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ABSTRACT

AN INVESTIGATION OF REQUIRED ACADEMIC WRITING SKILLS
USED IN ENGLISH MEDIUM DEPARTMENTS OF
HACETTEPE UNIVERSITY
Fisun Yazicioglu
M.A., Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language
Supervisor: Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli

Co-Supervisor: Dr. Kimberly Trimble
July 2004

This study investigated the academic writing needs of students through the
perspectives of content teachers in the two 100% English medium departments of
Hacettepe University. To what extent the English writing requirements of the
students differ in accordance with the disciplines was also examined.

Out of 70 content teachers in the departments of medicine and economics, 54
participated in this study. The data were collected by means of a questionnaire and
analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPPS 9.0)

Although the content teachers in the two disciplines declared that writing well
is essential for students' overall academic success in their disciplines, the findings
revealed that being proficient writers is less important in the medicine faculty, than
in the economics department. In general, the teachers in both disciplines find their
students’ current success in writing to be inadequate, though the economics faculty

are more critical of their students’ writing abilities than are the medical teachers. In



terms of writing genres, there are some differences between disciplines, though not
necessarily sufficient ones to warrant implementing discipline-specific writing
courses at Hacettepe University. With respect to general académic English writing
skills, however, all the content teachers agree that they are important for students.
Based on this finding it is concluded that these skills should continue to constitute
the framework for the writing courses at Hacettepe University. Other possible
recommendations are for the establishment of extra elective or adjunct courses for
the economics students.

Key words: Needs Analysis, English for Academic Purpose, Discipline Specific

Language Teaching.
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OZET

HACETTEPE UNiVERSiTESi’ NIN INGILIZCE MUFREDATLI
BOLUMLERINDEKI OGRENCEER ICIN GEREKLi OLAN AKADEMIK
YAZMA BECERILERI UZERINE BIR ARASTIRMA
Fiisun Yazicioglu
Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinh

Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Dr. Kimberly Trimble
Temmuz 2004

Bu ¢aligma Hacettepe Universitesi ‘nin %100 Ingilizce miifredath
bolimlerindeki 6grencilerin akademik yazma becerileri ihtiyaglanni aragtirmugtir.
Ayrica, 6grencilerin bulunduklar ana bilim dallarina gére, bu ihtiyaglarin ne derece
farklilik gosterdigi tizerinde de galigilmugtir.

Hacettepe Universitesi Tip Fakiiltesi ile Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi
Iktisat Boliimiinde gorevli 70 gretim iiyesinden 54’1 bu ¢aliymaya katilmustr.
Bulgular bir anket ¢aligmasi ile elde edilmis ve analizi de Sosyal Bilimler igin
Istatistik Paketi (9.0) ile analiz edilmistir.

Her iki anabilim dalindaki 6gretim {iyelerimiz iyi yazma becerisini akademik
basari igin 6nemli gordiklerini belirttikleri halde, bulgular gostermistir ki, akademik

yazma becerilerinde yeterli olmak tip fakiltesinde 6nemli degildir, ama iktisat



fakultesinde gereklidir. Genel olarak, her iki anabilim dalinda ki 6gretim tiyelerimiz,
maalesef, 6grencilerinin su andaki yazma becerilerini yetersiz gormektedir ve iktisat
fakiiltesi 6gretim tyeleri 6grencilerinin yazma becerileri konusuna tip fakiiltesi
ogretim Uyelerine kiyasla daha elestirisel yaklagmiglardir. Uygulanan janrlara gore de
bolimler arasinda bazi farkliliklar vardir. Bu farkliliklar anabilim dallar arasinda
ayrim yapip anabilim dallarina 6zgii uygulama gerektirmemektedir. Genel akademik
yazma becerileri de her iki anabilim dali 6gretim tiyeleri tarafindan 6grencilerin
yazilarinin kalitesi agisindan dnemli kabul edilmistir. Bu sonuglar baz alinarak, bu
becerilerin Hacettepe Universitesi'n de ki yazma becerileri dersleri kapsaminda ele
alinmasi gerektigi sdylenebilir. Diger miimkiin tavsiyeler arasinda ekstra segmeli
dersler konulmasi ya da Iktisat Boliimii dgrencileri igin dersler eklenmesi olabilir.
Anahtar Kelimeler: Ihtiyag Analizi, Akademik Amagch Ingilizce, Anabilim Dalina

Ozel Dil Ogretimi.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

There are sometimes mismatches between the language skills taught in
foreign language classrooms and the language needs of the students in those
classrooms. Accurate information about students and analysis of students’ real needs
might help to overcome these mismatches. As Brown states, a needs analysis consists
of “the activities involved in gathering information that will serve as the basis for
developing a curriculum that will meet the learning needs of a particular group of
students” (1995, p.35).

As emphasized in the above quote and as indicated in the title of this study,
this research aims to conduct a needs analysis to reveal the academic writing needs
of university students through the perspectives of their content teachers. Thus, this
study will take into consideration both the language necessities and the lacks of
students in responding to these expectations of content teachers. In this study,
content teachers are an important source of data not just because of their close
contact with the students but also as they can be considered to be the ones who
ultimately determine the students’ academic language needs.

Background of the Study
Much of the literature on needs analysis is based on the assumption that it is
part of the planning that takes place during the development of a course (Brown,

1995; Markee, 1997; Richterich & Chancerel, 1980). A needs analysis is a strategy



for gathering information about learners’ needs (Richards, 2001). Since there is often
a considerable gap between the language skills students bring to the academic
community and those the academic community expects of them (Spéck, 1988), doing
a needs analysis is important to collect information about the needs of the students
involved in a language learning context.

Berwick (1989) emphasizes four questions in order to design an appropriate
program planning and syllabus of a school curricula:

1. What educational purposes should the teaching establishment seek to attain?
2. What educational experiences can be provided to attain these purposes?

3. How can these educational experiences be effectively organized?

4. How can we determine whether these purposes are being attained? (p.49)

The needs analysis in this study is responding to the first question by asking
the content teachers about the actual purposes and skills they demand of their
students, and the fourth question, by finding out the content teachers' opinions on
their students' current ability to perform the required skills and purposes.

Content teachers have complained informally about weaknesses in students’
ability to produce papers of high quality in the content courses at Hacettepe
University. Since the main goal of English for Academic Purposes (EAP) is to help
the students communicate effectively in academic environments (Todd, 2003), a key
factor in being able to respond to the complaints of content teachers is to know what
the communicative requirements in these environments actually are. Coffey (cited in
Spack, 1988) asserts that when the goal of a course is to use the English language
efficiently in terms of the students’ academic needs, English for Academic Purpose
(EAP) is offered. The ‘what’ of EAP is the prime concern of EAP practitioners

during the process of designing the courses, with the design being informed by needs

analysis and research findings into the nature of academic communication.



Within the literature on EAP, Silva states that writing is "the production of
prose” that is conventional at an academic institution; and learning to write is
“becoming socialized” (1996, p.17) in the academic environment. Gage (1986) notes
that writing is not only a "skill to be mastered” but also the current reflection of
students in the process of developing their ideas. Both of these positions place
emphasis on the long-term process of learning to write -- a process which involves
becoming socialized into and learning the expectations of a particular community of
writers. This suggests that these scholars may share a position with Spack (1988),
who argues that students will not acquire writer-like proficiency unless they are
exposed to valuable input from content teachers or professionals who are
experienced in their various disciplines. The pedagogical argument that follows from
such a position is that, as English teachers, we should focus our instruction on
general academic English skills, and leave the discipline speéiﬁcs to the relevant
experts. Braine (1988), on the other hand, argues that general writing courses are
inadequate to help students improve themselves on the necessary linguistic and
contextual issues related to their disciplines. General writing courses, therefore,
should incorporate academic tasks focused on the specific requirements of the
students' academic disciplines. One way of seeking an answer to this long-standing
debate is to determine whether, in a particular context, there are distinguishing
differences between the disciplines, which may warrant establishing different course
curricula.

Statement of the Problem

The Department of Post-Preparatory English Courses (DPPE) at Hacettepe

University is responsible for giving skill-based courses, namely, wajiting, reading,

speaking-listening, business English and translation, to the students enrolled in



English-medium departments, as well as basic English courses to the students
enrolled in Turkish-medium departments. Data obtained from final exams given at
the end of each academic year show that the students taking writing courses often
receive failing grades after one year of intensive English prep-classes. Faculty
members of English-medium departments also complain that students have problems
in expressing their ideas fluently when writing in their disciplines. They also report
that students seem to not like writing assignments and have inadequate English
writing skills to complete these assignments. According to both content teachers and
instructors from the DPPE, students in writing courses have problems in indicating
their ideas on the midterms and final examinations and on writing assignments for
their content courses. This problem negatively affects their academic success.

These problems point to a possible gap between the curriculum of writing
courses in the DPPE and, the actual English writing skills required in the English
medium departments. Since different departments may require different writing
needs, specific needs must be found out in order to determine whether students are
developing appropriate academic writing skills and whether certain changes might
contribute to a lowering of both teacher and student frustration.

Research Questions

1. From the perspectives of content teachers, what kind of writing

skills do the students in English medium departments need?

2. What differences, if any, are there in the expectations of content

teachers from different faculties?
Significance of the Study
The findings of this study are of course of particular relevance to the teachers

and administrators of HU's DPPE. Since the curriculum of the DPPE is currently



under renewal, this needs analysis will help identify and clarify the current and future
needs of students. Based on this analysis, the administration of the DPPE will be
better equipped to determine the goals and objectives and decide whether it is
appropriate to establish a curriculum for each faculty, or to make only adjustments to
the current single curriculum.

Moreover, this study may contribute to the literature on academic writing in
light of the analysis of the second research question. If the expectations of content
teachers differ significantly according to faculty, a better understanding will be
gained of the nature and scope of those distinctions. Subsequently, some insights into
the debate of whether writing of other disciplines should be taught explicitly by
language teachers (Braine, 1988; Johns, 1988) or by the teachers of those disciplines
(Spack, 1988), may be gained.

Key Terminology

The following terms are used throughout the thesis and are defined below:
Needs Analysis: A way of collecting data in order to design a curriculum that is
appropriate to the needs of the learners.

EAP (English for Academic Purposes). Teaching English by focusing on the specific
communicative needs and practices of particular groups in academic context.
Discipline specific language teaching: Teaching English by taking into
consideration the linguistic and cultural differences of disciplines.

Conclusion

In this chapter, the aim and the background of the study, the statement of the
problem, the research questions and the significance of the study were given. The

key terms that are frequently seen throughout the thesis were also described.



In the next chapter, the literature related to the aim of this study will be
reviewed. In the third chapter, detailed information on the participants of the study,
the instruments used to gather data, the procedure to conduct the needs analysis, as
well as the information on data analysis will be explained. In the fourth chapter, the
overview of the study and how the data was analyzed will be discussed. In the final
chapter, the findings will be discussed by making comparison between disciplines.
Pedagogical implications from the findings will also be discussed. Limitations of the
study and recommendations for further research will be given in order to help

researchers who are interested in this issue.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This study aims to reveal the academic writing needs of students according to
the perspectives of content teachers in 100% English medium departments of HU. In
order to reveal the students' writing needs, a needs analysis is essential. After
revealing the requirements of the content teachers, a subsequent step is to seek to
overcome any possible mismatches between the writing skills taught in their English
preparatory program and the writing needs specified by the content teachers. Like
other institutions, for the post prep English program, one of the aims is to prepare
better academic writers and to seek appropriate ways of initiating students into their
academic disciplinary communities (Spack, 1988).

This chapter reviews the related literature on needs analysis and approaches
in teaching academic writing. In addition, a variety of studies conducted on academic
literacy needs will be reviewed including surveys, case studies, and interviews.

Needs Analysis

A needs analysis is a way of collecting data in order to design a curriculum
that is appropriate to the needs of the learners (Brown, 1995; Richards, 2001; Nunan,
1988). Specifically, it can be an important method for gathering information on the
actual and future needs of the learners, as well as the expectations of the teachers

before or while planning a curriculum.



