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ABSTRACT 

 

AN INVESTIGATION INTO INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS, TECHNIQUES, AND 

MATERIALS IN AN EMI CONTEXT IN TURKISH HIGHER EDUCATION: A 

CASE STUDY 

 

Sibel Can ACAR 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University  

School of Graduate Studies Department of Foreign Languages Education  

 (Master’s Thesis in English Language Teaching Programme)  

 

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Ece ZEHİR TOPKAYA 

13/08/2022, 181 

 

The present study aims to examine a) instructional methods, techniques and 

instructional materials used by EMI lecturers in the departments which follow two different 

EMI regimes, i.e. 100% English (Molecular Biology and Genetics) and 30% English 

(Biology), b) factors affecting these choices c) how they review and revise them d) the 

criteria considered by EMI lecturers while designing, selecting and using instructional 

materials e) how the choices of these methods and techniques and the choice of instructional 

materials interact with one another, f) students’ opinions in relation to EMI lecturers’ choices 

g) whether EMI lecturers’ choices and students’ opinions differ depending on programs run 

fully in English (100% English) and partially in English (30% English).  

In the case study approach, an explanatory sequential mixed method design was 

utilized in this study. The data was gathered from both six EMI lecturers teaching and 81 

EMI students studying at a state university through questionnaires. Then, semi-structured 

interviews were conducted with six EMI lecturers.  The findings show that EMI lecturers do 

not have a clear understanding of the terms methods, techniques, and materials. The 

questionnaire results show that EMI lecturers frequently choose to implement individual and 

interaction-centered methods and techniques. In the semi-structured interviews, the majority 

of them, however, mentioned teacher-centered methods and techniques although these 

methods and techniques’ frequency level of use is low in the questionnaire. The analysis of 

both questionnaire and interview data shows that these choices are affected by several 
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factors, EMI as being one of them. EMI lecturers reported that they generally do not 

exchange their ideas with their colleagues and students in a systematic way to review and 

revise their methods and techniques. As for instructional materials, they prefer to use visual 

and audio-visual materials in the EMI classroom. There are several factors affecting their 

choices and EMI appeared as one of them. EMI lecturers do not consult their colleagues and 

students systematically and they focus on the outcomes of the instructional materials. There 

are several criteria that they consider when they design, select, and use materials in the 

classroom, EMI was found to be a major factor. 

As for the findings from the students’ questionnaire, the majority of students reported 

that EMI lecturers use teacher-centered methods together with either individual-centered or 

interaction-centered methods and techniques. EMI lecturers mostly use visual materials and 

videos, as audio-visual materials. 

In terms of instructional methods, techniques and materials, the lecturers’ choices are 

nearly the same even if their departments are different. Similarly, students’ opinions show 

that the choices of methods, techniques, and materials are roughly the same in both 

departments. 

The overall findings show that there is a two-way interaction between instructional 

methods, techniques and instructional materials. For example, the cost of materials might 

limit the choices of methods and techniques. Similarly, methods and techniques might lead 

lecturers to use specific materials that require one-way or two-way interaction between 

students and lecturers. Finally, the results of this study have a number of implications for the 

use of instructional methods, techniques and materials in the EMI context.  

 

Keywords: Medium of Instruction, English Medium of Instruction, EMI, Instructional 

Methods and Techniques, Instructional Materials, Higher Education. 
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ÖZET 

 

TÜRK YÜKSEKÖĞRETİMİNDE EĞİTİM DİLİ İNGİLİZCE BAĞLAMINDA 

ÖĞRETİM YÖNTEMLERİ, TEKNİKLERİ VE MATERYALLERİNİN 

İNCELENMESİ: BİR VAKA ÇALIŞMASI 

 

Sibel Can ACAR 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart Üniversitesi 

Lisansüstü Eğitim Enstitüsü 

Yabancı Diller Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı Yüksek Lisans Tezi 

(İngiliz Dili Eğitimi Programı Yüksek Lisans Tezi) 

Danışman: Prof. Dr. Ece ZEHİR TOPKAYA 

13/08/2022, 181 

 

Bu çalışmanın amacı a) %100 İngilizce (Moleküler Biyoloji ve Genetik) ve %30 

İngilizce (Biyoloji) olmak üzere iki farklı EDİ politikasını takip eden bölümlerde EDİ 

öğretim üyeleri tarafından kullanılan öğretim yöntem ve teknikleri ile öğretim materyallerini 

b) bu seçimleri etkileyen faktörlerini c) bunları nasıl gözden geçirip revize ettiklerini d) EDİ 

öğretim elemanlarının öğretim materyallerini tasarlarken, seçerken ve kullanırken dikkate 

aldıkları kriterleri e) bu yöntem ve tekniklerin seçimleri ile öğretim materyallerinin 

seçiminin birbirleriyle nasıl etkileşime girdiğini, f) EDİ okutmanlarının tercihlerine ilişkin 

öğrenici görüşlerini g) EDİ okutmanlarının tercihleri ile öğrenenlerin görüşlerinin tamamen 

İngilizce (%100 İngilizce) ve kısmen İngilizce (%30 İngilizce) olarak yürütülen programlara 

göre farklılık gösterip göstermediğini incelemektir.  

Bu çalışmada, vaka çalışması yaklaşımında, açıklayıcı ardışık karma yöntem deseni 

kullanılmaktadır. Veriler, bu bölümlerde eğitim veren altı öğretim üyesi ve yine bu 

bölümlerde okuyan 81 öğrenciden anketler yardımı ile toplanmıştır. Bu süreci takiben, altı 

öğretim üyesiyle yarı-yapılandırılmış görüşmeler yapılmıştır. Bulgular, EDİ öğretim 

elemanlarının yöntem, teknik ve materyal terimleri hakkında net bir anlayışa sahip 

olmadıklarını göstermektedir. Anket sonuçları, EDİ öğretim üyelerinin, sıklıkla bireysel ve 

etkileşim merkezli yöntem ve teknikleri tercih ettiğini göstermektedir. Ankette öğretmen 

merkezli yöntem ve tekniklerin kullanım sıklığı düşük olmasına rağmen, yarı yapılandırılmış 
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görüşmelerde, katılımcıların çoğunluğu bu yöntem ve tekniklerden bahsetmektedir. Hem 

anket hem de görüşme verilerinin analizi, bu seçimlerin EDİ’nin de dahil olduğu çeşitli 

faktörlerden etkilendiğini göstermektedir. Öğretim üyeleri, yöntem ve tekniklerini gözden 

geçirmek ve revize etmek için öğrencileri ve meslektaşları ile sistematik bir şekilde fikir 

alışverişinde bulunmadıklarını bildirmişlerdir. Öğretim materyallerine gelince öğretim 

üyeleri, EDİ bağlamında görsel ve görsel-işitsel materyaller kullanmayı tercih etmektedirler. 

Seçimlerini etkileyen EDİ’nin de içinde olduğu çeşitli faktörler vardır. EDİ öğretim üyeleri, 

sistematik bir şekilde öğrencilerle ve meslektaşları ile fikir alışverişinde bulunmamaktadır 

ve öğretim materyallerinin çıktılarına odaklanmaktadır. Öğretim yöntemlerini tasarlarken, 

seçerken ve kullanırken göz önünde bulundurdukları birkaç kriter vardır ve EDİ, bu 

kriterlerden biri olarak bulunmuştur. 

Öğrencilerden elde edilen bulgulara gelince, öğrencilerin çoğu, EDİ öğretim 

üyelerinin bireysel merkezli ya da etkileşim merkezli yöntem ve teknikler ile birlikte 

öğretmen merkezli yöntem ve teknikleri de  uyguladıklarını bildirmiştir. EDİ öğretim üyeleri 

daha çok görsel materyalleri ve görsel-işitsel materyal olarak videoları kullanmaktadır. 

Bölümleri farklı olsa da öğretim yöntem, teknik ve materyalleri açısından öğretim 

elemanlarının tercihleri hemen hemen aynıdır. Benzer şekilde öğrenci görüşleri, her iki 

bölümde de yöntem, teknik ve materyal seçimlerinin aşağı yukarı aynı olduğunu 

göstermektedir. 

Genel bulgular, öğretim yöntem ve teknikleri ile öğretim materyalleri arasında iki 

yönlü bir etkileşim olduğunu göstermektedir. Örneğin, materyalin maliyeti, yöntem ve 

tekniklerin seçimini sınırlayabilir. Benzer şekilde, yöntem ve teknikler, öğretim üyelerini, 

öğrenciler ve öğretim üyeleri arasında tek yönlü veya iki yönlü etkileşim gerektiren belirli 

materyalleri kullanmaya yönlendirebilir. Son olarak, bu çalışmanın sonuçlarının EDİ 

bağlamında öğretim yöntem, teknik ve materyallerinin kullanımına yönelik bir takım 

çıkarımları vardır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Eğitim Dili, Eğitim Dili İngilizce, EDİ, Öğretim Yöntem ve Teknikleri, 

Öğretim Materyalleri, Yükseköğretim.  
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 CHAPTER I 

 INTRODUCTION 

 Introduct�on 

 Th�s  chapter  starts  w�th  the  problem  statement.  Follow�ng  that  part,  the  purposes  of 

 the  study  and  research  quest�ons  related  to  these  purposes,  the  s�gn�f�cance  of  the  study,  the 

 l�m�tat�ons and the def�n�t�ons of the key terms are expla�ned �n deta�l. 

 1.1. Problem Statement 

 Today,  Engl�sh  �s  an  �nternat�onal  language,  a  l�ngua  franca,  a  global  language  and 

 a  world  language  (Ca�ne,  2008).  Several  scholars  expla�n  the  reasons  for  th�s  status  of 

 Engl�sh  by  mak�ng  class�f�cat�ons  e�ther  from  a  pol�t�cal  standpo�nt  wh�ch  refers  to  the 

 spread  of  Engl�sh  through  colon�al  expans�on,  the  econom�c  and  m�l�tary  power  of  Br�ta�n 

 and  Amer�ca  (Kachru,  1990;  Qu�rk,  1988;  W�ddowson,  1997)  or  from  a  l�ngu�st�c 

 perspect�ve  wh�ch  �mpl�es  the  growth  of  Engl�sh  speakers  w�th  speaker  �mm�grat�on  and 

 macro  acqu�s�t�on  (Brutt-Gr�ffler,  2002).  Those  reasons  have  made  Engl�sh  a  w�dely 

 recogn�zed  �nternat�onal  language  �n  the  global  arena,  espec�ally  �n  bus�ness,  sc�ence, 

 pol�t�cs,  and  academ�a  (Arkın,  2013).  In  response  to  that,  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  have 

 become  the  focus  of  attent�on  and  fundamental  �nst�tut�ons  �n  promot�ng  countr�es’ 

 �nternat�onal  compet�t�veness  and  economy  by  offer�ng  courses  taught  �n  Engl�sh  so  that 

 students  can  have  the  necessary  knowledge  for  an  �nternat�onal  career  �n  the  global  market 

 (Cosgun & Hasırcı, 2017; Başıbek,  Dolmacı, Ceng�z,  Bür, D�lek, & Kara  , 2014). 

 S�m�lar  to  other  countr�es  such  as  Ch�na,  Spa�n,  Ta�wan  etc.,  Türk�ye  has 

 �ntroduced  Engl�sh  as  a  Med�um  Instruct�on  (EMI)  at  un�vers�t�es  to  be  able  to  respond  to 

 the  �nternat�onal�zat�on  of  Engl�sh  (Kırkgöz,  2009b).  The  ma�n  goal  of  these  un�vers�t�es  �s 

 to  become  global  un�vers�t�es  where  academ�c  papers  are  publ�shed  �n  Engl�sh-speak�ng 

 journals,  domest�c  students  are  prepared  for  the  �nternat�onal  economy  and  students  from 

 d�fferent  countr�es  are  �nstructed  (  Macaro,  Dearden,  &  Ak�nc�oglu,  2016).  For  th�s 

 purpose,  many  state  and  pr�vate  un�vers�t�es  have  adopted  EMI  �n  order  to  �ncrease  the�r 

 �nternat�onal  prest�ge  and  prov�de  job  opportun�t�es  for  the�r  graduates  (Cosgun  &  Hasırcı, 

 2017). 
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 To  be  able  to  prepare  students  for  EMI  courses  that  are  the  subject-spec�f�c  courses 

 taught  through  Engl�sh  at  the�r  respect�ve  facult�es,  the  un�vers�t�es  offer  the�r  students  w�th 

 low  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  Preparatory  Year  Programs  (PYP)  before  tak�ng  EMI  courses  at 

 the�r  facult�es.  Yet,  the  courses  �n  these  programs  are  not  ma�nly  based  on  subject-spec�f�c 

 term�nology  or  on  teach�ng  academ�c  stud�es  but  on  develop�ng  language  sk�lls  (Macaro  et 

 al.,  2016).  As  for  EMI  faculty,  although  lecturers  are  experts  on  the�r  content,  they  are  not 

 language  �nstructors  and  are  not  expected  to  take  courses  related  to  how  to  convey  the 

 content  through  EMI.  However,  as  Macaro  et  al.  (2016)  report,  EMI  lecturers’  ab�l�ty  to 

 convey  and  present  �nformat�on  at  a  comprehens�ble  level  �n  Engl�sh  �s  s�gn�f�cant  for 

 students  to  understand  the  �nput.  Therefore,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  EMI  programs  requ�re 

 pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  knowledge  to  support  students’  understand�ng  and 

 remember�ng. 

 As  the  h�story  of  the  methods  �n  Engl�sh  Language  Teach�ng  (ELT)  shows,  there  �s 

 a  close  l�nk  between  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es,  methods,  techn�ques  and  mater�als.  Some 

 methods  necess�tate  spec�f�c  �nstruct�onal  use  of  ex�st�ng  mater�als  and  real�a.  For  �nstance, 

 the  Aud�ol�ngual  Method  (ALM)  �s  character�zed  by  d�alogues,  dr�lls  and  pract�ce 

 act�v�t�es,  wh�ch  mandate  the  use  of  worksheets,  d�alogues  and  textbooks.  The  ma�n  role  of 

 these  mater�als  �s  to  develop  students’  mastery  of  the  language.  As  for  the  Commun�cat�ve 

 Language  Teach�ng  (CLT)  approach,  the  role  of  teach�ng  mater�als  �s  to  �ncrease  classroom 

 �nteract�on  and  language  use,  thereby  the  mater�als  are  text-based  (textbooks  support�ng 

 CLT),  task-based  and  real�a  (R�chards  &  Rodgers,  1986).  A  w�der  strategy 

 Computer-ass�sted  Language  Learn�ng  (CALL)  has  �ts  own  mater�als  such  as  webs�tes, 

 v�sual  mater�als,  etc.  In  short,  mater�als  �n  accordance  w�th  the  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  are 

 des�gned  to  real�ze  spec�f�c  goals  of  educat�onal  approaches,  wh�ch  stem  from  the 

 curr�culum  and  the  pr�nc�ples  of  gradat�on  educat�onal  approaches  adopt  (R�chards  & 

 Rodgers,  1986).  However,  although  the  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es,  methods  and 

 techn�ques  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  wh�ch  are  �mportant  to  commun�cate  the  content  to 

 students,  are  the  components  of  curr�culum,  they  rece�ve  the  least  attent�on  �n  the  process 

 of  �nstruct�onal  plann�ng  at  un�vers�t�es  (Weston  &  Cranton,  1986).  Consequently,  �n  EMI 

 contexts,  �t  �s  not  known  �f  mater�als  and  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  g�ven 

 attent�on. Therefore, there �s a need for �nvest�gat�ng these concepts �n EMI contexts. 

 As  a  result  of  grow�ng  �nterest  �n  EMI  educat�on  and  �ncrease  �n  the  number  of  EMI 

 facult�es  �n  Türk�ye,  several  stud�es  have  been  publ�shed  on  EMI  students  and  EMI 
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 lecturers’  v�ews  and  percept�ons  of  EMI  educat�on  and  �ts  effect�veness  (e.g.  Başıbek  et  al., 

 2014;  Kılıçkaya,  2006;  Kırkgöz,  2009b;  2014);  the  effect  of  prof�c�ency  levels  on  the 

 effect�veness  of  EMI  (e.g.  Coll�ns,  2010;  Ekoç,  2020);  the  effect  of  EMI  on  students’ 

 language  ab�l�t�es  (e.g.  Cosgun  &  Hasırcı,  2017);  the  challenges  faced  dur�ng  the 

 �mplementat�on  process  of  EMI  (Gökmenoğlu  &  GelmezBurakgaz�,  2013;  Sert,  2008); 

 students’  mot�vat�on  and  percept�on  of  study�ng  �n  an  EMI  un�vers�ty  (e.g.  Kırkgöz,  2005); 

 l�sten�ng  comprehens�on  strateg�es  and  language  learn�ng  strateg�es  used  by  EMI  students 

 (e.g.  Özkara,  2019;  Soruç,  D�nler,  &  Gr�ff�ths,  2018);  the  �ntervent�on  of  EMI  lecturers  and 

 PYP  lecturers’  collaborat�ve  lesson  plann�ng  (e.g.  Macaro  et  al.,  2016).  However,  s�nce 

 there  are  no  stud�es  conducted  to  explore  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal 

 methods,  techn�ques  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  the  present  study  �s  des�gned  to  address 

 th�s  gap  by  explor�ng  volunteer  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  them  �n  two  departments  at  the 

 Faculty  of  Sc�ences  �n  a  state  un�vers�ty  where  part�al  and  full  EMI  programs  are  adopted. 

