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ABSTRACT

PROJECT WORK: HOW WELL DOES IT WORK?
Assessments of Students and Teachers about Main Course Project Work at Yildiz
Technical University School of Foreign Languages Basic English Department
Kemaloglu, Elif

MA, Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Charlotte Basham

July 2006

This study investigated the students’ and teachers’ assessments about Main
Course project work applied at the English preparatory classes of Yildiz Technical
University (YTU) School of Foreign Languages Basic English Department. The
students from upper-intermediate and intermediate levels studying English in the
preparatory classes of YTU and the teachers who supervised their projects
participated in the research. They were asked to assess Main Course project work in
respect to three aspects: (1) Achievement of institutional project work goals, (2)
Learning gains acquired from project work, (3) Problems experienced with project
work accompanied by suggested solutions.

Data were collected through questionnaires and interviews. The results of the
data analysis revealed that in general, institutional project work goals were

moderately achieved. The reported learning gains included content learning;
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vocabulary improvement; improvement of research, oral presentation, writing,
translation and computer skills; grammar reinforcement, and raising consciousness
about the benefits of disciplined studying. The major problems found were about
project topics, inadequate teacher support, lack of improvement in speaking and
listening skills at a desired level, excessive use of translation, and plagiarism. A
variety of suggestions were made for these problems emphasizing the necessity of
collaboration and negotiation between students, teachers, and administrators in

addition to the significance of a well-structured project training.

Key words: Project work, project-based language learning, project-aided language
learning, project-based learning, project-based instruction, project-based assessment,

alternative assessment tools



OZET

_ PROJE CALISMALARI NE DENLI BASARILI?

Yildiz Teknik Universitesi Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu Temel Ingilizce Bolimii'nde
Uygulanan Ana Ders Proje Caligmalar ile Ilgili Olarak Ogrenci ve Ogretmenler
Tarafindan Yapilan Degerlendirmeler
Elif Kemaloglu

Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Charlotte Basham

Temmuz 2006

Bu calismada Yildiz Teknik Universitesi (YTU) Yabanci Diller Yiiksekokulu
Temel ingilizce Boliimii’ndeki ingilizce hazirlik siniflarinin ‘Ana Ders’i kapsaminda
uygulanan proje ¢aligmalarina iligkin olarak 6grenciler ve 6gretmenler tarafindan
yapilan degerlendirmeler ele alinmistir. Arastirmaya, YT U niin hazirhik siiflarinda
O0grenim goren {iist orta ve orta dil diizeylerindeki 6grenciler ve onlarin projelerini
yonlendiren ogretmenler katilmistir. Katilimcilardan, Ana Ders proje calismalarini ii¢
acidan degerlendirmeleri istenmistir: (1) Kurumsal proje hedeflerinin
gerceklestirilmesi, (2) Proje calismalarindan 6grenilenler, (3) Proje calismalarinda
yasanan sorunlar ve bunlara iliskin ¢6ziim 6nerileri.

Veriler anket ve miilakat yoluyla toplanmistir. Veri analiz sonuglari,
kurumsal proje hedeflerinin genel olarak orta diizeyde gerceklestirildigini ortaya
koymustur. Proje ¢aligmalarinin belirtilen faydalari arasinda bilgi dagarciginin

genislemesi; sozciik bilgisinin artmast; arastirma, s6zlii sunum, yazma, geviri ve
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bilgisayar becerilerinin ilerlemesi; dilbilgisinin giiclenmesi ve disiplinli ¢alismanin
yararlari ile ilgili biling diizeyinin yiikselmesi yer almaktadir. Tespit edilen temel
sorunlar proje konulari, 6gretmen desteginin yetersizligi, konusma ve dinleme
becerilerinin istenilen oranda gelisememesi, ceviriye fazlaca yonelinmesi ve intihal
ile ilgilidir. S6z konusu sorunlara yonelik olarak cesitli 6neriler getirilmis ve bu
onerilerde 6grenciler, 6gretmenler ve idareciler arasindaki igbirligi ve iletisimin
gerekliliginin yani sira saglam temellere oturtulmus proje egitiminin énemi

vurgulanmustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Proje calismalari, proje tabanh dil 6grenimi, proje destekli dil

O0grenimi, proje tabanli 6grenim, proje tabanli 6gretim, proje tabanl degerlendirme,

alternatif degerlendirme araclari
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

In the course of English Language Teaching (ELT) history, the paradigms in
language teaching seem to represent a dual scheme where the focus is on either the
structural (formal) or the communicative (functional, notional and social) aspect of
the language. Until the 1970s, accurate mastery of language structure had been the
guiding force of ELT practices, whereas in the 1970s under a new approach, it was
loudly voiced that such practices were inefficient and inadequate in having the
learners use the language in social contexts outside the classroom. According to this
approach, called “Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)”, language was the
main means of communication, so helping the learners gain communicative
competence, the competence of using the authentic language in real life, should be
the main concern of ELT practices. Since CLT came into being, it has been put into
practice in a great number of settings through several learner-centered applications.

One of these applications has been Content-Based Language Learning (CBLL),
the proponents of which see language as an active means of acquiring information
rather than a static entity composed of structures. According to this approach,
“content”, the subject matter we learn or communicate through language, is the
guiding force of the English course. Thus, successful language learning can best be
achieved by acquiring information from target language material which has a specific

content and which is presented within a meaningful context.



Another version of CLT has been Task-Based Language Learning (TBLL),
which is underlain by the principle of “learning by doing”. According to this
approach, in order for language learning to be successful, learners should be supplied
with meaningful and purposeful communicative tasks which are likely to be carried
out in authentic situations outside the classroom.

Both CBLL and TBLL have put phenomena other than language itself in the
core of language learning, i.e. content and tasks. The synthesis of their principles has
paved the way for a learner-centered, process-and-product based, experiential
approach to language learning called “project work”. According to this approach,
learners can learn a language by acquiring knowledge about a specific content
through interactive and investigative tasks that should extend beyond the classroom.
That is, the students are supposed to collect and process data about an issue of
interest by interacting with people and texts, construct an outcome of their own out
of these data and present it to an audience. Therefore, project work is the name of not
only an approach but also a process and a product constructed by the students in
collaboration with the teacher to achieve linguistic and non-linguistic goals. This
versatile means can also be defined as a tool that serves mainly two pedagogical
purposes: Instruction and performance assessment.

Especially in recent years, this pedagogical tool has been integrated into some
language learning environments within English as a Second Language (ESL) and
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts, one of which is the intensive English
preparatory classes of Yildiz Technical University (YTU) School of Foreign
Languages Basic English Department, in Turkey. There are four English courses in

the prep classes of YTU: Main Course, which aims to teach general English to the



students through a series of course books, Reading, Writing, Listening & Speaking.
In each course there is project work that serves as an aid to promote language
learning and to assess performance. It is the Main Course project work that will form
the focus of this study.

This study aims to investigate students’ and teachers’ assessments about the
Main Course project work applied at the preparatory classes of YTU School of
Foreign Languages. The evaluations of the participants about project work were
explored with respect to the achievement of institutional project work goals, learning
gains, and problems accompanied by suggested solutions.

Background of the Study

Project work can be defined as a set of tasks that require learners to do an in-
depth investigation into a particular topic beyond the classroom via communication
with texts and people, to produce their own outcomes out of this research, and to
present them in written and/or oral form to a set audience in an extended period of
time (Haines, 1989; Eyring, 1997; Wrigley, 1998). Thus, project work is an
instructional means to promote language learning by research and interaction
conducted extensively beyond the classroom. With this characteristic, according to
Eyring (1997), it is a “quintessence” of experiential learning. Project work may also
be used as an assessment means to evaluate the language performance of the learner
and may serve an alternative for standard pen-and-pencil tests (Khattri & Sweet,
1996; Gokgen, 2005).

Project approach to language learning is defined as a “strong” version of CLT
by Legutke & Thomas (1991), as its main focus is on meaningful and purposeful

interaction at every level of the process. As an extension of CLT, this approach is



underlain by the view that language is a meaning potential rather than a set of
structures (Savignon, 1991). It is also underpinned by the social constructivist
learning view that language can be acquired and improved by relating the
background knowledge and experience of each learner to the content in real life
through interactional tasks (Williams & Burden, 1995). It is a fact that the language
content in real life that surrounds the learner is both within and outside the classroom
(Savignon, 2001). Therefore, project work acts as an extended ‘mega task’, through
which this cross-curricular language potential is activated by means of ‘multi-skilled
tasks’ (O’Malley and Pierce, 1996; Haines, 1989). There are many samples of this
mega task in literature. To illustrate, in the project work organized by Legutke (1984,
1985), the EFL students conducted interviews with English-speaking travelers at an
airport, recorded them, and reported on them in class. In the project reported by
Ortmeier (2000), the ESL students created posters with details about their homelands
after collecting data from the internet and library resources. In another sample
described by Bee-Lay and Yee-Ping (1991), the EFL/ESL students in Singapore and
Canada exchanged stories about their cultures and discussed them through e-mail
correspondence.

This extended task assumes the goals of improving language skills, enhancing
content learning and improving research skills, according to Beckett and Slater
(2005). In addition, Moulton and Holmes (2000) indicate that through project work,
students can also improve technology skills, for instance, by using the internet. Also,
as Eyring (1997) alleges, an ideal project work should allow students to work
independently in terms of choosing topics, determining the methods to process it and

defining their own end-products to achieve. As a result, project work has the



potential to foster creativity and self-expression, and enhance confidence, self-
esteem, autonomy and motivation of the students (Blumenfeld et al., 1991; Padgett,
1994; Papandreou, 1994; Johnson, 1998; Gaer, 1998; Lee, 2002). Another feature of
project work defined by Stoller (2001) is that it involves collaboration and
negotiation at all levels of the process: planning, implementation and evaluation. The
students can work individually, in small groups, or as a whole class and they all share
ideas and resources along the way. The teacher, on the other hand, acts as a guide,
coordinator and facilitator in this jointly constructed and negotiated plan of action.
Thus, project work is claimed to be an experience for democratic learning, which is
marked with the goal of enhancing collaborative learning skills (Papandreou, 1994;
Legutke & Thomas, 1991; Sheppard & Stoller, 1995; Stoller, 2001). In sum, project
work is an instruction and assessment means with the potential to contribute to the
linguistic, academic, cognitive, affective and social development of the students.

On the other hand, the successful implementation of project work may be
influenced by such factors as availability of time, access to authentic materials,
receptiveness of learners, the possibilities of learner training, and the administrative
flexibility of institutional timetabling, as indicated by Hedge (1993).

The project factors defined in terms of learning gains and problems above may
influence the perceptions of the students and teachers toward project work positively
or negatively. There are few studies about this area at the global level and most of
them reveal results about ESL contexts as revealed by Beckett (2002). There is also
scarcity of research about project work in ELT in Turkey since only two studies
about project work have been found, and they focus on teachers’ and administrators

perceptions’ (Subasi-Dingman, 2002; Gokcen, 2005).



These few studies on project work have shown discrepancies between the
attitudes toward this activity. Some students presented a positive attitude toward
project work due to its several benefits such as its contribution to their improvement
in content learning as well as research, writing and presentation skills (Eyring, 1997;
Moulton & Holmes, 2000; Beckett, 2005) whereas some students perceived it
negatively as they believed that ESL courses should be limited to the study of
language and should not involve non-linguistic aspects (Eyring, 1997; Moulton &
Holmes 2000; Beckett, 2005). The research on teacher perceptions about project
work similarly suggests mixed perceptions in the way that some teachers perceived
project work as a pedagogically valuable technique (Beckett, 1999 as cited in
Beckett, 2002; Subasi-Dingman, 2002; Gokgen, 2005) whereas some teachers
reported that project work was too demanding and they complained about the
workload (Eyring, 1997; Subasi-Dingman, 2002; Gokgen, 2005).

Statement of the Problem

As stated above, the scarcity of research regarding the perceptions about
project work at the global and local level and the unavailability of research on the
student perceptions about project work in Turkey suggests the need for research
about project work to feed the theory and practice about project work.

Also in the context of YTU prep classes, the project practice is relatively new,
since project work was integrated into the curriculum in the academic year 2004-
2005. Before, the performance assessment instruments were limited to pen-and-paper
tests aiming to test the grammar, vocabulary, reading, writing and listening
performance of the students and a portfolio used in writing classes. The students

were relatively passive in the previous system, as transmission of structural



information from the teachers was highly emphasized, so it was decided that there
was a need to move to a more learner-centered system where the students would
more actively use English and make decisions about their own learning. Thus,
project work was integrated into the curriculum of YTU prep classes as an aid to
facilitate language learning. Until now, there have not been any evaluation studies on
these novel project work practices at YTU. Hence, this study is done to see how well
a part of this new system operates in the institution according to the students’ and
teachers’ assessments in an attempt to inform the future practices. Main Course is
chosen because it is attached relatively high importance in the curriculum. As the
name suggests, the time devoted to Main Course in the curriculum is the highest and
among the projects in different classes, it is the Main Course’s that influences the
students’ overall grade most.
Purpose of the Study

This study aims to investigate the students’ and teachers’ assessments about
Main Course project work applied at the English preparatory classes of Yildiz
Technical University (YTU) School of Foreign Languages in Turkey. Students from
A (upper-intermediate) and B (intermediate) levels studying English in the prep
classes of YTU and the teachers who supervised their projects participated in the
study and they were asked to assess Main Course project work in respect to three
aspects:
1) Achievement of institutional project work goals,
2) Learning gains acquired from project work,

3) Problems experienced with project work accompanied by suggested solutions.