The literature on needs analysis generally assumes that it is part of the
planning that takes place in the development and the evaluation of a program
(Brown, 1995; Graves, 2000; Markee, 1997; Richterich & Chancerel, 1980). Because
one of the basic principles of learner-centered systems is that teaching programs
should be responsive to learner needs (Brindley, 1989), a needs analysis is an
important tool to accurately determine the purpose of a language course and to
design an appropriate curriculum including proper teaching/learning methods
(Brown, 1995; Graves, 2000).

Definition of Needs

In the literature, researchers have defined ‘need’ from different perspectives.
‘Needs’can be very generally described as the gap between the current and the target
language performance of learners in language learning (Brown, 1995). However,
more specific distinctions of what ‘need’ or what ‘needs analysis’ means have been
the focus of some debate in ELT. One resulting interpretation is that of Brindley
(1989), who offers two different categories of needs: product-oriented and process-
oriented. In the former approach, learners’ objective needs are defined in terms of a
particular communication situation. A needs analysis in this case aims to find out as
much as possible before the learning actually begins. A process-oriented approach
tends to deal with the subjective needs of learners individually within the actual
learning situation. In the latter approach it is essential to identify and take into
account the affective and cognitive variables affecting learning, such as learners’
attitudes, motivations, awareness, personalities and learning styles (Brindley, 1989).

Types of Needs

As suggested above, in the literature the term ‘need’ has generally been

defined through three main perspectives: target needs, subjective needs, and



objective needs. The so-called ‘necessities’, ‘lacks’ and ‘wants’ of the learners
constitute the target needs. Understanding learners’ target needs requires responding
to such questions as ‘what do the learners need to know, what are the gaps of the
learners in the learning process and what do learners think they need in order to
achieve their goals (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987, p.55). What the learner needs to
know is considered the ‘necessities’; ‘lacks’ describe the gap between current
proficiency and the target proficiency in the language; and ‘wants’ refers to the
learners’ points of view about what they hope to learn in achieving the target needs.
In analyzing the target needs, learners’ present and target language use should be
gathered from real world information (Tarone, 1989). That is to say, the purposes of
the language learner, when, how, where, and with whom they will use the language
with, are at the core of an analysis of target needs.

Subjective needs, also known as ‘felt needs’ (Berwick, 1989) are related to
personal factors that shape learners’ perceptions and aptitudes towards language
study (Tudor, 1996). The feelings, thoughts, and assumptions of the learners are
essential in determining this type of need. Berwick (1989) points out that learner
preferences are also seen as ‘wants’ or desires’. Felt needs are considered to be the
ones that the learners think they need. They are the assumptions, feelings, and
thoughts of the learners. At this point Berwick’s view on subjective needs may be
overlapping with the target needs defined by Hutchinson & Waters (1987). Brindley
(1989) states that subjective needs are related to ‘cognitive and affective’ elements
such as, attitudes, personality and expectations of learners about language learning.

Objective needs, which encompasses ‘learning needs’ or ‘perceived needs’,
are defined by Brindley (1989) as the needs determined on the basis oficlear-cut,

observable data gathered about the situation, the learners, the language that students



must eventually acquire, their present proficiency and skill levels (p.65). Nunan
(1988) suggests that the data on objective needs can be gathered by looking at the
learners’ actual language proficiency and at the difficulties they have in the process
of learning.

In objective needs, the beliefs of an authority on the learners’ needs are
essential and educational gaps in the learners’ experiences are focused on (Berwick,
1989). Since in this study content teachers can be considered as the authority to
determine the writing needs of their students, this study can be said to focus on the
learners’ ‘objective needs’.

Methodology in a Needs Analysis

The main steps in performing an appropriate and useful needs analysis are,
first, to make basic decisions, such as deciding on the participants and the type of
information to be gathered; second, to decide on the questions to ask and the
procedures to conduct; and third, to use the information gathered at the end of needs
analysis (Brown, 1995, p.36).

In the first step of any needs analysis, the stakeholders of the study should be
determined. These stakeholders include the target group (the group of people from
whom the information will be gathered), the audience (other people involved in the
language program, such as teachers or program administrators), the needs analysts
themselves, and finally, various resource groups (those groups which may serve as
additional sources of information on the target group, such as parents, employers, or
professors) (Brown, 1995).

A needs analysis focuses on the information about “the situations in which a
language will be used, the objectives and purposes of learners to acquire the target

language, the types of communication learners will use and the target proficiency:
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learners need to acquire” (Richards, Platt & Weber, 1985; p.189). This information
must be gathered by asking pertinent questions and following appropriate procedures
(Brown, 1995; Richards, 2001).
Questions

Different types of questions to identify the learners’ problems, priorities,
abilities, and attitudes as well as possible solutions to problems should shape the
topics of the information to be gathered. Needs analyses are largely done in order to
specify problems of learners in the learning process (Nunan, 1988). Brown (1995)
declares that problem questions are generally asked in an open-ended format, and
aim to clarify the problems stakeholders have in a language program. Questions on
priority focus on the skills, topics or language usages that seem to be most important
for the stakeholders to be able to handle. Questions of abilities are related to the
students themselves and are considered to be important in the very beginning of a
program because answers to this type of questions may be helpful in order to design
an appropriate curriculum in terms of learners’ interest and abilities. Attitude
questions try to figure out the feelings or ideas of stakeholders towards a program.
The answers to attitude questions may be helpful in overcoming the conflicts
participants have in a language program. The answers to this type of questions
should be carefully taken into consideration because they aim to solve the difficulties
in a program through the perspectives of the participants.

Types of Instruments

A variety of procedures may be used in coordinating a needs analysis.
Existing information, tests, observations, interviews, meetings, and questionnaires
are all possible procedures of collecting information in a needs analysis (Brown,

1995; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Richard, 2001; Tudor, 1996).
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Brown (1995) states that the first three types of instruments place the needs
analysts in a role of outsider, looking in on the existing program while the process of
actual needs analysis is going on. The latter three types of instruments let the needs
analysts be active insiders in the process of gathering information from the
stakeholders in the program.

Teaching Academic Writing
English for Academic Purposes (EAP)

Because English is a leading language of science and academia worldwide,
students in higher education increasingly find that they need to be able to understand
their disciplinary content in English. It is also understood that students are able to
learn more effectively and become accustomed to academic settings better when they
are taught both academic skills, and necessary language skills for social
communication (Hyland & Hamp-Lyons, 2002). These multiple demands can be said
to have come together in the field of teaching English for Academic Purposes (EAP).
Hyland & Hamp-Lyons (2002) define EAP as:

...language research and instruction that focuses on the specific

communicative needs and practices of particular groups in

academic contexts. It means grounding instruction in an

understanding of the cognitive, social and linguistic demands of

specific academic disciplines. This takes practitioners beyond

preparing learners for study in English to developing new kinds

of literacy: equipping students with the communicative skills to

participate in particular academic and cultural contexts (p.2)

A key point in this definition is the need to clearly define the requirements of
learners in academic environments (Swales, 1990; Tudor, 2003). EAP pedagogy
heavily emphasizes needs and tasks analyses in order to characterize the topics,

standards, behaviors, and values of specific academic disciplines and theix.

participants and thus be able to design appropriate and responsive curricula (Ferris &
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Hedgcock, 1998). As Zamel (1998) suggests, academic discourse involves special
forms of reading, writing, and thinking, as well as having its own vocabulary, norms,
and conventions. These unique characteristics may be said to constitute separate
cultures in each discipline, and are essential elements in distinguishing between
different ‘discourse communities’.

Swales (1990) defines discourse communities as discipline-specific groups of
academics sharing sets of theoretical, methodological, and conventional notions
about their disciplines. The written products of academic discourse communities can
provide essential authentic written materials, and inspire realistic writing activities.
By understanding the products and nature of different academic discourse
communities, researchers can identify and explore relevant topics and genres that
need to be mastered by students. Grabe & Kaplan (1996) emphasize that some of
these topics and genres may be common to a number of disciplines or be
characteristic of a single discipline. The study of writing, accordingly, used in
different discourse communities is essential in the design of academic writing
courses. Specialists on writing must identify the topics and conventions of writing in
different disciplines and examine the ways to assist writing activities in order to
improve students’ writing and prepare them to engage in activities regarded as
necessary within various disciplines (Swales, 1990; Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).

In considering the possible genres of the disciplines under inquiry in this
research, 1 have chosen to édapt an understanding of genre that focuses on the
purposes of their usage, for example, writing critiques and summaries of articles, or

lab reports.
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Academic writing and Content-centered Instruction

Writing is generally considered to be very important in teaching academic
English. Faculties, teachers, and administrators generally advocate the belief that the
most essential part of academic success is being able to write well (Casanave, 1998).
Written discourse is, therefore, considered to have great importance for students’
language education in academic settings.

Identifying what academic writing is and what EFL students need to be able
to produce has resulted in different approaches to the teaching of writing. These
approaches can be broadly grouped under three headings: product approach, process
approach and content-centered approach. Questions of which approach to apply in
the teaching of writing have long been at the center of discussion on EAP writing.
(Grabe & Kaplan, 1996; Spack, 1988; Shih, 1986).

Nunan (1999) distinguishes between product and process approaches in the
following manner. In product-oriented approaches, the final product as an “error-free
text” is emphasized, whereas in a process-oriented approach, the process from
drafting to the editing of a final product is essential. As Kroll (1991) states, in a
product-oriented approach, students are given the rules of writing, a topic to be
commented on and finally a writing assignment, which is corrected in a one-shot
manner. Nunan (1988) states that a product-oriented approach tends to only focus on
sentence level grammar and structural issues, and not on the development of the
ideas, sequencing, or connections made in the content of the texts.

A process approach, on the other hand, is considered to reflect more recent
trends in EFL writing instruction. In this approach, students are instructed and guided
in a more complete process of writing. They brainstorm topics, write several drafts of

essays, get feedback from either peers or teachers on each draft, make necessary
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changes depending on this feedback and then write a final product in the end (Kroll,
1991).

Many researchers and scholars of writing (Fathman & Whalley, 1990; Grabe
& Kaplan, 1996; Spack, 1988; Shih, 1986 and Nunan, 1996) have commented on the
on-going process/product approach debate. As English teachers, should we focus on
the writing process in the classroom or give importance to the final product of our
learners’ writing? As with many other either/or questions of this sort, the answer is
not one or the other, but a combination of the two. Fathman & Whalley (1990), for
example, conclude that English writing teachers’ should focus on both content and
form. That is to say, the content and development of ideas in the text should be
looked at as well as errors in structure. After working on the development of full
ideas, linguistic features should be focused on. We can conclude from this that first
the content should be focused on during the drafting and editing stages, and finally,
the form should be dealt with during the editing stage. As Raimes (1985) indicates,
teachers using a process approach assist their learners in two important ways, with
time and feedback. Students are able to try out their ideas over time and they are able
to see improvements in their writing by getting and responding to the feedback from
their teachers and peers. They, therefore, realize that the writing process can be a
process of discovery of new ideas and new language forms to express those ideas.
Grabe & Kaplan (1996) describe the process approach as a positive innovation that
leads teachers and students to both more meaningful interaction and more purposeful
writing.

The content-centered approach is another issue that is debated among
teachers in English language teaching settings. Grabe & Kaplan (1996) argue that

content-centered instruction does not guarantee successful instruction nor does it
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makes students’ problems in writing less complex. However, they go on to say,
content-centered instruction does offer actual academic learning experiences in the
classroom, and, thus gives writing instruction a realistic content. This last point is
crucial, because “...while writing itself could be seen as content ... most students are
not persuaded by such realizations” (p.368). Writing instruction may be made more
effective by applying writing in the classroom in the same way as it is used in actual
academic contexts. A content-centered course can help to bring these benefits to
writing instruction.

Grabe & Kaplan (1996) introduce three techniques, which have been applied
in content-based writing instruction: using a major theme with which students can
connect, developing subtopics related to content, and applying a Writing Across the
Curriculum (WAC) approach. One way, for example, to apply content-based writing
instruction is to use a main idea related to their discipline that students can engage in.
In this way students may bring techniques and have control in the issues since they
face the topics they already know about and have knowledge to comment on. Such a
curriculum helps students be participants in dialogues and discussions and presents
extensive reading and writing activities and assists them to progress in writing from
personal to academic content writing.

