teachers According to the Questionnaire

Method %

Eclectic Method (EM) 90.29
Lexical Approach (LA) 69.43
Total Physical Response (TPR) 67.52
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 63.27
Natural Approach (NA) 56.26
Community Language Learning (CLL) 50.53
Grammar Translation Method (GTM) 47.77
Suggestopedia (SUG) 41.40
Direct Method (DM) 39.28
Audio Lingual Method (ALM) 38.85
Silent Way (SW) 35.51
Task Based Language Instruction (TBLI) 24.52
Content Based Language Instruction (CBLI) 23.89

Based on the techniques in teachers’ questionnaire, the most adopted language teaching
methods are calculated and shown in table 50. Findings demonstrate that EM is utilized by
nearly 90 % of English teachers while LA is used by 69.43 % of the teacher participants.
Furthermore, it was revealed that67.52 % of the teachers make use of TPR whereas 63.27 %
of them utilize CLT in their instructions. However, SW (35.51 %), TBLI (24.52 %) and
CBLI (23.89 %) are figured out as the least implemented ones in English classrooms.
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Table 51

Teachers’ Own Selection of Methods

Method N %*

Total Physical Response (TPR) 164 52.23
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) 159 50.64
Eclectic Method (EM) 149 47.45
Grammar Translation Method (GTM) 129 41.08
Audio- Lingual Method (ALM) 98 31.21
Natural Approach (NA) 74 23.57
Direct Method (DM) 60 19.11
Lexical Approach (LA) 55 17.52
Community Language Learning (CLL) 42 13.38
Content Based Language Instruction (CBLI) 38 12.10
Task Based Language Instruction (TBLI) 37 11.78
Suggestopedia (SUG) 32 10.19
Silent Way (SW) 7 2.23

* Teachers were asked to choose their top three methods.

At the end of the teachers’ questionnaire, all participants were asked to mark top three
methods that they believe they take the advantage of most. The results from table 50 and 51
are compared in order to see if there is a match between teachers’ own selections and
calculated data. According to table 51, TPR (52.23 %), CLT (50.64 %) and EM (47.45 %)
were selected most while CBLI (12.10 %), TBLI (11.78 %), SUG (10.19 %) and SW (2.23
%) were the least chosen teaching methods by 314 English teachers who work at state

schools in Turkey.

First of all, it can be clearly concluded that EM, CLT and TPR are the most widely used
methods by English teachers. Utilizing more than one method and modifying teaching
procedures according to the conditions of the institution are quite accepted and applied by
English teachers. This proves the fact that English teachers indicate a positive tendency to

post methodology principles.

Secondly, GTM is not on the top of the list of the most utilized language teaching methods.
Although teachers use its techniques to some extent, its frequency shows that it is not
commonly used. Results have also shown that English teachers in Turkey do not choose to
speak in English in the classroom, but they are not far from teaching real life expressions in

their classes. However, they seem to practice newly taught material less in the classroom.

Lastly, SW and SUG are the two methods at bottom of the list of application of methods.
The large size of the classroom population and lack of necessary equipment may be viewed

as a reason of not being selected much. Also, the principles of these methods may not appeal
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to English teachers in Turkey. What is more, methods such as CBLI and TBLI are also the
least implemented instruction procedures according to the results. As for CBLI, the
procedure of teaching another subject in English does not have a big place in mainstream
schools. This type of teaching can be seen in higher education such as universities. On the
other hand, the reason behind the small frequency of the use of TBLI may result from lack
of time and a great deal of effort for the tasks before each lesson. So, preparation for classes

can be hard for an English teacher who has to have at least 22 hours of teaching per week.

4.7.2. Research Question 2

4.7.2.1. Do Teachers’ Frequency of Using Various Teaching Methods
Differ According to Grade They Teach?

In order to answer the second research question, English teachers were asked to choose the

grade they work currently.

= Secondary = Primary = High School

Figure 4. Level of education that participants teach

As indicated in figure 4 above, 189 English teachers which make up 60.2 % work at
secondary schools meanwhile 63 teachers work at primary level with 20.1 % and 62 teachers
teach at high school level with 19.7 %.

Based on the findings, it is not surprising that TPR and ALM are more selected than the
others by English teachers in primary schools as the techniques of this method are more
appropriate for implementing to young learners than other methods. The use of role play
activities and drama is also utilized in primary schools most. English teachers are aware of
the fact that younger learners are more likely to acquire target language and they pay

attention to principles of NA in their classes more than they do in secondary and high school
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classes. It is a surprising fact that the younger the teaching level, the more likely that English
teachers combine more than one method. When it comes to secondary and high school
grades, English teachers are more prone to combine less methods. One reason for that can
be the high stakes exams in Turkey. However, no significant difference between secondary

and high school grades was found in terms of the use of techniques.

4.7.2.2. Do Teachers’ Frequency of Using Various Teaching Methods
Differ According to Years of Teaching Experience?

= 2 and below = 3-5 years = 6-10 years
11-20 years = 20 and above

Figure 5. Teaching years of experience

Participants were asked to mark their years of teaching experience and results are shown in
figure 5. From 314 English teachers in total, 37 of them have 2 or less teaching experience
with a percentage of 11.8 %. 96 of them worked for 3 to 5 years and make up the highest
percentage with 30.6 %. 82 English teachers worked for 6 to 11 years with a percentage of
26.1 %. 78 English teachers have 11 to 20 years teaching experience with 24.8 % while 21
teachers worked more than 20 years and make up the least percentage with 6.7 %.

In general terms, results have shown that, teaching years do not have a direct effect on the
way the methods are chosen. However, some striking facts are revealed as a result of the
findings. Firstly, the more teaching experience English language teachers have, the less
translation they conduct in classrooms. This means that tendency to do translation in the
classroom decreases as teachers get more professional. Another point is that English teachers
who have 3-5 years and 11-20 years of experience use authentic materials more compared

to others.
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4.7.3. Research Question 3: Are There Any Discrepancies between the
Perceptions of Teachers and Students on the Applications of Methods?

In order to answer the third research question, students answered a questionnaire which was
prepared in accordance with the techniques in teachers’ questionnaire. By doing this, it is
aimed to compare the results of both teachers and students’ questionnaires and to find out if
there are any discrepancies between teachers and students’ answers. Percentages and

frequencies are calculated and a comparison is made according to the results.