Here it is worth noting that since the institutional project work goals had not
been formally identified by the institution before project system was integrated in the
curriculum, those de facto goals were defined as a part of this research. Moreover, in
this study, the assessments of the students from the two proficiency levels (A and B)
about the achievement of the institutional project goals were compared to find out if
there were any significant differences between them and the possible reasons for the
significant differences found were explored on the basis of the students’ and
teachers’ reports. The data were collected by means of questionnaires and interviews
and they were analyzed to answer the research questions given below.

Research Questions
1. Does Main Course project work applied at Yi1ldiz Technical University Basic
English Department meet its goals?
a) What are the institutional project work goals?
b) To what extent are they achieved according to the students’ reports?
2. Are there significant differences between the assessments of the students about the
achievement of institutional project work goals according to their proficiency level?
If there are, what do the statements of the students and teachers reveal about the
reasons for these differences?
3. What specific learning gains and problems do the students and teachers report
about project work? What solutions do they suggest for the problems they have
defined?
Significance of the Problem
Humans as rational beings are able to decide on the goals about their assumed

tasks, and it is the attainment of the goals that determines the level of motivation and



satisfaction, according to Locke & Latham (1990). As Mengiisoglu (1988) states,
humans have the ability to think about a future time, set goals, and consciously
determine how to reach those goals, and the extent of goal achievement in every
human behavior determines the future performance of the agent. Thus, this
perception study focusing on the main aspects of project work, namely, goals,
learning gains, problems and solutions, may be deemed useful in informing the
future performance of the theoreticians and practitioners in the following ways: (a) It
may aid the theoreticians to build a sound and defensible theoretical framework for
project work, (b) It may show the project designers and implementers at the global
level and those at the local level (including YTU and similar institutions in Turkey)
how well the project goals were perceived to have been achieved and why, and (c) it
may inform them accordingly about what might be kept, added to or eliminated in
future project work.

In addition, since most of the few studies on the perceptions about project work
were done in ESL contexts, and since the characteristics of ESL and EFL contexts
are significantly different in nature, it is also necessary to explore how these
differences influence the nature of project work. In doing so, the views of
administrators, teachers and students in different EFL contexts should be researched.
In the Turkish EFL context only two perception studies on project work have been
found and they have focused on the assessments of administrators and teachers.
However, it is also important to explore those of the students, since they are the most
active participants and the beneficiaries of the project experience. As there is no
research found on students’ assessments about project work in the Turkish EFL

context, this study will form the first sample of its kind. Accordingly it may inform



the theory and practice about project work especially those in EFL contexts with its
implications.
Conclusion

In this chapter, the study was introduced by providing background information
about project work and the research context. The purpose of the study, research
questions, and the significance of the study were presented as well. In the following
chapter, the theoretical background of project work in language teaching will be
explored. This will be followed by the third chapter where the methodology of this
study will be described. In the fourth chapter, the analysis of the data collected in this
study will be discussed. Finally, in the fifth chapter, conclusions will be drawn from

the research findings by taking the relevant literature into consideration.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This study investigates the assessments of students and teachers about Main
Course Project Work applied at Yildiz Technical University School of Foreign
Languages Basic English Department. Project work here refers to a communicative
practice highlighting student-centered language learning through combining content
and tasks from real life.

This chapter reviews the literature on project work, which evolved from two
approaches within Communicative Language Teaching approach, namely Content-
Based Language Learning and Task-Based Language Learning. In the first section of
the review, these approaches will be introduced respectively. This will be followed
by a section about project work. In this part, first, the reader will be informed about
the main characteristics of project work including the reported benefits. Second, the
goals of project work will be defined. Third, types of project work will be introduced
with examples from the field. In the fourth part, the guidelines in organizing project
work will be explored. Then, potential problems in doing project work as well as
solutions suggested for these problems will be mentioned. As the main focus of the
study is students’ and teachers’ assessments about project work, the final part will
review previous research concerning students’ and teachers’ perceptions about

project work.

11



Communicative Language Teaching

In the course of ELT history the Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
approach, which began in the 1970s and has continued until today, has introduced
innovative views about language, language learning, teacher and learner roles,
language materials and assessment. These views have resulted in many kinds of
interactive, student-centered, process-and-product oriented practices, including task-
based language learning, content based language learning and, finally, project work,
a crucible of their principles. Before defining project work, first it is necessary to
explore the context within which it is placed, namely CLT approach, in terms of the
view of language, view of language learning, learner and teacher roles, instructional
activities and materials, and view of evaluation.

View of Language

CLT is based on a view of language as a means of communication, i.e.,
language is a social tool which is used by the participants to achieve numerous
communicative goals in certain situations, either orally or in writing (Johnson, 1991).
In order that communication can take place, the parties should be able to mutually
and simultaneously construct meaning through interaction, i.e., they should be able to
negotiate the meaning, so the focus is on the meaning aspect of the language rather
than the formal features of it. Hence, there is a holistic approach to language, since it
is seen as a meaning potential, and, according to Savignon (1991), the learners
should have the required communicative competence in order to cope with this
meaning potential and use it to convey the meanings in their own communication

processes.
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View of Language Learning

The learning view of CLT is underlain by the principles of two schools of
thought, which are the constructivist learning view and the social interactionist
learning view (Williams & Burden, 1997).

The constructivist learning view, which stems from the works of Piaget
(1966,1974, 1976), defines knowledge as a constructed entity made by each and
every learner through a learning process. Knowledge can thus not be transmitted
from one person to the other; it will have to be (re)constructed by each person.
Therefore, learning is a personal process, a process of constructing one’s own
personal meaning through experience. Everyone has a different personal meaning
since the background knowledge and experience of each person are different. Hence,
even when provided with relatively similar learning experiences, not everyone will
construct the same knowledge. As a result, constructivist learning environments
highlight the importance of individual differences and are expected to involve
learning experiences in which the learner is active in relating his/her own opinions,
feelings and experiences to the given content.

The social interactionist learning view, pioneered by Vygotsky (1978) is also
based on the premise that learning is a person’s creating his/her sense of the world
through experience, but this experience must involve interaction with other people. A
person is born into a social world and from the time s/he is born, s/he interacts with
others in different situations and through these interactions, the person creates his/her
own sense of the world.

According to Williams and Burden (1997), CLT approach epitomizes both the

constructivist and the social interactionist view and represents a combination of the
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two, a social constructivist theory of learning with a claim that one can learn a
language by using it for meaningful interaction with others.

As the focus is on constructing and negotiating meaning through
communication, language learning in CLT is specifically defined as the acquisition
of communicative competence, which is the competence of using language in social
interactions in order to interpret, express and negotiate meaning in concrete
situations (Hedge, 2000). In defining what communicative competence consists of,
both the structural (formal) and the communicative (functional, notional and social)
aspects of the language have been emphasized. According to Littlewood (1981), ‘a
communicatively competent learner must have the mastery of language structure,
must distinguish between the forms s/he has mastered and the communicative
functions they perform, must develop skills and strategies for using language to
communicate meanings as effectively as possible in concrete situations, and must
become aware of the social meaning of the language forms’( p.7). This large
construct of communicative competence was defined as an entity with four
components, namely grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic
competence, and strategic competence, by Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale
(1983). Each of these is defined below.

Grammatical competence covers sentence level grammatical forms, lexical,
morphological, syntactic and phonological features of the language and the ability to
make use of these features to interpret and form words and sentences. Discourse
competence refers to the interconnectedness of a series of utterances, written words,
and/ or phrases to form a meaningful whole and the ability to manage, identify and

use linking devices in order to provide cohesive and meaningful texts. Sociolinguistic

14



competence refers to the social rules governing language use and the ability to apply
them appropriately in language behavior. Strategic competence includes the coping
strategies the language user employs in unfamiliar contexts due to imperfect
knowledge of rules or limiting factors in their application and the ability of the
language user to use them properly.

Thus, in CLT, language learning means acquiring communicative
competence through interactive language use. The belief is that the students can learn
the language through all kinds of interactive opportunities created in the learning
environment (Savignon, 2001). Therefore, in a communicative classroom, as Larsen-
Freeman (1985) points out, there should be a two-way communication between the
teacher and student/s. Also, student-student interaction is made possible in the form
of pair / group work. In addition, pairs and groups are given chances to interact with
one another. Also, as the emphasis is on real-life focused language use, the skills of
the language (speaking, listening, reading, writing) are not seen as superior to one
another in CLT. They are handled in an integrated fashion so as to allow the learners
to improve in both receptive and productive language abilities.

All these goals can be accomplished through the presentation of language
above the sentence level, so contextualization governs all kinds of practices. Such
contextualization paves the way for students to discover the language forms and
functions through various processes, so there is an analytical and process-based
approach to language learning (McDonough & Shaw, 1993).

Learner and Teacher Roles

The communicative classroom is learner-centered in the way that learners are

not passive recipients, but active and creative producers of the language as the main
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concern is “learning by doing”. The teacher, on the other hand, assumes a facilitator
role in the class by creating communicative opportunities and guiding and aiding the
learners in achieving the communicative purposes (Brumfit, 2001).

Instructional Activities and Materials

The activities are designed in a way that engage learners in communication and
focus on information sharing. As negotiating one’s own meaning is emphasized, the
identity of the learner is revealed through activities that involve information gap and
aim at self-expression, so learning the language becomes a personal process of
creative construction, that is, the learner’s developmental level, interests, concerns,
personal involvement and current knowledge directly relate to what is being learned
(Brumfit, 2001).

The materials through which these activities are put into practice are underlain
by the principle of authenticity. Authentic materials can be in the form of a text
(textbooks with dialogues and readings), a task (cue cards, activity cards or student-
communication practice materials to support games, role-plays and simulations) or
language examples from ‘“real life”, i.e., realia (such as signs, magazines, and
advertisements) as stated by Richards & Rodgers (2001).

View of Evaluation

In CLT, assessment is based on the principle of getting an accurate picture of
students’ abilities to use the language communicatively. This assessment approach
deviates from the evaluation system which is based solely on standardized pencil and
paper tests such as multiple-choice tests, true false tests, gap-filling tests, cloze tests,
and c-tests (Weir, 1990; Hughes, 2003). Alternative assessment tools used in CLT

include portfolios, diaries, journals and project work. They are alternative in the way
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that they assess what students can do with that language rather than what they know
about that language (Huerta- Macias, 1995; Brown & Hudson, 1998). Another
distinguishing feature of communicative assessment is that it is not viewed as an
external instrument to evaluate students’ knowledge at the end of a course but as an
integral and on-going part of instruction which helps teachers review their own
instruction as well as make judgments both about students’ improvement and their
future needs. Therefore, the focus is not only on the end product of the student work
but also on the processes the student uses to arrive at the end products (Genesee &
Upshur, 1996; Miller, 1995).

Specific Applications of CLT That Formed the Basis of Project Work

The communicative principles mentioned above have served as umbrella
principles for several applications. Some have focused on the input of the learning
process as in Content-Based Language Learning and some have focused on the
instructional actions such as tasks, as seen in Task-Based Language Learning
according to Richards & Rodgers (2001).

There have also been attempts to integrate content and task aspects by building
both instruction and assessment on extended tasks which involve collection and
processing of information about a specific content, namely projects. Thus, in order to
comprehend project work, it is first necessary to define Content-Based Language
Learning and Task-Based Language Learning.

Content-Based Language Learning

Content-Based Language Learning (CBLL) is based on the view that language
is best learned when it is used as a medium of instruction to acquire knowledge about

a subject matter presented in a meaningful context (Brinton et al., 1989). Subject
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matter may include themes or topics governed by students’ needs, purposes and
interests or any subject in the curriculum students are studying. They also determine
the context of vocabulary and/or grammar teaching and skill improvement (Snow,
2001).

In this learning approach, language learning is carried out through several
learner-centered tasks in which the students read, write, listen to and speak about a
selected content in an organized way. For example, there may be authentic reading
materials that require students to interpret and evaluate a text in oral or written form
(Brinton et al., 1989). In CBLL, academic writing is seen as an extension of reading
and listening, and the students are asked to synthesize facts and opinions from
multiple sources in their academic writing processes. This approach also emphasizes
the skills which prepare the students for the range of academic tasks that they will
encounter in the academic contexts (Grabe & Stoller, 1997).

Research in educational and cognitive psychology provides support for CBLL.
To illustrate, Anderson (1990) claims that the presentation of coherent and
meaningful information leads to deeper processing and better learning. Also,
according to Alexander et al. (1994) there is a relationship between student interest
in the subject matter and their ability to process it, recall information about it and
elaborate it.

CBLL is based on the principle of contextualizing the structures, functions and
discourse features in the language through authentic texts. These activities
instructionally focus on language skills improvement, vocabulary building, discourse
organization, communicative interaction, study skills and synthesis of content

materials and grammar (Grabe & Stoller, 1997).

18



Stoller (2001) points out that project work, which includes all of the features
described above for CBLL, is

a natural extension of CBLL and a versatile vehicle for fully integrated

and content learning making it a viable option for language educators

working in a number of instructional settings, including general English,

English for academic purposes, English for specific purposes, and

English for occupational/vocational/professional purposes, in addition to

pre-service and in-service teacher training (p. 109).

In order to make content learning possible, there are several tasks to be carried
out in project work. With this focus on the task dimension, project work can also be
seen as an extension of Task Based Language Learning.

Task-Based Language Learning

Task-Based Language Learning (TBLL) is an approach based on the use of
tasks as the core unit of planning and instruction in language teaching. As an
extension of CLT, TBLL is based on the rationale that learners learn language by
interacting meaningfully and purposefully while engaged in tasks. Language is seen
primarily as a means of making meaning, and it involves three dimensions:
structural, functional and interactional (Nunan, 1989, 1991).