The second way of carrying out content-based writing instruction is to
develop subtopics related to various content materials. In such instruction, students
have a chance to choose among from among several related topics. The topics, for
example, may be on a famous person or an important event related to their
disciplines. Grabe & Kaplan (1996) express hesitation, however, that applying such

writing instruction may not allow learners to develop the tepic or to motivate learners
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to write. The texts may be insufficient in spontaneity or creativity needed for a topic
to work in classrooms.

The third option of applying content-based writing instruction is Writing
Across the Curriculum (WAC). The goal of WAC is to integrate the writing
instruction within the content classes. It is often accepted that if students in writing
classes are given a choice on topics related to their disciplines on which to write,
they are more likely to become successful as writers in a discipline (Gere, 1985). Of
course, simply making unilateral changes towards WAC content instruction does not
guarantee success. If a WAC-style course introduces writing techniques, exercises
and activities that are not clearly related to the students’ content course curriculum,
learners may still fail to make progress in their academic writing. To fill this gap,
Spack (1988) suggests that ESL teachers and subject-area instructors come together
in faculty development seminars to learn more about each others’ course content.
Such coordination is a key to successful WAC courses.

Teaching writing in the disciplines

In finding ways to teach academic writing in a way to initiate students into
the academic discourse community, a debate on whether we should teach discipline
specific English to our students or leave the teaching of writing in the disciplines to
the teachers of those disciplines has emerged (Braine, 1988; Spack, 1988).

Braine (1988) argues that since there is not an accurate definition of
‘academic writing’, linguistic and cultural differences among disciplines may create
problems for students’ academic success. He also argues that personal essays which
are written in general writing courses are not sufficient to prepare students for
academic writing. Since general writing courses do not give instruction on the

specific linguistic and cultural issues related to the different disciplines, the result is a
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failure in terms of meeting the academic needs of learners. Braine (1988) therefore
advocates an integration of English courses and discipline specific academic tasks if
we hope to enable our students to succeed in their disciplines.

Working collaboratively with the disciplines, however, has both advantages
and disadvantages (Spack, 1988). Students’ learning new forms of writing in their
disciplines, and having more time to write are considered to be advantages. There
may also be some advantage to students sharing knowledge from their various
disciplines. However, Spack (1988) argues that the disadvantages of collaborative
work outweigh its advantages. The primary problem in teaching discipline specific
writing is the expertise of the teacher. Students should be taught by teachers who
know more than them. English teachers may find themselves in a position of
knowing less than their students do about their particular disciplines. Teachers may
not be able to answer questions or explain certain tasks related to the subject matter.
English teachers may also have problems while evaluating their students’ papers,
since they may not be aware if a student is failing to display their knowledge
properly on the subject matter. Spack also argues that there are sub-disciplines in
each discipline, all of which may have their own conventions, and since no discipline
is static, it is difficult to have a carefully planned curriculum for each discipline and
sub discipline.

One possible way of secking answers to this debate is to look at the particular
writing demands of two or more disciplines in a certain context. Based on similarities
or differences found, a justified decision can be made on whether or not to try and

design discipline-specific language curricula.
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Research on Academic Literacy and Non-native Speaker (NNS) Students

Trying to determine what ‘academic writing’ is and how to teach it in our
classes has resulted in a great deal of research in the literature. This research can be
broadly divided into three types: survey research, case studies and, interviews.

Survey Research

Survey research has been a commonly used form of applied linguistic
research for decades (Braine, 2002). Turning specifically to writing research,
Horowitz (1986) argues that, “surveys of academic writing have an important role to
play in providing a more complete picture of writing” (p.445). Various researchers
(eg.Horowitz, 1986; Leki & Carson, 1994; Canseco & Byrd, 1989; Casanave &
Hubbard, 1992) have conducted survey studies in order to determine the academic
writing requirements of students according to the teachers’ or students’ own points of
view. Perhaps one of the best known of such studies is the one conducted by
Horowitz (1986). He aimed to classify and describe the writing tasks, assignment
handouts, and essay examinations given to students in classrooms, as well as to
examine the actual practices in teaching writing to students. Horowitz found that the
writing assignments at Western Illinois University could be divided into seven
categories, and suggested that generalizing the requirements in terms of departments
was useful to deal with them. Teachers, therefore, have an idea about what to focus
on in writing classes to meet those requirements.

Turning to the students’ opinions, Leki & Carson (1994) conducted a survey
study to investigate the differences and similarities between the writing instruction in
EAP writing classes and actual writing tasks students face in their disciplines. At the
end of the study, Leki & Carson (1994) found that the students were satisfied with

the instruction they received in the EAP writing classes and.felt that the EAP classes
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supported their performance on the writing tasks in their disciplines. Leki & Carson
concluded that the most helpful aspects of EAP writing courses were managing text
(e.g. brainstorming, planning, outlining), managing sources (e.g. summarizing,
synthesizing, reading), and managing research (e.g. library skills, research skills).

Case Studies and Interviews

Although Spack (1997) admits that some basic information on reading and
writing tasks has resulted from the findings of surveys, she criticizes surveys as
being inadequate because they impose generally preconceived classifications and
ignore the contexts in which writing tasks are assigned.

Therefore, she and other researchers argue that qualitative research methods
can provide more comprehensive data than surveys or textual analysis. Case studies,
accordingly, have become increasingly popular in the studies of academic literacy
(Braine, 2002). While a growing number of such studies have been conducted (eg.
Belcher, 1994; Schneider & Fujishima, 1995; Dong, 1996; Riazi, 1997), in this
section two well-known case studies by Spack (1997) and Casanave (1998) on
academic writing are summarized.

To investigate the needs of one individual student, Spack (1997) conducted a
longitudinal case study on a Japanese student. She examined the reading and writing
strategies of the participant to help her succeed as a reader and writer in a university
setting. Spack’s data sources were interviews with the student and her political
science professors, classroom observations, and texts, such as course materials and
the student’s own writings with the instructor’s comments. Based on her findings,
Spack (1997) questions the feasibility of designing ESL programs in order to prepare
students for other disciplines, since requirements of each faculty may differ from one

another.
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Another case study was conducted by Casanave (1998) who examined the
Japanese and English academic writing activities and attitudes of four bilingual
Japanese scholars. The data in the study were copies of written work and taped
interviews. The study focused on the transitional experiences of the two younger
scholars who were about to start their academic careers. In the findings, Casanave
(1998) concluded that students do not need to take ESL or EAP classes in order to
learn to write academic English. Instead, writing in the context of coursework in their
fields of study may be beneficial to achieve their goals. Casanave agrees with Spack
(1987) that researchers, educators and administrators should not use a fixed type
instruction in ESL classes for the learners from different disciplines. Since
expectations from writing courses may differ from one faculty to another, ESL
instructors need to develop flexible instructions appropriate to all disciplines (Spack,
1997; Casanave, 1998).

Interviews are considered to be useful but time consuming instruments
(Brown & Rodgers, 2002). Since information is gathered face to face, the researchers
may ask for further details on issues that are not clearly understood. In a study based
on interview data, Leki & Carson (1997) aimed to investigate students' perceptions
on the effectiveness of ESL writing courses with regard to their disciplines. They
concluded from the findings that ESL writing courses do not need to change their
curriculum to address other disciplines. Instead, students should be taught more
general writing skills and ways of adapting them to their existing content knowledge.

Indeed all three study types are valuable, since they gain different
information. Depending on the context, the duration of the study, and the number of
participants, however, one type might be better than the other. Survey studies can

therefore be said to still be valuable in some situations. In cases, for example, when
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little or nothing is known about the students’ needs, a survey study can be a useful
starting point for getting a broad idea.
Conclusion

To conclude, needs analysis is an important tool for gathering information in
the process of designing or renewing a curriculum of any language program. To
perform an appropriate and useful needs analysis, basic decisions, such as deciding
on the participants, the type of information to be gathered, the questions, and the
procedures, are the key points.

Various approaches to teaching academic writing have been discussed in this
chapter, namely the field of English for Academic Purpose (EAP), the product,
process, and content centered approaches, Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC),
and teaching writing through a discipline specific approach. The next chapter

presents the methodology used in this study.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The aim of this study was to conduct a needs analysis to reveal the academic
needs of students in writing courses through the perspectives of content teachers in
English medium departments at Hacettepe University. This survey explored the
content teachers’ perceptions and students’ writing difficulties as a starting point to
make curricular recommendations for writing courses at Hacettepe University. The

needs analysis for this study attempted to find answers to the following research

questions:
1. From the perspectives of content teachers, what kind of writing
skills do the students in English medium departments need?
2. What differences, if any, are there in the expectations of

content teachers from different faculties?

In this chapter, I initially provide detailed information about the participants.
Secondly, the instruments that were used in this study are described. Third, the
procedure while conducting the needs analysis is explained and finally information
on data analysis procedures is presented.

Participants and Context

There are six faculties and seven schools at Hacettepe University, all of which

require one year of intensive preparatory English classes for their students. All of the

departments in these faculties and schools offer a four-year undergraduate level
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university education, but they differ in terms of the percentage of English used in
their content instruction. While some departments offer 100% of instruction in
English in the classes, others offer only 30% of instruction in English. This survey
was conducted only in these departments offering 100% of instruction in English,
namely, the Department of Economics and the Faculty of Medicine. The reasons
behind the idea of doing the survey only in departments where 100% of instructions
is in English were that, since I had a limited time in which to conduct my survey, 1
had to somehow restrict the number of the faculties involved. Moreover, since the
content teachers in these departments are required to give their lectures and conduct
their lessons fully in English, they were all considered to be in a position to provide
valuable and useful data. As this study focused on the academic English writing
needs of students in their departments, I believed that the departmental content
teachers would be the most appropriate valid and reliable source of data. The schools
and the departments that have writing courses from the DPPE and the percentage of

English language instruction in these departments can be seen in Table 1 below.
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Table 1

Hacettepe University Departments and Density of English Usage

HU Faculty and Departments Percentage of English usage
Engineering Faculty 30%
Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences
Economy (Turkish) 30%
Economy (English) 100%
Finance 30%
Management 30%
International Relations 30%
Science Faculty 30%
School of Sports Sciences and Technology 30%
Faculty of Letters 30%
Facuilty of Education 30%
School of Professional Technology 30%
School of Social Work 30%
Medical Faculty
Medicine (Turkish) 30%
Medicine (English) 100%
School of Nursing 30%
School of Health Technology 30%
School of Home Economics 30%
School of Health Management 30%

The participants of this study were the content course teachers in the Faculty
of Medicine and Department of Economics at Hacettepe University. Because writing
courses are held concurrently with the students’ content courses, the aim of the
DPPE should be to support students’ writing needs for those undergraduate courses.
Logically, therefore, it is essential to know exactly what kind of writing needs in
English actually exist in those courses.

There are a total of 99 content course teachers in the Medical Facuity and in
the Department of Economics combined. Seventy content teachers out of these 99
took the questionnaire and 54 of them completed and returned the questionnaire. I
could not reach all the participants to make them complete the questionnaire since

some of them were abroad for conferences and the others did: not want to be
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participant in this study. Those who completed the questionnaire according to
faculty are shown in Table 2 below.
Table 2

The number of participants by faculty

N %
Medical Faculty 40 74
Economics Department 14 26
Total 54 100
N: number of participants
Instruments

A questionnaire was used to survey the content course teachers in this study.
[ preferred to use a questionnaire for data collection because it requires minimal time
from the participants. The data are also easy to measure and to make group
comparisons from (Oppenheim, 1993). The questionnaire was adapted from a
previous study conducted by Arik (2002) and some adjustments were made to make
it proper for this study.

The questionnaire was first prepared in English. This draft of the
questionnaire was translated into Turkish by two MA TEFL 2004 students and then
translated back into English by two different MA TEFL 2004 students. This process
of back translating was made in an attempt to locate any vaguely worded questions,
and thus ensure that the items in the questionnaire would not cause any
misunderstandings among the participants. The Turkish version was given out to the
participants as it was felt that it would be easier and less time consuming for them to
complete. The questionnaire was piloted at Hacettepe University. Four content
teachers from the medical faculty and two content teachers from the department of

economics piloted the questionnaire. The rationale behind this pilot testing was to see
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whether there were unclear or missing items in the questionnaire. No such problems
were found.