 Also,  �t  looks  �nto  how  these  cho�ces  �nteract  w�th  one  another;  students’  op�n�ons  w�th 

 regard  to  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als. 

 Lastly,  th�s  study  �nvest�gates  whether  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’  op�n�ons  d�ffer 

 depend�ng  on  the  programs  run  fully  �n  Engl�sh  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n  Engl�sh 

 (30% Engl�sh)  . 

 1.2. Purpose of the Study 

 Teach�ng  �s  beyond  present�ng  content;  �t  �s  a  commun�cat�on  process,  the  a�m  of 

 wh�ch  �s  to  convey  mean�ng  and  help  students  construct  knowledge  about  the  content  (EMI 

 Handbook,  2017).  Cons�der�ng  the  complex�ty  of  classroom  systems,  many  factors  such  as 

 lecturers,  peers  and  other  resources  �nfluence  students’  learn�ng  (Lampert,  2002).  Lecturers 

 �n  th�s  complex  system  have  an  essent�al  role  �n  gu�d�ng  students  and  structur�ng  students’ 

 understand�ng  of  the  content.  In  the  EMI  context,  to  be  able  to  support  students’ 

 understand�ng  of  the  �nput,  lecturers’  use  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  and  the�r  mak�ng  �nformed  dec�s�ons  about  the�r  preferences  ga�n 

 �mportance.  Therefore,  w�th�n  the  scope  of  the  present  study,  the�r  preferences  regard�ng 

 �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  how  the�r  cho�ces  �nteract 

 w�th  one  another,  students’  op�n�ons  �n  relat�on  to  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces,  and  whether 
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 EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’  op�n�ons  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  the  programs  run  fully 

 �n  Engl�sh  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n  Engl�sh  (30%  Engl�sh)  are  �nvest�gated.  To  th�s 

 a�m,  two  departments  �n  the  faculty  of  Art  and  Sc�ences,  respect�vely  Molecular  B�ology 

 and  Genet�cs  (MBG)  where  the  full  EMI  program  �s  adopted  and  B�ology  where  the  part�al 

 EMI program �s adopted, are �ncluded �n the present study. 

 1.3. Research Quest�ons 

 The follow�ng research quest�ons are addressed �n th�s study: 

 R.Q.1.  What  are  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  employed  by  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI lecturers? 

 R.Q.1.1.  What  are  the  factors  affect�ng  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces 

 of these �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 R.Q.1.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  the 

 �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 R.Q.2. What are the �nstruct�onal mater�als used by MBG and B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 R.Q.2.1.  What  are  the  factors  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng, select�ng or us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 R.Q.2.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als? 

 R.Q.2.3.  What  are  the  cr�ter�a  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng or select�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 R.Q.3.  How  do  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �nteract  w�th 

 one another? 

 R.Q.4.  What  are  the  op�n�ons  of  students  w�th  regard  to  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers’ 

 cho�ces of methods and techn�ques and �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 R.Q.5.  Do  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  and 

 students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  programs  run  fully 

 �n Engl�sh (100% Engl�sh) and part�ally �n Engl�sh (30% Engl�sh)? 
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 1.4. S�gn�f�cance of the Study 

 The  present  study  has  s�gn�f�cant  contr�but�ons  to  the  research  �n  th�s  f�eld  for 

 several  reasons.  In  the  l�terature,  there  �s  not  any  research  found  on  the  EMI  lecturers’ 

 cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als.  As  po�nted  out  earl�er,  the 

 research  stud�es  on  EMI  are  mostly  on  the  perspect�ves  of  the  use  and  effect�veness  of 

 EMI,  and  the  effect  of  EMI  on  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  and  language  strategy  use.  Thus, 

 the  current  study,  by  explor�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques 

 and �nstruct�onal mater�als has the �ntent�on to f�ll th�s gap �n the f�eld. 

 Th�s  research  m�ght  also  prov�de  mater�al  des�gners  and  lecturers  w�th  pract�cal 

 �nformat�on  regard�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques  and  mater�als  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 In  add�t�on,  �t  m�ght  lead  lecturers  to  reflect  on  and  just�fy  the�r  own  preferences  and  ra�se 

 the�r awareness of how the�r preferences can �mpact the teach�ng process. 

 The  study  �s  also  expected  to  prov�de  EMI  lecturers  w�th  a  deeper  understand�ng  of 

 language  �ssues  �n  the  EMI  context.  Several  stud�es  have  shown  that  EMI  lecturers  do  not 

 essent�ally  assume  the  respons�b�l�ty  for  handl�ng  language  educat�on  along  w�th  content 

 educat�on.  However,  they  need  to  play  a  dual  role  of  be�ng  a  language  educator  and  a 

 content  lecturer.  Be�ng  an  EMI  lecturer  br�ngs  the  respons�b�l�ty  to  help  the  students  w�th 

 the  �ssues  related  to  content-spec�f�c  language  use.  Therefore,  th�s  study  may  help  EMI 

 lecturers to understand the�r dual roles that they need to play �n the EMI context clearly. 

 F�nally,  th�s  study  may  contr�bute  to  potent�al  �n-serv�ce  teacher-tra�n�ng  programs  �n 

 tert�ary  EMI  contexts.  In  that,  the  results  of  th�s  study  are  expected  to  shed  l�ght  on  the 

 current  pract�ces  of  EMI  lecturers’  use  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als 

 and  the  potent�al  strengths  and  weaknesses  of  these  pract�ces.  Thus,  the  f�nd�ngs  of  th�s 

 study  may  �nd�cate  how  EMI  lecturers’  use  and  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques 

 and mater�als can be developed. 

 1.5. L�m�tat�ons 

 The  current  study  was  conducted  w�th  a  l�m�ted  number  of  volunteer�ng  EMI 

 lecturers  and  students  only  �n  one  of  the  facult�es  at  a  state  un�vers�ty.  The  results  m�ght 
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 d�ffer  depend�ng  on  un�vers�t�es’  geograph�cal  areas,  un�vers�ty  rank�ngs,  undergraduate 

 student  populat�on  s�ze,  f�nanc�al  cond�t�ons  and  the  qual�f�cat�ons  of  faculty  members  and 

 students. 

 It  took  roughly  one  year  to  collect  the  data  from  the  part�c�pants  s�nce  the  data 

 collect�on  process  was  carr�ed  out  both  onl�ne  tools  (�.e.  Google  Forms  and  Zoom)  and 

 l�m�ted face-to-face because of Cov�d 19. 

 The  responses  obta�ned  from  the  lecturers  and  students  m�ght  change  at  any  g�ven 

 t�me  s�nce  the�r  behav�or  and  thought  are  not  stable  and  they  are  chang�ng  cons�stently 

 (Karataş, 2017). Therefore, th�s study �s l�m�ted to the spec�f�c t�me of data collect�on. 

 Bes�des,  the  other  l�m�tat�on  �s  the  data  collect�on  tools.  At  beg�nn�ng  of  the  study, 

 Plann�ng  Mater�al  and  Art�fact  Protocol  developed  by  Tam�m  and  Grant  (2016)  was 

 planned  to  be  used  dur�ng  the  data  collect�on  process  �n  order  for  the  researcher  to  �dent�fy 

 how  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �nteract  w�th  one 

 another.  Yet,  dur�ng  the  process,  the  researcher  real�zed  that  EMI  lecturers  use  mostly 

 PowerPo�nts  rather  than  other  v�sual,  aud�o-v�sual,  aud�al  mater�als  and  authent�c 

 mater�als.  The  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  show  that  these  PowerPo�nts  �nclude  only  the 

 textual content �tself. Therefore, th�s sect�on of the study �s om�tted from the study. 

 Lastly,  th�s  study  d�d  not  �nclude  classroom  observat�ons  as  the  data  collect�on  tool. 

 To  be  able  to  see  the  exact  �mplementat�on  of  the  EMI  lecturers’  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques and mater�als, classroom observat�ons should be conducted. 

 1.6. Def�n�t�on of Key Terms 

 Engl�sh  Med�um  Instruct�on  (EMI):  “  The  Engl�sh  language  to  teach  academ�c 

 subjects  �n  countr�es  or  jur�sd�ct�ons  where  the  f�rst  language  of  the  major�ty  of  the 

 populat�on �s not Engl�sh” (Dearden, 2014, p. 4). 

 Learn�ng  Theor�es:  They  expla�n  how  to  “ach�eve  some  k�nd  of  understand�ng 

 about  how  learners  learn  knowledge,  understand�ng  and  sk�lls,  how  educat�onal  structures 

 and  pract�ces  evolve  or  develop  part�cular  percept�ons,  v�s�ons,  or  strateg�es  for  the  transfer 

 or commun�cat�on of knowledge” (O’Ne�ll & Senyshyn, 2011, p. 5). 
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 Instruct�onal  Models  :  They  are  procedures  and  steps  that  are  followed  by  lecturers 

 so  that  the  �nstruct�onal  act�v�t�es  employed  �n  the  classroom  become  more  eff�c�ent  and 

 product�ve  (M.A.,  Ocak,  2015).  For  example,  there  are  three  �nstruct�onal  models,  namely 

 Behav�or�st  Models,  Cogn�t�v�st  Models  and  Construct�v�st  Models.  They  help  lecturers  to 

 �dent�fy  wh�ch  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es,  methods  and  techn�ques  are  go�ng  to  be  used  �n  the 

 classroom. 

 Instruct�onal  Strateg�es  :  To  be  able  to  ach�eve  the  ma�n  a�ms  of  �nstruct�on, 

 �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  remark  the  ways  and  approaches  followed  by  lecturers  (Akden�z, 

 2016).  Instruct�onal  strateg�es  are  class�f�ed  �nto  four  ma�n  groups.  These  are  presentat�on, 

 d�scovery, �nqu�ry and cooperat�ve/collaborat�ve strateg�es. 

 Instruct�onal  Methods:  “A  way  consc�ously  employed  �n  order  to  real�ze  �dent�f�ed 

 �nstruct�onal  and  educat�onal  goals”  (Öncül,  2000  as  c�ted  �n  Vural,  2016,  p.  108).  There 

 are  var�et�es  of  �nstruct�onal  methods.  Some  of  these  methods  are  lecture,  quest�on  and 

 answer,  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce,  etc.  These  methods  can  be  class�f�ed  �nto  three 

 categor�es: teacher-centered, �nd�v�dual-centered and �nteract�on-centered methods. 

 Instruct�onal  Techn�ques:  “  The  teach�ng  techn�que  �s  generally  def�ned  as  an 

 appl�cat�on  form  of  an  �nstruct�onal  method”  (Alkan,  1979).  Wh�le  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 are  the  ways  of  atta�n�ng  an  object�ve,  techn�ques  are  types  appl�ed  �n  the  classroom.  For 

 example,  a  lecturer  m�ght  employ  lecture  as  an  �nstruct�onal  method  and  conference, 

 sem�nar, forum etc. are the �nstruct�onal techn�ques of the lecture method. 

 Instruct�onal  Mater�als  :  They  are  resources  that  convey  and  commun�cate 

 �nformat�on  (Weston  &  Cranton,  1986).  There  are  three  types  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als: 

 v�sual,  aud�o-v�sual  and  aud�al  mater�als.  V�sual  mater�als  are  p�ctures,  art�cles,  boards,  etc. 

 Aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  are  v�deos,  computers,  etc.  Lastly,  aud�al  mater�als  are 

 aud�o-record�ng, rad�o, etc. 

 1.7.  Chapter Summary 

 Th�s  chapter  presents  the  problem  statement,  purpose,  research  quest�ons, 

 s�gn�f�cance,  and  l�m�tat�ons  of  the  study.  Bes�des,  �t  also  �ncludes  the  def�n�t�ons  of  the  key 

 terms used �n the present study. 

 7 



 CHAPTER II 

 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Introduct�on 

 The  l�terature  rev�ew  part  of  the  study  beg�ns  w�th  the  �nternat�onal�zat�on  of 

 Engl�sh.  Next,  the  researcher  expla�ns  the  emergence  of  EMI,  what  �t  means,  the  dr�v�ng 

 forces  beh�nd  EMI  pol�c�es,  the  benef�ts  and  challenges  of  �t,  and  EMI  pol�c�es  around  the 

 world  and  �n  Türk�ye.  Then,  the  researcher  expla�ns  the  �nstruct�onal  process  of  teach�ng 

 and  �n  general  and  �ts  �mportance  �n  the  EMI  context.  F�nally,  stud�es  around  the  world  and 

 �n Türk�ye are �nvolved �n the study. 

 2.1. Internat�onal�zat�on of Engl�sh 

 By  the  end  of  the  20  th  century,  Engl�sh  was  already  on  �ts  way  to  become  the  s�ne 

 qua  non  for  people  all  around  the  world  as  a  result  of  the  econom�c,  technolog�cal,  and 

 pol�t�cal  power  that  �ts  speakers  hold  on  the  �nternat�onal  stage  (Crystal,  2003;  Graddol, 

 1997;  Harmer,  2007).  How  Engl�sh  has  ga�ned  th�s  pos�t�on  �s  a  long  process  that  �s 

 expla�ned  by  scholars  from  d�fferent  perspect�ves.  Kachru  (1990)  and  W�ddowson  (1997) 

 expla�ned  �t  from  a  pol�t�cal  perspect�ve  wh�le  Brutt-Gr�ffler  (2002)  cla�med  that  the 

 pol�t�cal  perspect�ve  �s  not  suff�c�ent  for  the  explanat�on  of  the  development  of  Engl�sh  as 

 an  �nternat�onal  language  by  argu�ng  that  the  language  �s  not  �mposed  by  a  set  of  laws  or 

 m�l�tary  rules.  Therefore,  she  ma�nta�ned  that  from  a  l�ngu�st�c  perspect�ve,  the  term 

 ‘language  spread’  has  rema�ned  un�nvest�gated  (Brutt-Gr�ffler,  2002).  To  be  able  to 

 understand  the  reasons  for  the  spread  of  Engl�sh,  �ts  global  status,  and  �ts  effect  on 

 educat�onal pol�c�es, these three explanat�ons are presented here. 

 To  start  w�th  a  well-known  model,  Kachru  (1990)  descr�bed  the  spread  of  Engl�sh 

 �n  terms  of  three  c�rcles:  Inner  C�rcle  (nat�ve  speakers  of  Engl�sh),  Outer  C�rcle  (Engl�sh  as 

 a  second  language)  and  Expand�ng  C�rcle  (Engl�sh  as  a  fore�gn  language)  (F�gure  1).  Th�s 

 model  formed  the  bas�s  of  more  developed  models  wh�ch  a�m  to  expla�n  the  spread  of 

 Engl�sh.  Kachru’s  �nterest  w�th  th�s  model  was  to  descr�be  the  language  spread  �n  �ts 

 var�ous  forms  and  to  ra�se  awareness  of  the  var�et�es  of  Outer  C�rcle  Engl�shes.  However,  �t 
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 has  been  cr�t�c�zed  because  �t  �s  nat�on-based  and  does  not  show  soc�ol�ngu�st�c  and 

 pol�cy-dr�ven real�t�es w�th�n and among the c�rcles (Macaro, 2018). 

 F�gure 1. The three concentr�c c�rcles of Engl�sh 

 The  Inner  C�rcle  �mpl�es  the  countr�es  where  Engl�sh  �s  the  f�rst  language.  Th�s 

 c�rcle  �ncludes  the  USA,  Br�ta�n,  Ireland,  Canada,  Austral�a,  and  New  Zealand.  The  Outer 

 C�rcle  refers  to  the  countr�es  where  Engl�sh  �s  w�dely  used  as  a  second  language  or  an 

 off�c�al  language.  These  countr�es  have  been  colon�zed  by  the  members  of  the  �nner  c�rcle. 

 Therefore,  Engl�sh  has  a  spec�al  adm�n�strat�ve  status  �n  these  countr�es.  Examples  of  the 

 countr�es  are  Ind�a,  N�ger�a,  S�ngapore  and  over  f�fty  other  terr�tor�es.  F�nally,  the 

 Expand�ng  C�rcle  �nvolves  the  countr�es  where  the  �mportance  of  Engl�sh  on  the 

 �nternat�onal  stage  �s  recogn�zed  and  taught  as  a  fore�gn  language.  They  do  not  have  a 

 h�story  of  colon�zat�on  by  the  members  of  the  �nner  c�rcle.  These  countr�es  are  Ch�na, 

 Greece,  Türk�ye,  etc.  In  these  countr�es,  Engl�sh  does  not  have  a  funct�onal  use  outs�de  the 

 class.  However,  to  be  able  to  exchange  and  access  knowledge,  to  compete  on  the 

 �nternat�onal  stage,  to  �ncrease  the  employab�l�ty  of  the  graduates  by  prov�d�ng  them  w�th 

 the  necessary  sk�lls  such  as  language  sk�lls,  �ntercultural  competence  sk�lls,  and 

 subject-spec�f�c  sk�lls,  the  grow�ng  number  of  h�gher  educat�onal  �nst�tut�ons  �n  these 

 countr�es have adopted Engl�sh Med�um of Instruct�on (EMI). 
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 Another  explanat�on  was  offered  by  W�ddowson  (1997).  He  (1997)  cla�ms  that  the 

 predom�nance  of  Engl�sh  can  be  attr�buted  to  the  world  dom�nat�on  of  Engl�sh-speak�ng 

 nat�ons  �n  two  eras:  the  Br�t�sh  �mper�al�sm  and  the  econom�c  power  of  the  Un�ted  States. 