The theoretical foundations of TBLL can be drawn from second language
acquisition theories highlighting the importance of negotiation of meaning. Long
(1983, 1996) in the Interaction Hypothesis suggests that in order for second language
acquisition (SLA) to occur, students should be given opportunities for meaningful
interaction. Swain (1985) also emphasizes the use of interaction in SLA in her

Output Hypothesis and maintains that acquisition can be possible only when the
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language learner is pushed to produce output in interaction. The claim is that when
the learners are pushed, they will be forced to make their messages more
comprehensible, i.e., coherent, precise and appropriate. Therefore, according to these
theories, in order to develop communicative competence learners must have
extended opportunities to use the language productively. In TBLL, the belief is that it
is “tasks” that can provide such opportunities (Ellis, 2003). Tasks are “activities
where the target language is used by the learner for a communicative purpose in
order to achieve an outcome” (Bygate et al., 2001, p.11). Ellis (2003, p. 9-10)
elaborates the meaning of a task by giving its criterial features summarized below:
1) A task is a means to develop language proficiency through communicating. In
order to do this, a task should involve real-world processes of language use. These
may appear in the form of simulated activities found in the real world such as
having an interview or completing a form, or functions that are involved in the
communicative behaviors of the real world such as asking or answering questions.
2) To achieve these ends, a task should involve a gap in information, opinion or
reasoning. This gap creates a potential to challenge the learners to close it. In order
to close the gap, the learners will make use of their linguistic and nonlinguistic
resources.
3) The linguistic resources of the learner are activated by making use of any of the
four skills. The students may listen to or read a text and display their
understanding, produce an oral or written text or employ a combination of

receptive and productive skills.
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4) The nonlinguistic resources are the cognitive processes that affect the
linguistic forms that the learners choose and use. Some examples are selecting,
classifying, ordering, reasoning and evaluating the information.

5) All these can best be done by setting workplans with clearly defined
communicative outcomes. The tasks indeed are these workplans. They are also
activities in which the workplans are fulfilled.

Project work which can be seen as a ‘mega task’ requiring the completion of a
series of subtasks as defined by O’Malley and Pierce (1996) has the above-given
features and more as will be seen in the following sections.

On the Nature of Project Work: Definitions and Potential Benefits

Project work entered the ELT agenda as an extension of the communicative
practices emphasizing learner-centered teaching, learning through content and
collaborative tasks, and performance and process-based assessment. It has been
advocated as an effective means to promote meaningful and purposeful language
learning for more than twenty years (Stoller, in press). Based on literature, it may be
defined as an extended task which integrates language skills through a number of
activities that involve collecting and processing information about a specific topic,
production of an agreed outcome and presenting it to a set audience within a set
period of time (Legutke & Thomas, 1991; Hedge, 1993; Katz, 1994; Wrigley, 1998).
These activities may be done individually, in pairs or groups and aim for the use and
improvement of language through content learning, active student involvement and
stimulation of high level thinking skills (Haines, 1989; Stoller, 2001; Mabry, 1999).

A distinguishing feature of these investigative activities is that they take place

extensively beyond the four walls of the class, paving the way for authentic language
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use (Sheppard & Stoller, 1995). This cross-curricular nature of project work enables
students to deal with language in actual community use and become aware of the
cultural elements (Carter & Thomas, 1986; Ortmeier, 2000). Fried-Booth (2002)
draws attention to the English potential in the social contexts of the students with the
following statements:

In schools and colleges anywhere in the world you see students carrying

bags and rucksacks with logos in English. Students discuss films about

to be released starring English-speaking actors, buy magazines and

pictures with their favorite pop groups, wear T-shirts, printed with

slogans and logos In English. They talk about football teams, Formula 1

racing, and international tennis championships. They read English

advertisements, access the Internet, and sing along the latest hits (p.6).

According to Fried and Booth (2002), project work offers a framework for
harnessing all this potential and more beyond the classroom. An example of using
this potential is Kayser’s (2002) computer-assisted language learning project in
which the students were trained to design web pages and then designed them on their
own in the form of city web guides or student magazines.

Projects therefore extend beyond the classroom, which is defined as an
essential component of a CLT curriculum by Savignon (2001). According to
Savignon (2001) the purpose of the communicative activities in the English
classroom is to prepare learners to use this language in the world beyond, and it is
this world that will lay the grounds for the maintenance and development of the
communicative competence when the classes are over. Thus, it would be useful to

make the learners encounter some real aspects of this world in parallel to in-class
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learning by taking their needs and interests into consideration and make English
learning exceed the limits of rehearsal through outdoor experiences. According to
Stoller (2001), it is possible to achieve this through project work, which she defines
as a natural extension of what is happening in the class. On the basis of this idea, she
makes some suggestions. For example, in an English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
class structured around environmental topics, there may be projects about that aim to
define the guidelines of creating environment-friendly places. The project Lee (2002)
reports in which the students were required to prepare booklets about designing a
home that is friendly to the environment and a lifestyle that is least harmful to the
environment sets an example for an environment-friendly project that could be
placed in such a content-based curriculum. As Stoller (2001) suggests, in a
vocational English course on tourism, designing a brochure giving information about
students’ hometown would supplement the course. Also, in general English courses
students may be asked to make an in-depth investigation and produce outcomes
related to the curricular items. The workbook project organized by Villani (1995) in
which the students reviewed all the main points of the curriculum and produced an
exercise booklet for future students may be given as an example. The projects related
to general English classes may also be applied as field trips. For instance,
Montgomery and Eisenstein (1985) designed and implemented a field trip project in
an ESL course. The field trips consisted of tours to selected sites such as post office
or museum and discussion with resource people. They were preceded by functional
and structural language practice in class and followed by activities of role-plays,
debates or development of action plans to address a particular problem in the visited

site. As can be seen from these examples, project work in principle lays the ground
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for reflecting and experimenting with many aspects of life both inside and outside the
class, so it is interdisciplinary in nature (Legutke & Thomas, 1991).

Based on these characteristics, it is possible to say that project work is an
experiential learning process. As Wrigley (1998) states, it is “knowledge in action”.
This is confirmed by Eyring (1997, 2001) who indicates that project work offers
potential of meaningful and purposeful language use outside the classroom via
extensive contact with people and texts and integration of language skills. Beglar and
Hunt (2001), who observed students carrying out project work in their study, agree
with the view and add that in project work the students engage in negotiation not
only outside the class but also in the class through pair and group work practices
such as discussions, so according to them, the amount and the variety of the
negotiation of meaning is high in the whole process, which makes it very likely for
students to use a rich variety of communication strategies such as clarification,
confirmation and comprehension checks. Also, Clennell (1999), who made his ESL
students interact with native speaking peers and teachers in academic contexts
through a classroom research project, points out that in the project work the students
raised awareness about different levels of meaning and language use ranging from
the broadly sociocultural to the specific and linguistic at the level of phonology and
syntax, so she believes that project work has a high potential to promote the
acquisition of communicative competence.

Along with this view, Legutke and Thomas (1991) label project work as a
“strong” version of CLT of which characteristics are described above and suggest
that project work can well be a solution to the negative classroom cultures of so-

called “communicative” classrooms which they observed as being characterized by
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“1) dead bodies and talking heads; 2) deferred gratification and loss of adventure; 3)
lack of creativity; 4) lack of opportunities for communication; 5) lack of autonomy;
and 6) lack of cultural awareness” (Legutke & Thomas, 1991, p. 7-10).

It can be inferred from this description that project work has a potential to set a
social constructivist context for language learning, as described above. This view is
supported by Allen (2004), who sees project work as a way to create one’s own
knowledge through interaction with others and texts as opposed to more structured
and more direct models of teaching. In addition, Papandreou (1994) indicates that it
is students who are drawn into a search for knowledge, comprehension, application,
analysis and synthesis, and there is often collaborative participation in all processes.
Therefore, in project work there is emphasis on the student-centered experience
guided and coordinated by the teacher (Sheppard & Stoller, 1995). The students are
active beings who take the initiative, assume the responsibility and make decisions
and choices about their own learning targets on a path which permits them to
discover their specific strengths, interests and talents (Katz, 1994; Carter & Thomas,
1986; Legutke & Thomas, 1991). This discovery then culminates in self-expression
in the form of a tangible product of one’s own, which is very likely to enhance
confidence and self-esteem and increase learning motivation (Blumenfeld et al.,
1991; Padgett, 1994; Papandreou, 1994; Johnson, 1998; Gaer, 1998; Lee, 2002;
Stoller, in press).

In addition to its potential influences on the learners’ content learning,
communicative competence and cognitive and affective development, project work
has also been identified in terms of its likely effects on social development by some

scholars. For instance, Wrigley (1998) defines project work as a combination of
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community action research and participatory education. In congruence to this view,
Fried-Booth (1982) sees project work with two main goals: doing remedial language
work and doing something useful for the community. The project called “The Good
Wheelchair Guide” reported by Fried-Booth (1982) sets a good example of this. In
this project the students in an ESL class researched the problems of the disabled
tourist and collected information about the facilities available to the disabled in the
city of Bath in England. They did this by visiting the places that a tourist might visit
with a wheelchair, by testing ramps, lifts, pavements and street parking as well as by
negotiating with resource people. In the end, they produced a wheelchair guide for
handicapped visitors, which was shared with city tourist offices and the media.
There are other potential social benefits of project work, described in terms of
collaborative learning and democracy. Eyring (1997) maintains that the two
distinguishing characteristics of this extended task are the student-negotiated syllabus
and collaborative assessment. In negotiating the syllabus, the students take an active
role in deciding on the topic, determining how to process the project and defining the
ultimate outcome to achieve. In collaborative assessment, the students assess both
each other and the whole process. According to Legutke and Thomas (1991) this
“jointly constructed and negotiated plan of action” provides direction and some
possible routes to a more democratic and more participatory society. Katz and Chard
(1998) assert that in implementing this workplan, processes and skills, which a
democratic society is likely to have, take place such as resolving conflicts, sharing

responsibility and making suggestions.
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Based on the above given literature and Stoller’s (2001) list of the primary
characteristics of project work (p.10), the content of project work can be summed up
as follows:

1) Project work focuses on improving communicative competence and

cultural awareness through content learning and negotiation of meaning within

and beyond the classroom. The core of the content is a real world subject
matter and topics of interest to students.

2) Project work is student-centered. The teacher’s role is offering support and

guidance throughout the process.

3) In project work, students can work on their own, in small groups or as a

class to complete a project, but they should share resources and ideas along the

way and should decide on the topics, the outcomes and the methods to do the
project through negotiation. Due to the atmosphere which fosters negotiation
and collaboration, project work is an experience for democratic learning.

4) Project work involves authentic integration of skills and collecting and

processing and synthesizing information from varied sources by means of real-

life tasks. Therefore, it has the potential to improve students’ linguistic skills
and cognitive abilities.

5) Project work is both process and product-oriented. Students learn about

different things and improve themselves in the process while moving toward

the end point. This end product can be in different forms such as oral
presentation, a poster session, bulletin board display, a report or a stage
performance that can be shared with others. This product aspect gives the

project a real purpose.
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6) Project work is potentially motivating, stimulating, empowering and

challenging. It creates opportunities for building student confidence, self-

esteem, and autonomy.

Goals of Project Work

Project work has been broadly characterized as a tool for instruction and
assessment by Gokcen (2005). This tool, in which various linguistic and
nonlinguistic aspects may be taught and assessed, may assume several functions. In a
study done by Beckett (1999 as cited in Beckett & Slater, 2005) on the goals of
project-based instruction, the ESL teachers who applied project work reported having
various goals such as challenging students’ creativity, fostering independence,
enhancing cooperative learning skills, building decision making, critical thinking,
and learning skills, and facilitating the language socialization of ESL students into
local academic and social cultures. Moreover, in a teacher attitude study done by
Gokeen (2005) in a Turkish EFL context, the results revealed that the majority of
teachers found project work a useful instructional tool in achieving the following
goals: teaching language skills, promoting students’ motivation, encouraging
students to develop and use their own learning strategies, thus fostering independent
as well as collaborative learning skills and increasing students’ motivation about
learning the language.

In addition to these broad goal definitions, specific goal definitions about
project work also exist in the literature. For example, Fried-Booth (2002) defines the
goals of a project on the basis of four language skills: reading, writing, listening and
speaking. Under these skills there is a second goal category covering goals about

functions and sub-skills related to each skill. According to Fried-Booth (2002),
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depending on the project descriptions, the functions and sub-skills under reading
may involve skimming, scanning, inferencing, following patterns of reference,
extracting data from tables, charts and so forth. Under speaking, there may be
functions like requesting, asking for information, initiating, topic changing,
interrupting, discussing, and negotiating. Under listening there may be sub-skills
such as listening for gist, listening for specific information, and listening for overall
information, whereas the writing skill may involve sub-skills like writing letters,
reports, notes, invitations or writing an extended, connected text. The four skills and
sub-skill goals are embedded in the tasks to be achieved which form the third goal
category. Related to reading, students may be expected to access information from
websites, do library research, read newspapers, magazines and so forth. With regard
to listening and speaking, students may conduct discussion and planning sessions,
conduct interviews and report their findings orally. Concerning writing, students
may contact resource people by mail, make notes on information gained from
websites, articles and so forth and report their research in written form.

There is another tripartite framework suggested by Beckett and Slater (2005) in
defining the goals of project work. In this framework developed as a result of the
attempts to integrate project work into the curriculum of an undergraduate university
ESL classroom, the goals are specified as improving language, enhancing content
knowledge and improving research skills. The language goals involve having
students learn structural as well as functional elements in general and under this title,
there is vocabulary and grammar development as well as development of writing,
reading, speaking and listening skills by making use of academic and popular

discourse. The content learning goal is defined as learning new information related to
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the given topic. The research skill development goals include various tasks that the
students are expected to accomplish such as observing, inferring, hypothesizing,
formulating theories, predicting, explaining, carrying out research, measuring,
designing experiments, interpreting data, drawing conclusions, discussing the
strengths and limitations of the work, explaining and applying ideas and solving
problems and these are claimed to be means to promote high level academic literacy
by Beckett and Slater (2005).