The questionnaire was designed with three types of questions: multiple
choice questions, yes/no questions, and questions in Likert-scale format. The
questionnaire consisted of 66 questions covering three general areas. The first section
of the questionnaire included six questions to gather data about the participants’
current departments, total teaching experience, teaching experience at Hacettepe
University, and the degree programs they had completed. The questions in the
second section were related to the participants’ current teaching situation, namely the
number of hours they teach a week and the number of students they have. The third
section was related to the use of writing in their disciplines. The questions in this
section included what the participants felt students needed to know and what
problems they found students have in writing (See Table 3 below).

Table 3

Types of questions in the questionnaire

Demographic Information on The use of writing in
information current teaching situation  disciplines
N 6 4 56

N = number of questions

The Likert-scale questions in the questionnaire had different choice
responses. Therefore, the interpretations of means of the responses were different in
each type of Likert-scale question. Interpretations were done according to three
scales (adapted from Arik, 2002):
1¥ Type Scale (question 14)

1) Never: values between 1.00 and 1.80

2) Rarely: values between 1.81 and 2.60
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3) Sometimes: values between 2.61 and 3.40

4) Usually: values between 3.41 and 4.20

5) Always: values between 4.21 and 5.00
2" Type Scale (question 15)

1) Not important: values between 1.00 and 1.75

2) Not very important: values between 1.76 and 2.50

3) Fairly important: values between 2.51 and 3.25

4) Very important: values between 3.26 and 4.00
3" Type scale (question 16)

1) I certainly disagree: values between 1.00 and 1.80

2) Idisagree: values between 1.81 and 2.60

3) I am not sure: values between 2.61 and 3.40

4) T agree: values between 3.41 and 4.20

5) Icertainly agree: values between 4.21 and 5.00

Procedure

The permission to conduct the questionnaires was obtained from the
university administration on March 16, 2004. 1 distributed the questionnaires by hand
on April 12 and 16, 2004 and then collected the questionnaires the following week
from the teachers themselves or, in some cases, the department secretaries.

Data Analysis

In this survey, quantitative data from the questionnaires were first analyzed
by employing descriptive statistical techniques such as frequencies, means, and
percentages. Chi-square tests were conducted to explore whether there were
differences according to the participants’ disciplines. For the statistical analysis the

Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 9.0) was used.:
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Conclusion
General information about Hacettepe University and the aim of this study was
given in this chapter. Furthermore, the participants and instruments used in this
survey were described in detail. In the next chapter, the actual data will be presented

and analyzed.
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS

Overview of the Study

The focus of this study was to conduct a needs analysis to reveal the
academic needs of students in writing courses through the perspectives of content
teachers in English medium departments at Hacettepe University (HU). The
participants of the survey were content teachers in the Faculty of Medicine and the
Department of Economics within the faculty of Economics and Administrative
Sciences. The data for this needs analysis were collected by means of a
questionnaire.

This chapter is divided into four subsections: general perceptions of the
students’ writing needs and current writing skills; discussion of the students’ specific
writing needs; discussion of the issues involved in the process of evaluating students’
writing; and content teachers’ impressions of their students’ English writing abilities
in specific genres and on specific skills. In each of these four sections, the results of
the participants’ responses to the questionnaire are analyzed according to the
respondents’ disciplines (Medicine or Economics).

Information on Students’ Writing Ability
Questions 11 to 13 gathered information on the content teachers’ very general

perceptions of their students’ writing abilities and writing needs. The responses were

compared in terms of the faculties in which the participants teach.
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In Question 11, participants were asked simply whether their students ever
have to do any kind of writing in English for their content courses. Table 4 shows the
participants’ responses to this question.

Table 4

Division of participants according to faculties in terms of English writing

requirements in their courses

Yes No
My students need to write in English.  Medicine 23(60) 16(40)
Economy 12(92) 1(8)

Note: Numbers in parentheses represent percentage of group.

As Table 4 indicates, the majority of students in both faculties are required to
do some kind of writing in English. However, participants from Economics are much
more likely to have their students write in English in their courses. A full 92% of
Economics professors require English writing, while only 60% in Medicine require
this of their students.

Question 12 and 13 were asked to figure out the participants’ general
impressions about the students’ current writing ability and the writing ability
necessary for them to succeed in their coursework. Questions 12 and 13 were both
designed in Likert-scale format. The 12™ question aimed to reveal how well the
participants think their students have to be able to write in English to be successful in
their courses. The responses to this question range from ‘very well’ to ‘average’. The
13% question, on the other hand, was asked in order to figure out how well the
students are currently able to write in English in their disciplines. The responses
given to this question differed from ‘very well’ to ‘not well at all’. Table 5 shows the

responses given to these two questions.

31



Table 5

Responses of participants by faculty to level of writing in English.

VW W A NW  Total

Q12. How well do students need Med. 10(26) 26(68) 2(6) O 38
to write in English? Econ. 429) 964) 1(7)y O 14
Q13. How well do students Med. 1(3) 10(33) 22(58) 5(13) 38
currently write in English? _Econ. 0 3(21) 4(29) 7(50) 14

N= number of participants, VW: very well, W: well, A: average, NW: not well
Note: Number in parentheses represents percentage of group.

As can be seen in Table 5, in general, it is obvious for teachers in both
disciplines that their perceptions of the students’ needs are higher than what they feel
the students are currently capable of. More than 90% of the participants in each
discipline think that their students need to be able to write ‘very well’ or ‘well’ in
order to be successful in their courses. The majority, however, in both disciplines
feel that their students' writing ability is currently ‘average’ or ‘not well'. Second,
although content teachers’ expectations for students’ writing is basically the same in
both the medical faculty (94%) and economics department (93%), it is clear that the
economics teachers’ impressions of their students’ current abilities are much lower
than those of the teachers in medicine. Table 5 shows that while half of the
economics professors declare that their students do not write well at all, only 5 of 38
medicine faculty respondents (13%) choose this response.

Specifics of students’ English writing needs

Question 14, and the 11 sub-sections included within it, focused on the
specific areas in which students need to write in English. Respondents were asked to
rate how frequently the students need to write the 11 items on a scale of 1 (never) to
5 (always). The responses of the teachers are first described in terms of the
frequencies and means, and then compared according to the disciplines in which the

teachers teach.
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Table 6

Responses by participants by faculty to various purposes

N R S U A M 1n X
Q14.1 Medicine 10 5 2 8 15 332 40
Economy -- 3 2 4 4 3.69 13 .199
Q14.2 Medicine 9 5 4 5 15 331 38
Economy 1 - 2 4 6 407 13 .290
Q14.3 Medicine 14 11 9 2 3 220 39
Economy 3 2 - 7 2 321 14 .210
Q14.4 Medicine 20 6 4 5 1 1.91 36
Economy 1 4 2 4 2 3.15 13 .038*
Q14.5 Medicine 5 2 2 10 20 397 39
Economy -- 1 1 4 7 430 13 .736
Q14.6 Medicine 15 12 6 4 2 2.12 39
Economy 2 3 4 1 2 2.83 12 .341
Q14.7 Medicine 24 6 3 1 3 1.72 37
Economy 2 2 6 1 1 275 12 .010%*
Q14.8 Medicine 17 9 7 -- 5 2.13 38
Economy 8 1 1 2 -- 1.75 12 .034*
Q14.9 Medicine 17 8 6 4 3 2.15 38
Economy 1 6 2 3 - 2.58 12 .078
Q14.10 Medicine 14 S 9 6 3 2.43 37
Economy 10 1 -- - - 1.09 11 .036*
Q14.11 Medicine27 6 2 2 - 143 37
Economy 4 4 1 2 1 233 12 .086
Note: 14.1 to write essays N: never
14.2 to answer short answer question types  R: rarely
14.3 to prepare presentations S: sometimes
14.4 to write research papers U: usually
14.5 to take notes in class A: always
14.6 to write summaries of articles M: mean
14.7 to write critiques of articles n: number of participants
14.8 to write descriptions of experiments X?: Chi-square
14.9 to write e-mails *:p<0.5

14.10 to write lab reports
14.11 to write business letters

As is clearly seen in Table 6, the means of the medical teachers’ responses to
the subsections of question 14 were found to vary between 1.43 to 3.97, which means
responses differ between ‘never’ and ‘usually’. According to the reported means of
3.97, students in the Faculty of Medicine usually need to write in English while

taking notes in class. With slightly lower means of 3.32 and 3.31 respectively, it can
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be said that they sometimes need to write essays in English and to answer short
answer questions on exams. The remainder of the writing genres have means lower
than 2.61, which means that writing presentations, research papers, summaries of
articles, descriptions of experiments, e-mails, or lab reports, are all considered
unimportant to the teachers in the medicine faculty. In particular, the responses to the
purposes of ‘writing critiques of articles’ and ‘writing business letters’ had means
lower than 1.80, which indicates that teachers ‘never’ require these particular genres
of writing from their students.

The means of the responses from the Economics Department are slightly
higher than those of the Medicine Faculty. They range from 1.09 to 4.30, or from
‘never’ to ‘always’. Once again, the teachers report that the students have a great
need for taking notes in English in their classes. The teachers also report that the
students ‘usually’ need to be able to write essays in English and to answer short
answer question types on exams. Writing in English is ‘sometimes’ required by the
Economics teachers to have the students prepare presentations, write research papers,
and write summaries or critiques of articles. Since the remainder of the choices have
means lower than 2.61, it can be said that economics students ‘rarely’ write e-mails
or business letters in English and ‘never’ write descriptions of experiments or lab
reports in English.

Question 14 also was meant to compare the extent of the usage of writing in
English according to the disciplines. A Chi-square test was made to see whether
there were significant differences between the two disciplines in terms of the extent
of the usage of writing in English, and five significant differences were found. To
begin with, there is a significant difference between disciplines in terms of students’

being required to prepare presentations in English. While the majority of participants
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from economics said that students need writing in English to prepare presentations,
the majority from the Medical Faculty say that their students are not required to
prepare presentations. The second significant difference was found in terms of
writing research papers. The vast majority of the medical faculty report that their
students are not required to write research papers. On the other hand, most of the
teachers from economics (61%) report that they require their students to do so only
sometimes. The extent of writing critiques of articles is another significant difference
between disciplines, as responses given to this purpose show that teachers from the
medical faculty almost never require writing critiques of articles while this writing
genre is sometimes required by the economics faculty.

Writing descriptions of experiments is also seen as a significant difference
between the two disciplines. Not surprisingly, since experiments are more likely to
be used in the medical faculty, a significantly larger number of medical faculty
teachers reported requiring this skill of their students. Nevertheless, it should be
noted that in fact neither disciplines’ faculty reported a high need for their students to
write up experiments.

The last significant difference between the two disciplines is the extent of
writing lab reports. While none of the economics teachers reported that their students
needed to write lab reports, nearly half of the medical faculty reported that writing
lab reports is to some extent required. This result is again not surprising since lab
reports seem to be a must for medical students and faculty.