First of all, results have shown that there is an agreement between two groups of participants
in terms of waiting for the readiness of students to speak. Students think that their English
teachers show patience towards them before they speak English and teachers have stated that

they do not force their students to speak unless they are ready to do so.

Secondly, an agreement is also observed in terms of ensuring positive classroom
environment. Students, similar to their teachers, think that a positive classroom atmosphere
is cared for. In addition, students and teachers have confirmed each other in terms of the
importance of students’ thoughts and emotions. That is, both group of participants agree in
terms of teachers’ being patient, promoting a positive classroom atmosphere, consideration

for feelings of the learners and integrating different language skills into classroom.

Based on the results of this study, however, some points that show disagreement between
students and teachers were also observed. The first disagreement is noticed in relation to use
of authentic materials and drama activities in the classroom. Students state that they are not
instructed with so many authentic materials and drama activities, whereas, their teachers
claimed the opposite. Second disagreement is between the responses of students and teachers
in terms of using translation and structural activities in the classroom. According to students,
these techniques are applied in the classroom; however, teachers claim that they do not

utilize these techniques much.

4.7.4. Research Question 4: What are the Views of EFL Teachers about Post
Method Pedagogy?

The last research question of the study is related to the views of English teachers on post
method pedagogy. To find an answer, a questionnaire which contains principles and key
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points of post method was conducted on English teachers. The findings are interpreted in
detail below.

First of all, English teacher generally believe that utilizing methods while teaching English
is not out of date. They state that utilizing the principles of current methodology is necessary.
Although they believe they need the rules of the methods to some extent, they still go for an
independency from pertaining to all requirements of a single method. In this sense, reliance
on a single set of instruction is not favoured by teachers because of the impossibility to
implement all procedures of one method into one condition. Instead, mixing and matching

specific techniques from different teaching methods seem reasonable to them.

Secondly, English teachers claim that they are qualified enough to create their own theories
from their own experiences and also capable of providing innovative strategies and
necessary consultation for learners. They also take social, political, environmental and
economic conditions into consideration while giving pedagogical decisions. For this reason,
teachers, as practitioners, should be the ones who have a say in policy making process in
education. So, teachers want to be heard and sometimes feel alone thinking that theories are

generated free from examination of local circumstances.

Finally, English teachers state that they observe and evaluate their own performances in the
classroom and then make necessary changes. Yet, compared results with student responses
revealed that there are inconsistencies in in-class activities between the two perspectives of

teachers and students.

4.8. Some Further Remarks on Findings

When it comes to education system of a society, it is crucial to underline the uniqueness of
all circumstances that have an effect on the progress of teaching and learning. It is widely
known that along with social and cultural dimensions, teachers, students, parents, course
books, exams, policy makers’ decisions, and even global trends are considered as input into
this dynamic system. On the other hand, the output from this multi-dimensional and complex
dynamic system reflects the case about what pedagogical choices actually turn out to be
within local boundaries. Although the results of this study are remarkably specific to the
conditions of Turkey, there are some similarities and differences between the present study

and the ones done before in the field.
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First of all, as understood from the study of Liu (2004), the method choices of English
teachers in Turkey resemble to the results of 800 international English teachers globally.
Results from this study confirm Liu’s findings asserting that CLT and EM were the most
selected methods by English teachers while SW and SUG were the least used ones. Also, the
fact that TPR is mostly used with lower level of students is correspondent with international
results. However, there are some striking points that revealed controversial results. English
teachers in Turkey tend to combine more methods in lower levels contrary to the results of
Liu’s (2004) study by which it is revealed that methods are more interwoven at advanced

levels than lower levels.

Secondly, this study has some conflicting ideas with Yilmaz’s (2010) research in terms of
classroom practices. He found out that GTM and ALM were the most widely used methods
among English teachers who teach at 8th grade. According to the findings of this study, not
only teachers’ methodological choices have fluctuated to a great extent, but also a
remarkable change in teacher roles can be observed. In specific terms, a teacher centred
approach that neglected students’ opinions were detected in Yi1lmaz’s study nearly ten years
ago while this study has revealed that both students and teachers agree on a student centred
approach and students know that their ideas and feelings are valued. Thus, this conflict may
prove a point that the way English teachers approach to language learners has undergone a
dramatic change over the years and the role of the teacher has its share from this. Also, a
comparison of the findings of both studies manifests a longitudinal framework that a sharp

change in method use in teaching English can be seen.

Finally, this study revealed some contradictory facts in contrast to the research of Al-
Kamookh in 1981. Although the scope of his study covered only Saudi Arabian context,
findings hinted very clear results in terms of tendency on language teaching methods in the
past. Specifically, English teachers in Turkey were found to adopt a more eclectic approach
which entailed pertaining to different language areas, whereas, Saudi Arabian teachers chose
to rely on ALM most and GTM least in their pedagogical decisions. In those years, Al-
Kamookh (1981) also found out that the trend was converging to an awareness of reaching
grammar mastery for effective language teaching. As for Turkey, the new trend seems to be
CLT which bears an integration of real life language usage by designing learning and

teaching procedures according to the needs and wants of the learners.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION

This chapter includes a summary of the study, implications and some suggestions for further
studies. Also, it presents innovative ideas that could be fruitful for decision making policies

of Ministry of National Education.

5.1. Summary of the Study

The main aim of this study was to find out English teachers’ methodological choices and
views about post method pedagogy. In order to do that, a quantitative research was done
through surveys. Questionnaires prepared by the researcher were given to 314 English
teachers working at different state schools including primary, secondary and high schools.
All of the teachers worked only for Ministry of National Education. 317 students who were
attending state schools of secondary and high levels also participated in the study. Primary
school students were not involved because of their age limitations to answer the

questionnaires.

As instruments, 5 likert type questionnaires were used and they were divided in two groups;
one for teachers and one for students. The items in the questionnaires basically included
techniques and procedures from 13 language teaching methods and were prepared
accordingly so that a comparison could be made easily between teacher and student groups.
Apart from that, there was a second section in teachers’ questionnaire for gathering the views
about post method pedagogy. The reliability check of each item in the questionnaires was
done in an expert panel discussion with attendance of three subject field experts. The
questionnaires were sent to participants from different regions of Turkey via social media,

mail and other internet communication tools. Voluntary participation was ensured
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throughout the research. Obtained data were analysed item by item in SPSS by using Kruskal
Wallis- H Test.