 To  beg�n  w�th  Br�t�sh  �mper�al�sm,  �n  the  16  th  century,  the  spread  of  Engl�sh  �n�t�ally  started 

 w�th  the  settlements  establ�shed  on  the  east  coast  of  Amer�ca  �n  what  we  now  know  as 

 V�rg�n�a.  The  large  number  of  �mm�grants  �mm�grated  to  these  settlements  from  Ireland, 

 Germany,  and  other  parts  of  Europe  �n  the  per�od  between  the  17  th  and  the  20  th  century.  In 

 the  18  th  century,  Br�ta�n  establ�shed  a  penal  colony  �n  Austral�a  whose  �nhab�tants  were 

 pr�soners  from  Ireland  and  London.  A  half-century  later,  the  number  of  �mm�grants 

 �ncreased  rap�dly,  and  the  Br�t�sh  began  to  �mm�grate  to  New  Zealand.  So  as  a  result,  th�s 

 colon�al  expans�on  of  Br�ta�n  establ�shed  the  pre-cond�t�ons  for  the  w�despread  use  of 

 Engl�sh  by  tak�ng  �t  from  �ts  b�rthplace  to  settlements  (Graddol,  1997).  On  the  other  hand, 

 technolog�cal  and  sc�ent�f�c  developments  �n  Br�ta�n  �n  between  the  18  th  and  the  19  th 

 century  led  to  the  Industr�al  Revolut�on  that  helped  Br�ta�n  to  control  demand,  supply,  and 

 transportat�on  and  to  become  a  lead�ng  country  �n  �ndustry  (Crystal,  2003;  W�ddowson, 

 1997).  Th�s  econom�c  power  of  England  has  ensured  Engl�sh’s  growth  and  surv�val  by 

 mak�ng  �t  a  med�at�ng  language  of  �nternat�onal  bus�ness  (Crystal,  2003;  Harmer,  2007; 

 Graddol,  1997).  In  add�t�on  to  these  developments  �n  Br�ta�n,  s�nce  the  20  th  century,  the 

 USA  has  been  the  world  superpower  �n  terms  of  the  economy  along  w�th  m�l�tary,  pol�t�cs, 

 sc�ence,  and  technology.  Th�s  econom�c  supremacy  replaced  pol�t�cs  as  the  ma�n  dr�v�ng 

 force  and  pos�t�oned  Engl�sh  as  the  language  beh�nd  the  US  dollar  (Crystal,  2003). 

 Consequently, all these �nternat�onal act�v�t�es have ensured Engl�sh’s global status. 

 As  for  the  l�ngu�st�c  perspect�ve,  Brutt-Gr�ffler  (2002)  offers  two  forms  of  language 

 spread:  speaker  �mm�grat�on  and  macro  acqu�s�t�on.  In  the  l�terature,  the  terr�tor�al 

 movement  of  Engl�sh  speakers  from  England  to  Austral�a  has  been  class�f�ed  under  the  t�tle 

 of  language  spread.  However,  s�nce  language  �s  a  soc�al  phenomenon,  the  speech 

 commun�ty  �s  the  locus  of  language  spread  rather  than  geograph�cal  terr�tory.  Therefore, 

 Brutt-Gr�ffler  (2002)  calls  th�s  form  of  language  spread  as  ‘speaker  �mm�grat�on’.  The 

 second  form  of  language  spread  refers  to  ‘the  spread  of  a  language  to  other  speech 

 commun�t�es’,  wh�ch  �s  called  ‘macro-acqu�s�t�on’.  Th�s  form  spec�f�cally  refers  to  the 

 l�ngu�st�c  process  of  language  spread.  The  m�grat�on  of  Engl�sh  speakers  to  other 

 cont�nents  (e.g.,  Amer�can  cont�nents)  �s  not  related  to  the  language  spread  �n  th�s  sense. 
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 The  language  acqu�s�t�on  of  the  �nhab�tants  �n  these  cont�nents  (e.g.,  Nat�ve  Amer�cans, 

 Afr�cans, and European settlers) was the case of language spread. 

 E�ther  from  the  pol�t�cal  perspect�ve  of  Kachru  (1990)  and  W�ddowson  (1997)  or 

 the  l�ngu�st�c  perspect�ve  of  Brutt-Gr�ffler  (2002),  all  these  categor�zat�ons  conceptual�ze 

 how  Engl�sh  has  ensured  �ts  global  status  �n  both  �nternat�onal  and  �ntranat�onal 

 commun�cat�on.  Crystal  (2003)  reports  that  Engl�sh  �s  used  as  a  work�ng  language  �n  85% 

 of  �nternat�onal  organ�zat�ons.  D�g�tal  2021:  Global  Overv�ew  Report  shows  that  60.4%  of 

 �nternat�onal  webs�tes  use  Engl�sh,  wh�ch  makes  �t  the  most  commonly  used  language  on 

 the  Internet  (Kemp,  2021).  Th�s  �nternat�onal  use  of  Engl�sh  has  �mpacted  the 

 mult�d�mens�onal  aspects  of  soc�et�es  �n  var�ous  f�elds,  �nclud�ng  bus�ness,  d�plomacy,  and 

 academ�a  (Byun,  Chu,  K�m,  Park,  K�m,  &  Jung  ,  2011;  Tsu�  &  Tollefson,  2007,  as  c�ted  �n 

 Kırkgöz,  2009a).  As  a  result,  Engl�sh  language  educat�on  and  educat�on  through  Engl�sh 

 have  become  the  focus  of  attent�on  �n  promot�ng  countr�es’  �nternat�onal  compet�t�veness 

 and  economy.  As  a  response,  EMI  has  become  an  �mportant  strategy  to  �ncrease  the 

 employab�l�ty  of  graduates  by  develop�ng  the�r  awareness,  knowledge,  and  sk�lls  to 

 commun�cate  across  the  cultures,  to  �ncrease  the  global  attract�veness  and  the  �nternat�onal 

 reputat�on  of  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  (Dearden,  2014;  Galloway,  Kr�ukow,  & 

 Numaj�r�,  2017;  Marl�na,  2013;  Wächter  &  Ma�worm,  2014).  For  these  reasons, 

 un�vers�t�es  have  dec�ded  to  launch  EMI  programs  to  �nternat�onal�ze  the�r  programs,  be 

 prest�g�ous,  to  attract  more  �nternat�onal  students,  and  to  equ�p  the�r  graduates  w�th  the 

 necessary  knowledge  for  an  �nternat�onal  career  �n  the  global  market  (Başıbek  et  al,  2014; 

 Byun  et  al.,  2011;  Coleman,  2006;  Cosgun  &  Hasırcı,  2017;  Galloway  et  al.,  2017). 

 Consequently,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  the  global  status  of  Engl�sh  has  become  a  mot�ve  for  the 

 adopt�on of EMI �n h�gher educat�on �nst�tut�ons all around the world (Coleman, 2006). 

 2.2. Emergence of EMI 

 The  w�de  adopt�on  of  Engl�sh  as  the  med�um  of  �nstruct�on  took  place  as  a  result  of 

 a  number  of  �nternat�onal  developments.  One  of  the  developments  �s  Bologna  Declarat�on 

 wh�ch  a�ms  to  make  reforms  at  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  by  bu�ld�ng  European  H�gher 

 Educat�on  Area  (EHEA)  to  enable  student  and  academ�c  staff  mob�l�ty  and  employab�l�ty, 

 to  �ncrease  compet�t�veness  among  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  �n  Europe,  and  to  make 

 these  �nst�tut�ons  more  attract�ve  and  �nclus�ve.  Forty-n�ne  countr�es  are  members  of  the 
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 EHEA.  All  these  countr�es  agree  to  conduct  reforms  on  tert�ary  educat�on  such  as 

 �mplement�ng transparency tools and qual�ty assurance systems. 

 The  Bologna  Declarat�on  was  an  agreement  wh�ch  was  s�gned  by  29  countr�es  �n 

 1999.  The  purpose  of  th�s  declarat�on  �s  to  establ�sh  a  common  framework  for  h�gher 

 educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  �n  order  to  remove  student  and  academ�c  staff  mob�l�ty  barr�ers.  It 

 also  a�ms  to  bu�ld  trust  for  mutual  recogn�t�on  of  qual�f�cat�ons  and  learn�ng  per�ods  and 

 academ�c  cooperat�on  between  �nternat�onal  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons.  However,  the 

 off�c�al  �mplementat�on  of  the  Bologna  Declarat�on  began  w�th  the  Sorbonne  Declarat�on 

 �n  1998.  Four  countr�es,  namely  France,  Germany,  the  UK  and  Italy,  s�gned  �t  �n  Par�s. 

 W�th  th�s  declarat�on,  these  countr�es  comm�t  themselves  to  harmon�ze  educat�onal  and 

 cultural  systems  �n  Europe  so  that  they  can  fac�l�tate  student  mob�l�ty,  along  w�th 

 employab�l�ty,  and  �mprove  external  recogn�t�on  of  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�on 

 qual�f�cat�ons  �n  the  academ�c  f�eld.  Today,  49  countr�es  �nclud�ng  Türk�ye  s�gned  the 

 Bologna  Declarat�on  (EHEA,  2022).  It  has  become  a  s�gn�f�cant  dr�ver  for 

 �nternat�onal�zat�on  of  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  (EHEA,  2022;  Macaro,  2018).  On  the 

 other  hand,  s�nce  the  �nternat�onal�zat�on  of  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  enhances 

 countr�es’  compet�t�veness,  the�r  �nst�tut�ons’  global  attract�veness  and  reputat�on, 

 countr�es  make  attempts  to  fulf�ll  the  requ�rements  of  the  Bologna  Declarat�on  such  as  the 

 adopt�on  of  a  system  based  on  three  cycles:  bachelor’s,  master’s  and  doctoral  stud�es.  As 

 one  of  the  attempts,  un�vers�t�es  have  adopted  Engl�sh-taught  programs,  espec�ally  �n  some 

 f�elds  such  as  econom�cs,  bus�ness,  and  eng�neer�ng  where  publ�cat�ons  and  related 

 conferences  are  conveyed  through  Engl�sh  med�um.  Th�s  grow�ng  �nterest  �n  EMI 

 programs  �n  non-Engl�sh-speak�ng  countr�es  and  even  �n  Engl�sh-speak�ng  countr�es  has 

 become a grow�ng phenomenon and has needed to be explored (Costa, 2015). 

 As  for  the  emergence  of  EMI  �n  Türk�ye,  �n  the  1950s,  the  �ncreas�ng  contact  w�th 

 the  Un�ted  States  and  the  des�re  to  be  a  western�zed  and  modern  country  have  �mpacted 

 Türk�ye’s  fore�gn  language  pol�cy  (Başıbek  et  al.,  2014;  Dem�rcan,  1988;  Kırkgöz,  2009a). 

 Bes�des,  be�ng  located  at  the  �ntersect�on  of  Europe  and  As�a,  the  strateg�c  and  geopol�t�cal 

 status  of  Türk�ye  �ncreased  the  need  to  commun�cate  w�th  the  rest  of  the  world  and  to  open 

 up  to  the  Western  world  for  technolog�cal  developments  (Başıbek  et  al.,  2014;  Kırkgöz, 

 2009a).  Th�s  need  prov�ded  �mpetus  for  Türk�ye  to  adopt  a  pol�cy  of  Engl�sh  as  a  second 

 language to replace French that was usually accepted as L2 at the t�me. 
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 Th�s  change  of  fore�gn  language  pol�cy  �n  the  1950s  led  to  an  �ncrease  �n  the 

 number  of  pr�vate  and  state  schools  where  Engl�sh  was  taught  as  the  second  language. 

 F�rstly,  Maar�f  Schools  were  establ�shed  �n  1955  and  EMI  was  �mplemented  at  these 

 schools.  These  schools  accepted  students  from  the  age  of  11  to  12  �nto  a  seven-year 

 program.  The  f�rst  year  of  that  program  was  a  preparatory  year  to  reach  the  requ�red  level 

 of  Engl�sh.  After  the  prep-year,  all  subjects  such  as  B�ology,  Maths,  Phys�cs  and  Chem�stry 

 were  taught  through  Engl�sh  med�um.  In  1974,  the  M�n�stry  of  Educat�on  accepted  them  as 

 h�gh  schools  and  changed  the�r  name  to  Anatol�an  H�gh  Schools  �n  1975.  The  success  of 

 these  schools  led  pr�vate  schools  to  follow  the  footsteps  of  state  schools.  In  1983,  Fore�gn 

 Language  Teach�ng  and  Learn�ng  Act  was  �ntroduced  to  lay  the  foundat�ons  of  regulat�ons 

 related  to  fore�gn  language  teach�ng  �n  Turk�sh  secondary  and  h�gh  schools.  Accord�ng  to 

 th�s  act,  the  language  of  �nstruct�on  �n  these  schools  �s  Turk�sh  and  the  Turk�sh  M�n�stry  of 

 Educat�on  (MoNE)  has  the  respons�b�l�ty  of  �mplement�ng  the  Engl�sh  language 

 curr�culum.  As  a  result  of  th�s  act,  the  MoNE  establ�shed  Super  Engl�sh  Language  H�gh 

 Schools  where  four-year  educat�on  �nclud�ng  one-year  language  educat�on  was  offered. 

 Unt�l  2002,  all  the  subjects  were  taught  through  Engl�sh.  After  2002,  the  MoNE  dec�ded  to 

 change  the  language  of  �nstruct�on  to  Turk�sh  because  of  the  d�ff�culty  of  f�nd�ng  qual�f�ed 

 teachers  w�th  h�gh-level  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  and  the  fa�lure  of  students  �n  the  central�zed 

 un�vers�ty  entrance  exams.  In  2005,  a  one-year  �ntens�ve  language  educat�on  program  �n 

 Anatol�an  H�gh  Schools  and  Super  Engl�sh  Language  H�gh  Schools  was  abol�shed  to 

 ach�eve  standard�zat�on  �n  ELT.  In  add�t�on,  the  durat�on  of  educat�on  �ncreased  from  3 

 years  to  4  years.  After  th�s  abol�shment,  the  number  of  Engl�sh  language  courses  �ncreased. 

 Yet,  they  were  not  enough  for  students  to  develop  language  sk�lls.  In  2014,  some  schools 

 among  Anatol�an  Schools,  Super  Engl�sh  H�gh  Schools,  Sc�ences  H�gh  School,  and  Soc�al 

 H�gh  Schools  were  chosen  to  be  project  schools  where  a  f�ve-year  educat�on  program 

 �nclud�ng one-year language educat�on was �mplemented. 

 As  for  tert�ary  educat�on,  �n  1956,  M�ddle  East  Techn�cal  Un�vers�ty  wh�ch  was  the 

 f�rst  un�vers�ty  prov�d�ng  EMI  was  establ�shed  �n  Ankara.  Later,  th�s  EMI  trend  was 

 pursued  by  Boğaz�ç�  Un�vers�ty  �n  1976  (Macaro,  2018).  In  1984,  The  H�gher  Educat�on 

 Act  was  announced.  It  �s  the  beg�nn�ng  of  language  teach�ng  pol�cy  regulat�ons  �n  h�gher 

 educat�on  �nst�tut�ons.  After  the  announcement  of  the  act,  the  number  of  fore�gn  language 

 courses  �ncreased.  In  2002,  Türk�ye  s�gned  the  Bologna  Declarat�on.  Follow�ng  that,  to  be 

 able  to  fulf�ll  the  requ�rements  of  the  Bologna  Declarat�on,  Turk�sh  un�vers�t�es  have 
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 �ntroduced  a  three-cycle  h�gher  educat�on  system  and  have  ensured  mutual  recogn�t�on  by 

 us�ng  the  European  Cred�t  Transfer  and  Accumulat�on  System  (ECTS)  as  a  tool.  The  ma�n 

 goal  of  us�ng  ECTS  �s  to  make  courses  �nternat�onally  comparable.  In  add�t�on,  s�nce  2005, 

 un�vers�t�es  �n  Türk�ye  have  g�ven  the�r  graduates  a  d�ploma  supplement  that  �s  recogn�zed 

 by  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  worldw�de.  The  reasons  for  these  efforts  to  �mplement 

 EMI  �n  Turk�sh  un�vers�t�es  are  to  �ncrease  compat�b�l�ty  and  the  �nternat�onal  reputat�on, 

 to  equ�p  graduates  w�th  the  necessary  sk�lls  for  the  global  market,  to  attract  �nternat�onal 

 students, and to respond to econom�c global�zat�on. 

 2.2.1 What �s EMI? 

 In  the  EMI  l�terature,  there  are  var�ous  def�n�t�ons  proposed  by  d�fferent  scholars. 