Evaluating students’ writing

Question 15 was asked to figure out to what extent the participants see certain
skills as ‘important’ while they are evaluating their students’ written ‘assignments in

English (See Table 7).
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Table 7

Responses by participants by faculty to important issues in the process of evaluating
students’ papers

NI NVI FI VI M an_ X

Q15.1 Medicine -- - 11 26 370 37

Economy 1 - 3 10 357 14 235
Q15.2 Medicine 3 9 20 4 2.69 36

Economy - 4 4 3.00 14  .327
0Q15.3 Medicine 1 2 19 14 3.27 36
1
5

Economy -- 8 353 13 474
Q15.4 Medicine 1 16 14 3.19 136
Economy - -- 4 9 3.69 13 214
Q15.5 Medicine 1 5 17 13 3.16 36
Economy - -- 4 9 3.69 13 164
Q15.6 Medicine 1 4 19 12 3.16 36
Economy - - 5 7 3.58 12 .346

Q15.7 Medicine 1 10 16 9 291 36

Economy - 5 3 5 3.00 13 485
Q15.8 Medicine - 6 19 12 3.16 37

Economy -- 3 7 4 3.07 14 901
0Q15.9 Medicine - 7 16 13 3.16 36

Economy 1 2 5 3.07 14 436
Q15.10 Medicine 3 10 12 11 2.86 36

Economy 1 1 8 3 3.00 13  .300
Notes:
15.1 good expression of the main idea NI = not important
15.2 grammatical accuracy NVI= not very important
15.3 relevance of idea to the context FI = fairly important
15.4 appropriate connections between ideas VI = very important
15.5 sequence of ideas M = mean
15.6 adequate development of ideas n = number of participants
15.7 originality of thoughts X? = Chi-square

15.8 appropriate use of vocabulary
15.9 use of academic vocabulary
15.10 mechanics (spelling, punctuation, format etc.)

In terms of the teachers’ responses to Question 15, Table 7 shows that the
means are almost the same for teachers in both medicine and economics. In the
medical faculty, the means were found to vary between 2.69 to 3.70 and between
3.00 and 3.69 for responses from teachers of economics. That is to say,altten items

are considered more or less important, and are considered equally so for the teachers
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in both disciplines. A Chi-square test was done in order to determine that there was
no significant difference between the two disciplines, and no significant results were
found. Based on the means and the results of the Chi-square tests, the general
conclusion is that both groups of teachers consider the issues above to be important
while evaluating their students’ papers. However, while all the ten skills are
considered relatively important, there are some differences within each discipline in
the degree of importance placed on certain skills.

Responses from the Medical Faculty show that, they find it ‘very important’
for their students to show the relevance of the idea to the context and to have a good
expression of the main idea. The remaining skills, however, are considered to be
‘fairly important’ by the medical teachers.

The teachers from the Economics Department, on the other hand, declare that
good expression of the main idea, relevance of idea to the context, adequate
development of ideas, appropriate connections between ideas, and sequence of ideas
are all ‘very important’ in writing in their disciplines and they give ‘fair importance’
to the remaining skills of grammatical accuracy, use of vocabulary, mechanics, and
originality of thoughts.

Although there are very slight differences between the disciplines, and some
degree of difference within disciplines, these ten skills are fairly basic elements of
what we might consider ‘good’ academic writing. This, therefore, confirms that what
we might already assume to be proper points that should be focused on in academic
writing courses.

Students’ current writing abilities
Question 16 and its subsections were prepared to reveal the teachers’ ideas

about their students’ current success in writing in English (See Tables 8, 9.a and 9.b).
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Table 8

Overall impression on the students’ writing ability

SD D NS A SA M n X
Q16.1 Medicine 7 7 20 1 - 242 35
Economy 5 5 2 1 -- 192 13 0.81
Q16.2 Medicine 4 8 17 6 - 271 35
Economy 3 7 1 2 -- 2.15 13 0.45
Notes: 16.1 My students like to write in English. SD: strongly disagree
16.2 In general, my students are proficient writers in English. D: disagree
NS: not sure
A: agree

SA: strongly agree
X?: Chi-square

The first two items of Question 16 (16.1 and 16.2) were asked to gain an
overall impression of the teachers’ perspectives on their students’ views of writing
and their students’ current general writing abilities. The results of Table 8 show that
the means of the responses to Q16.1 and 16.2 range from 1.92 to 2.71, which means
that the answers range from ‘disagree’ to ‘not sure’. According to the results of these
two items, we see that 40% of the teachers from the medical faculty feel that their
students do not like writing in English. A larger percentage, however (49%), admits
that they are not sure whether their students are proficient writers in English.

The vast majority of the teachers in the Department of Economics disagree
with the two items. They think that their students do not like writing in English and
they also feel that the students are not proficient writers in English. Although the
means for their responses to these two items are not significantly lower than those of
the medical teachers, the economics teachers are much firmer in their beliefs about
the students’ writing. Only two people (15 %) express the feeling that they are ‘not
sure’ about whether the students like to write in English, and only one of the
economics teachers (7%) reports being ‘not sure’ about whether the students are

proficient writers.
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The following two tables provide detailed results on the teachers' assessments
of their students’ current writing abilities in terms of particular purposes (Table 9.a)

and academic writing skills (Table 9.b).
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Students’ current writing abilities

Table 9.a
SD D NS A SA M n X
0Q16.3 Medicine 1 5 14 15 - 322 35
Economy - 6 4 3 - 276 13 0.12
Q16.4 Medicine - -- 5 28 -- 3.94 36
Economy -- 2 3 8 - 346 13 0.59
0Q16.5 Medicine -- 3 16 15 2 3.44 36
Economy -- 4 5 4 -- 3.00 13 0.21
Q16.6 Medicine - 8 18 10 -- 3.05 36
Economy - 5 3 5 - 3.00 13 0.23
Q16.7 Medicine - -- 8 17 11 408 36
Economy - 1 5 5 2 361 13 0.19
16.8 Medicine 1 -- 17 14 3 3.51 35
Economy -- 6 1 6 -- 3.00 13 0.00*
Q16.9 Medicine 4 8 18 6 -- 272 36
Economy -- 6 4 2 -- 266 12 0.23
Q16.10Medicine - 5 10 19 2 3.50 36
Economy - 5 4 1 - 2.60 10 0.30
Q16.11Medicine -- 1 15 13 6 3.68 35
Economy - 1 4 8 -- 3.53 13 0.22
016.12Medicine 1 - 14 18 2 3.57 35
Economy -- 2 7 3 -- 3.08 12 0.06
Q16.13Medicine 1 6 21 7 -- 297 35
Economy 1 5 5 2 - 261 13 0.34

Note: 16.3 My students are good at writing essays in English.

16.4 My students are able to answer short-answer question types in English.

16.5 My students are able to prepare presentations in English.
16.6 My students are able to write research papers in English.
16.7 My students are able to take notes in English in class.
16.8 My students are abie to write summaries of articles in English.
16.9 My students are able to write critiques of articles in English.
16.10 My students are able to write descriptions of experiments in English.
16.11 My students are able to write e-mails in English.
16.12 My students are able to write lab reports in English.
16.13 My students are able to write business letters in English.
SD: strongly disagree %
D: disagree “
NS: not sure
A: agree
SA: strongly agree
M: means
N: number of participants
X%: Chi-square
*p<05
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Table 9.b

SD D NS A SA M n_ X
Q16.14Medicine 1 6 13 11 1 3.15 32
Economy 2 6 3 1 - 225 12 0.07
Q16.15Medicine 2 8 16 9 - 291 35
Economy 1 3 3 1 -- 230 13 0.07
Q16.16Medicine 1 2 10 18 2 354 33
Economy -- 3 7 3 -~ 3.00 13 0.13
0Q16.17Medicine 1 2 12 19 1 348 35
Economy - 8 3 2 - 2.53 13 0.00*
Q16.18Medicine 1 1 11 20 2 3.60 35
Economy - 7 3 3 - 2.69 13 0.00*
Q16.19Medicine 1 -- 15 18 2 3.55 36
Economy -- 4 5 4 - 3.00 13 0.01*%
Q16.20Medicine -- 2 18 14 -- 335 34
Economy 1 6 3 3 -- 2.61 13 0.00*
016.21Medicine 1 3 16 15 -- 3.29 35
Economy 1 6 2 4 - 2.69 13 0.01*
Q16.22Medicine 1 3 19 12 -- 3.20 35
Economy 2 7 1 3 - 2.38 13 0.00*
Q16.23Medicine 1 6 24 5 -- 292 136
Economy 1 8 2 2 -- 2.38 13 0.00*
Q16.24Medicine 1 7 24 3 -- 2.82 35
Economy 1 9 1 2 - 230 13 0.00*
Q16.25Medicine 3 d 14 5 4 3.00 33
Economy - 1 1 6 5 415 13 0.01*
Q16.26Medicine 1 2 13 10 382 35
Economy -~ -- - 3 10 476 13 0.03*

Note: 16.14 My students are able to express the main idea in their writing in English.

16.15 My students are good at grammatical accuracy.
16.16 There is relevance of idea to the context in my students’ writing.
16.17 There are appropriate connections among ideas in my students’ writing.
16.18 My students are good at sequencing their ideas while writing.
16.19 My students are good at developing their ideas in an adequate way while writing.
16.20 My students’ ideas are original in their writing.
16.21 My students use appropriate vocabulary while writing.
16.22 My students use appropriate academic vocabulary while writing.
16.23 My students are good at mechanics (spelling, punctuation, format, etc).
16.24 My students’ displaying knowledge about the subject matter is important.
16.25 1 give feedback to my students on the quality of their writing.
16.26 My students need extra assistance in order to improve their writing abilities.
M: mean
n: number of participants
X%: Chi-square
*:p<0S5

The results shown in both Table 9.a and Table 9.b reveal that the means of

the responses to the sub-sections of Question 16 from respondents in the medical
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faculty range from 2.72 to 4.08. That is to say, there is a variation among the average
responses between ‘disagree’ and ‘agree’. The teachers from the medical faculty
agree with 12 items on this question. They feel that their students are able to answer
short answer question types on exams, prepare presentations, take notes in class,
write summaries of articles, write descriptions of experiments, write e-mails, and
write lab reports, all in English. In terms of specific writing skills, they contend that
their students are able in writing in English to display their knowledge about the
subject matter, make appropriate connections between ideas in their writing,
sequence their ideas while writing and develop their ideas in an adequate way while
writing. Despite these positive reports, for item 16.26, the majority (65 %) of the
medical teachers think that their students need extra assistance in order to improve
their writing ability. The majority of the medical faculty report being ‘not sure’ for
the remaining 13 items.

The means of the responses from the economics teachers are generally lower
than the medical faculty, showing a range from 2.25 to 4.76, or Between ‘disagree’
and ‘certainly agree’. Teachers from economics disagree with several items. They
feel that their students are not able to write descriptions of experiments (16.10), make
clear the relevance of ideas to the context in their writing (16.14), make appropriate
connections among their ideas in writing (16.15), develop their ideas in an adequate
way while writing (16.17), use appropriate academic vocabulary (16.22), or make
proper use of mechanics (16.23). On the other hand, the Department of Economics
teachers agree with some items. They feel that their students are able to answer short
answer question types (16.4), take notes in English in class (16.7), and write e-mails
in English (16.11). Reflecting their generally negative impressions of their students’

‘writing abilities, it is not surprising that the vast majority of teachers from the
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Economics Department (84%) strongly agree with the idea that their students need
extra assistance in order to improve their writing abilities. A majority of economics
teachers report being ‘not sure’ for the remaining 12 items.

A Chi-square test was done in order to reveal the possible significant
differences between the responses of teachers in the two disciplines. Significant
differences between disciplines were found for 11 items. For most of these items, the
means of the teachers in the Medical Faculty are considerably higher than those of
the economics teachers. In other words, the economics teachers are more likely to
disagree that their students are able to perform certain tasks or skills. For item 16.8,
teachers from the Medical Faculty think that their students are able to write
summaries of articles, while the teachers from the Economics Department are less
sure about their students’ ability to write summaries. While teachers from the
medical faculty think that their students are able to make appropriate connections
between ideas in their writing, teachers from economics are far more negative on this
issue and a majority of them (61%) disagree with item 16.17. Teachers from the
medical faculty also agree with the idea that their students are good at sequencing
their ideas while writing, whereas teachers from economics are not sure on this item
(16.18). Students from the medical faculty are generally thought by the teachers to be
able to develop their ideas in an adequate way; on the other hand teachers from
economics are less likely to agree with item (16.19), with a majority (70%) either
disagreeing or being ‘not sure’. For item 16.20, teachers from the Medical Faculty
admit that they are not sure whether their students’ ideas are original in their writing,
but teachers from economics are more sure in their belief that their students are not
original in their way of thinking while wiriting. In terms of appropriate vocabulary

usage —both in general and specific academic vocabulary- teachers from the Medical
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Faculty are not sure whether their students are able to use appropriate vocabulary
while writing, whereas the majority of the economics teachers disagree and think that
their students can not use appropriate vocabulary while writing (16.21/22). For item
16.23, the medical teachers are once again not sure whether their students are good at
mechanics or not, but teachers from economics report that they disagree with the
item; in other words, they think the students in the Department of Economics are not
proficient in writing mechanics. Lastly, in terms of the students’ writing skills,
teachers from the Medical Faculty report that they are not sure whether their
students’ being able to display knowledge about the subject matter while writing is
important or not (16.24), but their colleagues in economics agree with the idea, thus
reporting that they do give importance to this issue. Turning to the teachers’ own
performance, teachers from the Medical Faculty report that they are ‘not sure’
whether they give feedback or not, but teachers from economics almost unanimously
agree that they give feedback to their students about the quality of their writing.