Another goal distinction related to research skills comes from Moulton and
Holmes (2000). They report the fact that in English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
settings in the US classrooms, there is a need for making ESL students aware of the
research tasks that lie ahead in the university curriculum and maintain that this could
be done through research paper projects in which the requisite research, technology
and writing skills are instructed. The research and technology skills they deem
necessary include the following (Moulton & Holmes, 2000, p. 23):

a) using computers, particularly for word processing to write research
papers,

b) using library electronic databases and Internet sources to research
topics and gather data,

c) reading scholarly journals and books to obtain secondary source
material,

d) creating spreadsheets and graphics to manage and display data,

f) constructing research instruments, such as surveys and questionnaires,
to collect data from primary sources,

g) developing research writing skills to conform with various style
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sheets such as that of the Publication Manual of the American

Psychological Association (1994) and the MLA Handbook for Writers of

Research Papers (1999) (as cited in Moulton & Holmes, 2000).

Also Moulton and Holmes (2000) have defined the writing goals as enabling
the students to integrate the source material in their own texts and write their
thoughts in academic English. According to them, the tasks to achieve a project with
these goals include computer use, topic selection, library and personal research,
writing and revising the paper in a series of drafts, presenting the final paper both in
written and oral form, respectively.

Legutke and Thomas (1991) conclude that projects are a collection of a large
variety of tasks, each with a specific objective and all these tasks relate to the “target
task”, the main objective of the project as a central task. This central task may take
various forms as described below.

Types and Examples of Project Work

Wrigley (1998) mentions that in the simplest form, project work involves a
group of learners taking on an issue close to their hearts, developing a response, and
presenting it to audience. This process, some examples of which are reflected above,
may be applied in different forms. Wrigley (1998) indicates that projects can be
divided into two according to their focus: those with a political focus or a
psychological focus. In the former one, learners are asked to take a collective action
and develop responses to community issues that are deemed to be creative, feasible
and worthwhile, such as organizing a fund raiser to help flood or earthquake victims,

whereas projects with a psychological focus such as oral histories stress individual

31



growth and self-actualization through expression of the self through language rather
than collective action.

There have also been attempts to make project classifications in accordance
with the resource base, as done by Legutke and Thomas (1991) and North (1990).
Legutke and Thomas (1991) suggest three types of project work: encounter projects,
text projects, and class correspondence projects. Encounter projects are the ones
which require students to make contact with native speakers of that language. An
example for this is the project described by Legutke (1984, 1985) in which the EFL
students conducted interviews with English-speaking travelers at an airport, recorded
them, and reported on them in class. Text projects refer to projects requiring students
to use texts written in English. The project defined by Ortmeier (2000), where the
ESL students created posters with details about their homelands after collecting data
from the internet and library resources, sets an example for this. In class
correspondence projects, there are encounters between L2 learners from different
cultures and also encounters with native speakers of the target culture. These
encounters are mediated through different texts produced to establish negotiation
between groups and individuals. For example, one party may send letters,
audioletters, videoletters, photo stories and collages, or even the contents of a school
wastepaper basket, junk mail or clean and dry items of their household wastepaper
bin through which the other party is invited to create a picture of the given culture
and its people. An example for this type is the project described by Bee-Lay and
Yee-Ping (1991) in which the EFL/ESL students in Singapore and Canada
exchanged stories about their cultures and discussed them through e-mail

correspondence.
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North (1990), on the other hand, classifies project types into four: community
projects, case studies, practical projects, and library projects. Community projects are
the ones in which students gather their information from the local community
through interviews, letter-writing and questionnaires. For example, in a survey
interview project reported by Yule & Gregory (1989) the ESL students prepared a
questionnaire on a topic of interest, made and recorded interviews with the local
American students and presented their findings in the class. Case studies refer to
types of tasks requiring students to find a solution to a specific a problem, either real
or imaginary, based on their research. An example of this kind is the project
coordinated by Johnson (1998) in which the students in an ESL context in the USA
interviewed people about the reasons and solutions for the current problems thought
to affect the U.S. community such as teen pregnancy, drugs, gang violence,
homelessness, kids killing kids, and so on, and presented their results in a forum to
junior high school students. Practical projects require the students to carry out
practical work to achieve their objective, which may involve producing a design,
carrying out an experiment or building a model or real object. Also, as North (1990)
indicates, practical projects may be related to the local community as it is the case in
the project described by Carter and Thomas (1986) where the ESL students taught
four-day unit to elementary school students after an extensive course design. Finally,
library projects are similar to the text projects suggested by Legutke and Thomas
(1991). As the name suggests, library projects are those where the major information
source is a library and texts. In this type of project, students are required to carry out
research on a specific topic, read about it and produce and present a written piece

about the concerning topic.

33



On the basis of the nature of the project tasks, the data collection procedures
and the way information is reported, Haines (1989) divides projects into four main
categories as information and research projects, survey projects, production projects,
and performance and organizational projects.

Information and research projects require students to do research on a
particular topic in some depth by using a range of information sources such as library,
internet, or TV programs. The end products in information and research projects are
often presented in written formats, which may include maps, charts, diagrams and
scrapbooks. Topics for these kinds of projects may derive from themes related to
students’ interests and needs. A project suggested by Hutchinson (1991 as cited in
Eyring, 2001) in which the students are given the objective of producing an
“Animals in Danger” article and poster about threatened species through data
collection from the aforesaid sources may serve an example of this project type.
Survey projects require students to gather data about the beliefs, attitudes and
perceptions of selected participants by making use of community, business and
association interviews and questionnaires. The end product in surveys can be
reported both through written formats and verbal presentations. A distinguishing
feature of these projects is that survey reports should contain taped and/or transcribed
data. According to Haines (1989) in this project type, statistics for questionnaire
based surveys and interviews as well as the qualitative findings through written or
audio/video recordings should be reported. An example of this kind is the project
reported by Wrigley (1998) where the ESL students searched and presented the job
opportunities for students in the local area by interviewing the employers.

Production projects involve organizing group work to develop a media presentation
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or a script, record a radio program from a script, edit a newspaper, lay out a
magazine or video-tape a TV program. Two sample video projects of this kind were
guided by Sharp (2005). In one of them, the beginner ESL students described their
daily activities through short films. In the other, the advanced ESL students made a
news program after collecting and organizing the data. Performance and
organizational projects refer to those requiring students to plan and organize a public
meeting. Organizing a “British Evening” or “organizing a conference” are examples
of these kinds of projects. As Aston (1993) reports, the EFL students in Italy made
such a project by organizing and giving a conference to other learners about the
activities of the self access centre of their university after researching about and
participating in its facilities.

A final and important distinction in types of project work is in the relative
access to target language outside the classroom, that is, whether project work is
conducted in an ESL or an EFL setting. Krieger (2005) distinguishes between the
pedagogical implications of the ready access to the target language outside the
classroom and no access to the target language outside the classroom and suggests
exploiting different resources to meet students’ needs. Savignon (2001) points out
that the opportunities to use English outside the classroom are abundant in the ESL
context, whereas in the EFL context there may seem to be fewer chances for
incorporating the “beyond the classroom” component, but it is still not impossible
due to English language radios and television programs, videos, feature length films,
books, articles, newspapers, magazines, and, most importantly, the internet, which

provides a great variety of written sources and interactive opportunities on line.
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Along with this view Warschauer (2001, p. 211 as quoted in Gokg¢en (2005, p.16))
reports five on-line, collaborative project types:
1. Interviews and survey: Participants interview each other or share reports
of surveys conducted in their own locale.

2. On-line research: Students explore research questions they nominate or are

assigned by an instructor.

3. Comparative investigations: Students investigate local customs, economic

conditions, etc. and compare results on-line.

4. Simulations: Students work as team-members to design a business, an

international school or to work out potential solutions to international

problems.

5. On-line publication: Students cooperate in preparing online

newsletters, magazines, or reports.

As a result, according to Eyring (2001), the integration of multimedia,
computers and the internet into the language projects has the potential to make the
advantages of living in the target culture less significant for authentic communication
and discourse-oriented learning.

Organizing Project Work

In organizing project work as a process, there are mainly three stages that
should be taken into consideration according to Schuler (2000) and Fried-Booth
(2002): planning, implementation and culmination of the project. In the planning
stage, students and the teacher discuss the topic/s to be covered, the final outcome/s
to be produced, and the required tasks to be done. In the implementation stage,

students carry out tasks which involve gathering and processing data and the gradual
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production of the outcome. Along the way, the teacher guides students through
bridging activities and monitor sheets that supply them with necessary instruction on
language. The students share their progress with their teacher and their peers by
informing them about what they have learnt and accept their comments and
suggestions for improving their work. In the final stage, the project culminates in an
end product (e.g. report, poster, wall display, magazine, news sheet, three-
dimensional model, website, video film, audio recording etc.) and this end product is
presented to the teacher and the class members or even a wider audience including
school and community members. At this stage, there may be some kind of formal or
informal evaluation and feedback on what the students have produced. Also Fried-
Booth (2002) points out that there may be a follow-up program to address the
language needs of the students observed during the second stage.

There is also a more specific model suggested by Stoller (2001), applied to
English for Academic Purposes in content-based classrooms and maintained by
Eyring (2001) to be a straightforward way to design meaningful projects at any level
of ESL or EFL instruction. This ten-step model shown in Figure 1 (Stoller, 2001: 112)
defines the instructor’s and students’ roles at different levels of the process and
highlights the language intervention steps (steps 4, 6, 8) that pave the way for
explicit language instruction to satisfy the immediate needs of the learners about the

tasks to be done during the project, as will be seen on the following page.
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STEP 1: STUDENTS AND INSTRUCTOR AGREE ON A THEME FOR A PROJECT.

|

\%

STEP 2: STUDENTS AND INSTRUCTOR DETERMINE THE FINAL OUTCOME.
M

|

STEP 3: STUDENTS AND INSTRUCTOR STRUCTURE THE PROJECT.

STEP 4: INSTRUCTOR PREPARES
STUDENTS FOR THE LANGUAGE
DEMANDS OF INFORMATION
GATHERING.

)

STEP 5: STUDENTS GATHER INFORMATION.

N

STEP 6: INSTRUCTOR PREPARES
STUDENTS FOR THE LANGUAGE
DEMANDS OF COMPILING AND

/ ANALYZING THE DATA.

STEP 7: STUDENTS COMPILE AND ANALYZE INFORMATION.

STEP 8: INSTRUCTOR PREPARES
STUDENTS FOR THE LANGUAGE
DEMANDS OF PRESENTATION OF THE
FINAL PRODUCT.

STEP 9: STUDENTS PRESENT THE FINAL PRODUCT.
n

{

STEP 10: STUDENTS EVALUATE THE PROJECT.

Figure 1: Steps in developing a language project in a language classroom (Stoller, 2001:112)

The steps of the entire process are described below:
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In Step 1, there is a negotiation on the theme/s to be focused on. The themes
may be brought by the instructor and the students may choose the suitable ones
through discussions which may include students’ interests, background knowledge,
feasibility of researching the topic and the availability of the resources, or the
students may devise their own topics through brainstorming.

In the second step, the instructor and the students reflect on and define the
nature of the project, its objectives and they choose the most suitable means to
culminate the project from a variety of options including a written report, letter,
poster, bulletin board display, debate, oral presentation, handbook, scrapbook,
brochure, newspaper or video.

When the final outcome is determined, there comes the third step, in which the
students and the instructor form the “body” of the project by deciding on the kind of
information needed, the sources of the information, the ways to gather, compile and
analyze it, the timing, and the roles that the class members are going to assume
throughout the process.

After the structuring process, the fourth step follows. Herein, the instructor
plans and implements language intervention activities, including the language, skills
and strategies for gathering data from text materials, native language informants,
media broadcasts or other sources. For instance, if the students are going to collect
data from a library or the internet, the instructor might review steps for finding
resources and practice skimming and note-taking with sample texts.

After being instructed, the students gather information from texts within a
library or the internet or make use of personal sources by having direct contacts or by

corresponding with relevant people as a part of the fifth step.
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In the sixth step, the instructor sets up sessions in which the students organize,
evaluate, analyze and interpret sets of sample materials thinking about the pros and
cons of a given proposition. In this step, the students are instructed how to interrelate
the information and form a coherent text and show relevant graphic representations.

In step seven, defined by Eyring (2001) as the one often considered to be the
most difficult in terms of time and effort, students choose the relevant data, try to
summarize it, and combine it coherently.

Then comes the eighth step and at this point the instructor supplies the students
with the input necessary for the final presentation. In doing so s/he may edit and
revise written products or inform the students about oral presentation techniques and
give them chances to practice them. Discussions about the expectations of the
audience and language conventions must be a part of this step according to Stoller
(2001). After this, there comes the ninth step where the students present their final
product.

Finally, step 10 is a time for students to reflect on and assess the whole project
in terms of what worked and what did not, why it did not, how it could be rectified if
redone, and what could be done as an extension of the concerning project. Through
this step students can become aware of how much they have learnt and the teacher
can make use of the students’ ideas for future projects.

Legutke and Thomas’ (1991) model is similar to Stoller’s (2001). They define
seven phases in organizing a project: opening, topic orientation, research and data
collection, preparation of data presentation, presentation and sharing, evaluation and
follow-up. However, unlike Stoller’s, the teacher input steps in gathering, compiling

and analyzing data are presented as an internal part of the research and data
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collection phase. Another difference is that the assessment phase includes both
teacher and learner evaluation. Also, in this model there is a follow-up stage where
the teacher and students do further work on areas of language weakness and gaps in
knowledge of content.