5.2. Implications for Teaching

This study’s findings offer some implications for the practice of English language teaching.
First of all, it is clearly seen from the results that discrepancies exist between students and
teachers with respect to the types of some classroom instructions. These mismatches possibly
result from the lack of adequate communication and evaluation in terms of applications in
English classes. Thus, the significance of self-evaluation for teachers must be recognized
and time allocation to this matter needs to be revised and refined. Even if English teachers
in Turkey state that they do self-evaluation of their classroom performance and instructions
according to the results, mismatches point out an urgent need for ensuring the quality of self-
evaluation techniques in state schools. Based on this, English teachers both in service and
pre service should be informed about the effective ways of doing self-evaluation. Bullard
(1998) discusses professional ways of providing teacher self-evaluation in one of his works

stating that:

“Teacher self-evaluations, reflective practitioners, long-term professional development projects,
teaching portfolios, peer coaching, and storytelling all have common properties that aid in
assessing teaching quality. All have provisions for teachers to have opportunities for self-
reflection and collegial interactions based on documented episodes of their own teaching. All are
components of the "new" teacher evaluation process that involves individual goal setting, self
analysis, collaboration, and collegiality” (p. 20).

Based on the statements above, in order to make self-evaluation more practical and easier,
pre-determined reports and checklists that are supposed to be filled by the teacher are
suggested. They can be sent to state schools together with coursebooks in the beginning of
each academic year. Moreover, in terms of evaluation of English classes, not only teacher
perspective but also students’ perceptions about classroom instructions are of great
importance and should be dealt with carefully. Discussing with the students about the way
that English teacher makes contact, conducts activities and manages classroom atmosphere
might be a very helpful suggestion to see the potential gaps between a dream and actual

English lesson.

Secondly, results show that the use of TBLI to teach English is not a commonly used method
among English teachers. Possible reasons for that might be counted as large class size, lack
of time to finish tasks and problems related to classroom management. However, the

introduction of FATIH project might be a solution to these problems as it provides easy
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access to smart boards, computer labs and internet connection in most of the state schools
around the country. That’s why, procedures of TBLI can be easily applied with the help of
technology and thus tasks can be generated and submitted online in quicker ways by using
web 2.0 tools. Also, a wide range of tasks on a large variety of topics can be found to be
implemented in the class with the aim of promoting problem solving, critical thinking and
metacognitive skills in learners. The use of TBLI is of great importance because today’s
world skills requires language classrooms to “build a sense of community, develop critical
thinking skills and intercultural communicative competence, increase cultural awareness,
and encourage cooperation, all of which prepare learners to engage in real-world language
and culture” (Shehadeh and Coombe, 2010). Therefore, it is crucial for English teachers to
become aware of the fact that their learners will face a world scenario which encompasses
contemporary requirements different than their time. Teachers need to consider boosting

their professional knowledge in terms of implementation of task-based learning.

In addition, the results of this study provide data for some humble suggestions in terms of
using TBLI for curriculum developers. The meaningful tasks need some classroom time and
effort to be analysed, understood and solved by the learners. It should be noted that tasks are
makings of a process-oriented approach which results in enabling language learners to
develop a variety of competences at the end. Therefore, a decrease in the number of units to
be covered in a single term to witness an increase in the use of meaningful tasks in language

classes is suggested. Also, related content in coursebooks is needed to be refined.

When it comes to coursebooks that are covered in English classes, the parameter of
particularity of post method pedagogy needs attention of the Ministry of National Education.
It is a widely known fact that Turkey has many regions and local areas where educational
opportunities don’t meet the standards all the time. Depending on regional, political and
socio-economic factors, educational acts are decided and arranged within the bounds of
possibility. Considering this, it would be wrong to expect learners who live under limited
socio economical conditions and who have limited access to internet or computers devices
to acquire competences like the learners who have a life in bigger cities and who can reach
technology in easier and quicker ways. Thus, specific coursebooks are suggested to be
designed for first, second and third teaching area of service in Turkey by taking contextual

parameters into consideration.
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This study has shown that combining various methods in language classrooms is quite
applied by English teachers. However, how they combine methods needs a logical
explanation. Principled eclecticism proposes that selecting and combining various methods

shouldn’t be done randomly and by chance. Brown (2002) suggests that eclecticism:

“underlies the creation of a set of learning experiences that are appropriate, given specific
contexts and purposes, for realizing established objectives. It enables teachers to assess what
went right and what went wrong in a lesson, that is, to systematically evaluate the
accomplishment of curricular objectives” (p. 13).

As it can be seen, mixing methods should be done in a systematic and controlled way that
will help learners acquire language objectives. Thus, English teachers in Turkey need a
guidance for possible combinations of techniques. Useful procedures for the combinations
for themes or units are suggested to be added and explained in booklets for teachers in state
schools. These booklets can be reached both in print and online for easy access. This way,
English teachers will be equipped with needed background information and techniques of
current methods, they will refresh their methodological background and integrate their own

classroom practices with current teaching methods.

Finally, findings of this study revealed a tendency of English teachers to serve the principles
of post method pedagogy. Basically, English teachers, regardless of their experience, age
and level of teaching, support the ideas of basic three parameters which are particularity,
practicality and possibility (Kumaravadivelu, 2001). Yet, some inquiries and vague parts
with regards to implementing an actual context and learner specific English lesson should
be noticed. Also, there might be some teachers who have never heard of the concept of post
method. Considering these issues, in service trainings for English teachers are
recommended. These trainings can be specified to each in-service teaching area in Turkey
due to the fact that learning and teaching conditions in various parts in the country are
different and supposed to be dealt with efficiently. Trainings can offer a specification of
favourable teacher attitudes in classroom, ideas for building context sensitive lesson plans,
in class activities and tips for generating new hypotheses and techniques. Moreover, ten
macro strategies of post method, proposed by Kumaravadivelu (1994), are recommended to
be studied and internalized by English teachers who would like to make an arrangement in

their pedagogical decisions according to their local aspects.
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5.3. Suggestions for Further Studies

This study’s main aim was to investigate method perceptions and post method views of
English teachers in Turkey. By the consideration of results, some suggestions for future

researches could be made.