There are many significant differences found between the responses of the
teachers in the two disciplines. What seems to emerge overall is that the Medical
Faculty do not have firm ideas about their students’ abilities. As can be seen in
Tables 14.a and 14.b, the means of their responses of 14 items out of 26 range
between 2.42 and 3.35. According to the scale presented in chapter 3 this means that
the majority of these teachers report their responses as (NS) ‘not sure’. The reason
behind this result may be that since the medical teachers tend to ask their students
multiple-choice type questions in their exams and often do not give other writing
assignments, they do not have detailed information about the current situation of
their students’ writing abilities. There are just two items on which the Medical

Faculty do in fact express strong opinions (about their students’ abilities to-answer



short answer questions on exams and their ability to take notes), both of which they
agree their students are able to do. It seems likely that these are in fact the only two
items they actually have much evidence of. Interestingly, they remain positive about
their students’ abilities on these two tasks.

On the other hand, teachers from economics seem on the whole to be more
critical of their students’ writing ability. The rationale behind their detailed
impressions of their students’ current situation may be either their system of
examination or their assigning of other writing tasks to their students, such as,
writing essays, answering short answer questions on exams, preparing presentations,
writing research papers, and writing summaries or critiques of articles. Unlike the
examination system of the Medical Faculty, their students are required to take exams
with open-ended questions. The teachers, therefore, have a chance to see the
problems their students have in writing and, consequently, they have a chance to
better evaluate their writing success or lack thereof.

Conclusion

The data collected from the content teachers from the Medical Faculty and
the Department of Economics were analyzed in terms of the students’ required needs
and current problems in writing through the two disciplines. The analysis was based
on means, percentages and frequencies, as well as Chi-squares. In the next chapter,
the results shown in the data analysis section will be discussed in reference to the

research questions and implications.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

Overview of the Study

This study investigated the academic writing needs of students through the
perspectives of content teachers in the 100% English medium departments of
economics and medicine at Hacettepe University. The questionnaire provided
background information on the participants, data on the required needs of students,
and teachers’ perceptions of the students’ current success in writing in English.

Descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, and means, as well as
Chi-square tests were used in order to analyze the data, and respond to the following
research questions of this study:

1. From the perspectives of content teachers, what kind of writing

skills do the students in English medium departments need?

2. What differences, if any, are there in the expectations of content

teachers from different faculties?

In this chapter, first the findings will be discussed according to the responses
given by content teachers. Second, the pedagogical implications of the study will be
discussed, followed by the limitations of the study, and suggestions for further

research.
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Findings

When the results are analyzed in terms of the writing requirements in the two
disciplines, it can be said that writing in English is required more from the students
in the economics faculty. It is also clear from the findings that students in both
disciplines are considered to have to write ‘well’ or ‘very well’ in order to be
generally successful in their disciplines. This supports the ideas of those who argue
that writing is the most essential part of academic success (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).
However the findings also reveal that, to a great extent, students in both disciplines
are not judged currently as being able to write ‘well’ or ‘very well’. This suggests
some inadequacy in their current English language training and points to the need for
some reconsideration of how academic writing is taught at Hacettepe University. In
addition, it may be said when looking at the study results, that the impressions of the
teachers from the Economics Faculty about their students’ current writing abilities
are much lower than those of the teachers from the Medical Faculty. This
discrepancy may arguably stem from economy teachers' giving more writing
assignments to their students, and thus being in a better position to comment on the
quality of their students’ writing.

Necessary Genres

Differences in required genres between disciplines

In terms of the English writing genres that are required in the two disciplines,
the responses show quite a great difference. Students in the Medical Faculty are
‘usually’ required to take notes in class, ‘sometimes’ need to write essays, and
answer short-answer question types, and ‘rarely’ required to prepare presentations,

write research papers, summaries of articles, descriptions of experiments, esmails or
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business letters. The students in the Medical Faculty ‘never’ need to write critiques
of articles.

In the Economics Department, on the other hand, students are ‘always’
required to take notes in class, ‘usually’ need to write essays and answer short-
answer question types, and ‘sometimes’ need to prepare presentations, write research
papers, or summaries and critiques of articles. They are ‘rarely’ required to write e-
mails or business letters, and ‘never’ need to write lab reports.

According to these findings, we can see that for the medical students, writing
is really only required for taking notes in class, and to some extent, answering short-
answer question types or writing essays. In the Economics Faculty, however, with
the exception of writing descriptions of experiments, e-mails and business letters, the
remaining purposes are all very much required. These findings show that the locally
required genres in writing in English differ between the Medical Faculty and the
Economics Department. As Zamel (1998) states, disciplines may be different from
one another in terms of their own norms or conventions. It has also been pointed out
that these differences should be taken into consideration when designing language
curricula in order to assist students to write in the necessary genres for their various
disciplines (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996). Whether or not this is the proper
recommendation in this case, however, requires that we consider as well the other
findings of the study.

Students’ current success in required genres

With respect to the students’ levels of success in writing in different genres,
teachers from the Medicine Faculty feel that their students are good at writing essays,
answering.short answer question types, preparing presentations, taking notes in class,

and writing descriptions of experiments and lab reports in English. On the other
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hand, they report being not sure whether their students are successful in writing
research papers, summaries and critiques of articles, e-mails, and business letters in
English.

The content teachers from the Department of Economics think that the
students are fairly good at answering short answer question types, preparing
presentations, writing research papers, taking notes in class, writing summaries of
articles, and e-mails all in English. But they feel that their students are not good at
writing essays, critiques of articles, and business letters in English.

In terms of overall satisfaction of teachers from the two disciplines, medical
and economics students are seen as being better at answering short answer question
types, preparing presentations, and taking notes all in English than the remaining
required genres. Overall, however, the teachers in the Department of Economics are
less content with their students' current writing abilities than are the teachers in
medicine faculty.

Necessary Skills

Taking into consideration the responses on required general academic writing
skills in the two disciplines, the content teachers all agree that the following writing
skills are very or fairly important: good expression of the main idea, grammatical
accuracy, relevance of idea to the context, appropriate connections between ideas,
sequence of ideas, adequate development of ideas, originality of thoughts,
appropriate use of general vocabulary and academic vocabulary, and mechanics
(spelling, punctuation, format, etc.). Similar to Kaplan’s (1996) observation that
many of these skills may be common to a number of disciplines, in this study, very
slight differences such as the order of importance were found in the responses of

content teachers of the Medicine Faculty and the Economics Department. While
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responses from the Medical Faculty, for example, show that displaying the relevance
of idea to the context and having a good expression of the main idea are ‘very
important’ in students’ writing; economics teachers declare that having a good
expression of the main idea, displaying the relevance of idea to the context, adequate
development of ideas, appropriate connections between ideas, and sequence of ideas
are all "very important’ in writing of their disciplines.

Students’ current success on the required skills

In terms of the students’ abilities to adequately perform the skills that the
participants consider important, the content teachers from the Medical Faculty agree
that their students are able to display the relevance of the idea to the context, and
they can make appropriate connections among ideas in their writing. They consider
their students to be also quite good at sequencing and developing their ideas in an
adequate way while writing. They are less sure, however, about whether their
students are good at the following skills: expressing original ideas, using appropriate
general and academic vocabulary while writing, mechanics, and displaying
knowledge about the subject matter in their writings.

The majority of the responses given by content teachers from the Medical
Faculty are that they are ‘not sure’. It seems likely that these teachers are not sure
about their students’ abilities because their students generally take multiple-choice
exam and are not assigned any other pieces of writing. In such a situation the
teachers do not have adequate opportunities to analyze the quality of their students’
writing, and thus have to respond with ‘not sure’.

Content teachers from the Economics Faculty, on the other hand, feel that

their students are not good at many skills. Specifically, they point to their students’

inadequacy in connecting ideas in an appropriate way, sequencing their ideas while
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writing, expressing original ideas, using appropriate general and academic
vocabulary, using proper mechanics, and displaying knowledge about the subject
matter in their writing. The economics teachers are not sure whether their students
are good at displaying the relevance of idea to the context and developing their ideas
in an adequate way while writing.

The vast majority of the teachers from the Economics Department also
declared that they give feedback to their students on the quality of their writing. The
medical teachers, however, do not do so. This may present problems for students,
since they may feel a lack of membership and social contact with their own teachers
in their disciplines (Braine, 2002). These results also clearly indicate that teachers
from the Economics Department are more proactive in helping their students
improve their writing abilities through the process of completing written
assignments.

Pedagogical Implications

In the process of renewing the curriculum of the academic writing course in
the DPPE at Hacettepe University, the requirements of the content teachers need to
be taken into greater account. Since there are not very striking differences between
the groups in terms of genres, and only slight differences between the groups in
terms of general academic writing skills, there seems to be no real need to set up
completely different courses according to the disciplines. As Spack (1988) argues,
our aim, as writing instructors should be to have our students improve themselves in
terms of both systematic thinking and general academic writing skills. Equipped in
this manner, students in any discipline can use their own writing strategies

effectively to explore the more specific requirements in. their own disciplines.
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In order to improve the required academic writing skills of students, the
findings of this study are a reminder that we should focus on both the content and
form of our students’ papers (Fathman & Whalley, 1990). To achieve this, we should
teach writing through a combination of process and product approaches. Since the
teachers in this study place slightly less emphasis on product-based skills such as
mechanics or grammar than on process-based skills like organization and sequencing
of ideas, in our teaching and evaluation we should focus more on the content and the
development of ideas in the text, than on errors in structure. In doing so we will be
able to observe our students’ improvement in the specific writing skills while taking
into account the requirement of their content teachers.

In our current practice, contrary to the recommendation above, we teach our
students writing largely through a product-based approach. That is to say, instead of
focusing on the processes of drafting and editing, we place emphasize on our
students’ final writing and only evaluate them in terms of this final product. In a
renewal curriculum there should be a shifting of priorities towards a process
approach. We should introduce, for example, the use of multiple drafts and peer
editing instead of only brainstorming as we do in out current curricula.

Students in the Medical Faculty may not actually need to be highly proficient
writers in order to succeed in their studies at Hacettepe University. Such an
interpretation derives from the medical teachers’ more limited reporting of specific
required genres and from their tendency to report being ‘not sure’ of their students’
capabilities, which suggests that they have minimal evidence of their students’
writing. The logical extension of this finding is to say that given the students' limited
time for taking English courses, the current writing courses are probably sufficient

for the medical students. The situation for economics students, however, seems quite
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different. Proficient writing skills seem to be a must in the economics department.
The greater demands on the economics students might suggest the need for
additional elective courses to allow them to get the extra practice they need. In these
elective courses, if it is not feasible to have them only for economics students, they
could be made open to any students from various disciplines, but should then include
teaching techniques that encourage students to explore the necessary genres in their
individual disciplines, such as the use of learning journals in which they investigate
and record their observations on the writing styles and genres in their discipline.
Comparisons can then be made among students in the class, and differences
discussed. The effect of such efforts would be, at minimum, to help raise awareness
among the students of the importance of academic writing, and the possible
differences they may encounter in their future disciplinary work.

Another appropriate recommendation, if it proves feasible for the DPPE,
would be to set up a content-based course in conjunction with an economics course
that requires extensive writing of its students. Such an adjunct course would be idgal
for helping economics students meet the English writing demands of their
disciplinary course work, and with luck would also serve to promote further needed
cooperation between disciplinary and English language teachers (Spack, 1988).