These organization models put more emphasis on the instructional aspect of
project work compared to performance assessment. In organizing project work as a
performance assessment process, the model suggested by Brualdi (1998) may be
applied. Brualdi (1998) outlines the following basic steps in planning and executing
performance assessment: defining the purpose, choosing the activities, defining the
criteria, creating performance rubrics and assessing the performance. Moss and Van
Duzer (1998) mention that in assessing the performance in project work, the
evaluation can be done by teachers, peers or oneself. Both Eyring (2001) and Fried-
Booth (2002) suggest that the assessment may also be done by an unbiased evaluator
or an invited audience. Also, the performance can be assessed both as a process and a
product. Williams & Burden (1994) propose using formative evaluation which
involves evaluating the project from the very beginning and consider that doing this
instead of simply evaluating the outcomes forms, improves and directs innovation,
thus increases the possibility of successful implementation. Finally, the assessment
can be done via different kinds of means such as checklists, teacher observations,
questionnaires, interviews, weekly reviews, draft evaluations, class discussions,
reflective journals, essays and oral presentations (Williams & Burden, 1994; Moss &
Van Duzer, 1998; Eyring, 2001).

Potential Problems in Project Work and Suggested Solutions
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The successful implementation of project work may be affected by a variety of
factors. One of the most important problems may be the lack of receptiveness in
learners, teachers and school administrators. The learners from traditional classrooms
may resist change as they are expected to be accustomed to close control, monitoring,
and structured formal classes on grammar, which is the case reported by Wright
(2003) in a project-based study. The students also may find it hard to take control of
their own work and complain about the workload (Lee, 2002). Some may blame
teachers for not providing answers and think that they are not doing their job
(Sheppard & Stoller, 1995; Wrigley, 1998). To settle these kinds of problems, Hedge
(1993) advises learner training. According to Henry (1994 as cited in Eyring, 2001)
this learner training can be in the form of small-scale “preparatory projects” where
students can internalize the rationale of project work and get used to working
cooperatively before the actual process. Another suggestion includes doing project
work alongside other classroom activities rather than devoting the whole course to
project work so as to provide the traditionally-oriented students with familiar
classwork (Eyring, 1997). Also Legutke and Thomas (1991), Stoller (2001), and
Fried-Booth (2002) have highlighted the need for interrupting the process with
preparatory activities along the way.

The teachers, on the other hand, may be unwilling to give up their traditional
role of close monitoring and assume a new facilitating role (Wrigley, 1998) and
some teachers may find the project onerous and complain about high workload (Lee,
2002). Thus, according to Fried-Booth (2002), the teachers must be convinced about
the requisites of this role which entails helping learners to move in the direction they

want to go, warning them about potential pitfalls, making suggestions without getting
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defensive when students decide they like their own ideas better, having tolerance for
ambiguity, helping learners to negotiate conflicts and having enough self confidence
not to give up despite problems. An extensive teacher training before project work as
well as sessions where the project participants (teachers, students, administrators)
have discussions throughout the process may be helpful means to make the project
agents get accustomed to their roles (Subasi-Dingman, 2002).

Also as Sheppard and Stoller (1995) state, traditional schools governed by
strict curricular guidelines and systematic testing are often not very receptive to
project work. For instance, some administrators may complain that the project work
has elaborate activities and these may hinder students from preparing for the required
exams. Sheppard and Stoller (1995) imply that the goals of the curriculum should
then be revised and there must be a shift from conventional teaching and assessment
emphasizing structural aspects of the language such as grammar, vocabulary and
pronunciation to a novel one which underlines meaningful and purposeful interaction
and collaboration.

Gaer (1998) points out that it is students’ interests and needs that determine the
meaningfulness of a project. Thus, in designing project work it is important to choose
topics that address the students’ backgrounds (such as age, level, interest) according
to Lee (2002). Moreover, as Lee (2002) recommends, the topics should be
challenging to improve critical and creative thinking, but should be manageable in
terms of the time and resources available to students. Otherwise, students may
perceive project work as “toil and boredom with minimal benefit” (Lee 2002). Not
only the topic, but also the outcome and the steps of the whole process towards

building the outcome are equally important in designing meaningful projects
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according to Schuler (2000). Furthermore, what Eyring (2001) recommends is
moving learners along a negotiated curriculum where they are informed about the
instructional goals at every step, are allowed to create their own goals, and generate
their own tasks with guidance from the teacher. Stoller’s organizational model (2001)
described above sets an example for such a negotiated plan of action.

On the other hand, Eyring (1997) warns project practitioners about the
problems inherent in this collaboration and student-initiated and negotiated action. In
his study where a collaborative project work built the main curriculum of an ESL
class, the researcher observed the following problems: 1) Late registration,

2) Excessive absence and/or tardiness, 3) Excessive quietness in some students
despite the efforts of the teacher and their peers to make them talk, 4) the gap
between the needs and demands of the extremely high and extremely low students, 5)
lack of cooperation among students in a way that they depended too much on the
teacher or themselves rather than on each other, 6) The lackadaisical peers
deteriorating the flow of the process. Related to this observation, an average level of
satisfaction was found among students in terms of working with others and
efficiency of group work. A suggestion for the problems rising from group work
comes from Wrigley (1998), who says that if some learners are resistant in doing
group work, they can be given the chance of working on their own during the time
periods set aside for group work after the topic has been defined and the planning is
done. Also each individual may be given a separate project to work on (Haines, 1989)
and they may share what they have done along the way with their teachers and
classmates.

Research on Students’ and Teachers’ Perceptions about Project Work
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The successful use of project work depends on how students and teachers
regard doing projects. Their evaluations may be the guiding force in building
defensible project theories and in actualizing future projects. However, as Beckett
(2002) indicates, there are few studies on project-based work in second language
education and even fewer on student and teacher perceptions of it.

One of the studies about student perceptions about project work has been done
by Eyring (1997). In this study, the attitudinal responses of the ESL students to
project-based instruction were compared with those of two non-project classes in
terms of satisfaction. In the study, the ESL students, most of whom were of Asian
origin, prepared a guide book for tourists as a whole class throughout the whole
course. It was students who had decided what, how and when to do their projects
with guidance from their teacher. As stated by Eyring (1997) in her observation
reports, the students seemed to have done a good job of planning the project,
conducting library research, talking to native English speakers, synthesizing their
data and presenting their findings. Accordingly, the findings of the attitudinal study
revealed that the project group students felt greater satisfaction with the course in
general than the non-project classes and rated the supportive, friendly stance of the
teacher as the most valuable aspect of the course, followed by learning to write
essays and papers. However, most students stated that they did not appreciate taking
that much initiation to plan their own curriculum. They also reported that they liked
to have seen more traditional ways of learning such as learning from the teacher in
the lecture format and studying grammar and vocabulary points through separate

classroom activities. They also desired more teacher feedback and correction on
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written work. In the end, Eyring (1997) suggested incorporation of some traditional
ESL activities in the project classrooms.

In another study done by Beckett (2005), the ESL students from far-eastern
countries who conducted project work in a Canadian secondary school were
observed during project work and interviewed about their evaluations of project-
based instruction in the end. According to the findings, some students said that they
liked project-based instruction, some of them had mixed feelings, and a majority of
them said they did not like it. The students who assessed project-based work
positively stated that they liked project work because projects created opportunities
for them to learn research, computer, writing and communication skills. Those who
had mixed feelings reported that they liked project work since it had made them
think, allowed them to gain in-depth knowledge about a specific content and to learn
research and presentation skills. On the other hand, they disliked it as they thought it
was time consuming and too much work. The students with mixed feelings especially
complained about the difficulty of the oral presentation aspect of project work as
they thought it had made them nervous. The students who perceived project work
negatively, said that project work was too difficult and/or it was too much work. The
aspects they perceived to be difficult included making oral presentations, identifying
and reading appropriate references and integrating the information into their projects.
The students also stated that they felt it was more significant to learn basic
knowledge such as grammar and vocabulary from their teachers and textbooks,
which they did not see happening when they did projects, as the identified sources to
learn/improve English in their project-based course were newspapers, TV programs,

and English-speaking people in and outside the school, so they believed project work
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distracted them from learning what they needed to know to advance their education,
especially English grammar and vocabulary. Beckett (2005), like Eyring (1997),
suggests that such a desire for traditional ways of learning may be due to the cultural
and thus educational origin of the ESL students in the study. As both of the
researchers state, the ESL students in their studies come from educational cultures
where project-based instruction, accordingly student-centered learning, student
negotiated syllabus and/or learning from “purely authentic” sources did not exist in
the curricula. Therefore, the clash of educational cultures might have caused such
negative reactions to project-based instruction. Beckett (2005) suggests that the
teachers must have the students, who are not familiar with the aspects of project-
based learning, get accustomed to project-based instruction by addressing their
conflicts before they implement project work.

Similarly, Wilhelm (1999 as cited in Beckett, 2005) and Moulton and Holmes
(2000) reported both positive and negative student responses to project-based
instruction in their studies conducted in ESL contexts in the U.S. In the study of
Wilhelm (1999 as cited in Beckett 2005) most students assessed project work
favorably as they had opportunities to negotiate meaning with native speakers and
take control of their own learning. However, some participants reported anxiety and
stress. In the study of Moulton and Holmes (2000), all the ESL students who
completed a project based course at a university, integrating research, writing and
presentation, expressed pride and satisfaction with their accomplishment and
reported that they benefited from the course and used the things they learnt in the
following classes when interviewed after two years. However, as Moulton and

Holmes (2000) state, the completion rate for the course was low and according to
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them this was due to the fact that some students found the course too difficult and
some believed that ESL course should be limited to the study of language and not
involve non-linguistic tasks. The conclusion was that there should be learner training
before project courses about the content and the potential benefits of project work.

Montgomery and Eisenstein (1985), on the other hand, found a contradictory
result in their study where they compared a project group with a control group in
terms of language improvement: The area of greatest improvement was grammatical
accuracy. In addition, the majority of the learners evaluated the project work
experience favorably. This was also found to be the case in Allen’s (2004) study
where she reported the student perceptions after conducting a project at an ESL.
university context, but the students demanded more in-depth explanations on how to
write their rationales and more feedback on how they were writing them.

The studies about teacher perceptions on project work are also few and present
several concerns. Beckett (1999 as cited in Beckett, 2002) indicates that the two ESL
teachers who coordinated project work in her study, which was carried out in a
Canadian secondary school, mentioned that they were impressed by the creative
studies of their students and evaluated project-based instruction favorably since it
allowed them to integrate language, content and skills in a communicative way and
to promote critical thinking, problem solving and cooperative learning skills. They
were also satisfied with the result that the students were able to discover their
strengths and weaknesses as learners.

Contrary to this positive attitude, another study done by Eyring (1997)
revealed a relatively negative one. In this study the teacher participant who

coordinated project work in an ESL university context in the U.S. indicated that she
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was impressed by the end-product, but she had many complaints about the project
process. The teacher said that it was very demanding to negotiate the curriculum with
the students and ensure participation at all levels since there was a lukewarm
response in general. Although the teacher believed that she worked hard to guide
project work by giving voice to students as much as possible, students, in her opinion,
did not recognize, appreciate or accept input that was offered to them in a relatively
democratic way and showed much less respect to her compared to her previous
students. She suggested that it would be better to revert to a more teacher-directed
approach including traditional ESL activities focusing on reading, vocabulary and
grammar to provide students with something concrete that they can say they have
learnt.

Two other studies were done in Turkish EFL contexts and revealed mixed
evaluations. In the study of Subasi-Din¢man (2002) it was found that a majority of
teachers agreed with the idea that projects are beneficial assessment tools. They also
pointed out that through projects they can learn how much the students have learnt.
However, a number of teachers were found to be uncertain about the purposes of the
projects and some of them complained about the workload and the inconsistency
among the teachers about the assessment procedure of the projects. In a similar study
on the EFL teachers’ attitudes about project work, Gok¢en (2005) found that the
instructors were generally in favor of using project work, as they found it useful both
as an alternative assessment tool and instructional tool. However, they defined three
main problems in using projects. The instructors claimed that projects take too much
time and thus they could not keep up with the syllabus schedule. Also they

complained about the fact that students were not as actively involved as anticipated.
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Finally, they had concerns about the reliability and fairness of project-based
assessment.
Conclusion

In this chapter the literature on project work has been reviewed. In doing so,
the approaches related to project work have been described and the main
characteristics, goals, types, organizational models of this experiential process have
been identified with the aid of specific examples. Moreover, this chapter has covered
the potential problems inherent in the project process along with suggested solutions
as well as research regarding students’ and teachers’ perceptions about project work
found in literature. The next chapter will highlight the methodology of the study by
elaborating the setting, participants, instruments, procedures in collecting the data

and the data analysis methods.

CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
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Introduction

The main purpose of this study is to investigate students’ and teachers’
assessments about Main Course Project work applied at Yildiz Technical University
School of Foreign Languages. Project work was evaluated with respect to three
aspects: 1. Achievement of institutional project work goals, 2. Learning gains
acquired from project work, 3. Problems experienced with project work as well as
their suggested solutions. Furthermore, as a part of the study the evaluations of the
students from the two proficiency levels (A and B) about the achievement of the
institutional project goals were compared to find out if there were significant
differences between them. According to the results, the possible reasons for the
significant differences were analyzed on the basis of the students’ and teachers’
perspectives.