First of all, there can be many reasons for the inconsistency between student and teacher
responses in terms of using some of the techniques in the classroom. Further research can be
done comprehensively to investigate whether discrepancies are teacher or student generated.

Secondly, this study is limited to a small number of participants. In order to investigate the
situation in broader terms, large number of participants may be included in further studies.
This way, it could be possible to reach more extensive data for a better understanding of
method perceptions. Moreover, observation checklists, interviews and more detailed
questionnaires could be used as instruments in order to investigate English classes in a deeper

Sense.

Thirdly, findings from this study have revealed that further studies could be done to see the
quality and quantity of language exposure, in-class activities designed for language
production and the practices of language acquisition especially in primary schools. For older
learners, more studies could be done to find out the effects of high stakes exams on

methodological perceptions of English teachers working at secondary and high school levels.

Last but not least, a reflection of post methodological principles in terms of classroom
procedures are needed to be studied meticulously. Based on this, self-evaluation of teachers,
their practices on developing self and social identity of the learners and pedagogic choices

for local could be suggested for further research.

87



REFERENCES

Al-Kamookh, A. A. (1981). A survey of the English language teachers perceptions of the
English language teaching methods in the intermediate and secondary schools of the
Eastern province in Saudi Arabia. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Kansas,

Lawrence.

Asher, J. J. (1969). The total physical response technique of learning. The Journal of Special
Education, 3(3), 253-262. https://doi.org/10.1177/002246696900300304

Banegas, D. L., Loépez-Barrios, M., Porto, M., & Soto, M.A. (Eds.). (2014). English
language teaching in the post-methods era: Selected papers from the 39th FAAPI
Conference. Santiago del Estero: APISE.

Bell, D. M. (2003). Method and Postmethod: Are They Really So Incompatible? TESOL
Quarterly, 37(2), 325-336. Doi: 10.2307/3588507

Bell, D. M. (2007). Do teachers think that methods are dead? ELT Journal, 61(2), 135-143.
D0i:10.1093/elt/ccm006

Brown, H. D. (2002). English language teaching in the “post-method” era: toward better
diagnosis, treatment, and assessment. In J. C. Richards, and W. A. Renandya (Eds.),
methodology on language teaching: an anthology of current practice (pp. 9-17).
Cambridge: Cambridge University.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511667190.003

Bullard, B. (1998). Teacher self evaluation. In Annual Meeting of the Mid-South Educational
Research Association. Retrieved from https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltexttED428074.pdf

Can, N. (2009). Post-method pedagogy: teacher growth behind walls. Paper presented at
10th METU EIt Convention, Ankara. Retrieved August 4, 2019, from
http://dbe.metu.edu.tr/convention/proceedingsweb/Pedagogy.pdf

88


https://doi.org/10.1177/002246696900300304

Canale, M., and Swain, M. (1980). Theoretical bases of communicative approaches to
second language teaching and testing. Applied Linguistics, 1(1), 1-47.
doi:10.1093/applin/1.1.1

Casey, J. L. (1991). A survey of Esl teaching methodologies being used in American intensive
English programs. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Southern California.

Clancy, T. (2004). An historical examination of the methodological developments in
language teaching. Doctoral Dissertation, University of Nevada, Reno.

Cook, V. (2008). Second language learning and language teaching. London: Routledge.

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating

quantitative and qualitative research. New York, NY: Pearson.

Dagkiran, 1. (2015). Postmethod pedagogy and reflective practice: current stance of Turkish
Efl teachers. (Unpublished Master’s Thesis). The Graduate School of Education, Ihsan
Dogramaci Bilkent University, Ankara. Retrieved from
http://www.thesis.bilkent.edu.tr/0006997.pdf

Dornyei, Z. (2007). Research methods in applied linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University.

Er, S. (2013). Using total physical response method in early childhood foreign language
teaching environments. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 93, 1766-1768.
Do0i:10.1016/j.sbspro.2013.10.113

Gao, L. (2011). Eclecticism or principled eclecticism. Creative Education, 02(04), 363-369.
D0i:10.4236/ce.2011.24051

Gokmen, M. F. (2018). Post-method pedagogy from the perspectives of post-method
indicators: a case study of a Turkish state university. Doctoral Dissertation, Institute
of Educational Sciences, Atatiirk University, Erzurum. Retrieved from

https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp
Howatt, A. (1984). A history of English language teaching. Oxford: Oxford University.

Harmer, J. (2001). The practice of English language teaching. Harlow: Pearson Education
Limited.

Kachru, B. B. (1992). The other tongue: English across cultures. (2nd ed.) Urbana:

University of Illinois.

89



Kafa, S., and Cakir, 1. (2013). English language teachers’ preferences in presenting target
language grammar. Journal of Language and Literature Education, 2(8), 39-51. Doi:
10.12973/jlle.11.213

Kalati, E. A. (2014). Retrieved from
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273737482_Prescriptive_and_Descriptive_

Approaches_in_English_Language A _Review_Language Awareness

Khodabakhshzadeh, H., Arabi, M., & Samadi, F. (2018). The relationship between English
foreign language teachers” willingness with post-method pedagogy and their teaching
effectiveness. International Journal of Instruction, 11(2), 425-436. Doi:
10.12973/1ji.2018.11229%a

Krashen, D. S. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. Pergamon:

University of Southern California.

Kumaravadivelu, B. (1994). The Postmethod Condition: (E)merging Strategies for
Second/Foreign Language Teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 28 (1), 27-48. Doi:
10.2307/3587197

Kumaravadivelu, B. (2001). Toward a post-method pedagogy. TESOL Quarterly, 35(4),
537. Doi: 10.2307/3588427. 22

Kumaravadivelu, B. (2003). A postmethod perspective on English language teaching. World
Englishes, 22(4), 539-550. Doi: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00317.x

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2000). Techniques and principles in language teaching. Oxford:
Oxford University.

Larsen-Freeman, D. (2004). Techniques and principles in language teaching (3rd Ed.).
Oxford: Oxford University.

Lewis, M. (1993). The lexical approach the state of ELT and a way forward. London:
Teacher Training.