Limitations of the Study

Due to time limitations, only the content teachers from the Medical Faculty
and Economics Department were chosen as the participants of this survey. If the
students in other departments and the instructors in the DPPE had been able to be
included, certainly a broader perspective on the requirements or the possible
problems could have been gained. Similarly, a wider comparative perspectivegcould

have been had if teachers from other faculties had been included; however the -
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striking differences in the amount of English instruction (30% versus 100%) made
such a comparison problematic.

Another limitation for this survey was that the content teachers in the Medical
Faculty do not seem to have an adequate general impression of their students’ current
writing capabilities. It may be that the Medical Faculty do not give many written
assignments, and thus the great majority of the participants from the Medical Faculty
are ‘not sure’ on many questions. Nevertheless, their data are considered to be useful,
since they give us a more accurate picture of the extent of the students’ actual writing
needs in the department.

Recommendations for Further Research

This survey focused on the academic writing needs of students in 100%
English medium departments at Hacettepe University from the perspectives of
content teachers. This study did not take into consideration the needs of the students
from their own perspectives or the problems the instructors of the DPPE face while
teaching academic writing. Further studies can be done in order to figure out the
needs or problems both the students and the instructors of the DPPE face in the
writing courses. The requirements of the disciplines that offer 30% of their
instruction in English may also be taken into consideration in further research, and
thus allow for a wider discussion of possible differences according to the disciplines.

Finally, although the writing requirements of undergraduate students seem to
focus on fairly common academic genres such as essays, reports, presentations, or
class notes, it may be anticipated that the writing needs for graduate students will
take on greater complexities, and, possibly exhibit greater discipline-specific

differences. ‘Such a possibility should be explored in a future study focusing
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explicitly on graduate students' needs, and including detailed textual analyses of the
specific genres used.
Conclusion

Although the content teachers in both disciplines declare that writing is a
major component of academic success, the results of this study indicated that being
proficient writers in English is not so essential for the students to be successful in the
Medicine Faculty. In the Economics Department, however, content teachers expect a
high standard of writing in English from their students. Unfortimately, the teachers in
both disciplines find their students’ current success in writing to be inadequate. In
terms of writing genres, there are some differences between disciplines, though not
necessarily sufficient ones to warrant implementing discipline-specific writing
courses at Hacettepe University. With respect to the general academic writing skills,
however, content teachers all agree that they are important for the quality of the
writings in English, thus suggesting that these should continue to serve as the basis

for the writing courses given by the DPPE.

55



REFERENCES

Arik, S. (2002). An investigation into the requirements of discipline teachers
for academic English language use in a Turkish medium university.
Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Bilkent University.

Belcher, D. (1994). The apprenticeship approach to advanced literacy graduate
students and their mentors. Journal of English for Specific Purposes, 13, 23-
34.

Berwick, R. (1989). Needs assessment in language programming: From theory to
practice. In Johnson, R.K. (Ed). The second language curriculum
(pp. 48-62) Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Braine, G. (1988). Two commentaries on Ruth Spack’s initiating ESL students into
the academic discourse community: How far should we go? TESOL
Quarterly, 22(4), 700-2.

Braine, G. (2002). Academic literacy and the nonnative speaker graduate
student. Journal of English for Academic Purposes, 1(1), 59-68

Brindley, G. (1989). The role of needs analysis in adult ESL programme
Design.In Johnson, R.K. (Ed). The second language curriculum (pp. 63-
78).Cambridge, U.K: Cambridge University Press.

Brown, J.D. (1995). The elements of language curriculum. Boston: Heinle &
Heinle.

Brown, J.D. & Rodgers, T.S. (2002). Doing second language research. Oxford, UK:
Oxford University Press.

Canseco, G. & Byrd, P. (1989). Writing required in graduate courses in business
administration. TESOL Quarterly, 23(2), 205-16.

Casanave, C.P. & Hubbard, P. (1992). The writing assignments and writing problems
of doctoral students: faculty perceptions, pedagogical issues, and needed
research. Journal of English for Specific Purposes, 11, 33-49.

Casanave, C.P. (1998). Transitions: The balancing act of bilingual academics.
Journal of Second Language Writing, 7(2), 175-203.

Dong, Y. (1996). Learning how to use citations for knowledge transformation:
non-native doctoral student’s dissertation writing in science. Journal of
Research in theTeaching of English, 30, 428-457.

56



Fathman, A.K. & Whalley, E. (1996). Teacher response to students writing: Focus on
form versus content. In Kroll, B. (Ed) Second language writing (pp. 178-90).
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Ferris, D. & Hedgecock, J.S. (1998). Teaching ESL composition. New Jersey:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc., Publishers.

Gage, J.T. (1986). Why write? In Petrosky, A.R. & Bartholomae, D. (Eds). The
teaching of writing (pp. 8-28) Chicago, Illinois: The University of Chicago
Press.

Gere, A.R. (1985). Roots in the sawdust: Writing to learn across the disciplines.
USA: NTCE.

Grabe, W & Kaplan, R.B. (1996). Theory & practice of writing. N.Y :
Longman.

Graves, K. (2000). Designing language courses: A guide for teachers. Boston.
Heinle & Heinle.

Horowitz, D.M. (1986). What professors actually require: Academic tasks for the
ESL classroom. TESOL Quarterly, 20(3), 445-62.

Hutchinson, T. & Waters, A. (1987). English for specific purposes. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Hyland, K. & Hamp-Lyons, L. (2002). EAP: Issues and directions. Journal of
English for Academic Purposes. 1(1), 1-12.

Johns, A.M. (1988). Two commentaries on Ruth Spack’s initiating ESL
students into the academic discourse community: How far should we go?.
TESOL Quarterly, 22(4), 705-7.

Kroll, B. (1996). Second language writing. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

Leki, I. & Carson, J. (1994). Students’ perceptions of EAP writing instruction
and writing needs across the disciplines. TESOL Quarterly, 28(1), 81-
101.

Leki, I. & Carson, J. (1997). “Completely different worlds”: EAP and the
Writing experiences of ESL students in university courses. TESOL Quarterly,
31(1), 39-69.

Markee, N. (1997). Managing curricular innovation. Cambridge, - UK:
Cambridge University Press.

57



Nunan, D. (1988). The learner-centered curriculum. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press

Raimes, A. (1985). What unskilled EFL students do as they write: A classroom
Study of composing. TESOL Quarterly, 19(2), 229-53.

Riazi, A. (1997). Acquiring disciplinary literacy: a social-cognitive analysis of
Text Production and learning among Iranian graduate students of education.
Journal of Second Language Writing, 6, 105-37.

Richards, J.C.; Plat, J. & Weber, H. (1985). Longman dictionary of applied
linguistics. London, UK: Longman.

Richards, J.C. (2001). Curriculum development in language teaching.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Richterich, R. & Chancerel, J.L. (1980). Identifying the needs of adults:
Learning a foreign language. Oxford, UK: Pergamon Institute of English.

Schneider, M. & Fujishima, N. (1995). When practice doesn’t make perfect: The
case of a graduate ESL student. In Belcher, D & Braine, G. (Eds.). Academic
writing in a second language: Essays on research and pedagogy (pp. 3-22)
Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Shih, M. (1986). Content-based approaches to teaching academic writing.
TESOL Quarterly, 20(4), 617-48.

Silva, T. (1996). Second language composition instruction: Development,
Issues, and Direction in ESL. In Kroll, B. (Ed) Second language writing (pp.
11-21). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Spack, R. (1988). Initiating ESL students into the academic discourse
community: How far should we go? TESOL Quarterly, 22(1), 29-51.

Spack, R. (1997). The acquisition of academic literacy in a second language: A
longitudinal case study. Written Communication, 14 (2), 23-24.

Swales, J. (1990). Genre analysis: English in academic and research settings.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Tarone, E. (1989). Teacher executed needs assessment: Some suggestions for
teachers and program administrators. Minnesota: University of Minnesota.

Todd, R.W. (2003). EAP or TEAP? Journal of English for Academic Purposes,
2(2), 61-70.

Tudor, 1. (1996). Learner-centeredness as language education. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

58



Zamel, V. (1998). Questioning academic discourse. In Zamel, V. & Spack, R.
(Ed). Negotiating academic literacies (pp. 187-97). New Jersey: Lawrance
Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

59



APPENDIX
ANKET

Saymn Ogretim Uyesi,
12.04.2004

Hacettepe Universitesi Servis Dersleri Birimi’ nde bes senedir Ingilizce
okutmanlik yapmaktayim. Aym zamanda Bilkent Universitesi Yabanci Dil Olarak
Ingilizce Ogretmenligi Boliimii’ nde yiiksek lisans dgrencisiyim. Tez galismalarim
igin bir ihtiyag analizi yapmam gerekmektedir. Bu ihtiyag analizinin amaci, siz
bolim hocalarinin degerli gortisleri ip1§inda, 6grencilerimizin akademik yazma
becerileri ihtiyaglarim belirlemektir.

Bu ihtiyag analizine katilmaniz zorunlu degildir. Anketi doldururken isminizi
yazmamz gerekmemektedir. Kisisel cevaplariniz bu sekilde kesinlikle gizli
tutulacaktir. Bu anketi doldurmaniz, vermis oldugunuz bilgilerin galismamda
kullanmama izin verdiginiz anlamina gelmektedir.

Calismalarimla ilgili herhangi bir sorunuz olursa, damgmanim Dr. Julie
Mathews Aydinli ya da benimle irtibata gegebilirsiniz.

Yardimlarimz ve degerli zamaninizi bana ayirdiginiz igin gok tegekkiir
ederim. Saygilanimla.

Fusun Yazicioglu (Karayilmaz) Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinl
MA TEFL Programi MA TEFL Programi
Bilkent Universitesi / Ankara Bilkent Universitesi / Ankara
Tel: (312) 492 09 19 Tel: (312) 290 20 15
(533) 346 01 43 e-posta: julie@bilkent.edu.tr
e-posta: yfusun@bilkent.edu.tr
fusunk @hacettepe.edu.tr

BOLUM 1. OZGECMIS BIL GILER]
1) Hacettepe Universitesi’ nin hangi fakiilte ve boliimde ders vermektesiniz?

FaKUIte: «..oovvvveeneeieeeeeeieeeceeetiece st eettree e e e e s esees
BoOIUIME eiieeiiiiireeererireeiereneeenerstessrenessssessennsrsnnens

2) Kag yildir egitim vermektesiniz?

a) 1 yildan az ¢) 6-10 yil e) 16-20 yil
b) 1-5 yil d) 11-15yil f) 20 yildan fazla
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3) Hacettepe Universitesi’ nde kag senedir galismaktasinz?
a) 1 yildan az c) 6-10 yil e) 16-20 yil
b) 1-5 yil d) 11-15 yil f) 20 yildan fazla
4) Unvanmiz:
a) Profesor ¢) Yardimci1 Dogent e) Diger:
b) Dogent d) Ogretim Gorevlisi  .oceveerveeercrrerrnnnns
5) Tamamladiginiz (mezun oldugunuz) programlar:
Okul / Boliim / Y
A) LISAMNS: ..oviiiireiiiiiiciiiniiiciiiies eeeeeesrerenreeseesesreessissine seseeeeeesesransnnnnses
D) YUKSEK LISAMS: cvuvviiiiiiiieies errcrrceovieiiiesreciieisseseees ceeeseneeeveneesansene
C) DOKLOIA: cooiceeiiiieeeriviiiiiiiee rerrcrrrreccreecsertrirssesenes eeeeeerseeeeeeesesnnne
d)Diger: ....cooeoeiiiiiiiiiei s+« RRTIEREEr .. RN . . 20 0o s nesns

6) Ingilizce yazma becerinizi genel anlamda nasil degerlendirirsiniz?

a) Miikkemmel c) Iyi
b) Cok iyi d) Orta diizeyde

o0

BOLUM 2: SU ANKi OGRETIM DURUMUNUZLA iLGILI BILGILER:

7) Ogretim verdiginiz toplam saat:

a) haftada 1-5 saat c) haftada 11-16 saat
b) haftada 6-10 saat d) haftada 20 saatten fazla

8) Ders verdiginiz sinif sayisi:
Liitfen belirtiniz: .......ccccveviveierecrieeinrierenennn.
9) Siniflarinizda ki toplam 6grenci sayist:

a) 10-20 ogrenci c) 31-40 dgrenci e) 51-60 ogrenci
b) 21-30 6grenci d) 41-50 ogrenci f) 60 ve fazlasi

10) Her bir sinifinizdaki ortalama 6grenci sayisi:(Birden fazla sik isaretlenebilir.)

a) 10-20 6grenci c) 31-40 6grenci e) 51-60 6grenci
b)21-30 6grenci d) 41-50 dgrenci f) 60 vefazlas
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BOLUM 3: OGRENCILERIN YAZMA BECERILERI iLE ILGILI
BILGILER:

11) Ders vermis oldugunuz siniflarda dgrencileriniz herhangi bir sekilde Ingilizce
yazi yazmak zorundalar mi?

a) Evet b) Hayir

12) Ders vermis oldugunuz siniflarda 6grencilerinizin basarili olabilmeri igin
Ingilizce yaz1 yazma becerileri hangi diizeyde olmalidir?

a) Cok iyi b) Iyi c) Orta d) Kotii

13) Ders verdiginiz simflarda 6grencilerinizin Ingilizce yazma becerileri hangi
diizeydedir?

a) Cok iyi b) lyi c) Orta d) Kétii
14) Ogrencileriniz derslerinizle ilgili olarak asagida verilen amaglarin her biri igin
Ingilizce yazmaya ne kadar ihtiyag duymaktadirlar? Liitfen bu soruyu asagida verilen
siralamaya uygun olarak ve bu siralamadaki rakama karsilik gelen kutucugu (V)

isaretleyerek cevaplaymz.