 Dearden  (2014)  proposes  that  EMI  �s  “the  use  of  the  Engl�sh  language  to  teach  academ�c 

 subjects  (other  than  Engl�sh  �tself)  �n  countr�es  or  jur�sd�ct�ons  where  the  f�rst  language 

 (L1)  of  the  major�ty  of  the  populat�ons  �s  not  Engl�sh  ''  (p.3).  S�m�larly,  Macaro  (2018) 

 def�nes  EMI  as  the  use  of  Engl�sh  as  a  med�um  to  teach  academ�c  courses  �n  countr�es 

 where  Engl�sh  �s  not  the  f�rst  language.  Moreover,  Hellekjaer  (2010)  states  that  EMI  �s  the 

 teach�ng  of  non-language  courses  through  us�ng  Engl�sh  to  the  students  who  do  not  speak 

 Engl�sh  as  the�r  f�rst  language.  Apart  from  the  def�n�t�ons  of  Dearden  (2014)  and  Macaro 

 (2018),  Hellekjaer  (2010)  also  adds  to  h�s  def�n�t�on  that  these  courses  are  taught  by 

 lecturers  whose  f�rst  language  �s  not  Engl�sh  as  well.  However,  �n  EMI  pol�c�es,  there  �s  not 

 any  l�m�tat�on  on  the  lecturers’  nat�ve  language  as  long  as  they  have  enough  prof�c�ency 

 level  to  teach  academ�c  subjects.  Therefore,  we  can  conclude  that  EMI  �s  the  use  of 

 Engl�sh  as  a  med�um  of  �nstruct�on  �n  non-Engl�sh-speak�ng  countr�es  to  convey  academ�c 

 subjects by lecturers whose nat�ve language �s e�ther Engl�sh or a d�fferent language. 

 F�gure 2. Engl�sh L2 classrooms around the world: a cont�nuum? (Macaro, 2018, p. 29) 
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 However,  EMI  �s  assoc�ated  and  confused  w�th  other  terms  such  as  Content  and 

 Language  Integrated  Learn�ng  (CLIL),  Content-Based  Instruct�on  (CBI),  Engl�sh  as  a 

 Fore�gn  Language  (EFL),  Engl�sh  for  Academ�c  Purposes  (EAP),  and  Engl�sh  for  Spec�f�c 

 Purposes  (ESP)  wh�ch  do  not  co�nc�de  w�th  EMI.  As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  2,  some  of  these 

 terms  such  as  EMI  have  content-dom�nant  object�ves  whereas  some  such  as  CBI,  EAP, 

 ESP,  and  EFL  have  language-dom�nant  object�ves.  To  beg�n  w�th  CLIL,  �t  �s  the  most 

 commonly  assoc�ated  term  w�th  EMI.  However,  �n  the  EMI  context,  the  med�um  of 

 educat�on  �s  Engl�sh  whereas  CLIL  does  not  ment�on  any  language  to  study  academ�c 

 subjects.  Add�t�onally,  CLIL’s  object�ve  �s  to  teach  content  and  language  s�multaneously 

 whereas  EMI’s  ma�n  purpose  �s  to  teach  academ�c  stud�es  through  Engl�sh  but  not 

 language  sk�lls  (Dearden,  2014).  In  the  CBI  context,  content  �s  a  means  for  language 

 learn�ng  wh�ch  �s  the  goal  of  CBI.  Yet,  �n  the  EMI  context,  language  learn�ng  �s  not 

 planned  or  assessed,  and  object�ves  are  d�rectly  related  to  academ�c  subjects  (Brown  & 

 Bradford,  2017).  As  for  compar�ng  EMI  and  EFL,  EFL  focuses  espec�ally  on  vocabulary 

 and  grammar  �n  relat�on  to  the  four  language  sk�lls  but  not  on  academ�c  content  that  �s  just 

 a  means  to  �ncrease  students’  prof�c�ency  levels.  On  the  contrary  to  EMI,  the  purpose  of 

 EFL  �s  to  help  students  to  acqu�re  the  ab�l�ty  to  use  the  Engl�sh  language  �n  many  d�fferent 

 commun�cat�ve  env�ronments  (Macaro,  2018).  EAP  �s  also  another  term  wh�ch  �s  wrongly 

 used  �nterchangeably  w�th  EMI.  EAP  �s  a  support�ng  program  for  EMI  where  Engl�sh  �s 

 taught  to  students  to  acqu�re  the  necessary  sk�lls  to  study  an  academ�c  subject  (other  than 

 Engl�sh)  �n  tert�ary  educat�on.  The  content  of  EAP  �s  related  to  the  Engl�sh  language  �tself 

 and  how  �t  �s  used  �n  academ�c  sett�ngs  (Macaro,  2018).  F�nally,  s�nce  Engl�sh  �s  a  l�ngua 

 franca,  students,  who  have  future  occupat�onal  �ntent�ons  to  learn  academ�c  subjects  such 

 as  Med�a,  Econom�cs,  and  Law  Enforcement,  attend  ESP  programs.  ESP  deals  w�th  genres 

 of  Engl�sh  and  term�nolog�es  that  are  needed  for  that  spec�f�c  d�sc�pl�ne  (Macaro,  2018). 

 Unl�ke  EMI,  ESP  lecturers  do  not  assess  content  knowledge  and  understand�ng.  As  a 

 result,  we  can  say  that  EMI  �s  d�fferent  from  all  these  educat�onal  approaches  because  �t 

 has  an  expl�c�t  a�m  to  teach  academ�c  subjects  through  Engl�sh  w�thout  focus�ng  on 

 teach�ng  language  sk�lls  so  that  students  can  operate  successfully  �n  �nternat�onal  contexts 

 (Brown & Bradford, 2017). 
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 2.3. Dr�v�ng Forces beh�nd EMI pol�c�es 

 The  �mportant  quest�ons  about  the  establ�shment  of  EMI  are:  why  would  a  country 

 change  the  language  of  educat�on  from  the  nat�ve  language  to  the  second  language  �n  order 

 to  teach  academ�c  subjects  through  that  language?  Why  would  a  country  take  the  r�sk 

 know�ng  that  adopt�ng  EMI  m�ght  make  students  not  only  struggle  to  understand  what  �s 

 taught,  but  also  m�ght  result  �n  less  student  engagement  �n  the  learn�ng  process?  (Macaro, 

 2018).  Accord�ng  to  Galloway  et  al.  (2017),  the  answers  to  these  quest�ons  are  closely 

 related  to  the  dr�v�ng  forces  beh�nd  the  establ�shment  of  EMI  programs.  These  dr�v�ng 

 forces are: 

 ga�n�ng  access  to  cutt�ng-edge  knowledge  and  �ncreas�ng  global 

 compet�t�veness  to  ra�se  the  �nternat�onal  prof�le,  �ncreas�ng  �ncome  (and 

 compensat�ng  for  shortages  at  the  domest�c  level),  enhanc�ng  student  and  lecturer 

 mob�l�ty,  enhanc�ng  the  employab�l�ty  of  graduates/  �nternat�onal  competenc�es, 

 �mprov�ng  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency,  reflect�ng  developments  �n  Engl�sh  language 

 teach�ng  (ELT),  us�ng  Engl�sh  as  a  neutral  language,  offer�ng  EMI  for  altru�st�c 

 mot�ves. (Galloway et al., 2017, p. 4) 

 The  f�rst  dr�v�ng  force  propell�ng  the  EMI  programs  forward  �s  to  “ga�n  access  to 

 cutt�ng-edge  knowledge  and  �ncrease  global  compet�t�veness  to  ra�se  the  �nternat�onal 

 prof�le,  �ncreas�ng  �ncome  (and  compensat�ng  for  shortages  at  the  domest�c  level)” 

 (Galloway  et  al.,  2017,  p.  4;  Macaro,  2018).  Adopt�ng  EMI  �s  seen  as  a  means  to  access 

 �nnovat�ve  knowledge  s�nce  Engl�sh  �s  used  as  an  �nternat�onal  language  �n  the  academy 

 and  the  global  market.  Accord�ngly,  �t  attracts  not  only  domest�c  but  also  �nternat�onal 

 students  and  faculty,  thereby  ra�s�ng  the  �nternat�onal  prof�le  of  the  educat�onal  �nst�tut�on 

 (Galloway  et.  al.,  2017;  Macaro,  2018).  Ra�s�ng  the  �nternat�onal  prof�le  of  a  un�vers�ty 

 leads  to  �ncreas�ng  domest�c  and  �nternat�onal  rank�ngs,  wh�ch  a�ds  to  enhance  graduates’ 

 employab�l�ty  �n  the  global  market.  (  Dearden  &  Macaro,  2016;  Galloway  et.  al.,  2017; 

 Macaro,  2018).  In  l�ne  w�th  the  �ncrease  �n  graduates’  employab�l�ty,  un�vers�t�es’  v�s�b�l�ty 

 r�ses,  wh�ch  helps  to  ma�nta�n  the�r  surv�val  and  �ncrease  f�nanc�al  secur�ty  (de  Prat,  2020). 

 In  add�t�on,  by  remov�ng  the  language  barr�ers,  us�ng  �nternat�onal�zed  curr�cula,  foster�ng 

 �nternat�onal  exchange  programs  and  degree  programs,  br�ng�ng  prest�ge  to  the  students  of 

 EMI  programs  �n  the  global  market  and  attract�ng  �nternat�onal  academ�c  staff  and 
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 students,  EMI  programs  have  become  the  most  preferred  programs  by  many  students  and 

 faculty.  On  the  account  of  such  benef�ts,  h�gher  educat�onal  �nst�tut�ons  charge 

 �nternat�onal  students  and  even  domest�c  students  w�th  h�gher  fees  to  attend  EMI  programs 

 �n  countr�es  where  tert�ary  educat�on  �s  not  free  or  pr�vate  un�vers�t�es  are  predom�nant. 

 Therefore,  these  programs  are  cons�dered  as  a  useful  way  of  �ncreas�ng  �ncome  for 

 �nst�tut�ons (Coleman, 2006;  Galloway et.al., 2017; Macaro, 2018). 

 Second,  as  ment�oned  before,  the  a�m  of  the  Bologna  Process  �s  to  remove  all  the 

 barr�ers  such  as  language  barr�ers,  and  barr�ers  related  to  curr�cula  by  establ�sh�ng  a 

 standard�zed  framework  (Macaro,  2018).  Th�s  standard�zed  framework  called  the  European 

 Cred�t  Transfer  System  (ECTS)  has  enhanced  student  and  lecturer  mob�l�ty  and  the 

 appl�cat�on  of  European  projects.  Mob�l�ty  and  European  projects  promote  qual�ty  �n 

 teach�ng  and  research  (Carr�ó-  Pastor,  2020).  Accord�ngly,  they  can  attract  qual�f�ed 

 students  that  may  want  to  become  researchers  or  faculty  �n  the�r  un�vers�t�es.  In  other 

 words,  accord�ng  to  Galloway  et  al.  (2017),  standard�z�ng  degree  structures  contr�butes  to 

 ‘bra�n ga�n’ and ra�ses the research prof�le of h�gher educat�on �nst�tut�ons. 

 Today,  90%  of  occupat�ons  offered  �n  Europe  requ�re  today’s  profess�onals  to  have 

 part�cular  competenc�es  of  the�r  spec�f�c  f�eld  of  knowledge  (Galloway  et  al.  2017;  Noc�to 

 &  Obernyer,  2020).  EMI,  wh�ch  fosters  �ntercultural  competence,  has  been  adopted  by 

 h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  to  ra�se  opportun�t�es  of  the�r  graduates’  employab�l�ty  �n  both 

 domest�c  and  global  markets  (Galloway  et  al.  2017).  Accord�ng  to  Deardorff  (2006), 

 �ntercultural  competence  �nvolves  three  const�tuent  elements:  knowledge,  sk�lls,  and 

 att�tudes.  In  terms  of  knowledge,  graduates  should  be  aware  of  cultural  self,  have 

 culture-spec�f�c  knowledge  and  grasp  of  global  �ssues.  As  for  sk�lls,  graduates  should  have 

 a  h�gher  level  of  l�sten�ng  sk�lls,  observe  and  evaluate  the  events  by  v�ew�ng  the  world 

 from  d�fferent  perspect�ves.  F�nally,  att�tude  refers  to  valu�ng  the  cultures  of  other  people, 

 v�ew�ng  d�fference  as  a  learn�ng  opportun�ty  and  hav�ng  tolerance  for  amb�gu�ty  but  not 

 mak�ng  judgements  (Deardorff,  2006).  Such  competenc�es  are  seen  as  more  attract�ve  for 

 the  �nternat�onal�zed  labor  market  s�nce  the  f�eld  knowledge  and  good  command  of  Engl�sh 

 are cons�dered as �nsuff�c�ent by many governments (Galloway et al. 2017). 

 As  for  the  fourth  dr�v�ng  force,  w�th  the  �nternat�onal�zat�on  of  Engl�sh  cons�dered 

 as  a  language  of  prest�ge,  develop�ng  c�t�zens’  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  has  become  the  pr�mary 

 goal  of  governments  s�nce  �t  �s  seen  as  a  necessary  competency  and  a  genu�ne  way  to 

 modern�sat�on  and  global  compet�t�veness  (Galloway  et  al.  2017).  S�nce  one  of  the 
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 pr�nc�ples  of  Engl�sh  language  learn�ng  �s  that  the  more  students  are  exposed  to  language, 

 the  better  language  learn�ng  occurs,  EMI  where  the  exposure  to  L2  through  content 

 teach�ng  �s  much  greater  than  l�m�ted  hours  teach�ng  of  L2  as  the  object  of  study  has  been 

 adopted by governments. 

 The  next  dr�v�ng  factor  �s  “developments  �n  ELT”  (Galloway  et  al.,  2017,  p.  4).  The 

 recent  developments  �n  ELT  promote  more  student-centered  and  more  commun�cat�ve 

 models  of  language  teach�ng,  wh�ch  have  been  �nfluent�al  �n  the  emergence  of  EMI. 

 Espec�ally  Commun�cat�ve  Language  Teach�ng  (CLT),  wh�ch  focuses  on  authent�c  uses  of 

 Engl�sh  and  expos�ng  students  to  Engl�sh  as  much  as  poss�ble,  has  contr�buted  to  the 

 �mplementat�on  of  content-based  approaches  around  the  globe.  EMI  �s  seen  as  be�ng  a 

 s�gn�f�cant  way  to  prov�de  students  w�th  authent�c  target  language  �nput  (Galloway  et  al., 

 2017). 

 Engl�sh  can  be  used  as  a  neutral  language  �n  mult�l�ngual  env�ronments.  East  and 

 Southern  Afr�ca  or  Ind�a  use  Engl�sh  as  a  common  language  because  the  arouse  of  one  of 

 the  Ind�genous  languages  m�ght  lead  to  ethn�c  problems  (Baugh  &Cable,  2002).  Therefore, 

 these countr�es adopt EMI �n h�gher educat�on �nst�tut�ons �n order to promote un�form�ty. 

 The  f�nal  dr�v�ng  force  of  adopt�ng  EMI  �s  related  to  altru�st�c  mot�ves,  wh�ch  �s 

 contr�but�ng  to  the  world  to  develop  by  promot�ng  students  w�th  h�gh-level  educat�on.  In 

 th�s  sense,  EMI  �s  used  as  a  developmental  a�d  to  prov�de  students  from  the  Th�rd  World 

 w�th  h�gh-level  educat�on  (Wächter  &  Ma�worm,  2014).  However,  today,  altru�st�c  mot�ves 

 are  not  the  ma�n  reason  to  adopt  EMI.  The  f�nanc�al  mot�ve  such  as  attract�ng  students  who 

 pay fees becomes one of the s�gn�f�cant mot�ves for h�gher educat�onal �nst�tut�ons. 

 In  conclus�on,  the  �ncrease  �n  EMI  programs  can  be  attr�buted  to  these  dr�v�ng 

 forces.  Countr�es,  wh�ch  are  w�ll�ng  to  exchange  �nformat�on,  compete  on  the  �nternat�onal 

 stage,  attract  students  and  academ�c  staff,  prov�de  graduates  w�th  Engl�sh  language 

 prof�c�ency,  content  knowledge  and  �ntercultural  competence,  and  to  form  a  un�ty,  have 

 adopted  EMI  as  a  strategy  to  ach�eve  them.  Therefore,  EMI  has  become  a  global 

 phenomenon recently. 

 2.4. The Impact of EMI 

 There  are  d�fferent  perspect�ves  on  the  adopt�on  of  EMI  �n  tert�ary  educat�on.  It  �s 

 cr�t�c�zed  by  some  for  lead�ng  to  soc�al  �nequal�t�es  and  �nfluenc�ng  nat�onal  languages  �n  a 
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 negat�ve  way  whereas  there  are  some  scholars,  students  and  faculty  that  support  �t  for  the 

 benef�ts �t can prov�de. 