Liu, J. (2004). Methods in the post-methods era. Report on an international survey on
language teaching methods. International Journal of English Studies, 4(1), 137-
152.24

Long, M., and Crookes, G. (1991). Three approaches to task-based syllabus
design. University of Hawaii Working Papers in ESL, 10(1), 1-36.
90


https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273737482_Prescriptive_and_Descriptive_Approaches_in_English_Language_A_Review_Language_Awareness
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273737482_Prescriptive_and_Descriptive_Approaches_in_English_Language_A_Review_Language_Awareness

Markos, A. (2016). Using sheltered instruction to support English learners. Retrieved from
http://www.cal.org/siop/pdfs/briefs/using-sheltered-instruction-to-support-english-

learners.pdf

MEB. (2012). 12 y1il zorunlu egitim sorular - cevaplar. Retrieved on 15.07.2019 from
http://www.meb.gov.tr/ duyurular/duyurular2012/12yil_soru_cevaplar.pdf

Moudraia, O. (2001). Lexical approach to second language teaching. ERIC Clearinghouse
on Languages and Linguistics Washington DC. Retrieved April 14, 2019, from
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED455698.pdf

Mwanza, D. S. (2016). A critical reflection on eclecticism in the teaching of English
grammar at selected Zambian secondary schools. Doctoral Dissertation, University of
the Western Cape, South Africa. Retrieved from
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/xmlui/handle/11394/4849

Olson, K. (2010). An examination of questionnaire evaluation by expert reviewers. Field
Methods, 22(4), 295-318. Doi: 10.1177/1525822x10379795

Okmen, B., & Kilic, A. (2016). A research about the level of using language teaching
methods and its effect on some variables: in Turkey. Universal Journal of Educational
Research, 4(9), 1994-2001. Doi: 10.13189/ujer.2016.040909

Pennycook, A. (1989). The concept of method, interested knowledge, and the politics of
language teaching. TESOL Quarterly, 23(4), 589-618. Doi: 10.2307/3587534

Prabhu, N. S. (1987). Second language pedagogy. Oxford: Oxford University.
Prabhu, N. S. (1990). There is no best method-why? TESOL Quarterly, 24(2), pp. 161-176.

Presser, S., & Blair, J. (1994). Survey pretesting: do different methods produce different
results? Sociological Methodology, 24, 73-104. Doi: 10.2307/270979

Richards, J. C., and Rodgers, T. S. (1986). Approaches and methods in language teaching:
A description and analysis. Cambridge: Cambridge University.

Richards, J. C., and Schmidt, R. W. (2002). Longman dictionary of language teaching and
applied linguistics (3rd Ed.). London: Routledge.

Richards, J., Schmidt, R. (1983). Language and communication. London: Routledge,

https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315836027
91


http://www.cal.org/siop/pdfs/briefs/using-sheltered-instruction-to-support-english-learners.pdf
http://www.cal.org/siop/pdfs/briefs/using-sheltered-instruction-to-support-english-learners.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED455698.pdf
http://etd.uwc.ac.za/xmlui/handle/11394/4849

Roberts, R. (2012). The Silent Way, Suggestopedia, TPR and other ‘designer’ methods: what
are they and what can we learn from them? Retrieved from http://elt-
resourceful.com/2012/09/14/the-silent-way-suggestopaedia-tpr-and-other-designer-
methods-what-are-they-and-what-can-we-learn-from-them/

Sanchez, A. (2004). The task-based approach in language teaching. International Journal of
English Studies, 4(1), 39-71

Savignon, S. J. (2001). Communicative language teaching for the twenty-first century. In M.
C. Murcia (3" Ed.), teaching English as second or foreign language (pp. 13-28).
Boston: Heinle and Heinle

Shehadeh, A., & Coombe, C. (2010). Applications of task-based learning in TESOL.
TESOL.

Soomro, A. F., & Almalki, M. S. (2017). Language practitioners’ reflections on method-
based and post-method pedagogies. English Language Teaching, 10(5), 234. Doi:
10.5539/elt.v10n5p234

Terrell, T. D. (1982). The natural approach to language teaching: an update. The Modern
Language Journal, 66(2), 121-132. Doi: 10.2307/326380

Tigh, M. (2014). Method vs. Postmethod!: a survey on prospective Efl teachers’
perspectives. Master's Thesis, The Graduate School of Education, Bilkent University,
Ankara. Retrieved from http://www.thesis.bilkent.edu.tr/0006651.pdf

Varghese, V., & Karki, P. (2018). An analysis of preferred methods of teaching and learning
English language in Bangalore, India. i-Manager’s Journal on English Language
Teaching, 8(4), 36. Doi: 10.26634/jelt.8.4.14869

Yilmaz, M. (2010). The evaluation of application process of major English teaching methods
and techniques applied by primary school teachers and the analysis of students’
attitudes. Master’s Thesis, Institute of Education, Atatiirk University, Erzurum.
Retrieved from https://tez.yok.gov.tr/Ulusal TezMerkezi/tezSorguSonucYeni.jsp

92



APPENDICES

93



APPENDIX 1. Questionnaire for Teachers

INGILIZCE OGRETMENLERININ KULLANDIGI
INGILIZCE OGRETIM METOTLARI VE METOT
SONRASI PEDAGOJi HAKKINDAKI GORUSLERI

Sevgili meslektaglanm, ben Konya'nin Akkise kasabasinda gorev yapmakta olan bir ingilizee
Sgretmeniyim. Ayni zamanda Gaz Universitesinde Yiksek Lisansimi tamamiamak Gzereyim.
Tezimden elde edilecek bulgulan, Milli Egitim Bakanhd: ile paylasarak egitim 6gretim sirecini bz
ogretmenler ve degeri 6grencilerimiz icin daha fyi hale getimeyi amaglyorum. Bu anlamda
asagidaki anket sorulanna vereceginiz cevaplar cok nem arz etmektedir. Degerli vaktinz ve
emeginiz igin simdiden mitesekkirim. Varsa, sorulanniz igin "berrakgeneyikli@gmail.com”
adresinden bana ulasabilirsiniz.