The following research design was applied to fulfill the research aims:

1) In order to have the students evaluate to what extent the institutional project

work goals had been achieved, first, the institutional goals, which had not been

defined formally by the institution before the system of project work was

launched into the curriculum, were defined by the researcher on the basis of the

analysis of project work materials, literature review and semi-structured

interviews with the project coordinators. Then these goals were integrated into

the closed-ended questionnaires, which were given to the students, and their

responses were analyzed to assess the extent to which the project goals had

been achieved from their perspective. In these questionnaires, the instruction

and feedback received about project work and students’ own performance
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during the project process were evaluated as well since these factors also have
an impact on the achievement of project work goals. Also in the analysis of the
closed-ended questionnaire results, the assessments of the students from A and
B levels were compared to find out if there were any significant differences
between them. The possible reasons of the significant differences were then
explored based on the results of the interviews with students and teachers.

2) As a part of the study, the students and their teachers were also asked to
state the things that had been learnt through the projects, the problems that had
been encountered during the project process as well as their suggested
solutions for them. There were two instruments used to collect these data:
open-ended questionnaires and interviews.

The above-described research design is illustrated in Figure 2 below:

[ RESEARCH DESIGN ]

[ 1. Definition of Institutional Project Work Goals ]<\
[ Analysis c.)f projects ] [Interviews with pr.oject coordinators] [ Literétur.e review
[ 2. Questionnaires given to }Q<
[ Stud.ents ] [ Tea;hers )]
[ 3. Semi-structured Interviews with ]4/
[ Stud.ents ] [ Tea(;hers ]

Figure 2: Research Design

Setting

The study was conducted at YTU School of Foreign Languages. The School

consists of two departments, the Basic English Department and the Modern
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Languages Department. The Basic English Department, which is the research
context, is responsible for teaching English to the preparatory classes.

The preparatory classes refer to the intensive English courses given to the
students who have won a place at YTU at the end of the National University Exam
but have not been able to pass the YTU English Proficiency Exam given in the
beginning of the academic year. These students have to attend those classes, which
extend to two academic terms, and get the required grade (through exams and other
performance assessment tools, i.e., writing portfolio and project work) to continue
their undergraduate education.

English language teaching at the preparatory classes is practiced at three
different levels, A, B and C. The English proficiency level of the A level classes is
assumed to be intermediate at the beginning of the academic year. B level students
start the academic year at the pre-intermediate level, and C classes at the beginner
level. The students of these A, B and C level classes are supposed to reach the upper-
intermediate level of English at the end of the academic year.

There are four English courses given to students in the preparatory classes: the
Main Course, Reading, Writing, and Listening & Speaking. In those courses, there
are projects, the grades of which directly contribute to the overall grade of the
student. In the Main Course classes, the aim is teaching students “General English”
by using the chosen course book series. As the name suggests, the time devoted to
Main Course is the highest. Also among the projects in different classes it is the
Main Course’s that influences the students’ overall grades most.

The students are required to do one project each term in the Main Course. They

are asked to do carry out research on a given topic by making use of a variety of
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sources such as the internet, library and people, to express the research findings in
their own words and synthesize them with their personal vision by doing the given
tasks. The students are expected to fulfill the project requirements in an extended
time, which is over a period of one and a half months. During that period they submit
assignments to inform their teacher about the process, and at the end of this period,
they are expected to create their own outcome in the form of a paper which can be
accompanied with some creative work such as a poster or a brochure and submit it to
their project teacher. After that the students are also required to make an oral
presentation about it.

At YTU, it is the project coordinators who guide the overall process in
collaboration with teachers. The process of project work starts with the distribution
of the project materials they have prepared for the students. These project materials
include the topics and what is to be done under each topic. At this step the teacher is
expected to review the topic list with the students and have them choose their own
topics. The projects are required to be done individually. Also, it is requested by the
coordinators that each topic be chosen by a number of students in order to create
variety and prevent potential cheating problems. After the topics are chosen, the
process of project production starts. During this process, the students are expected to
do their projects individually beyond the class. In doing the project work, they hand
in two assignments and in the end, their final assignment, i.e. their project. The
assignments that are produced during the project process are called the First Draft
and the Second Draft. In the First Draft, the students are expected to state what topic
they have chosen and the reason why they have chosen it. They are also expected to

make a short summary of what their research project includes as well as describe
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what they plan to do and how they plan to do their research to produce the final
outcome. After first drafts are submitted, their project teacher, one of the Main
Course teachers, checks the drafts according to the guidelines and the evaluation
criteria produced by the project coordinators. The teachers are expected to give their
feedback in written form and return the drafts to the students. The students then do
the required research and writing tasks and produce their project papers on their own
and submit them to their teachers for feedback. This version of the projects is called
Second Draft. Second drafts are also checked by the teachers according to the
guidelines and evaluation criteria given by the project coordinators. After they are
returned to the students, the students are supposed to revise these drafts according to
the teachers’ comments and turn them into final outcomes. Then the end-products
(papers and their extensions if required) are presented to the teachers. After the end-
products are submitted, the students are required to make a presentation about them.
The final products both in written and oral form are also evaluated by the teachers.
Then the overall grades are given on the basis of the grades received from First
Drafts, Second Drafts and the final outcomes. There are relatively short meetings
between teachers and project coordinators before they evaluate each product in the
project process. Moreover, there is little learner training about project work, which is
limited to oral presentation sessions in Listening& Speaking courses within the
curriculum. In the Main Course classes the given coursebook, which aims to teach
General English, is covered so the content and the schedule of the Main courses are
governed by the coursebook, but not project work. Thus, project work is employed as
a beyond-the-classroom aid to practice English and to achieve the linguistic and non-

linguistic goals.
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Participants

The first group of participants was comprised of two Main Course project
coordinators in the department and the department head. They were interviewed to
define the institutional project work goals.

The second group of participants were volunteer A and B level teachers and
their students. Here it would be useful to note that A level students were the ones
who had started the academic year at the intermediate level of English and were at
the upper-intermediate level in the period when the study was carried out, which is
the late February of the second term of the academic year 2005-2006. Whereas B
level students refer to those who had started the academic year at the pre-
intermediate level and were at the intermediate level of English when the study was
conducted.

Two A level teachers and two B level teachers and 50 A level students and 50
B level students participated in the study as a whole. C level students were exempted
since during the research period, they had been given relatively easy assignments
called “projects” which required creative writing rather than research. It was decided
with the project coordinators that they were not actual projects like those given to A
and B level, which assume the goals of the school, but rather preparatory
assignments for actual project work to be given to them in the second term, so they
did not participate.

The number and kinds of the participants of this study described above differed
according to the instrument type. That is, all of the 100 students were given open and

closed-ended questionnaires, whereas their four teachers participated in the open-
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ended questionnaire since the number of teachers was not enough to make reliable
statistical analyses through closed-ended questionnaires.

A total of 12 A level and 12 B level students volunteered to be interviewed in
groups and four volunteer students were interviewed individually. Two of these
students were from A level, and two from B level. The individual teacher interviews
were conducted with two volunteer teachers, one of whom was from A level, and one
from B level.

Instruments

There are two groups of instruments used in this study: Those employed to
define the institutional project goals and those used to gather data about students’ and
teachers’ assessments. The instruments used to define the goals of the Main Course
project work were YTU Main Course project materials (See Appendix A for sample
project materials), the current literature on project work goals (See Chapter II) and
the semi-structured interviews with the project coordinators and the department head.
In this definition process, first, the goals in the literature were specified in order to
form a basis for actual goal definition. Second, the goals deduced from the project
materials were identified and compared to the goals in literature. The goal statements
were written by the researcher, and they were checked by the project coordinators
and the department head during the interviews. The interview format was chosen in
order to gather the elaborated comments of the participants on the current project
system as well as the goals defined by the researcher. The goals were expanded and
modified based on the interview results. The specific goal statements in the YTU
Main Course projects, which will be revealed in the next chapter, were classified and

they were then integrated into the questionnaires with closed-ended items.
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The instruments employed to gather data about the students’ and teachers’

assessments were questionnaires and interviews.
Questionnaires

The questionnaire was used as a research instrument due to the fact that it
allows collecting a great amount of data in a relatively limited period of time, makes
group comparisons easy, and is appropriate for providing a general understanding of
the subject matter (Dornyei, 2003). The questionnaires given to the students and
teachers were designed by the researcher and had two parts: a part with the open-
ended items and a part with closed-ended items.

The first part of the questionnaire aimed to gather data about the learning gains,
problems and solutions regarding project work through open-ended items (See
Appendix B for the open-ended questionnaire given to students and Appendix D for
that given to teachers). The open-ended questionnaire format was chosen in order to
gather specified, personalized data about the current situation of project work. In this
part, the students were asked to state two important things that they had learnt from
projects, one or two problems experienced in doing them, which they deemed to be
important, as well as their suggested solutions for it/them. In the teachers’
questionnaires, the teachers were asked to respond to the same items by considering
their students in general.

The second part of the questionnaire was given to the students and involved
closed-ended items (See Appendix F). There were three parts in the questionnaire. In
the first two parts, the students were asked to state their level (A or B) and tick the
project topic they had chosen in the previous term (the first term of the academic

year 2005-2006) in the given topic list. The level of the students was asked to allow
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a comparison between the responses of the two different levels. The project topic
was asked for two reasons: First, as each project topic involves identified objectives,
the specified project topics seemed to have the potential to aid the researcher to make
sound comments about the research results. Second, two project topics, namely
“Famous People” and “Story”, given to the B level involved almost no research, but
making stories. It was decided that the students who chose those topics would be
eliminated since the tasks given to them do not match with most of the project goals
regarding research.

The third part of the questionnaire involved 36 closed-ended items that aimed
to have the participants assess the achievement of project work goals, their teachers
and themselves. The specific goals in the YTU Main Course projects, classified as
content goals, linguistic goals, research goals, goals regarding authentic outcome
production, affective goals, autonomy goals, technology and time management goals,
were revealed in the first 29 items. The students were asked to rate to what extent
they had achieved them by responding to these 29 Likert-scale type questions. The
choices ranged on a five-point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
The Likert scale was used in order to gather precise interval data about the evaluative
judgments of the respondents (Dornyei, 2003). Five response options were given as it
is reported to be the most common step number in evaluation studies using Likert-
scale type questions by Dornyei (2003).

The respondents were also asked to identify to what extent they received the
instructions and feedback from their teachers through the following two, 5-point
Likert-scale type questions (numbered 30 and 31: See Appendix F), as the

achievement of project work goals depends on these factors as well. The students’
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overall care in doing the project work was included as a factor contributing to the
achievement of the project goals so the last 5-point Likert type question (numbered
32: See Appendix F) was asked to make the students assess their overall performance
in doing the project work.

The last four items relating to the research goals (numbered 33, 34, 35, 36: See
Appendix F) were given on a separate sheet so as not confuse the respondents, since
they involved questions different from Likert type questions with yes/ no responses
and the related sub questions in the form of checklist. These questions were about
whether or not questionnaires or interviews were conducted during project work and
which language was used in doing them. Since not all the respondents were asked to
conduct questionnaires and/or interviews during their projects, these items were
given in the yes/no form. The ones who said “yes” to those questions were then
asked to state if they used English, Turkish or both languages in conducting the
questionnaire and/or the interview through items numbered 34 and 36. Since the
respondents conduct their projects in an EFL setting, which may hinder them from
using English in personal contacts, a goal of project work, target language usage in
doing questionnaires and/or interviews was explored through these items.

The above-described last form was given to the questionnaires in the following
order: First, the questionnaires were designed by the researcher and checked by the
researcher’s advisor as well as the instructor and students of the Bilkent University
MA TEFL Research class through classroom discussion. The questionnaires were
modified according to the comments and they were piloted to 10 A level and 10 B
level students as well as two teachers from A and B levels at YTU in order to ensure

that all the items in the questionnaires were clear enough for the participants to
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understand. There was no change in the questionnaire items, as no problem was
observed or stated about them.

The validity of the questionnaire was ensured by having the Main Course
project coordinators of YTU check the compliance of the questionnaire with the
actual project work applications and the defined project work goals before it was
applied on students. Also the reliability of the questionnaire was found to be 0.85
using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of internal consistency.

Finally, both open and closed-ended questionnaires were conducted in Turkish
in order to prevent potential comprehension problems (See Appendix C, F and G for
the questionnaires in Turkish).

Interviews

Interviews were used, as they have the potential to provide relatively rich and
different qualitative data and allow the researcher to get deeper meaning due to the
relatively high amount of self-disclosure (Brown, 2001). The type of interview used
to collect data was semi-structured, meaning that some questions were designed and
phrased ahead of time whereas some were created during the interview, allowing
both the interviewer and the person/s being interviewed the flexibility to get into
detail or discuss issues (Case, 1990).

There were two groups of semi-structured interviews conducted to gather data
in this research: those carried out before the application of the questionnaires and
those conducted following the questionnaires. The first group of interviews was done
with the project coordinators and the department head in face to face meetings. The
aims of the interviews were to elicit the goals underlying project work and to check

the appropriateness of the YTU project work goal definitions that the researcher had
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made based on the project materials and literature review (See Appendix H for the
questions structured for the interviews with the project coordinators and the
department head).

The second group of interviews was done with the voluntary students and
teachers in face to face meetings to get in-depth data about project work assessments.
The interviews focused on the learning gains and problems within the project work
experienced in the first term of the academic year as well as suggested solutions for
the defined problems. The results of the questionnaire analysis guided the flow of the
interviews (See Appendix I for the questions structured for the interviews with
students and Appendix J for those with teachers).

Both groups of interviews were conducted in Turkish as the participants
preferred having them in Turkish. The interviews were tape-recorded and then
transcribed according to the conventions of the written language as the focus is the
content. The interviews were translated into English during the transcription and
fictitious names were given to the participants in the transcribed text.