 2.4.1. Benef�ts 

 The  benef�ts  that  are  generally  ment�oned  �n  the  l�terature  �nclude  Engl�sh 

 prof�c�ency  as  well  as  content  knowledge,  �ntercultural  understand�ng  and  global 

 c�t�zensh�p  and  awareness,  enhanc�ng  career  opportun�t�es  and  the  employment  of  the  staff 

 (Galloway  et  al.,  2017;  Macaro,  2018).  To  start  w�th  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  along  w�th 

 content  knowledge,  for  many,  EMI  �s  cons�dered  as  k�ll�ng  two  b�rds  w�th  one  stone 

 (Galloway  et  al.,  2017;  Macaro,  2018).  Accord�ng  to  Chomsky’s  (1959)  un�versal 

 grammar  hypothes�s  ,  every  �nd�v�dual  has  a  mechan�sm,  called  Language  Acqu�s�t�on 

 Dev�ce  (LAD),  that  allows  h�m  or  her  to  naturally  produce  the  language  regardless  of 

 whether  they  are  re�nforced  for  correct  output  or  are  g�ven  negat�ve  feedback  for  output 

 when  he  or  she  �s  exposed  to  that  language.  There  �s  no  effect  of  teach�ng  on  the  learn�ng 

 process  of  �nd�v�duals.  However,  years  later,  Krashen  (1985)  put  forward  the  �nput 

 hypothes�s  that  �s  �n  l�ne  w�th  Chomsky’s  un�versal  grammar  hypothes�s  but  pr�or�t�zes  the 

 �mportance  of  �nput  and  re�nforcement.  Accord�ng  to  th�s  hypothes�s,  �nd�v�duals  acqu�re 

 language  when  they  are  exposed  to  �nput  -wr�tten  or  spoken  language-  that  �s 

 comprehens�ble  and  mean�ngful  to  them.  In  the  classroom  context,  the  teacher  should 

 create  opportun�t�es  for  students  to  be  exposed  to  comprehens�ble  �nput  �n  a  mean�ngful 

 way.  Th�s  hypothes�s  prov�des  an  explanat�on  for  the  �mprovement  of  students’  language 

 sk�lls  due  to  the  exposure  to  Engl�sh  �n  the  EMI  context.  Even  �f  the  a�m  of  EMI  �s  not  to 

 �mprove  students’  language  prof�c�ency  level  or  language  sk�lls,  mean�ngful  exposure  to 

 the  language  can  lead  to  a  pos�t�ve  change  �n  the  language  ab�l�t�es  of  the  students  (Cosgun 

 &  Hasırcı,  2017;  Turhan  &  Kırkgöz,  2018).  EMI  also  prov�des  a  natural  env�ronment 

 where  language  learn�ng  can  take  place  per�pherally  and  w�thout  del�berate  effort  (K�r  & 

 Akyüz, 2020). 

 W�th  the  help  of  EMI,  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  become  more  �ntercultural  and 

 open.  EMI  prov�des  students  w�th  �ntercultural  understand�ng  and  global  c�t�zensh�p  and 

 awareness  (Galloway  et  al.,  2017).  They  exper�ence  “ways  of  th�nk�ng  and  l�v�ng  w�th�n 

 mult�ple  cross-cutt�ng  commun�t�es—  c�t�es,  reg�ons,  states,  nat�ons,  and  �nternat�onal 

 collect�ves…”  (Schattle,  2007,  p.  9).  By  adopt�ng  EMI  and  tak�ng  a  major  step  to  start 
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 partnersh�ps  w�th  �nternat�onal/overseas  �nst�tut�ons,  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  attract 

 �nternat�onal  students,  wh�ch  g�ves  nat�onal  students  an  opportun�ty  to  exper�ence 

 �nternat�onal�zat�on  and  global  c�t�zensh�p  at  the�r  own  un�vers�ty.  In  do�ng  so,  un�vers�t�es 

 st�mulate students’ �nternat�onal exposure (Noc�to & Obernyer, 2020). 

 Engl�sh  has  �nstrumental  funct�ons  for  people,  wh�ch  are  enroll�ng  �n  better 

 educat�on,  a  more  prest�g�ous  job,  gett�ng  well-pa�d  jobs  and  ga�n�ng  access  to  Master’s 

 programs  abroad  (Ekoç,  2020;  Kırkgöz,  2009a).  In  relat�on  to  these  funct�ons,  EMI  also 

 has  �nstrumental  benef�ts  for  students  and  faculty.  Accord�ng  to  Galloway  et.  al.  (2017), 

 these  are  enhanc�ng  career  opportun�t�es  and  the  employment  of  the  staff.  EMI  helps 

 students  and  academ�c  staff  to  create  profess�onal  networks,  wh�ch  promotes  employab�l�ty 

 and  ra�ses  graduates’  chances  to  jo�n  the  global  market  (Noc�to  &  Obernyer,  2020).  All 

 these benef�ts lead both un�vers�t�es to adopt EMI and students to enroll �n EMI programs. 

 2.4.2. Challenges/ L�m�tat�ons 

 As  much  as  the  benef�ts  of  EMI,  there  are  challenges  and  l�m�tat�ons  of  �t. 

 Galloway et al. (2017) summar�ze these challenges and l�m�tat�ons as follows: 

 -  Issues  related  to  language  (Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  and  the  �mpact  on 

 nat�onal languages) 

 -  Issues related to culture (Western�zat�on) 

 -  Soc�al �ssues such as �nequal�t�es 

 -  Issues related to management, resources, and adm�n�strat�on. 

 Issues  related  to  language  can  be  d�v�ded  �nto  two:  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  of  staff  and 

 students  and  �mpact  on  nat�onal  languages  (Galloway  et  al.,  2017).  One  of  the  s�gn�f�cant 

 benef�ts  of  EMI  �s  to  �mprove  students’  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency,  espec�ally  recept�ve  sk�lls 

 such  as  l�sten�ng  and  read�ng  (Ekoç,  2020;  Galloway  et  al.,  2017;  Macaro,  2018).  However, 

 s�mply  expos�ng  students  to  the  language  and  expect�ng  them  to  subm�t  the�r  ass�gnments 

 and  all  stuff  related  to  the  courses  �n  Engl�sh  w�ll  not  automat�cally  result  �n  �mproved 

 Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency.  The  �mportant  aspect  that  should  be  kept  �n  m�nd  �s  that 

 Engl�sh  �s  ne�ther  students’  nor  lecturers’  f�rst  language  (Pérez-Gu�llot,  2020).  Most  of  the 

 EMI  programs  do  have  enrollment  requ�rements  regard�ng  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency, 

 wh�ch  are  necessary  for  students  to  handle  the  academ�c  content.  A  lack  of  language 

 prof�c�ency  has  been  found  to  �nfluence  the  academ�c  performance  of  the  students 
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 (Cankaya,  2017;  Galloway  et  al.,  2017;  Kılıçkaya,  2006;  Macaro,  2018;  Yeh,  2014).  The 

 �mpact  of  a  lack  of  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  can  be  summar�zed  as  students’  reduced 

 ab�l�ty  to  understand  the  concepts,  lessons  and  lectures,  consum�ng  longer  t�me  to  complete 

 the  course,  chance  of  w�thdraw�ng,  problems  related  to  express�ng  d�sc�pl�nary  content, 

 less  amount  of  part�c�pat�on  �n  courses  such  as  ask�ng  and  answer�ng  fewer  quest�ons, 

 code-sw�tch�ng  and  res�stance  to  EMI  (Başıbek  et  al.,  2014;  Cankaya,  2017;  Ekoç,  2020; 

 Galloway et al., 2017; Kılıçkaya, 2006). 

 The  qual�ty  of  �nstruct�on  due  to  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  has  been  also 

 d�scussed  �n  the  l�terature.  Accord�ng  to  Dearden  (2014)  and  Galloway  et  al.  (2017),  even 

 though  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  has  been  stated  to  �nfluence  lecturers’  performance,  and  the 

 qual�ty  of  teach�ng  and  learn�ng  process  �n  a  number  of  ways,  �n  many  countr�es,  there  are 

 not  any  stated  expectat�ons  of  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  for  lecturers.  Therefore,  there 

 �s  a  lack  of  l�ngu�st�cally  qual�f�ed  lecturers,  wh�ch  has  resulted  �n  less  flex�b�l�ty  �n 

 convey�ng  the  contents  of  the  course,  long  monologues  w�thout  �nclud�ng  rapport  w�th 

 students  and  a  lack  of  humor  and  �nteract�on  (Başıbek  et  al.,  2014).  In  add�t�on,  Galloway 

 et  al.  (2017)  have  stated  that  for  lecturers,  more  t�me  �s  needed  for  the  preparat�on  of  the 

 �nstruct�on.  Even  though  the  lecturers  s�mpl�fy  the  academ�c  content,  they  have  d�ff�cult�es 

 expla�n�ng  �t,  wh�ch  leads  to  �ncreased  pressure  and  avo�d�ng  ask�ng  and  answer�ng 

 quest�ons. 

 The  second  challenge  or  l�m�tat�on  of  EMI  �s  related  to  cultural  �ssues  and  the 

 �mpact  of  EMI  on  nat�onal  language(s).  Galloway  et  al.  (2017)  stated  that  w�th  the 

 �nternat�onal�zat�on  of  h�gher  educat�on,  un�vers�t�es  have  started  to  adopt  curr�cula  from 

 nat�ve  Engl�sh-speak�ng  contexts,  wh�ch  has  �ncreased  �nternat�onal  exchanges  and  the 

 number  of  publ�sh�ng  art�cles  and  books  �n  Engl�sh  �n  the  West.  Th�s  has  been  cr�t�c�zed 

 due  to  creat�ng  a  dom�nant  culture  and  strengthen�ng  the  US-dom�nated  hegemony. 

 Ph�ll�pson  (2008)  has  also  been  cr�t�cal  of  EMI  because  he  has  seen  �t  as  a  form  of 

 l�ngu�st�c  �mper�al�sm  that  benef�ts  some  of  the  cultures,  but  not  all  cultures  �nvolved.  In 

 Türk�ye,  Att�la  İlhan  and  Oktay  S�nanoğlu  strongly  objected  to  EMI  by  argu�ng  that  EMI 

 can  be  adopted  only  �n  colon�sed  countr�es  because  �t  �s  a  form  of  ‘cultural  genoc�de’. 

 Aslan  (2017)  also  opposed  EMI  by  say�ng  that  EMI  restr�cts  the  use  of  the  Turk�sh 

 language  to  less  prest�g�ous  contexts.  As  a  result,  these  d�scuss�ons  have  resulted  �n  ra�s�ng 

 some quest�ons about the norms of EMI and reconceptual�z�ng ‘E’ �n EMI. 

 21 



 As  for  soc�al  �nequal�t�es,  many  ch�ldren  are  forced  to  learn  Engl�sh  at  early  age 

 �nstead  of  master�ng  the�r  nat�ve  language  although  they  do  not  use  �t  outs�de  of  school.  As 

 a  result,  �n  many  contexts,  an  el�te  Engl�sh-speak�ng  class  has  emerged,  and  EMI  has 

 become  a  major  cr�ter�on  �n  gett�ng  prest�g�ous  and  well-pa�d  jobs.  That  has  created  soc�al 

 �nequal�t�es  between  those  who  attend  Turk�sh  Med�um  Instruct�on  and  those  who  enroll  �n 

 EMI (Galloway et al., 2017) 

 The  f�nal  challenge  �s  related  to  management,  adm�n�strat�on,  and  resources.  As 

 ment�oned  before,  the  lack  of  qual�f�ed  lecturers  �s  an  �ssue  �n  the  EMI  context  (Dearden, 

 2014).  H�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons,  wh�ch  adopt  EMI  curr�cula,  just  choose  the�r  faculty 

 members  s�mply  due  to  the�r  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  levels,  the�r  exper�ence  abroad  and  be�ng 

 an  expert  on  the  related  academ�c  content  (Galloway  et  al.,  2017).  Although  EMI  requ�res 

 more  than  translat�ng  and  convey�ng  content  knowledge,  there  �s  l�ttle  or  no  EMI  tra�n�ng 

 �n  lecturer  preparat�on  programs  and  �n-serv�ce  courses  (Dearden,  2014;  Galloway  et  al., 

 2017).  A  lack  of  tra�n�ng  m�ght  lead  to  some  problems  such  as  the  lack  of  methodolog�cal/ 

 pedagog�cal  knowledge  wh�ch  has  an  �mpact  on  the  support  that  lecturers  prov�de  for 

 students  who  m�ght  have  low-prof�c�ency  levels,  keep�ng  students’  attent�on  and  help�ng 

 students’  cogn�t�ve  process�ng  (Beaumont,  2020;  Galloway  et  al.  2017).  As  for 

 management,  EMI  programs  are  generally  �ntroduced  top-down  by  pol�cymakers  and 

 educat�on  managers  w�thout  any  consultat�on  w�th  stakeholders.  Such  an  adopt�on  process 

 of  EMI  has  led  to  problemat�c  systems  where  faculty  members  are  not  aware  of  the 

 consequences or outcomes of EMI (Dearden, 2014). 

 2.5. EMI pol�c�es �n European, As�an and M�ddle Eastern Countr�es 

 Today,  �t  can  be  reported  that  EMI  �s  a  flour�sh�ng  global  phenomenon  �n  all 

 educat�onal  sett�ngs  �n  order  to  prepare  students  for  bus�ness  and  academ�c  careers  and 

 prov�de  them  w�th  �nternat�onally-or�ented  sk�lls  (Byun  et  al.,  2011;  Dearden,  2014). 

 Therefore,  �nternat�onally  more  and  more  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  are  caught  �n  a 

 hurry  to  offer  both  undergraduate  and  postgraduate  programs  taught  through  EMI  (Macaro, 

 Pun,  An,  &  Dearden,  2018).  The  ma�n  purpose  of  these  educat�onal  �nst�tut�ons  �s  to 

 �nternat�onal�ze  the  �nst�tut�on  �n  order  to  become  more  prest�g�ous  for  graduates  and  to 

 attract  students  from  other  countr�es  (Macaro  et  al.,  2018).  Accord�ng  to  the  report  of  the 

 Br�t�sh  Counc�l  (Dearden,  2014),  d�fferent  countr�es  �n  var�ous  geograph�cal  areas  have 
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 adopted  EMI.  In  that  part  of  the  study,  EMI  pol�c�es  �n  European,  As�an  and  M�ddle 

 Eastern countr�es are go�ng to be rev�ewed. 

 One  of  the  most  �mportant  and  w�dely  shared  object�ves  of  tert�ary  educat�on  pol�cy 

 �n  Europe  �n  the  past  two  or  three  decades  has  been  to  enhance  �nternat�onal  student 

 mob�l�ty.  When  the  Erasmus  Program  started  �n  1987,  not  only  temporary  (cred�t)  mob�l�ty 

 but  also  degree  mob�l�ty  �n  another  country  �ncreased.  However,  the  language  d�fference 

 among  educat�onal  �nst�tut�ons  �s  one  of  the  barr�ers  that  prevents  students  from  becom�ng 

 �nternat�onally  mob�le  s�nce  domest�c  language  was  used  as  a  med�um  of  �nstruct�on  unt�l 

 the  end  of  the  last  century.  The  obv�ous  strategy  to  overcome  th�s  l�ngu�st�c  barr�er  �s  to 

 adopt  a  common  language  �n  academ�a.  That  �s  why  �n  the  pol�cy  d�scourse,  EMI  and 

 �nternat�onal  mob�l�ty  are  pos�t�vely  assoc�ated  w�th  a  w�de  range  of  benef�ts.  Wächter  and 

 Ma�worm (2014) stated these benef�ts as follows: 

 �ncreas�ng  �nternat�onal  understand�ng  (or,  �n  Europe,  the  bu�ld�ng  of  a  European 

 �dent�ty),  educat�ng  future  ‘ambassadors’  for  the  host  country  and  the  country  of 

 or�g�n,  learn�ng  ‘from  contrast’,  enhanc�ng  educat�on  opportun�t�es  for  students 

 from  low  and  m�ddle  �ncome  countr�es  (�nclud�ng  ‘develop�ng’  countr�es),  secur�ng 

 a  steady  �nflow  of  talented  students  who  would  later  become  young  researchers  �n 

 the  host  countr�es  and  thus  strengthen  the  h�gher  educat�on  and  research  system, 

 �ncreas�ng  labour  market  opportun�t�es  ‘abroad’  by  prov�d�ng  graduates  w�th  an 

 �nternat�onal  exper�ence,  and  �nternat�onally  valued  competences  (‘employab�l�ty’ 

 at  home  and  abroad),  and  generat�ng  �ncome  by  means  of  tu�t�on  fees  �n  those 

 countr�es where the latter can be charged (p.25). 

 S�m�lar  to  European  countr�es,  EMI  has  also  emerged  �n  As�an  countr�es  as  a  result 

 of  s�m�lar  benef�ts  of  EMI.  Espec�ally  those  South-As�an  countr�es,  wh�ch  were  colon�zed 

 before  by  Engl�sh-speak�ng  countr�es,  such  as  Hong  Kong,  S�ngapore,  Ind�a,  and  Malays�a, 

 have  w�dely  adopted  EMI.  In  add�t�on,  the  other  countr�es  wh�ch  do  not  have  any  colon�al 

 h�story,  such  as  Ch�na,  Japan,  and  Korea  have  adopted  EMI  s�nce  EMI  has  ga�ned 

 prest�g�ous  and  popular�ty  �n  order  to  �nternat�onal�ze  the  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons.  In  Korea, 

 the  f�rst  pol�cy  related  to  EMI  surfaced  �n  the  early  2000s  (Byun  et  al.,  2011).  W�th  th�s 

 pol�cy,  each  department  had  to  set  up  at  least  one  EMI  class  and  students  also  had  to  take  at 

 least  one  EMI  class.  In  the  second  semester  of  2009,  two  pol�c�es  were  �ntroduced  to 

 support  EMI.  Professors  and  �nstructors  who  are  h�red  on  or  after  2003  at  un�vers�t�es  have 
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 to  teach  all  of  the  classes  through  us�ng  Engl�sh  as  a  med�um  of  �nstruct�on.  Students  who 

 enrolled  �n  the  �nst�tut�on  �n  2004  have  to  take  a  m�n�mum  of  f�ve  EMI  courses.  The 

 number  of  classes  that  they  have  to  attend  changes  depend�ng  on  �n  wh�ch  department  they 

 are  study�ng  (e.g.  students  from  the  School  of  Bus�ness  have  to  take  at  least  ten  EMI 

 classes.) (Byun et al., 2011). 