* Gerekh
1. Cinsiyetiniz *
Yalnizca bir gikki igarefieyin.
~ ) Kadin
2. Yagmz *
Yalnizca bir gikka igarefieyin.
) 25vealt
) 26-20
, 30-34
) 3538
) 4Dve st

3. Kag yildir 6gretmensiniz *
Yalnizca bir gikki igarefieyin.

| 2vedahaaz
35yl
) 8-10yil
;) 11-20 ¢l

) 20ve st

4. Cahigtiginiz kademe *
Yalnizca bir gikka igarefieyin.

) ikokul
) Ortaokul

Y Lise
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5. Grammar Translation Method (Gramer Ceviri Yontemi) *
Her satirda yainizca bir gikki igaretieyin.

Hicbirzaman Nadiren Bazen OSiklkla Herzaman
Kelimeleri listeler halinde

&grencilere verir ve C. CD G ED )
ezberdemelerini saglanm.

Derslerimde Ingilizca’ den Tirkge' 2

ye, Tarkee" den Ingilizes” ye geviri (=) D O O &
yaptininm.

Gramer dgretiminden sonra

luk doldurma, soru cevap ve
goktan seqmel sitemata O OO i O
yaptinnm.

6. Direct Method (Direk Yontem) *
Her satirda yainizca bir gikki izaretleyin.

Hicbir Zaman Nadiren Bazen Sikhikla Herzaman
Derslerimde kefime égretimi
yaparken gercek nesnelerden, I " O
resimlerden ve viicut Q Q S D _/
hareketlerinden faydalaninm.
Ogrencilerim ve ben derste hig o i
Tirkge konugmamaya ozen ( ) ) w ) ( ) (
Bir metini birkag kez okurum ve
&grencilerimin lanng &) D O €D .
yazmas:ni isterim (Dictation).

™
A

7. Audio-Lingual Method (Dilsel- igitsel Yontem) *
Her satirda yainizca bir sikki igaretieyin.

Hicbir Zaman Nadiren Bazen Sikikla Herzaman
Ogrencilerimden, okudugum

diyalogdaki cOmleler benim P

ardimdan defalarca C) L O D D
tekrarlamalanni isterim.
Ogrencilerin birbirlerine karsi bazi
diyaloglan zincirieme tekrar r— 7 .
etmelerini saglanm.(ém: What's = b b I
your name? — My name is Ayca)

)
L

&. Silent Way (Sessiz Yontem) *
Her satirda yalnizca bir gikki igaretieyin.

Hicbir Zaman Nadiren Bazen Siklikla Herzaman

Derste iyi telaffuz gelistirmeye

yonelik renkli ses tablolan ) s U/ Q D
kullaninm.

Ogretim plamini dgrencierin = —
genme performanslanna gore s { J ( } (_) Cj
yapanm.
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9. Total Physical Response (Tum Vicutla Yanit Yontemi) *
Her satirda yalmizea bir gikka igaretieyin.

Hicbir Zaman Nadiren Bazen Sikhkla Herzaman

Derslerimde 6grencilera

talimatlarfyonergeler verinm ve

&grenciler bu emirlers vicut _ : v ) ~ -
hareketieryle tepki verder. (Om: (—-) \—> — L) Q
“Jump”, “Swim", "‘Fead the cat with

fish") -

Ogrencilerim Ingilizoz cimle

kurmaya hazir olana dek beklerim. —

Onlan konugmaya zorayict D ) (:) ¢ 3 Q
hareketierden kaginmaya dzen

gosterinim.

10. Suggestopedia (Oneribilim Yontemi) *
Her satirda yaimizea bir gikkr igaretieyin.

Higbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Sikikla Herzaman
Sinif atmosferini (1s1, |§|‘k \}b.) ideal (—\
Wya 93]|§|nm_ C> — C) (D D
Ogrencilerin konsantrasyonunu
artimak icin arka fonda hafif bir f "
gal|§rnalanna_ bagvururum.
Ogrencilerimin yaptiklan
hatalardan kaynakli negatif (—\ m (—') (—)
duygulardan annabilmelen igin — — — — D
onlara yeni kimlikler verinim.

11. Community Language Learning (Toplulukla Dil Ogrenme Yontemi) *
Her satirda yalmzca bir gikki igaretieyin.

Hicbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Siklikla Herzaman
Ogrencilerin sectigi bir konuda
Ingilizea taruigir ve tarigma .
esnasinda ses kaydl alip daha (_) ) L) () )
soara kayit izerinden aligtirmalar
yaptinrim.
Ogrencilerim hata yaptiklannda,
onlar dogrusunu égrendiklerinden
emin clana kadar dogru ) D E9 X I:D
formulyapryi/kelimayi tekrardarim
(Human Computer). )
Ogrencilerin derse kars: digince, : S
his ve tutumlanm dnemsanm ve ) ) [ ) ) ( )

~onlarin fikrini ahrim.
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12. Communicative Language Teaching (iletisimsel Dil Ogretim Yontemi) *
Her satirda yalnizea bir gikks igarefieyin.
Higbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Siklkla Herzaman
Ders iginde cesitii bacerilerin
(konusma, ckuma, yazma vs.)

sadece gramatik degil, sosyal — —\
baglama uygun kullanimini da —/ (- D O C'

destekleyen materyaller ve

etkinlilder yaptinnm.

Orijinal Ingilizce metinler, brogar, =

gazete ve dergiler gibi f_) ) (_) O O
materyallerden faydalaninm.

Derslerimde ¢=sitli Role-play

{drama) akﬁvi%;?eri ve oyunlar D) G o ) C} ( )

kullaninm.

13. Natural Approach (Dogal Yaklagimla Ogretim Yontemi) *
Her satirda yalnizea bir gikka izarefieyin.

Higbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Siklikla Herzaman
Ingilizoe &gretiminde cocuklann
anadillerini edindidi siraya énem
vererek etkinliklerimi dizenlerim. G o) O 459 G
(Dinlem=, Konugma, Okuma,
Yazma) 3
Ograncilerimin Ingilizceyi formal
yolla 6§renmelerinden ziyade,
dogal yolla dil edinimini - ~ \ N
desteklerim. (Om: Gramer \—) (- Q (—/ b
kurallannr agiktan anlatmaktan
kaginma)
Ders igeriklerini 6grencilerin hazir
bulunusgluk seviyesinin biraz Gstd
olacak sekilde planianm. ‘ N 2 N\ N
Ofretilecek icerigin ne cok kolay = 2 1 & K
ne de ¢ok zor clmamasina 6zen
gosterinm.