Procedure

After the research questions were formed, first the goals of the project work at
YTU were defined after the analysis of project work materials and literature review.
Then the official permission for the research was obtained from the head of YTU
School of Foreign Languages Basic English Department. After that, the interviews
with project coordinators and the department head about the project goals were
conducted, and they were asked to review the goals already defined by the
researcher. The goals were expanded and modified based on the interview results in

late January.
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By mid-February, the questionnaires had been designed by the researcher and
modified according to the comments of the Bilkent University MA TEFL
participants. This was followed by the piloting process. The questionnaires were then
given to the students and teachers. The questionnaires were distributed to and
collected from the participants during their class hours. Since the questionnaires had
two parts, they were given to the participants in a sequential order. That is, first the
questionnaires with open-ended items were given to the participants, and after the
participants had written their comments, they were collected and the questionnaires
with closed-ended items were distributed and collected. This was done so as to
prevent the open-ended responses from being influenced by the questionnaire items
so that the personal assessments could be made as genuinely as possible. After the
collection and analysis of the questionnaire data, the interviews were conducted with
the students and teachers. The piloting and the data collection process through
questionnaires and interviews were done between February 20 and March 3, 2006.

Data Analysis Methods

A comparative qualitative analysis was made to define the project work goals.
The questionnaires with open-ended items were qualitatively and quantitatively
analyzed to find out the commonalities that the statements shared and the percentage
values of them. The end results (the common things that were learnt, the common
problems that were encountered and the common suggested solutions for the
problems) were categorized in accordance with two participant characteristics:
participants’ being students or teachers and students’ level type (A or B). Also the

teachers’ and the students’ responses to the items were comparatively analyzed.
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The questionnaires with the closed-ended items were quantitatively analyzed
by using Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS.10.0). The frequencies,
percentages and the mean values of the items were analyzed through descriptive
statistics. As the first 29 items in the questionnaire represented the goals of project
work, the extent to which the goals were achieved was identified according to the
mean values and percentages of the items. On the basis of the mean values, the goals
were defined as “poorly achieved”, “moderately achieved” and “highly achieved”.
The main criterion for this distinction was the 5-point Likert scale used in the items,
whose minimum point is 1 and maximum 5, and the definitions were made according
to the following criteria formed by the researcher, by dividing the 1 to 5 continuum
into three (almost) equal parts between which the gaps are 1.33, 1.32 and 1.33,
respectively:

1) The mean values between 1 and 2.33 were interpreted as “poorly achieved”.

2) The mean values between 2.34 and 3.66 were interpreted as “moderately

achieved”.

3) The mean values between 3.67 and 5 were interpreted as “highly achieved”.

It was also decided that the instruction and feedback as well as the student’s
self performance would be defined as “poor”, “moderate” or “high” according to the
item means and the above-given numerical criteria would be employed to make such
a distinction. In interpreting all these data and supporting the deductions, the
percentages were used as supportive means.

Moreover, the student questionnaires were quantitatively analyzed to
determine if there were any significant differences between the assessments of

students according to their levels and according to the goal type through Independent
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Samples t test. This test was applied since there were two different groups
responding to the same items.

The interviews, on the other hand were transcribed and qualitatively analyzed.
The responses given to the questionnaires were categorized under the following
titles: 1. Perceived learning gains of project work, 2. Perceived problems and
solutions about project work, 3. The possible reasons for the significant differences
found between the proficiency levels.

Conclusion

In this chapter information about the research setting, participants, research
instruments, data collection procedures, and data analysis methods has been given. In
the next chapter the results of the study based on the above-mentioned qualitative

and quantitative data analyses will be discussed.

CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS
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Introduction

This study was conducted to investigate students’ and teachers’ assessments
about Main Course Project work applied at Yildiz Technical University School of
Foreign Languages Basic English Department. The participants of the study were
100 students studying English in the prep classes of Yildiz Technical University, 50
from A (upper-intermediate) level and 50 from B (intermediate) level and 2 A level,
and 2 B level teachers who supervised the students’ projects. The evaluations of the
participants about project work were explored with respect to the achievement of
institutional goals, learning gains, and problems accompanied by suggested
solutions. Moreover, as a part of the study, the assessments of the students from the
two proficiency levels (A and B) about the achievement of the institutional project
goals were compared to find out if there were significant differences between them.
According to the results, the possible reasons for the significant differences were
analyzed based on the students’ and teachers’ perspectives.

Data Analysis Procedures

In this study both qualitative and quantitative data analysis procedures were
employed. There are four sets of data analyzed within the investigation:

1) In order to define the goals of Main Course project work, first, the goal

categories were formed through the analysis of YTU Main Course project

materials (See Appendix A for sample materials) and the literature on project

work (See Chapter 2). After that the goal statements under the categories were

specified by the researcher through the analysis of project materials and the

interviews with the project coordinators and the department head.
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2) The questionnaires with closed-ended items were quantitatively analyzed by
SPSS Program (10.0 version). The percentages and the mean scores for each
item were calculated in order to find the general assessment of the students
from two proficiency groups about the achievement of the categorized goals.
The instruction and feedback received about project work and students’ own
overall performance during the project process were evaluated as well since
these factors also have an impact on the achievement of project work goals.
Also an independent sample t-test was conducted to find out if there were
significant differences between the assessments of the students according to
their proficiency level.

3) The questionnaires with the open-ended items were qualitatively and
quantitatively analyzed, and the things that had been learnt from projects, the
problems experienced during the project process and suggested solutions for
them were categorized according to the participant role, i.e., student or teacher
and students’ level type (A or B).

4) The semi-structured interviews with students and teachers were qualitatively
analyzed and the results were categorized as learning gains acquired from
project work, problems and solutions about project work as well as the

possible reasons for the found significant differences.

Results

Institutional Project Work Goals Defined
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As the first step of the research, in order to evaluate to what extent the project
work goals at YTU had been met, I defined the goals of Main Course project work in
the YTU curriculum. This was done since it was found that the project work goals
had not been defined formally by the institution. In defining the institutional project
work goals, I took the following steps:

1) I made a survey about the primary characteristics and goals of project work
in the literature of second language teaching.

2) I compared the characteristics of YTU projects to those in the literature and

formed the goal categories of project work at YTU on the basis of this

comparative analysis as well as the interviews with the project coordinators
and the department head.
3) I specified the goals under each category based on the interviews.

The results of these steps will be revealed under the following sections.

Deductions from Literature Survey on Project Work

To define the goals of YTU, first, the literature on the primary characteristics
and the goals of project work was surveyed (See Chapter 2), and the main goals that
project work may assume were deduced as follows:

Improving students’
1) content learning

2) language skills

3) research skills

4) technology skills

5) ability to discover and express themselves through creative actions

6) collaboration
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7) motivation
8) self-confidence
9) autonomy
This step was followed by a comparative analysis described below.

Assessment of the Match Between the Primary Project Work Characteristics Given
in Literature and Those at YTU

At this step, I assessed the match between the characteristics of the projects at

YTU with those in literature under the above-given 9 goal titles by analyzing the
project materials and communicating with the project coordinators. The deduction
was that project work at YTU potentially assumed these goals except for the fact that
it does not intend to improve students’ collaboration as projects are done
individually. The grade given to the project work affects the overall grade of each
student. Thus, project work at YTU tends to have a competitive characteristic, which
is a mismatch with most cases in the literature as they represent a collaborative
characteristic. At YTU project work, the students who share the same topics may be
sharing the resources and ideas, but again there is no guidance about this
collaboration, perhaps for fear that they may copy each other’s work.
Following this assessment, I formed the goal categories of the Main Course projects
at YTU as follows: 1. Content Goals, 2. Linguistic Goals, 3. Research Goals, 4.
Goals Regarding Authentic Outcome Production, 5. Affective Goals, 6. Autonomy
Goals, and 7. Technology Goals.

The relation of these goal types to those in literature is presented in Table 1:

Table 1

Goal Types of YTU Projects and Their Scopes Defined in Literature
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GOAL TYPES OF THE THE SCOPE OF GOALS DEFINED IN

YTU PROJECTS LITERATURE

1. CONTENT GOAL Improving students’ content learning

2. LINGUISTIC GOALS Improving students’ language skills

3. RESEARCH GOALS Improving students’ research skills

4. GOALS REGARDING Improving students’ ability to discover and express

AUTHENTIC OUTCOME themselves through creative actions

PRODUCTION

5. AFFECTIVE GOALS Improving students’ motivation and self confidence

6. AUTONOMY GOALS Improving students’ feeling of responsibility for their
own learning

7. TECHNOLOGY GOALS Improving students’ technological skills for writing

papers and doing research

After the goal categories were formed and verified by literature and project
coordinators, the goals were specified as described below.

Specification of the YTU Project Work Goals

At this step, the goals of YTU projects under the determined categories were
specified by making analyses of the project materials and the interviews carried out
with the project coordinators and the department head.

The resulting goal definitions are as follows:
1. CONTENT GOAL
» Acquiring knowledge about a given content of interest
2. LINGUISTIC GOALS
2.1. Improving linguistic skills
» Improving Reading
» Improving Writing
» Improving Speaking

» Improving Listening
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» Using integrated skills
» Improving oral presentation skills
» Improving the skill of translation from Turkish into English
2.2. Improving Vocabulary and Grammar
» Learning vocabulary about a specific content
» Learning how to use the vocabulary appropriately according to the context
» Using the acquired grammar knowledge
» Improving grammatical knowledge
3. RESEARCH GOALS
3.1. Collecting data
» Collecting data from the internet
» Collecting data from written and audiovisual sources other than the internet
(books, magazines, encyclopedias, films and TV programs)
» Collecting data from personal sources
= Conducting questionnaires
= Interviewing
3.2. Processing the data
» Analyzing the data under relevant titles
» Synthesizing the data coherently
4. GOALS REGARDING AUTHENTIC OUTCOME PRODUCTION
» Using one’s own creativity in language use
» Synthesizing the research with one’s own personal experience and vision
» Paraphrasing the data

» Commenting on the data
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» Supporting what one has written by some creative work
(e.g. brochure, poster, model or party invitation card)
5. AFFECTIVE GOALS
» Developing a positive attitude toward English
» Developing self-confidence about the use of English
6. AUTONOMY GOALS
» Enhancing feeling of responsibility
» Improving the ability to make decisions oneself
7. TECHNOLOGY GOAL
» Learning how to use technology for writing purposes
8. TIME MANAGEMENT GOALS
» Using the given time effectively
» Submitting the assignments on time
(Note that time management was added as an additional category after the interviews
with the project coordinators.)

After the goals were defined, they were integrated into the closed-ended
questionnaires in order to have the students assess to what extent they had been
achieved. The results of the closed-ended questionnaires are presented below.

Results of the Closed-Ended Questionnaire

The closed-ended questionnaire had three parts, A, B and C (See Appendix F).
The first two parts asked for students’ proficiency level and project topics.

The third part of the questionnaire, on the other hand, involved 32, 5-point

Likert scale items, two yes/no questions, and two multiple choice items asking the
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participants to assess the achievement of the project work goals stated above, their
teachers as well as themselves.

The following sections will present the results of the items in the questionnaire
part by part.

Results of Part A

According to the level data gathered through the first part of the questionnaire,
there were 100 students who responded to the closed-ended questionnaire, 50 of

whom were from the A level and 50 of whom were from the B level.

Results of Part B

Herein the analysis will be made according to the level types. The A level
students were given ten project topics in the first term of the 2005-2006 academic
year (See Appendix A for content and task specifications of each topic), and the data
about the project topic distribution of the A level participants in this study are

revealed in Table 2:

Table 2
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Project Topics Chosen by the A Level Students in the First Term of the
Academic Year 2005-2006

PROJECT TOPIC

N F P RO

%

Cloning 50 11 22 1
Paper or Plastic? 50 9 18 2
Party Time 50 7 14 3
Create Your Ideal Community 50 6 12 4
You Have the Money or You Have the 50 4 8 5
Will
Capital Punishment 50 4 8 5
Alternative Energy Sources 50 4 8 5
Computer Security 50 3 6 6
Life or Death ? 50 2 4 7
Gender Differences in Language 50 0 0 7
Total 50 50 100

Note: N: Number of Participants; F: Frequency; P: Percentage; RO: Rank Order

As seen in Table 2 above, the four most popular topics for the A level students
chose were ‘Cloning’, ‘Paper or Plastic’, ‘Party Time’ and ‘Create Your Ideal
Community’. None of the students chose ‘Gender Differences in Language’, and
only six per cent of the students chose ‘Computer Security’. The remaining percent
(24%) was distributed equally among the rest.

On the other hand, the B level students were given a choice of 20 topics in the
first term of the 2005-2006 academic year (See Appendix A for content and task
specifications of each topic). The results found about the project topic distribution of
the B level participants of the survey are shown in Table 3 below. (Note that the two
topics, ‘Famous People’ and ‘Story’, were excluded from the scope of the survey,
since these topics were found not to match with the research goals of the projects as

they involve creating stories, but not doing research.)

Table 3
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Project Topics Chosen by the B Level Students in the First Term of the Academic
Year 2005-2006

PROJECT TOPIC
N F P RO
%

Cities 50 14 28 1
Living in a Dormitory 50 11 22 2
Disappearing World 50 5 10 3
Your Continent and the Earthquake 50 3 6 4
My Favorite Restaurant 50 3 6 4
Brochure 50 3 6 4
Industry 50 3 6 4
Public Service Announcements 50 2 4 5
English Through Art Project 50 2 4 5
Explorers 50 1 2 6
Physics and Mathematics 50 1 2 6
World’s Hunger Situation 50 1 2 6
Architecture 50 1 2 6
Eating Habits 50 0 0 7
Community Design Project 50 0 0 7
Animals and Conservation 50 0 0 7
Ethics “Do the right thing” 50 0 0 7
Your Country and Earthquake 50 0 0 7
TOTAL 50 50 100

Note: N: Number of Participants; F: Frequency; P: Percentage; RO: Rank Order

As seen in Table 3, the most rated three topics were found to be ‘Cities’,
‘Living in a Dormitory’ and the ‘Disappearing World’. Of the remaining topics,
several were not chosen at all and the others by 1-3 students.