 Compared  to  South  Korea  and  European  countr�es,  EMI  �s  the  current  phenomenon 

 �n  Ch�na  (Macaro,  2018).  In  2001,  The  Ch�nese  M�n�stry  of  Educat�on  acknowledged  EMI 

 as  one  of  12  key  pol�cy  object�ves  for  �ncreas�ng  the  qual�ty  of  undergraduate  programs  �n 

 Ch�na  (Hu,  L�,  &  Le�,  2014).  EMI  has  been  set  as  a  cr�ter�on  by  The  M�n�stry  of  educat�on 

 for  evaluat�ng  educat�onal  �nst�tut�ons  for  h�gher  learn�ng.  EMI  part�cularly  has  been 

 adopted  by  sc�ence  and  eng�neer�ng  programs.  In  add�t�on,  many  un�vers�t�es  try  to 

 encourage  the�r  facult�es  to  teach  through  EMI.  That  �s  why  �nst�tut�onal  and  nat�onal 

 pol�c�es  have  resulted  �n  the  rap�d  growth  of  EMI  �n  Ch�nese  tert�ary  educat�on  (Hu  et  al., 

 2014). 

 As  for  Japan,  s�m�lar  to  Ch�na,  �t  �s  a  newcomer  to  EMI  �n  h�gher  educat�on 

 (Macaro,  2018).  In  2006,  EMI  programs  were  be�ng  offered  by  227  of  the  778  state  and 

 pr�vate  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons.  Before  2009,  there  had  not  been  any  d�rect  EMI 

 pol�cy  �ntervent�on.  Th�s  emerged  when  The  Japanese  M�n�stry  of  Educat�on  �ntroduced 

 the  ‘Global  30  Project’.  These  30  un�vers�t�es  have  become  the  p�oneers  of 

 �nternat�onal�zat�on  �n  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons.  That  pol�cy  was  adopted  to  attract 

 300,000  students  from  d�fferent  countr�es  to  Japanese  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons. 

 However,  unl�ke  other  countr�es,  Japanese  un�vers�t�es  do  not  promote  Western  educat�onal 

 approaches  and  try  to  create  a  larger  space  for  the  Engl�sh  language,  wh�ch  means  that  the 

 courses  taught  �n  EMI  are  des�gned  for  ‘�nternat�onal  students’  but  not  for  domest�c 

 students.  These  courses  are  about  promot�ng  Japan  to  �nternat�onal  commun�t�es  but  not 

 becom�ng a part of �t (Macaro, 2018). 

 S�m�lar  to  European  and  As�an  countr�es,  �n  the  M�ddle  East,  the  use  of  EMI  has 

 been  on  a  sharp  r�se,  espec�ally  �n  the  K�ngdom  of  Saud�  Arab�a  (KSA)  (Macaro,  2018).  In 

 that  country,  there  are  currently  25  state  un�vers�t�es  and  27  pr�vate  un�vers�t�es  and 

 colleges.  Even  though  Engl�sh  �s  not  recogn�zed  as  an  off�c�al  language  of  the  country,  �t  �s 

 seen  as  the  ma�n  tool  for  the  development  of  the  country  and  promot�ng  sc�ence  and 

 technology  on  the  �nternat�onal  stage.  In  response  to  that  des�re,  The  M�n�stry  of  Educat�on 

 �n  the  KSA  determ�ned  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  as  one  of  the  key  11  goals  (Macaro  et 
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 al.,  2017)  decreed  to  make  Engl�sh  as  the  med�um  of  �nstruct�on  �n  all  un�vers�t�es.  Th�s 

 pol�cy  has  led  to  the  �ncrease  �n  �ntens�ve  Preparatory  Year  Programs  and  the  use  of  EMI  �n 

 undergraduate  programs  such  as  nurs�ng  educat�on  programs  because  the  off�c�al 

 commun�cat�on-  both  wr�tten  and  oral-  among  staff  �s  obl�ged  to  be  �n  Engl�sh  (Sul�man  & 

 Tadros, 2011, as c�ted �n Macaro et al., 2017). 

 The  Un�ted  Arab  Em�rates  (UAE)  has  a  long  h�story  of  adopt�ng  EMI  �n 

 federally-funded  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons.  Pol�cy  documents  put  forward  by  the 

 M�n�stry  of  H�gher  Educat�on  and  Sc�ent�f�c  Research  date  back  to  the  1970s.  In  these 

 documents,  �t  �s  stated  that  the  med�um  of  �nstruct�on  would  be  mostly  �n  Engl�sh  (Macaro 

 et  al.,  2018).  That  statement  has  led  to  an  �ncrease  �n  programs  taught  through  EMI.  The 

 use  of  EMI  has  been  also  seen  as  a  strategy  for  sh�ft�ng  from  an  o�l-based  to  a 

 knowledge-based  economy  (Macaro  et  al.,  2018).  However,  the  debate  over  choos�ng 

 e�ther  the  �nstrumental  value  of  EMI  or  the  cultural  and  rel�g�ous  value  of  Arab�c  has  led  to 

 another  d�scuss�on  that  �s  a  v�olat�on  of  the  country’s  const�tut�on  (Macaro,  2018).  That  �s 

 why  there  �s  no  consensus  on  adopt�ng  EMI  �n  the  UAE.  S�m�lar  to  the  UAE,  Qatar  has 

 also  gone  through  the  same  debate.  S�nce  adopt�ng  EMI  m�ght  be  a  threat  to  the  Arab�c 

 language  and  the  rel�g�on  of  Islam,  Qatar  Un�vers�ty  would  rechange  to  Arab�c  (Macaro  et 

 al., 2018). 

 2.6. EMI pol�cy �n Türk�ye 

 The  H�gher  Educat�on  Counc�l  �n  Türk�ye  perm�ts  un�vers�t�es  and  the�r  facult�es  to 

 choose  between  EMI  and  Turk�sh  as  the  med�um  of  �nstruct�on  (Kırkgöz,  2009a). 

 However,  �f  a  un�vers�ty  or  a  faculty  des�re  to  adopt  EMI,  they  should  meet  a  l�st  of  cr�ter�a 

 �ssued  �n  1996  by  the  H�gher  Educat�on  Counc�l.  The  f�rst  cr�ter�on  stated  that  the 

 department  should  �nvolve  an  adequate  number  of  content  lecturers  w�th  suff�c�ent 

 language  prof�c�ency  of  Engl�sh  to  del�ver  the  course.  Thus,  the  un�vers�t�es  sent  the�r 

 academ�c  staff  abroad  and  employed  many  nat�ve-speak�ng  lecturers  to  teach  �n  the  EMI 

 faculty.  For  example,  Istanbul  Techn�cal  Un�vers�ty  has  sent  EMI  lecturers  abroad  for  10 

 months  for  language  educat�on  before  g�v�ng  lectures  �n  Engl�sh  (Kerestec�oğlu  &  Bayyurt, 

 2018).  As  for  the  second  cr�ter�on,  un�vers�t�es  should  have  a  fore�gn  language  center 

 wh�ch  offers  Engl�sh-med�um  courses  to  the  students  w�th  low-Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  such  as 

 Engl�sh  for  Academ�c  Purposes  or  PYP.  S�nce  the  prof�c�ency  level  �nfluences  the 
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 academ�c  success  of  the  students,  each  un�vers�ty  has  to  establ�sh  a  language  center.  The 

 f�nal  cr�ter�on  �s  related  to  the  resources.  The  departments  should  have  enough  wr�tten  or 

 onl�ne  mater�als  �n  Engl�sh  on  that  d�sc�pl�ne.  Thus,  the  un�vers�ty  l�brar�es  �n  Türk�ye  have 

 �ncreased  the�r  access  to  the�r  wr�tten  and  onl�ne  Engl�sh  publ�cat�ons  (Kırkgöz,  2009a). 

 Eke  (2021)  reported  that  there  are  203  un�vers�t�es  �n  Türk�ye.  129  of  them  are  state 

 un�vers�t�es  whereas  74  of  them  are  pr�vate  un�vers�t�es.  Currently,  there  are  49  state 

 un�vers�t�es  that  adopt  420  EMI  programs  �n  order  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  c�t�zens  and 

 to  become  �nternat�onal  un�vers�t�es  appeal�ng  to  �nternat�onal  students  and  prepar�ng  the�r 

 students for the global market (Macaro et al., 2016; Eke, 2021). 

 In  2016,  the  H�gher  Educat�on  Counc�l  announced  new  standards  for  EMI  lecturers 

 �n  the  Off�c�al  Gazette.  The  art�cle  seven  �n  th�s  regulat�on  �s  related  to  the  l�ngu�st�c 

 requ�rements of EMI lecturers. 

 (7)  It  �s  prov�ded  that  the  courses  that  are  taught  through  the  fore�gn  language  �n 

 h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  are  g�ven  by  lecturers  who  have  a  good  command  of  Engl�sh. 

 In  these  programs,  only  the  lecturers  who  have  the  one  of  the  cond�t�ons  ment�oned  below 

 can teach through a fore�gn language: 

 a)  The  language  of  �nstruct�on  other  than  Turk�sh  �s  the  nat�ve  language  of  the 

 lecturer. 

 b)  Lecturers  should  complete  the  bachelor's  or  doctorate  degree  fully  �n  a 

 country  where  the  language  of  �nstruct�on  �s  spoken  by  the  people  �n  the 

 country as a nat�ve language. 

 c)  Lecturers  should  work  at  least  for  one  year  (two  semesters)  �n  one  of  the 

 h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  �n  a  country  that  �s  recogn�zed  by  the  H�gher 

 Educat�on  Counc�l  and  whose  language  of  �nstruct�on  �s  the  nat�ve  language 

 of  the  country.  They  should  also  work  as  a  lecturer  and  teach  courses.  In 

 add�t�on,  �t  should  be  documented  off�c�ally  by  the  respect�ve  h�gher 

 educat�on  �nst�tut�on,  and  max�mum  two  years  can  pass  after  leav�ng  from 

 the h�gher educat�on �nst�tut�on. 

 d)  Lecturers  should  be  successful  w�th  a  po�nt  of  80  out  of  100  �n  the 

 central�zed  fore�gn  language  exams  and  the  �nternat�onal  fore�gn  language 

 exams  that  are  equ�valent  to  nat�onal  exams  (H�gher  Educat�on  Counc�l, 

 2016; Off�c�al Gazette, 2016: 29662 Number). 

 26 



 In  relat�on  to  these  cr�ter�a,  EMI  lecturers  are  chosen  because  they  are  experts  �n 

 the�r  own  academ�c  f�eld,  and  they  have  been  abroad  or  speak  Engl�sh  fluently.  Yet, 

 accord�ng  to  Dearden  and  Macaro  (2016),  along  w�th  prof�c�ency  and  be�ng  an  expert  �n 

 the  academ�c  f�eld,  EMI  educat�on  necess�tates  to  develop  lecturers’  pedagog�cal  sk�lls 

 such  as  what  to  teach,  how  to  plan  the  lecture,  how  to  present  �nformat�on  through  Engl�sh 

 and  the  language  of  sc�ence  such  as  mathemat�cs  so  that  �nformat�on  they  present  �n  EMI 

 context  �s  su�table  for  students’  language  sk�lls  and  ab�l�ty  to  understand  �nformat�on. 

 Therefore,  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  that  are  preferred  to  be  used  by 

 EMI  lecturers  become  s�gn�f�cant  for  the  presentat�on  of  knowledge  at  a  comprehens�ble 

 level  through  the  med�um  of  Engl�sh.  However,  accord�ng  to  the  stud�es  of  Dearden  and 

 Macaro  (2016)  and  Macaro  et  al.,  (2016),  s�m�lar  to  many  countr�es  such  as  European, 

 As�an,  M�ddle  Eastern  countr�es,  �n  Türk�ye,  there  �s  ne�ther  any  standard  language 

 prof�c�ency  level  for  EMI  lecturers  nor  any  standard  way  of  dec�d�ng  wh�ch  lecturers  are 

 competent  to  teach  through  EMI.  EMI  lecturers’  lack  of  knowledge  on  pedagogy  m�ght 

 negat�vely  �nfluence  the  qual�ty  of  EMI  educat�on.  Thus,  th�s  fact  even  suggests  to  research 

 EMI  lecturers’  pedagog�cal  cho�ces  regard�ng  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  and  methods  and 

 techn�ques. 

 2.7. Teach�ng Competenc�es of EMI Lecturers 

 The  dec�s�on  related  to  the  �mplementat�on  of  EMI  m�ght  d�rectly  come  from  the 

 governmental  level  or  from  a  un�vers�ty  faculty  or  department.  The  faculty  member’s 

 des�re  to  teach  through  EMI,  the�r  methodolog�cal  and  pedagog�cal  knowledge  and  the�r 

 language  prof�c�ency  levels  may  be  taken  for  granted  dur�ng  the  dec�s�on-mak�ng  process 

 (TAEC,  2019).  However,  EMI  goes  beyond  convey�ng  content  through  Engl�sh.  It  �s  a 

 complex  process  wh�ch  requ�res  pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  knowledge  and  attent�on 

 (Beltrán-Palanques, 2021). 

 At  the  m�cro-level,  EMI  lecturers  are  one  of  the  key  stakeholders  because  they  are 

 the  dr�v�ng  factor  �n  �mplement�ng  EMI  (Beltrán-Palanques,  2021).  EMI  lecturers’  h�gh 

 language  prof�c�ency  does  not  mean  that  they  are  qual�f�ed  to  do  effect�ve  EMI  lectur�ng. 

 Although  students,  who  enroll  �n  EMI  programs  w�th  low  prof�c�ency  level  of  Engl�sh,  are 

 obl�ged  to  attend  Preparatory  Year  Programs  (PYP)  before  tak�ng  EMI  courses  at  the�r 

 facult�es,  the  courses  �n  these  programs  are  not  ma�nly  based  on  subject-spec�f�c 
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 term�nology  or  on  teach�ng  academ�c  stud�es  but  on  develop�ng  language  sk�lls  (Dearden, 

 et  al.,  2016).  Th�s  suggests  that  these  programs  do  not  adequately  prepare  students  for  EMI 

 courses  (Kırkgöz,  2009a).  Therefore,  pedagog�cal  po�nts  such  as  scaffold�ng  and 

 �nteract�ve  methodology  �nstead  of  teacher-centered  lectur�ng  and  teach�ng  sk�lls  l�ke 

 keep�ng  students’  attent�on,  help�ng  students'  cogn�t�ve  process�ng,  support�ng  students’ 

 understand�ng  w�th  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  ga�n  �mportance  �n 

 EMI  programs  s�nce  students  m�ght  have  comprehens�on  d�ff�culty.  To  be  able  to 

 effect�vely  teach  and  enable  students  to  ach�eve  academ�c  goals,  lecturers  should  �nclude 

 the  teach�ng  of  subject-spec�f�c  language.  That  teach�ng  should  not  only  fac�l�tate 

 convey�ng  mean�ng  and  construct�ng  mean�ngful  commun�cat�on  �n  L2  but  also  should 

 �nclude  us�ng  �nteract�ve  tasks  and  us�ng  d�fferent  ways  to  check  mean�ng  (Beaumont, 

 2020). 

 Lectur�ng  �n  programs  adopt�ng  EMI  �s  not  just  related  to  lecturers’  and  students’ 

 language  prof�c�ency  levels  but  also  �nvolves  a  sh�ft  �n  terms  of  teach�ng  pedagogy  and 

 methodology  (Beltrán-Palanques,  2021).  W�thout  tak�ng  enough  tra�n�ng  about  how  to 

 teach  �n  EMI,  some  lecturers  s�mply  m�ght  translate  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  and 

 presentat�on  sl�des  from  the�r  f�rst  language  to  the  target  language,  wh�ch  means  that  they 

 m�ght  overlook  the  �ntegrat�ve  relat�onsh�p  between  course  content  and  the  target  language 

 (Yuan,  2019).  In  add�t�on,  EMI  lecturers  are  profess�onals  �n  the�r  content  areas,  wh�ch 

 leads  them  to  cons�der  EMI  as  a  pragmat�c  means  to  ach�eve  a  content-related  a�m. 

 Therefore,  they  generally  do  not  prefer  to  take  the  dual  respons�b�l�ty  of  teach�ng  language 

 and  content.  Bes�des,  content  lecturers  have  been  reported  as  �ns�st�ng  that  they  are  not 

 even  respons�ble  for  adjust�ng  the�r  language  to  students’  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  levels  (A�rey, 

 2012). 