14. Lexical Approach (Sozciiksel Yaklagim) *
Her safirda yainizea bir gikks igarefieyin.

Higbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Siklikla Herzaman
Kelimeleri ayn listeler halinde
vermek yerine, bir baglam
{context) icinde birfikte 7 = 2 = =
kullanildiklan diger kelimelere G COr G O A8
(collocations) birikte verinim. (Om:
‘bank account’, ‘five-star hotel')
Gunluk hayatta kullanilan kaliplara

derslerimde deginiim. (Om: "by ~ — — — -
the way', 'go on and on’, -/ (__/ L) ( J &5
‘parden?’)

15. Content Based Language Instruction (igerik Tabanh Dil Ogretimi) *
Her satirda yalnizca bir gikki izaredieyin.
Higbir zaman Nadiren Bazen Siklkla Herzaman
Akademik bagka bir disiplini
Sgretirken Ingilizce Sgretim / ' N Y
yapanm. {Om: Cografya. 2 £ D £33 \
Matematik vb.)
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16. Task Based Language Instruction (Gorev Tabanl Dil Ogretimi) *
Her satirda yalnizea bir gikka igarefleyin.

Higbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Siklikla Herzaman
Ogrencilerime problem ¢ozme
becerilerini kulanmaya yonelik
gorevier verinm ve bu gorevier ~— C o N (‘ﬂ )
tamamiarken Ingilizce iletigim h, S — —
becerilerini kulanidar. (Om: Okul
piknigi organizasyonu)

-

17. Eclectic Method (Eklektik Yontem) *
Her satirda yainizea bir gikks izarefleyin.

Higbirzaman Nadiren Bazen Siklikla Herzaman
ingilizce Sgretirken birden fazla P N TN \ —
matod kullaninm. — ) 22 &
Derslerimde kullanacagim
metotiar kademe (ilkokul, ortaokul,
lise), seviye (digik, orta, iler . o
diizey), sinif meveudu, okulun R R TR C )
bulundudu bélge gibi birgok
nedene gre degdisikik
gostermektedir.

N
-

18. Asagidaki dil dgretim yéntemlerinden kendinize en uygun olan ii¢ tanesini igaretleyiniz. *
Uygun olanlann timanu igarefieyin.
|:| Grammar Translation Method (Gramer Cevin Yontemi)
[ | Direct Method (Direk Yéntem)
[ ] AudicLingual Method (Dilsel- isitsel Yéntem)
[ ] silent Way (Sessiz Yént=m)
[] Total Physical Response (Tam Vicutla Yanit Yéntemi)
[ | Supgestopedia (Oneribilim Yéntemi)
|:| Community Language Leaming (Toplulukla Dil Ogrenme Yéntemi)
[] Communicative Language Teaching (iletisimsel Dil Ogretim Yantemi)
D Natural Approach (Dogal Yaklagimla Oretim Yontemi)
[ ] Lexical Approach (Sézciiksel Yaklagim)
[ ] Content Basad Language Instruction (igerik Tabanl Dil Oretimi)
D Task Basad Language Instruction (Gérev Tabanh Dil Ogretimi)
D Eclectic Method (Eklektik Ydntem)
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19. Metot sonrasi Pedagojiye lliskin Gorligler (Post-Method Pedagogy) *
Her satirda yalnizca bir gikki igaretieyin.

Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilmiyorum Kararsizim  Katiliyorum katiliyorurn
121 Ogretim
metotlan yabanc dil 7
gretimi igin gerekli - - - -, (D)
degildir. )
2/21 Metotian tim
ozeliikleriyle s ~—
siniflarda uygulamak D \—) L -
imkansizdir.
3/21 Ogretmen
olarak kendi
metotianmi C )
uretebilecek

donanima sahibim.
4/21 Teoriye baglh
kalarak ingilizce
Sgretimi yapilmasini
dogru bulmuyorum.
521 Ingilizce
&gratmek amactyla
kullanilabilecsk
uygun tek bir metot
olmadid! fikrindeyim.
8/21 Mevcut '
metotlar, calistigimiz )
bdlgenin kogullarini ( )
dikkate almadan
olusturulmuslardir.

7i21 Bana gore

mevcut &gretim ( )
metotlan tarih

olmustur.

&/21 Dil gretim

metotlan sinif igi

edinilen tecriibeler ) O O Gl O
dikkate alinmaksizin

olusturulmustur.

0
010] 010
O 0
010|010

01010
(&
I
J
M
A
™
-/

~
)
™
¥
~
W/
~
U/

2/21 ingilizea

&gretmenleri hali

hazirda bulunan tecr

wie metotlardan I.r I f -j ': -:' I:.__j 'I:_-:I
faydalanmarmal, e

kendi metotlann

kendilen dretmelidir.

10/21 Ingilizca

agretmenlari

gahgtiklan kurumun

sosyal, politik,

e 5 O =
ekonomik kogullanina

duyarhlik

gostermelidir.

11721 Ingilizee

derslerinde

adrencilerin

toplumsal kimlik ve

&z kimliklerini olumlu D
yinde etkileyecek

etkinliklere yer

werlmelidir.

0
0

0
0
0
0
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Kesinlikle Kesinlikle
katimryorum Katilmyorum  Kararsizinn Katiliyorum katiiyorum

12121 Pedagaojik
anlamda séz sahibi
olan kesim
tearcilerden zivade
uygulayic
&gratmenler
olmaldir.

13/21 Derslerimde
kullanmak Ozers
yenilikgi stratejiler
geligtiririm.

1421 Ders igi
performansimi
gozlemleysrek
Sfretim yantemlenimi
analiz ederim.

15/21 Ders igi
performansimin 4z
degerendimesini :
yapuktan sonra ot —_ — o’
gereken yerlerda

degisiklik yapanim.

16/21 Teark bilgiler

sargusuz sualsiz

uygulamak yerine, : aE

tecribelerimdenyola () D D
gikarak kendi

tearilerimi

olugtununm.