Results of Part C

In this section, the results of the about goal achievement in project work will be
presented on three planes in the following order:

First, the responses of all the participants about the achievement of the project
work goals represented by percentages and mean values will be analyzed under eight
goal categories, namely Content, Linguistic, and Research Goals; Goals Regarding
Authentic Outcome Production, Affective Goals, Autonomy Goals, Technology

Goal, and Time Management Goals.
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Second, the evaluations of the students about the role of instruction, feedback
and their overall performance in achieving the project work goals will be analyzed on
the basis of means and agreement percentages.

In the third part, the results about the significant differences found between the
item means of two student groups from A and B levels will be illustrated. This will
be followed with the comparison of the two groups based on their means.

Results About Goal Achievement

In this section, the assessments made at each item are demonstrated and
analyzed in groups categorized according to the goal types mentioned above. As each
the first 29 items represent a goal of project work, the extent to which the goals were
achieved will be identified according to the mean values and percentages of these
items. On the basis of the mean values, the goals will be defined as “poorly
achieved”, “moderately achieved” and “highly achieved”. In making the distinctions,
the following criteria will be used, the details of which were given in the
Methodology section above:

1. The mean values between 1 and 2.33 will be interpreted as

“poorly achieved”.

2. The mean values between 2.34 and 3.66 will be interpreted as

“moderately achieved”.

3. The mean values between 3.67 and 5 will be interpreted as

“highly achieved”.

Also percentages will be employed to interpret the data and support the

deductions.
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Assessments about the Achievement of the Content Goal

The first project goal type to be analyzed is the content goal defined as
“acquiring knowledge about a given subject of interest”’. The findings about the
achievement of the content goal represented by two items in the questionnaire (1, 2)

are given in Table 4 below.

Table 4
Assessments about the Achievement of the Content Goal
ITEM GOAL
NO
N SA A PA D SDA M Sd
% N N D %
1 Acquiring 100 20 33 27 11 9 344 1.19
knowledge
about a given
subject
2 Liking the 100 16 34 27 14 9 334 1.17
subject
AVERAGE 100 18 34 27 13 9 3.39 1.18

Note: N: Number of Participants; SA: Strongly Agree; A: Agree; PA: Partially Agree; DA: Disagree;
SDA: Strongly Disagree; M: Mean; Sd: Standard deviation

Content goals in general were found to be moderately achieved as revealed by
the average mean value of 3.39 in Table 4. The majority of the students seem to have
acquired knowledge about their given subject to some extent as the agreement (20 %
+ 33 %= 53%) and partial agreement responses (27%) outweigh the disagreement
responses (11 % + 9%=20%). Also, half of the students appear to have liked their
subjects, as shown by the percentages of agreement responses (16 % + 34 % = 50%)
while 27 % of the other half partly liked and 23 % disliked their subjects. Therefore,
according to these perception reports, there seems to have been some students who
were not content with their subjects.

A further analysis was made in order to investigate which subjects were

perceived to be disliked. In order to do this, the 23 questionnaires with disagreement
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responses given to item 2 (about topic satisfaction) were analyzed in terms of the
subjects ticked in Part B. According to the results 20 of the disagreement responses
were found to be related to A level topics, and 3 to B level topics. Thus, the students
who were discontent with their topics were found to belong mostly to A level, which
is also evidenced by the significant difference analysis and the analyses of the
student reports in the open-ended questionnaires and interviews as will be presented
below. Moreover, among the topics perceived to be ‘disliked’, the most rated three
topics were found to be ‘Paper or Plastic’, followed by ‘Cloning’ and ‘Alternative
Energy Sources’. The reasons for these results will be discussed under the results of
the open ended questionnaire and interviews below.

Assessments about the Achievement of Linguistic Goals

In this part, the evaluations regarding the achievement of linguistic goals will
be analyzed at three levels: 1. Improving linguistic skills, 2. Improving vocabulary,
3. Improving grammar.

Improving linguistic skills refers to a goal category which includes improving
the four language skills- reading, writing, speaking and listening- integrating the use
of these skills, and improving oral presentation skills and translation skills through

the projects. The results about the achievements of these goals are given in Table 5.

78



Table 5

Results about the Perceived Improvement in Linguistic Skills

ITEM GOAL
NO
N SA A PA D SDA M Sd
% % % % %
3 Improving 100 2 16 35 34 13 2.60 0.97
Reading
4 Improving 100 5 31 27 22 15 2.89 1.15
Writing
5 Improving 100 6 20 36 19 19 275 1.16
Speaking
6 Improving 100 2 12 24 31 31 223 1.08
Listening
7 Use of 100 10 24 42 24 10 3.10 1.09
integrated
skills
8 Improving 100 17 27 30 17 9 326 1.19
oral
presentation
skills
11 Improving 100 19 36 27 9 9 347 1.17
translation
skills
AVERAGE 100 8.7 237 315 222 154 291 1.11

Note: N: Number of Participants; SA: Strongly Agree ; A: Agree; PA: Partially Agree; DA: Disagree;
SDA: Strongly Disagree; M : Mean ; Sd :Standard deviation

As seen in Table 5 above, the average percentages distribute among agreement,
partial agreement and disagreement. The agreement rate is 32.4% (23.7 + 8.7), the
level of partial agreement is 31.5 % and the disagreement rate is 37.6 % (22.2 +
15.4). As aresult, the highest percentage belongs to disagreement, followed by
agreement and partial agreement respectively. According to these results, the skill
improvement appears to have been perceived as moderately, but not highly achieved
through the projects, which is evidenced by the mean value of 2.91. The result about
the use of integrated skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking as given in the
questionnaire) supports this result with the mean value of 3.10. Among these four
skills, the skill area that students perceived as improving the least was listening, with

the mean value of 2.23, so the listening improvement goal was found to have been
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perceived as poorly achieved. This is followed by reading with a mean value of 2.60
at the ‘moderately achieved’ level. The mean values of the analyses of the
perceptions of productive skills (writing (2.89) and speaking (2.75)) outweighed
those of the receptive skills (listening and reading). Hence, it was perceived by the
students that productive skills were improved more than receptive skills. The
perceived oral presentation skill improvement with the mean value of 3.26 seems to
have contributed to this result. Also the improvement of translation skills was rated
the highest among the items with the mean value of 3.47. This may be the reason
why the reading skill was reported to have improved less than writing since the
majority of the students seem to have done translation, which is presumed to involve
reading in L1 and producing a written text in L2 in our EFL context.

As stated above, writing was rated as the most developed skill, followed by
speaking. The scope of speaking skill in the project context is expected to cover not
only the use of English in the class in the form of oral presentation but also the actual
use of English outside the class through interaction, as the project concept is
supposed to involve actual use of English beyond the classroom (See Chapter 2).
According to this result, the speaking improvement through oral presentation goal is
perceived to be moderately achieved through projects. On the other hand, it is also
necessary to analyze to what extent the actual use of English outside the classroom
through interaction was realized through YTU projects. In order to answer this
question it is necessary to analyze the results of the items that are about whether or
not the respondents had personal contacts through projects by conducting
questionnaires and/or interviews in the first place.

The results are given in the Table 6 below.
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Table 6

Results of the Items About Conducting Questionnaires and Interviews During Project
Work

ITEM STATEMENT

NO
N YES NO
% %
33 Did you apply questionnaires while 100 16 84
Collecting data during project work?
35 Did you conduct interviews while 100 29 71
Collecting data during project work?
AVERAGE 100 22.5 71.5

Note: N: Number of Participants

According to the results shown in Table 6, the students who conducted
questionnaires seem to be few, 16 %, whereas the percentage of those conducting
interviews is quite higher (29%). In general, it seems that the projects were not that
successful in orienting the students to interaction outside the class, since a large
number of students, 77.5 %, did not perform either of these interpersonal
communication processes for their projects.

As aresult, it is possible to say that some interaction has taken place beyond
the class, according to the student reports. However, in order for English speaking
skill to improve, the language employed in doing it is required to be English. The
results of the items which are about the language type (English, Turkish or both)
used in the conducted questionnaires and/or interviews are displayed in Table 7.
Table 7

Results of the Items About the Language Used in Conducting Questionnaires and
Interviews during Project Work

ITEM N English  Turkish Both

NO % % %

34 The language used in the 16 31.25 12.5 56.25
questionnaires

36 The language used in the 29 17.2 34.4 48.2
interviews

Note: N: Number of Participants
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In Table 7 above, the Turkish column refers to the total use of L1 and “both” to
the partial use. As can be seen from the table, among sixteen students, 68.75 % of
them stated that they used Turkish partially or totally in the questionnaire conducting
process. Thus, there is a relatively high level of L1 use in this kind of interaction.
This level rises in the interviews, as 82.6 % report using L1. Due to this high amount
of L1 use in the contacts outside the class, it may be concluded that the meaning of
speaking skill improvement through projects was perceived more as oral presentation
in the class, which involves one-way flow of communication to a high extent.
Therefore, improvement of speaking skill through interaction, which refers to a two-
way flow of communication, was perceived to have been a low-achieved goal in this
EFL context, which in turn most possibly has contributed to the high rating of the
improvement of translation skills. This result also explains why listening was rated as
the least improved skill. It is very likely that the low percentage of interpersonal
communication within projects has negatively affected listening improvement.

The second issue of analysis under linguistic goals is the improvement of
vocabulary through projects. This goal type has two aspects. The first one is learning
new words about a specific content, and the second is learning how to use the
vocabulary appropriately according to the context, which is expected to cover the
form (sentence structure), the content and the pragmatic meaning (e.g. formality of
the situation). We can see the results about the perceived improvement in these

aspects in Table 8 below.
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Table 8

Results About the Perceived Improvement in Vocabulary

IN GOAL

N SA A PA D
% % % %

>3O w

9  Learning
vocabulary
about a 100 19 47 26 7 1 376 0.88
specific
content

Learning how
10  to use the
vocabulary 100 8 28 37 22 5 312 1.01
appropriately
according to
the context

AVERAGE 100 135 375 315 145 3 344 094

Note: IN: Item Number; N: Number of Participants; SA: Strongly Agree ; A: Agree; PA: Partially
Agree; DA: Disagree; SDA: Strongly Disagree; M : Mean ; Sd :Standard deviation

According to the results given in Table 8, vocabulary improvement in general
seems to have been perceived as moderately achieved since the average mean value
of the items is 3.44 and the tendency of the votes is towards agreement (37.5%) and
partial agreement (31.5 %). The fact that agreement is at the moderate level, but not
at the high level, signals some gaps to cover in vocabulary, and these gaps appear to
be related to the appropriate use of the words according to the context as the
percentages tend to distribute among agreement (36 %), partial agreement (37%),
and disagreement (27%) in that item. Hence, some students seem to have lacked the
opportunities for learning about the appropriate use of the vocabulary. The reasons
for that may be the limited amount of interaction in English mentioned above and
inadequacy of teacher feedback, which was stated as a problem in the open-ended
questionnaires and interviews as will be presented below.

The third issue to be analyzed is the evaluation about grammar improvement.

There are two sub-goals related to that goal: using the grammar knowledge acquired
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through the English program and improving grammatical knowledge through the

projects. The findings related to these goals are presented in Table 9 below.

Table 9
Results about the Perceived Improvement in Grammar
I GOAL
N
N SA A PA D SDA% M Sd
% % % %
1 Using the
2 acquired 100 13 43 32 5 7 35 1.2
grammar
knowledge
Improving
1 grammatical 100 4 19 37 26 14 2.73 1.05
knowledge
AVERAGE 100 8.5 31 345 155 10.5 3.11 1.12

Note: IN: Item Number; N: Number of Participants; SA: Strongly Agree; A: Agree; PA: Partially
Agree; DA: Disagree; SDA: Strongly Disagree; M : Mean ; Sd: Standard deviation

As presented in Table 9, grammar improvement was perceived to have been
moderately achieved since the average mean value is 3.11. Most of the students seem
to have made use of the grammar they have learnt through the program at least to
some extent, as the disagreement percentage (7 % + 5% = 12 %) is much lower than
the percentages of agreement (43 % + 13 % = 66 %) and partial agreement (32 %) in
the first item given in the table. While the mean of second item also indicates
‘moderately achieved, there is a higher level of disagreement at 40 % (26 % + 14 %),
followed by partial agreement (37%). Some students, therefore, seem to perceive
themselves as having made more use of their grammar repertoire compared to the use
of new grammar items while doing the projects. The possible reason for this result
may be that the grammar structures are finite in number, and especially until the
upper-intermediate English level (which is the level of half of the respondents in the
research) most of these finite structures are intended to be covered in the YTU

curriculum, so the projects may have served more as aids to reinforce the current
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grammar knowledge especially for upper-intermediate level students who are
expected to have learnt English grammar to a great extent by the time they started
their projects. This is evidenced by another result of the questionnaire that A level
students at the upper-intermediate level were found to have improved less in
grammar compared to B level students at the intermediate level, which will be
presented in the sections about significant difference analyses below.

Also when we compare these results with those of vocabulary improvement, it
seems that projects have been perceived to be more efficient in vocabulary
improvement and less in grammar improvement as the mean value of the former
(3.44) is higher than the latter (2.73). The results about learning gains presented in
the open-ended questionnaire and interview analyses below also supports this
finding. The reason for this again seems to be the finiteness of the grammar
structures, most of which, most probably, had already been learnt by the time the
project started and the infiniteness of the number of vocabulary items to be acquired
in all kinds of language improvement p