 2.7.1. Cert�f�cat�on of Engl�sh Med�um Instruct�on Competenc�es 

 In  the  l�ght  of  the  related  l�terature,  there  �s  a  need  to  determ�ne  what  k�nd  of 

 competenc�es  an  EMI  lecturer  should  be  equ�pped  to  teach  effect�vely  those  students  w�th 

 var�ous  l�ngu�st�c  levels  and  students  from  d�fferent  cultural  backgrounds  �n  an 

 �nternat�onal  h�gher  educat�on  context  (Macaro,  Ak�nc�oğlu,  &  Han,  2020).  Competenc�es 

 can  be  def�ned  as  the  profess�onal  knowledge,  understand�ng  and  sk�lls  requ�red  �n  order  to 

 effect�vely  teach  an  academ�c  subject  through  us�ng  Engl�sh  as  a  med�um  of  �nstruct�on 
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 (Macaro  et  al.,  2018).  There  are  a  number  of  organ�zat�ons  wh�ch  offer  profess�onal 

 development  courses  or  pre-serv�ce  teacher  educat�on  for  EMI  lecturers.  One  of  these 

 organ�zat�ons  �s  the  Un�vers�ty  of  Cambr�dge  wh�ch  offers  a  40-hour  onl�ne  course  called 

 the  Cert�f�cate  �n  EMI  Sk�lls.  The  off�c�al  webs�te  of  the  organ�zat�on  shows  that  at  the  end 

 of  the  course,  the  lecturers  may  “commun�cate  more  effect�vely  �n  Engl�sh  w�th  students 

 and  colleagues,  use  a  range  of  language  �n  d�fferent  s�tuat�ons,  from  lectures  and  tutor�als 

 to  conferences  and  onl�ne  d�scuss�ons  and  �ncrease  fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  a  range  of  sk�lls  for 

 del�ver�ng  �nstruct�on  �n  Engl�sh.”  Another  �nst�tut�on  called  the  Un�vers�ty  of 

 Southampton  also  offers  a  16-hour  course.  The  a�m  of  the  course  �s  to  qual�fy  lecturers 

 w�th  teach�ng  �n  �nternat�onal  contexts  by  �mprov�ng  the�r  Engl�sh  language  sk�lls  and 

 �ntercultural  knowledge.  F�nally,  the  Br�t�sh  Counc�l  offers  a  35-hour  course  wh�ch  a�ms  to 

 help  lecturers  to  “structure  and  del�ver  lectures  �n  Engl�sh  effect�vely  and  conf�dently 

 commun�cate  w�th  students  whose  f�rst  language  �s  not  Engl�sh,  use  the  Engl�sh  language 

 �n  superv�s�on/d�scuss�on/small-group  contexts.”  Apart  from  the  Br�t�sh  Counc�l’s  course, 

 the  a�ms  of  these  organ�zat�ons  put  an  emphas�s  on  Engl�sh  language  sk�lls  �n  general  but 

 not  teach�ng  an  academ�c  subject  through  Engl�sh.  Th�s  s�tuat�on  proposes  that  EMI 

 lecturers  are  not  expected  to  be  qual�f�ed  w�th  pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  knowledge 

 to  teach  �n  an  EMI  context  where  heterogeneous  groups  of  students  w�th  a  w�de  range  of 

 prof�c�ency levels study an academ�c subject �n an �nternat�onal context. 

 2.8. Learn�ng Theor�es 

 Start�ng  from  anc�ent  Greek  ph�losophers,  a  large  number  of  scholars  have  made 

 contr�but�ons  to  the  perspect�ves  on  learn�ng.  However,  there  �s  no  un�versally  accepted 

 def�n�t�on  of  learn�ng  by  theor�sts,  researchers,  and  pract�t�oners  s�nce  they  d�sagree  about 

 the  nature  of  learn�ng  (Schunk,  2012).  Th�s  means  that  there  �s  a  var�ety  of  v�ews  on  how 

 learn�ng  occurs  and  how  the  underly�ng  psycholog�cal  var�ables  affect  �t  (Dr�scoll,  2005). 

 Although,  �n  the  l�terature,  there  are  many  def�n�t�ons  wh�ch  employ  common  elements, 

 mostly used def�n�t�on of learn�ng �s: 

 “Learn�ng  �s  an  endur�ng  change  �n  behav�or,  or  �n  the  capac�ty  to  behave  �n  a  g�ven 

 fash�on, wh�ch results from pract�ce or other forms of exper�ence.” 

 (Shuell, 1986, as c�ted �n Schunk, 2012, p. 3) 
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 Th�s  def�n�t�on  suggests  the  three  cr�ter�a  of  learn�ng.  These  are  “learn�ng  �nvolves 

 change,  learn�ng  endures  over  t�me,  learn�ng  occurs  through  exper�ence”  (Schunk,  2012,  p. 

 4).  The  f�rst  cr�ter�on  proposes  that  �nd�v�duals  learn  when  they  can  do  someth�ng  �n  a 

 d�fferent  way.  The  second  cr�ter�on  �s  that  learn�ng  �s  not  someth�ng  temporary  because  the 

 changes  of  br�ef  durat�on  cannot  be  class�f�ed  as  learn�ng.  Yet,  �t  may  not  last  forever 

 because  forgett�ng  occurs.  The  f�nal  cr�ter�on  suggests  that  the  development  of  behav�ors 

 depends  on  soc�al  �nteract�ons  w�th  the  env�ronment.  Learn�ng  occurs  through  pract�ce  and 

 observat�on of others. 

 S�nce  the  theory  �s  an  �ntegral  part  of  the  study  of  learn�ng,  what  �s  meant  by  a 

 theory  should  also  be  ment�oned  �n  th�s  study.  A  theory  �s  def�ned  as  a  br�dge  between 

 research  and  educat�on  that  �nvolves  a  sc�ent�f�cally  acceptable  set  of  pr�nc�ples  used  to 

 expla�n  a  phenomenon  (Suppes,  1974,  as  c�ted  �n  Schunk,  2012).  As  for  learn�ng  theor�es, 

 they  a�m  to  expla�n  how  to  “ach�eve  some  k�nd  of  understand�ng  about  how  students  learn 

 knowledge,  understand�ng  and  sk�lls,  how  educat�onal  structures  and  pract�ces  evolve  or 

 develop  part�cular  percept�ons,  v�s�ons,  or  strateg�es  for  the  transfer  or  commun�cat�on  of 

 knowledge”  (O’Ne�ll  &  Senyshyn,  2011,  p.  5).  Because  of  d�fferent  ep�stemolog�cal 

 perspect�ves  that  are  also  known  as  theor�es  of  knowledge,  there  are  three  ma�n  learn�ng 

 theor�es  wh�ch  try  to  map  learn�ng  and  �nstruct�on  (Tam�m  &  Grant,  2016).  These  are 

 behav�or�sm, cogn�t�v�sm, and construct�v�sm. 

 In  1913,  John  B.  Watson,  who  �s  one  of  the  f�rst  behav�or�sts,  publ�shed  a  k�nd  of 

 man�festo  called  Psychology  as  the  Behav�or�st  V�ews  It.  Accord�ng  to  the  man�festo, 

 psychology  should  be  redef�ned  as  the  study  of  behav�or  (Sk�nner,  1974).  It  should 

 compr�se  behav�or  as  �ts  subject  matter  and  also  rely  on  exper�mental  observat�on  of  that 

 subject  matter  as  �ts  method.  That  exper�mental  analys�s  of  behav�or  as  a  subject  matter  �s 

 based  on  object�v�ty,  wh�ch  opposes  subject�v�ty.  To  ensure  object�v�ty,  Watson  employed 

 measurement  and  analyt�cal  techn�ques  from  an�mal  psychology  and  reflexology.  He 

 appl�ed  them  to  adapt�ve  k�nds  of  behav�or.  In  do�ng  so,  he  put  an  emphas�s  on  the  overt 

 behav�oral  aspect  of  learn�ng  by  �gnor�ng  consc�ousness,  feel�ngs,  and  states  of  m�nd 

 (Sk�nner,  1974).  Th�s  emphas�s  suggests  that  learn�ng  �s  an  observable  and  behav�oral 

 change  that  occurs  as  a  result  of  the  �nterplay  of  st�mul�,  response  and  re�nforcement. 

 Accord�ng  to  Sk�nner  (1953),  the  st�mulus  �s  a  funct�on  that  occurs  �n  the  future  as  a 

 consequence  of  a  pr�or  response  that  �s  re�nforced.  As  a  result  of  re�nforcement,  response  �s 

 not  el�c�ted  as  �n  a  reflex,  wh�ch  means  that  response  m�ght  occur  aga�n  �n  the  future 
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 (Sk�nner,  1974).  As  for  the  goal  of  behav�or�st  �nstruct�on,  �t  �s  to  “el�c�t  the  des�red 

 response  from  the  student  who  �s  presented  w�th  a  target  st�mulus”  (Ertmer  &  Newby, 

 1993,  p.  54).  To  be  able  to  execute  proper  response,  the  �nstruct�on  should  be  des�gned 

 around  the  presentat�on  of  the  st�mulus  and  opportun�t�es  for  students  to  pract�ce  (Ertmer  & 

 Newby,  1993).  Therefore,  they  prescr�be  the  strateg�es  that  m�ght  strengthen  and  bu�ld 

 st�mulus  and  response  assoc�at�ons.  Some  of  these  strateg�es  �nvolve  “d�scr�m�nat�ons 

 (recall�ng  facts),  general�zat�ons  (def�n�ng  and  �llustrat�ng  concepts),  assoc�at�ons  (apply�ng 

 explanat�ons),  and  cha�n�ng  (automat�cally  perform�ng  a  spec�f�ed  procedure)”  (Ertmer  & 

 Newby,  1993,  p.  56).  As  for  teachers’  job,  they  need  to  determ�ne  cues  that  help  to  make 

 des�red  responses,  to  des�gn  pract�ce  s�tuat�ons  where  the  establ�shment  of  the  target 

 st�mul�  and  responses  are  made,  and  to  organ�ze  cond�t�ons  related  to  the  env�ronment  �n 

 order  to  make  correct  responses  and  rece�ve  correct  re�nforcement  for  those  responses 

 (Ertmer & Newby, 1993). 

 In  the  late  1950s,  cogn�t�v�sm  replaced  behav�or�sm,  wh�ch  means  that  there  �s  a 

 sh�ft  from  us�ng  behav�oral  models  to  models  from  cogn�t�ve  sc�ences.  Contrary  to 

 behav�or�sm  wh�ch  focuses  on  observable  change  of  behav�or,  cogn�t�v�sm  focuses  on  the 

 role  of  mental  act�v�t�es  �n  the  learn�ng  process.  The  cogn�t�v�st  educators  and 

 psycholog�sts  de-emphas�ze  observable  behav�or,  but  they  stress  the  �mportance  of  more 

 complex  cogn�t�ve  processes.  These  cogn�t�ve  processes  are  th�nk�ng,  remember�ng, 

 perce�v�ng,  �nterpret�ng,  reason�ng  and  problem  solv�ng  (Clark,  2018;  Ertmer  &  Newby, 

 1993).  The  cogn�t�v�sts  bel�eve  that  students  have  the  ab�l�ty  of  rat�onal  thought  and 

 learn�ng  by  act�ve  part�c�pat�on.  Therefore,  how  to  conceptual�ze  students’  learn�ng 

 process,  and  how  �nformat�on  �s  rece�ved,  organ�zed,  stored,  and  retr�eved  by  m�nd  ga�n 

 �mportance  (Ertmer  &  Newby,  1993).  Teachers  or  �nstruct�onal  des�gners  should  analyze 

 tasks  to  determ�ne  the  most  appropr�ate  ones  for  the  students  so  that  they  can  process  the 

 �nformat�on  rece�ved  effect�vely  and  eff�c�ently.  Unl�ke  behav�or�sm,  cogn�t�v�st  models 

 suggest  that  the  students’  character�st�cs  may  promote  or  h�nder  the  cogn�t�ve  process�ng  of 

 �nformat�on  (McLeod,  2003).  Accord�ng  to  Jonassen  (1991),  learn�ng  �s  concerned  w�th 

 what  the  students  know  and  how  they  come  to  acqu�re  �t.  Therefore,  the  role  of  teachers  �s 

 to  help  students  to  organ�ze  the  �nformat�on  by  us�ng  techn�ques  such  as  analog�es, 

 organ�zers,  and  h�erarch�cal  relat�onsh�ps  to  relate  new  �nformat�on  to  prev�ous  knowledge 

 (Ertmer & Newby, 1993). 
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 Construct�v�sm  has  �ts  roots  �n  the  works  of  Dewey  (1929),  Bruner  (1961), 

 Vygotsky  (1962)  and  P�aget  (1980).  It  �s  an  approach  based  on  the  assumpt�on  that  learn�ng 

 �s  the  consequence  of  mental  construct�on.  Th�s  means  that  students  learn  by  f�tt�ng  new 

 �nformat�on  together  w�th  the�r  prev�ous  knowledge  (  Bada  &  Olusegun,  2015)  .  S�m�lar  to 

 cogn�t�v�sts,  construct�v�sts  bel�eve  that  students’  bel�efs  and  att�tudes  have  an  �mpact  on 

 the  learn�ng  process.  Yet,  cogn�t�v�sm  suggests  that  the  learn�ng  env�ronment  along  w�th 

 students’  percept�ons  should  be  cons�dered  �n  the  learn�ng  process  whereas  construct�v�sm 

 says  that  knowledge  �s  someth�ng  constructed  by  �nd�v�duals  �ns�de  themselves  but  not 

 someth�ng  �mposed  from  outs�de.  Unl�ke  behav�or�sm  and  cogn�t�v�sm,  �n  construct�v�sm, 

 learn�ng  �s  not  to  transm�t  knowledge  to  students.  Also,  the  goal  of  �nstruct�on  �s  not  to 

 make  students  know  the  target  facts  but  make  them  �nterpret  and  elaborate  on  �nformat�on. 

 Students  are  act�ve  agents  �n  the  process  of  acqu�r�ng  knowledge.  They  construct 

 knowledge  and  mean�ng  through  the�r  exper�ences  and  reflect�ng  on  these  exper�ences. 

 Therefore,  the  construct�v�st  po�nt  of  v�ew  proposes  d�fferent  teach�ng  pract�ces,  wh�ch 

 encourage  students  to  use  act�ve  techn�ques  such  as  problem-solv�ng,  exper�ments  etc. 

 (  Bada  &  Olusegun,  2015;  Ertmer  &  Newby,  1993  ).  In  add�t�on,  �t  �s  student-centered  that 

 leads  the  students  to  ask  quest�ons  and  explore  the  �nterpretat�ons  of  mean�ng.  As  for  the 

 job  of  �nstructors,  they  become  fac�l�tators  or  gu�des  of  the  learn�ng  process  (  Bada  & 

 Olusegun, 2015). 

 F�nally,  behav�or�sm,  cogn�t�v�sm  and  construct�v�sm  try  to  expla�n  the  learn�ng 

 process  from  d�fferent  perspect�ves.  Yet,  any  of  these  learn�ng  theor�es  could  not  solve  all 

 k�nds  of  problems  related  to  learn�ng  (Senemoğlu,  2002).  They  prov�de  �nformat�on  about 

 how  learn�ng  occurs  but  not  about  how  to  des�gn  a  curr�culum  or  lesson  plans  and 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  To  be  able  to  des�gn  teach�ng,  d�fferent  models  of  teach�ng 

 grounded  on  these  learn�ng  theor�es  are  used  to  gu�de  �nstructors  wh�le  des�gn�ng  teach�ng 

 and learn�ng processes (Akden�z, 2016). 

 2.9. Instruct�onal Process 

 Teach�ng  or  �nstruct�on,  wh�ch  �s  used  �nterchangeably,  �s  def�ned  by  many  scholars 

 (e.g.  Akden�z,  2016;  Moore,  2007;  Re�geluth  &  Carr-Chellman,  2009;  Sm�th  &  Ragan, 

 1999).  Akden�z  (2016)  def�nes  �nstruct�on  “as  the  whole  process  appl�ed  for  learn�ng  to 

 occur  and  for  the  development  of  the  target  behav�or  that  students  are  expected  to  have.” 
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 (p.  57).  Accord�ng  to  Moore  (2007),  �nstruct�on  �s  to  help  students  to  reach  the  h�ghest 

 level of development �n terms of emot�onal, phys�cal, soc�al, and cogn�t�ve aspects. 

 As  for  Re�geluth  and  Carr-Chellman  (2009),  they  ment�oned  a  d�st�nct�on  between 

 �nstruct�on  and  construct�on  made  �n  the  l�terature.  Accord�ng  to  that  d�st�nct�on, 

 �nstruct�on  �s  someth�ng  that  �s  done  to  students,  wh�ch  means  that  students  are  pass�ve 

 dur�ng  the  learn�ng  process  whereas  construct�on  refers  to  someth�ng  that  �s  done  by 

 students  wh�ch  �mpl�es  that  students  are  act�ve.  However,  one  of  the  pr�nc�ples  of 

 construct�v�sm  �s  that  human  be�ngs  can  only  learn  by  construct�ng  the�r  own  knowledge, 

 wh�ch  �mpl�es  that  learn�ng  cannot  occur  pass�vely.  Instruct�on  should  foster  any  learn�ng 

 act�v�ty  wh�ch  leads  to  construct�on.  Therefore,  they  def�ne  �nstruct�on  as  “anyth�ng  that  �s 

 done  purposefully  to  fac�l�tate  learn�ng.”  (Re�geluth  &  Carr-Chellman  ,  2009,  p.  6).  F�nally, 

 Sm�th  and  Ragan  (1999)  def�ne  the  �nstruct�on  as  “the  development  and  del�very  of 

 �nformat�on  and  act�v�t�es  that  are  created  to  fac�l�tate  the  atta�nment  of  �ntended,  spec�f�c 

 learn�ng goals” (as c�ted �n Akden�z, 2016, p. 59). 

 As  ment�oned  before,  learn�ng  theor�es  are  descr�pt�ve  and  they  try  to  descr�be  how 

 learn�ng  occurs  and  what  �s  happen�ng  �ns�de  the  student’s  head  when  learn�ng  occurs. 

 They  cannot  be  d�rectly  and  eas�ly  appl�ed  to  educat�onal  problems  (Re�geluth,  1999). 