1. asla 2. nadiren 3. bazen 4. genellikle 5. her zaman

=
I~
1%
B>

1y

14.1 Sinavlarda kisa yazilar yazmak

14.2 Sinavlarda kisa cevapli sorulan cevaplamak

14.3 Sunum hazirlamak

14.4 Aragtirma yazilan yazmak

14.5 Ders sirasinda not tutmak

14.6 Makalelerin 6zetlerini ¢ikarmak

14.7 | Makaleler ile ilgili elestirisel yazilar yazmak

14.8 Deney anlatimlan yazmak

14.9 Elektronik posta mesajlar yazmak

14.10 | Labaratuar raporlar yazmak

14.11 | Is mektuplar1 yazmak

Diger: (Litfen belirtiniz)

..............................................................................................................................
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15. Ogrencilerinizin Ingilizce yazim ¢alismalarinda asagidakiler sizin igin ne kadar
onemlidir? Liitfen bu soruyu asagida verilen siralamaya uygun olarak ve bu

siralamadaki rakama kargilik gelen kutucugu (V ) isaretliyerek cevaplaymiz.

1. onemsiz 2. ¢ok dnemli degil

3. oldukca 6nemli

4. cok onemli

1

2

3

4

15.1 Ana fikrin iyi ifade edilmesi

15.2 | Dilbilgisi kurallarina uygunluk

15.3 Fikirlerin konuya uygunlugu

15.4 | Fikirler arasinda uygun gegisler

15.5 Fikirlerin siralanmasi

15.6 | Fikirlerin yeterli ve yerinde
geligimi

15.7 | Fikirlerin orijinalligi

15.8 | Uygun kelime kullanimu

15.9 Akademik kelime kullanimu

15.10 |Yazim kurallar

16. Asagidaki sorular1 verilen siralamaya uygun olarak ve bu siralamadaki rakama
karsilik gelen kutucugu isaretleyerek (V) cevaplayiniz.

1. Kesinlikle katilmiyorum 3. Emin degilim 4. Katihyorum
2. Katidmiyorum 5. Kesinlikle katiliyorum.
i[2]3]als

16.1 | Ogrencilerim Ingilizce yazi yazmay1 sevmektedirler.
16.2 | Ogrencilerim Ingilizce yaz1 yazmada genelde bagarilidir,
16.3 | Ogrencilerim lingilizce kisa yazilar yazmada bagarilidir.
16.4 | Ogrencilerim kisa cevaph sorular Ingilizce

cevaplayabilir.
16.5 | Ogrencilerim Ingilizce sunum hazirlayabilir.
16.6 | Ogrencileim aragtirma yazilarini Ingilizce yazabilir.
16.7 | Ogrencilerim ders sirasinda Ingilizce not tutabilir.
16.8 | Ogrencilerim Ingilizce makalelerin dzetini gikarabilir.
16.9 | Ogrencilerim makaleler ile ilgili Ingilizce elestiri

yazabilir.
16.10 | Ogrencilerim deney anlatimlarini Ingilizce yazabilir.
16.11 | Ogrencilerim e-posta mesajlarim Ingilizce yazabilir
16.12 | Ogrencilerim labaratuar raporlanm Ingilizce yazabilir
16.13 | Ogrencilerim Ingilizce is mektuplar yazabilir.
16.14 | Ogrencilerim ana diigiincelerini Ing.iyi ifade edebilirler.
16.15 | Ogrencilerim Ing. dilbilgisi kurallarina uyarlar.
16.16 | Ogrencilerimin Ing. yazilarinda fikirlerinin konu ile

alakas: vardir.
16.17 | Ogrencilerimin fikirleri arasinda uygun gegisler vardir.
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16.18 | Ogrencilerim fikirlerini uygun diizenleyebilirler.

16.19 | Ogrencilerim fikirlerini yeterli sekilde gelistirebilirler.

16.20 | Ogrencilerimin yazilarindaki fikirleri orijinaldir.

16.21 | Ogrencilerim yazilarinda uygun kelime kullanirlar

16.22 | Ogrencilerim yazilarinda uygun akademik kelime
kullanurlar.

16.23 | Ogrencilerim yazilarinda imla kurallan kullaniminda
basarilidir.

16.24 | Ogrencilerimin yazilarinda ilgili konulardaki bilgilerini
gosterebilmeleri 6nemlidir.

16.25 | Ogrencilerime Ingilizce yazilarimin kalitesi konusunda
goriiglerimi bildiririm.

16.26 | Ogrencilerimin Ingilizce yazma becerilerinde yardima
ihtiyaglari vardir.

Anketim burada sona ermigtir. Degerli vaktinizi ayirdigimiz igin tekrar
tesekkiir ederim.
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Professor;

I have been an instructor of English at the Department of Post-Prep English
courses in the School of Foreign Languages at Hacettepe University for five years. I
am also a student in the Master’s of Arts in the Teaching of English as a Foreign
Language Program at Bilkent University. For my thesis, I am doing a needs analysis,
the purpose of which is to determine the academic writing needs of students through
the perspectives of content teachers in English medium departments at Hacettepe
University.

To obtain the necessary information I would request that you respond to the
questionnaire below carefully. Cooperation is, of course, voluntary. You do not need
to put your name on the questionnaire; in this way complete confidentiality can be
guaranteed. Your completion of the questionnaire is assumed to grant permission to
use your answers for this study.

In case you have any questions about my study you can contact both with my
advisor, Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli, and me.

Thank you for taking the time to answer the question fully. Sincerely,

Fiisun Yazicioglu (Karayilmaz) Dr. Julie Mathews Aydinli
MA TEFL Program MA TEFL Program
Bilkent University/ Ankara Bilkent University/ Ankara
Tel: (312) 492 09 19 Tel: (312) 290 20 15
e-mail: yfusun@bilkent.edu.tr e-mail: julie @bilkent.edu.tr

fusunk @hacettepe.edu.tr

PART 1. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

1) In which faculty and department do you currently teach at Hacettepe University?

Faculty: ...ccooviviiiiiiiii,
Department: ..........cccoueeneen.

2) How long have you been teaching?

a) less than 1 year c) 6-10 years e) 16-20 years
b) 1-5 years d) 11-15 years f) more than 20 years

3) How long have you been working at Hacettepe University?

a) less than 1 year c) 6-10 years e) 16-20 years
b) 1-5 years d) 11-15 years f) more than 20 years

65



4) Your title:

a) Professor ¢) Assistant Professor e) Other
b) Associate Professor d) Instructor L

5) The programs completed:

6) What is the level of your current general writing ability?

a) Perfect c) Well
b) Very well d) Average

PART 2: INFORMATION ON CURRENT TEACHING SITUATION

7) Total number of hours you currently teach:

a) 1-5 hours a week c)11-16 hours a week
b) 6-10 hours a week d) more than 20 hours

8) The number of classes you have:
Please, specify: ......cooevvvriiiininnnnn.

9) The total number of students:

a) 10-20 students ¢) 31-40 students e) 51-60 students
b) 21-30 students d) 41-50 students f) more than 60 students

10) The number of students in your each class: (More than one item can be marked)

a) 10-20 students c¢) 31-40 students e) 51-60 students
b) 21-30 students d) 41-50 students f) more than 60 students

PART 3: INFORMATION ON STUDENTS’ WRITING ABILITY

11) Do your students ever have to do any kind of writing in English for your course?

a) YES b) NO
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12) How well do you think your students have to be able to write in English to be
successful in your courses?

a) Very well b) Well c) Average  d) Not well at all
13) How well do you think your students are able to write in English in your course?
a) Very well b) Well c) Average d) Not well at all
14) To what extent do your students need writing in English for each of the following
purposes? (Please answer this question by putting a tick into the space referring to

the number that matches your ranking.

1. never 2. rarely 3. sometimes 4. usually 5. always

1 | 2 | 3

-~

I
i

14.1 To write essays

14.2 To answer short-answer question types

14.3 To prepare presentations

14.4 To write research papers

14.5 To take notes in class

14.6 To write summaries of articles

14.7 To write critiques of articles

14.8 | To write descriptions of experiments

14.9 To write e-mails

14.10 | To write lab-reports

14.11 |To write business letters

15) To what extent are the following issues important for you in your students’
written assignments in English? (Please answer this question by putting a tick into
the space referring to the number that matches your ranking.)

1. not important 3. fairly important
2. not very important 4. very important

|-

N
1t
I~

15.1 Good expression of the main idea

15.2 Grammatical accuracy

15.3 Relevance of idea to the context

15.4 | Appropriate connections between
ideas

15.5 Sequence of ideas

15.6 | Adequate development of ideas

15.7  |Originality of thoughts

15.8 | Appropriate use of vocabulary

15.9 | Use of academic vocabulary

15.10 | Mechanics, (spelling, punctuation,
format,etc.)
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16. Please answer the following question by putting a tick into the space referring to
the number that matches your ranking.

1. strongly disagree 3.notsure 4. agree
2. disagree 5. strongly agree

1121345

16.1 | My students like to write in English.

16.2 |In general, my students are proficient writers in English.

16.3 | My students are good at writing essays in English.

16.4 | My students are able to answer short-answer question types
in English.

16.5 | My students are able to prepare presentations in English.

16.6 | My students are able to write research papers in English.

16.7 | My students are able to take notes in English in class.

16.8 | My students are able to write summaries of articles in
English.

16.9 | My students are able to write critiques of articles in
English.

16.10 | My students are able to write descriptions of experiments
in English.

16.11 | My students are able to write e-mails in English.

16.12 | My students are able to write lab reports in English.

16.13 | My students are able to write business letters in English.

16.14 | My students are able to express the main idea in their
writing.

16.15 | My students are good at grammatical accuracy.

16.16 | There is relevance of idea to the context in my students’
writing.

16.17 | There are appropriate connections among ideas in my
students’ writing.

16.18 | My students are good at sequencing their ideas while
writing.

16.19 | My students are good at developing their ideas in an
adequate way while writing.

16.20 | My students’ ideas are original in their writing.

16.21 | My students use appropriate vocabulary while writing.

16.22 | My students use appropriate academic vocabulary while
writing.

16.23 | My students are good at mechanics (spelling, punctuation,
format, etc.)

16.24 | My students’ displaying knowledge about the subject
matter is important in their writing.

16.25 | I give feedback to my students on the quality of their

writing.
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16.26 | My students need extra assistance in order to improve
their writing abilities.

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thank you for your cooperation.
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