17121 Derslermde

&drencilere yeni

&grenme firsatlan ~ —
?aslnda bir kopri £—) D E—}
gorevi gordGgami

dilgndyocrum.

e
LN
oy
L
oy
L
Y
b
i
LN

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

)
J
)
)
O

-

0

0
0

18121 Ders igi
etkinlikleri
dizenlerken
&grencilerden gelen
dondtlen gz éninde
bulundursrum.

18721 Ders ici
etkinliklerim ginlik
hayatla ig icadir.
20021 Dil
becerilerinin
geligtinimesinde
biatansel bir yaklagim
sergilerim ve tim
becarilerin geligimine
ZAMan ayIririm.
21721 OFrencilerime
dil &grenmede
karsilagabilecekler
zoruklan agmak
amaciyla
bagvurabilecekler
siratejiler ogretersk
onlara rehberlik
ederim.

O O
Of C
0
"
§

!
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L
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e
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APPENDIX 2. Questionnaire for Students

INGILIZCE DERSLERINDE KULLANILAN OGRETIM

YONTEMLERI

Sevgili dgrenciler, bu anketten elde edien sonuglar Mili Ejitimde ingilizes derslerinin gelistirilmesine

151k tutacaktir. Maddeleri Ingilizce derslerinizi diginersk isaretieyiniz.

* Gerekli

1. Okudugunuz okul *
Yalnizea bir grkko iarefieyin.
") Ortaokul

) Lis=

2. Asafqidaki maddeleri Ingilizce derslerini diisiinerek igaretleyiniz. *
Her satirda yainizea bir gikki izaretieyin.

1. ¥eni kelimeler listeler halinde

Highir zaman Madiren Bazen 3Siklkla Herzaman

‘o — P Iz—w.! %,
erberdememiz gerekmektzdir. — f_, L L
2. Derste okurna pargalanin —_ —. —
Ingilizee’ den Tirkgs' ye veya L) I:_; 2 -x_:_! D]

Tiirkgs" den ingilizes ye gavirinz.
3. Ingiizce Sgretmenimiz yeni
ramer konusunu anlattikian e — Ty —
g.nnra bosluk dokdurma, soru - o O O -
cevap etkinliklen ve tester verir
4. Ogretmenimiz ders andatirksn
gerpek necneler, resimler ve wicut (L) l ) )
hareketlerini kullanr.
5. Ogretmenimiz derste hig Tirk
kl:ll_'lLIﬁlTlEZ. = I:.::I T — LR I\_.-'
&. Ingilizoe derskerinde
&dretmenimizin Ingiizce bir metni
bir kag kez sech okudufu ve bizZim ) Cy C o O 0
de duyduklanmiz yazmaya
galistidimiz aktiviteler yapariz.
7. Derslerde kelime, cimis veya
diyaleglan égretmenden sonra
tekrar ederiz.
&. Derslerde bazm Ingilizes kalyplan
zincideme bir gekilde birbirimize

sorarak pratik yapanz. (Gm: (L) L’_,l x_-' I, :J
What's your name? — My name is
Ayga)

2. Ingiizce Sgretmenimiz derste
renkfi ses tablolan kullanarak
telaffuz kenusunda geligmemize
katkda bulunur.

10. Ogretmenimiz bize kisa
Ingilizce emirer verir ve biz de .
bamnlara vibcudumuzu kullanarak 4 :]
ddnit weririz. (Om: Jump deyinoe

ziplamak)
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11. Ingilizoe 6gretmenimiz biz
hazir hissedene kadar Ingilizee
konugmamiz igin bizi zorlamaz.
12. Ingilizee derslerinde
Sfretmanimiz s atmicsfarini
{1s1151k. wb.) ideal tuimaya gahsir
13. Ingilizee derslerinde
Sdretmanimiz matinler mizik
eslijinde okur.

14. Ingilizee derslerinde
&fretmenimiz bize yeni kimlikler
verir ve derste o kimfikler
kullaminz. {Om: Ahmet yerine
John olma.

15. Ingilizee derslerinde bizim
sectijimiz kenularda tartisma
yapanz ve bu tartismalar
esnasmda Sgretmenimiz ses
kayd yapar.

16. Ingilizes dgretmenimiz derse
hakkinda duygu ve
diisincelenimizi sorar.

17. Hata yaptigmmizda

O 0 z-]
p— I\_/

Yy

b

Yy

L

y
L
P
A
P
L
'
L
P
L

y
St
™y
A
™y
L
—
Wt
s
Lo

q
0
0
0
0

Efretmenimiz hatamez diizefimez — — — —
ve biz hatamizi diizeltene kadar D o o O -
dogru olan tekrar eder.

Highir zaman Madiren Bazen Siklkla Herzaman

1. ingilize= derslerinde dinkeme,
konusma, okuma, yazma
aktiviteleri yapar ve ginlik hayatts
kullanilan Ingilizee kahplan
&greniriz. (Om: Otele rezervasyon
yaptinma, yemek siparigi verma
vb)
12. Dgretmenimiz derse orijinal
metinler {gergek brogdr, haritalar,
garete vb.) getirir
20. Derste belli rollere borinersk
kigik tiyatrolar ve drama
aktiviteleri yapanz.
21. Ogretmenimiz gramer
kuralanini formillerde aniatr.
22, Bana gdre, Ingiizce
derslerinde yeni dgrendigimiz
konular seviyemizin albnda.
23, Bana gdre, Ingiizce
derslerinde yeni 8grendigimiz
konular seviyemizin biraz dstinde.
24, Kelimelari ayn ayn ogrenmek
yerine, onlarda bidikte kullanilan
diger kelimeleris Ggrenirz. (bank
account, five star hotel, ride a bike
vb.)
25. Gonlik hayatta kullamlan
Ingilizce konugma kaliplarin
Efreniriz. (by the way, excuse
me?, hold on a minute vb.)
28. Ingilizee digmdaki derslen
Ingilizee diinde isleriz. {codrafya,
matematik derslerinin Ingiizce
anlatilmas vk
27, Ingilizea derslerinde gizmemiz
gereken bir problem olur ve
Eﬁzﬁme- ulagirken Ingilizes iletigim
urmaya ézen gasteninz (Orn: okul
piknidi organizasyonu).
28, Ofretmenimiz derslerde farkh
&gretim yéntemlen kullanr.
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GAZILI OLMAK AYRICALIKTIR, ..
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