 Therefore,  �nstruct�on  grounded  on  learn�ng  theor�es,  wh�ch  �s  not  only  systemat�c 

 gu�dance  for  learn�ng  but  also  a  purposeful  organ�zat�on  of  exper�ences  to  ass�st  students  to 

 atta�n  the  �ntended  change  �n  the�r  performance,  should  be  des�gned,  �mplemented, 

 managed  and  evaluated  by  the  �nstructors  (Ş�mşek,  2011;  Re�geluth,  1983).  Th�s  �mpl�es 

 that  �nstruct�on  cons�sts  of  f�ve  major  act�v�t�es:  des�gn,  development,  �mplementat�on,  and 

 evaluat�on.  Instruct�onal  des�gn  �s  a  dec�s�on-mak�ng  process  on  what  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  are  the  best  to  ach�eve  des�red  changes  �n  students’  knowledge  and  sk�lls  for  a 

 spec�f�c  course  content.  Instruct�onal  development  �s  the  process  of  develop�ng  new 

 �nstruct�on  �n  a  g�ven  s�tuat�on  by  prescr�b�ng  and  us�ng  opt�mal  procedures.  Instruct�onal 

 �mplementat�on  �s  “the  process  of  prescr�b�ng  and  us�ng  opt�mal  procedures  for  adapt�ng  a 

 spec�f�c  �nstruct�onal  program/  or  an  �nst�tut�on  so  as  to  enable  opt�mal  outcomes  from  that 

 program  �n  that  �nst�tut�on.”  (Re�geluth,  1983,  p.  8).  The  concern  of  �nstruct�onal 

 management  �s  “understand�ng,  �mprov�ng,  and  apply�ng  methods  of  manag�ng  the  use  of 

 an  �mplemented  �nstruct�onal  program.”  (Re�geluth,  1983,  p.  8).  F�nally,  �nstruct�onal 

 evaluat�on  �s  concerned  w�th  the  methods  that  assess  the  effect�veness  and  eff�c�ency  of  all 

 these processes. 
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 To  be  able  to  des�gn  eff�c�ently  and  effect�vely  �nstruct�on,  what  �nstruct�onal 

 models,  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es,  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  w�ll  be  employed  depend�ng  on  the  needs  of  students  and  the  �ntended  behav�or 

 and  goal  of  �nstruct�on  �s  a  quest�on  that  should  be  answered  by  the  �nstructor.  The 

 �nstructors’  �nformed  dec�s�ons  regard�ng  the  cho�ces  of  models,  strateg�es  etc.  w�ll  affect 

 the  qual�ty  of  teach�ng  and  learn�ng.  Bes�des,  the  �nstructor  should  keep  �n  m�nd  that  �n  the 

 �nstruct�onal  process,  there  �s  �nterrelat�onsh�p  among  �nstruct�onal  models,  strateg�es, 

 methods  and  techn�ques  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  3.,  what 

 �nstruct�onal  model  the  �nstructor  appl�es  w�ll  have  an  �mpact  on  wh�ch  �nstruct�onal 

 strateg�es  w�ll  be  employed.  S�m�larly,  wh�ch  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  w�ll  be  employed  w�ll 

 have  an  �mpact  on  the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  (Akden�z,  2016; 

 Un�vers�ty of Saskatchewan, 1991). 

 F�gure 3. Instruct�onal framework (Akden�z, 2016; Un�vers�ty of Saskatchewan, 1991) 

 2.9.1. Instruct�onal Models 

 Instruct�onal  models  are  procedures  and  steps  that  are  followed  by  the  �nstructor  so 

 that  the  �nstruct�onal  act�v�t�es  employed  �n  the  classroom  become  more  eff�c�ent  and 

 product�ve  (M.  A.,Ocak,  2015).  Accord�ng  to  the  learn�ng  theor�es,  learn�ng  �s  a  process  of 
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 change  wh�ch  reveals  �tself  �n  motor,  cogn�t�ve,  and  psychodynam�c  behav�or  as  a  result  of 

 students’  exper�ences  (Dr�scoll  &  Burner,  2005;  Lowyck,  2014).  The  three  ma�n  learn�ng 

 theor�es,  wh�ch  are  behav�or�sm,  cogn�t�v�sm,  and  construct�v�sm,  are  based  on  d�fferent 

 ep�stemolog�cal  perspect�ves.  Th�s  d�fference  �n  perspect�ves  maps  the  doma�n  of  learn�ng 

 and  �nstruct�on  d�fferently,  wh�ch  leads  to  d�fferent  �nstruct�onal  models  such  as 

 Behav�or�st  Models,  Cogn�t�v�st  Models  and  Construct�v�st  Models  (Dr�scoll  &  Burner, 

 2005).  These  models  have  an  �mpact  on  �dent�fy�ng  wh�ch  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es,  methods 

 and  techn�ques  are  go�ng  to  be  used  �n  the  classroom.  Br�efly,  �nstruct�onal  models 

 compr�se �nstruct�onal strateg�es, methods, and techn�ques (M. A, Ocak, 2015). 

 Behav�or�st  models  are  Programmed  Instruct�on  Model  (Sk�nner,  1968),  Mastery 

 Learn�ng  Model  (Bloom,  1980)  and  Effect�ve  Instruct�on  Model  (Slav�n,  1995).  F�rstly,  the 

 Programmed  Instruct�on  Model,  wh�ch  was  f�rst  put  forward  by  Sk�nner  �n  1968,  �s  a  k�nd 

 of  learn�ng  grounded  on  the  operant  cond�t�on�ng  -behav�or�st  learn�ng  theory-  to  be  able  to 

 develop  �nstruct�on.  The  a�m  of  th�s  model  �s  to  enable  students  to  reach  the  predef�ned 

 behav�oral  a�ms.  Students’  behav�ors  are  tr�ed  to  push  toward  these  a�ms  by  means  of 

 re�nforcement  or  st�mulus.  The  feature  of  th�s  model  �s  that  the  content  �s  d�v�ded  �nto 

 small  �nstruct�onal  parts  called  ‘framework’  and  each  framework  cons�sts  of  quest�ons  and 

 sentences.  Students  read  each  framework  and  �mmed�ately  answer  the  quest�ons  related  to 

 the  framework.  They  get  feedback  about  whether  the  answers  are  correct  or  not  as  soon  as 

 poss�ble.  Instruct�on  evolves  �nd�v�dually  and  �ndependently,  and  students  take  an  act�ve 

 role  dur�ng  the  process.  As  for  the  Mastery  Learn�ng  model  wh�ch  was  developed  by 

 Bloom,  �t  �s  for  whole-group  teach�ng  or  school-based  learn�ng.  Th�s  model  �s  based  on  the 

 v�ew  that  all  of  the  students  could  learn  new  behav�or  by  means  of  a  planned  and  sens�t�ve 

 approach  (Bloom,  1980).  It  proposes  that  unt�l  a  student  reaches  a  predeterm�ned 

 prof�c�ency  level  �n  relat�on  to  learn�ng  a�ms,  he  or  she  should  not  proceed  to  the  follow�ng 

 learn�ng  a�m.  If  necessary  t�me  and  learn�ng  opportun�t�es  are  prov�ded,  nearly  all  of  the 

 students  can  learn  the  target  behav�or  regardless  of  the  content  (Senemoğlu,  2002). 

 Mastery  Learn�ng  focuses  on  organ�z�ng  learn�ng  a�ms  and  un�ts  by  d�v�d�ng  them  �nto 

 small  parts  and  putt�ng  them  �n  order  and  convey�ng  them  by  employ�ng  methods  such  as 

 group  work  and  �nd�v�dual  work  �n  the  classroom  (G.  Ocak,  2015).  Bes�des,  �t  has  s�m�lar 

 features  to  the  features  of  behav�or�st  learn�ng  theory  related  to  operant  cond�t�on�ng. 

 Therefore,  Mastery  Learn�ng  suggests  that  learn�ng  occurs  w�th  the  help  of  st�mulus  and 

 response  wh�ch  �s  g�ven  to  the  st�mulus.  It  focuses  on  behav�ors  that  can  be  observed  and 
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 measured.  F�nally,  accord�ng  to  the  Effect�ve  Instruct�on  Model  developed  by  Slav�n 

 (1995),  there  are  four  ma�n  var�ables  of  effect�ve  teach�ng:  the  qual�ty  of  �nstruct�on, 

 appropr�ate  levels  of  �nstruct�on,  �ncent�ve,  and  t�me.  The  qual�ty  of  �nstruct�on  �s  the 

 outcome  of  the  qual�ty  of  curr�culum  and  of  the  course  presentat�on  �tself.  Wh�ch 

 �nformat�on  and  sk�lls  are  go�ng  to  be  presented  and  how  students  eas�ly  learn  and 

 assoc�ate  new  �nformat�on  and  sk�lls  w�th  prev�ously  learned  ones  are  the  ma�n  concerns  of 

 th�s  var�able.  Accord�ng  to  the  var�able  ‘appropr�ate  levels  of  �nstruct�on’,  �nstruct�on 

 should  not  be  too  d�ff�cult  or  too  easy.  In  add�t�on,  lecturers  should  ensure  that  students 

 have  the  necessary  knowledge  and  sk�lls  so  that  they  are  ready  to  learn  a  new  lesson. 

 Incent�ve  �s  related  to  the  mot�vat�on  level  of  students  wh�le  work�ng  on  mater�als 

 presented  and  �nstruct�onal  tasks.  F�nally,  t�me  �s  about  g�v�ng  enough  t�me  to  students  �n 

 order for them to complete the task and atta�n learn�ng a�ms (Slav�n, 1995). 

 In  general,  the  behav�oral  �nstruct�onal  models  put  the  lecturer  �n  the  center  of  the 

 learn�ng  process.  The  �nterplay  between  st�mulus  and  response  �s  strengthened  through 

 pract�ce  and  assessment.  The  learn�ng  process  that  the  students'  exper�ence  �s  cons�dered  as 

 un�versal  and  general  accord�ng  to  behav�oral  �nstruct�onal  models  (Tam�m  &  Grant, 

 2016).  These  models  use  pr�nc�ples  of  behav�or�st  learn�ng  theory  such  as  “ga�n�ng 

 students’  attent�on,  re�nforcement,  prov�d�ng  students  correct�ve  feedback,  and  prov�d�ng 

 the  student  an  opportun�ty  of  pract�c�ng  correct  responses  or  behav�ors”  (Burden  &  Byrd, 

 2003,  as  c�ted  �n  Bel�kuşaklı-Çardak,  2016,  p.  8).  S�nce  learn�ng  occurs  when  there  �s  an 

 observable  change  �n  behav�ors  of  students,  �nstruct�onal  des�gn  should  be  based  on  a 

 pred�ctable  and  rel�able  set  of  behav�ors  �n  order  to  atta�n  des�rable  and  demonstrable  sk�lls 

 (McLeod,  2003).  Therefore,  �n  order  to  avo�d  unpred�ctable  behav�ors  and  to  strengthen  the 

 assoc�at�ons  between  st�mulus-response,  the  lecturers  need  to  prescr�be  �nstruct�onal 

 strateg�es,  methods,  techn�ques  and  mater�als  (W�nn,  1990,  as  c�ted  �n  Ertmer  &  Newby, 

 1993).  They  are  expected  to  organ�ze  the  �nstruct�on  around  the  presentat�on  of  the  target 

 st�mulus (Ertmer & Newby, 1993). 

 Gagné’s  N�ne  Events  of  Instruct�on  based  on  the  Informat�on  Process�ng  Model  can 

 be  categor�zed  under  the  cogn�t�v�st  �nstruct�onal  models.  However,  �t  also  shares 

 s�m�lar�t�es  w�th  some  of  behav�or�st  models  and  construct�v�st  models  (Akden�z,  2016; 

 Re�geluth  &  Moore,  1999).  Gagné,  Wager,  Goals,  and  Keller  (2005)  states  that  learn�ng 

 occurs  as  a  consequence  of  �nternal  learn�ng  phases.  These  �nternal  learn�ng  phases  l�ke 

 prev�ously  learned  capab�l�t�es  are  affected  by  external  events  such  as  act�v�t�es  and 
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 mater�als  (Gagné  et  al.,  2005).  The  �nteract�on  between  the  �nternal  learn�ng  phases  and 

 external  factors  results  �n  some  k�nds  of  learn�ng  outcomes.  These  learn�ng  outcomes  can 

 be  class�f�ed  under  f�ve  major  categor�es:  �ntellectual  sk�lls,  cogn�t�ve  strategy,  verbal 

 �nformat�on,  motor  sk�lls  and  att�tudes  as  learned  capab�l�t�es  (Gagné  et  al.,  2005).  Each  of 

 these  learn�ng  outcomes  develops  throughout  a  learn�ng  process  wh�ch  �s  formed  of  ser�es 

 of  phases  called  as  events  of  learn�ng.  These  events  of  learn�ng  are  attent�on,  select�ve 

 percept�on,  rehearsal,  semant�c  encod�ng,  retr�eval,  response  organ�zat�on,  feedback,  and 

 execut�ve  control  processes.  They  are  based  on  �nformat�on-process�ng  model  wh�ch 

 proposes  that  learn�ng  starts  w�th  st�mulat�on  and  ends  w�th  feedback  regard�ng  the 

 student’s  performance.  Follow�ng  th�s  order  of  learn�ng  phases  helps  students  to  act�vate 

 cogn�t�ve  strategy  wh�ch  ass�sts  them  to  moderate  the  learn�ng  process.  The  �nstruct�on, 

 wh�ch  �s  follow�ng  th�s  sequence  of  events  of  learn�ng,  a�ms  to  support  learn�ng  processes. 

 Therefore,  �nstruct�onal  events  should  �nclude  the  follow�ng  steps:  ga�n�ng  attent�on, 

 �nform�ng  students  of  the  object�ve,  st�mulat�ng  recall  of  prerequ�s�te  learn�ng,  present�ng 

 the  st�mulus  mater�al,  prov�d�ng  learn�ng  gu�dance,  el�c�t�ng  the  performance,  prov�d�ng 

 feedback  about  performance  correctness,  assess�ng  the  performance,  and  enhanc�ng 

 retent�on  and  transfer  (Gagné  et  al.,  1992).  Consequently,  cogn�t�v�st  models  help  students 

 �n  learn�ng  through  organ�z�ng  and  sequenc�ng  mater�als  and  encourag�ng  assoc�at�ons  w�th 

 prev�ously  learned  mater�al  (Re�geluth  &  Moore,  1999).  Lecturers  can  use  analog�es, 

 metaphors,  mnemon�cs,  and  concept  mapp�ng  to  help  students  make  assoc�at�ons  between 

 new �nformat�on and prev�ously learned �nformat�on (Ertmer & Newby, 1993). 

 The  last  category  of  �nstruct�onal  models  �s  construct�v�st  models.  These  models  are 

 5E  Instruct�onal  Model  (Bybee,  1993),  Anchored  Instruct�on,  Rec�procal  Teach�ng 

 (Pal�ncsar,  1986),  S�tuated  Learn�ng  (Lave  &  Wenger,  1991).  F�rstly,  the  5E  Model  carr�es 

 the  character�st�cs  of  the  construct�v�st  parad�gm.  The  model  a�ms  to  make  students  atta�n 

 the  new  knowledge  by  us�ng  students’  prev�ously  learned  knowledge  and  sk�lls. 

 Throughout  the  learn�ng  process,  students’  prev�ous  knowledge,  learn�ng  env�ronment, 

 character�st�cs  etc.  are  �mportant.  Accord�ng  to  construct�v�st  learn�ng  theory,  effect�ve 

 teach�ng  can  be  poss�ble  by  means  of  gett�ng  attent�on,  research  and  d�scovery,  analys�s, 

 shar�ng  and  apply�ng  what  �s  learned  to  l�fe.  5E  Model  puts  students  at  the  center  of  the 

 teach�ng-learn�ng  process.  The  model  cons�sts  of  f�ve  phases:  engage,  explore,  expla�n, 

 elaborate  and  evaluate.  Th�s  model  �s  des�gned  to  �nvolve  all  aspects  of  �nqu�ry-based 

 learn�ng  env�ronments  through  engag�ng  students  by  mot�vat�ng  about  the  �nformat�on  they 
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 w�ll  learn  and  act�vat�ng  the�r  prev�ously  learned  knowledge,  allow�ng  them  to  explore  the 

 concepts,  mater�als  or  phenomenons  that  are  �ntroduced,  d�scover  explanat�ons  for  the 

 concepts  that  the  students  are  learn�ng,  and  elaborate  on  what  they  have  learned  by 

 employ�ng  the�r  knowledge  to  new  s�tuat�ons  (Org�ll  &  Thomas,  2007).  S�m�lar  to  the  5E 

 Model,  Anchored  Instruct�on  also  a�ms  to  solve  a  problem  or  a  phenomenon  by  assoc�at�ng 

 �t  w�th  real  l�fe.  The  problem  can  be  presented  �n  the  form  of  a  story.  The  story  �ncludes 

 problems,  and  these  problems  are  d�v�ded  �nto  sub-problems.  By  analyz�ng  and  solv�ng 

 these  sub-problems,  students  are  asked  to  reach  a  f�nal  conclus�on.  Anchored  Instruct�on 

 �nvolves  �nstruct�onal  methods  such  as  problem-based  learn�ng  and  case  study.  As  for 

 Rec�procal  Teach�ng,  �t  �s  an  approach  wh�ch  focuses  on  read�ng  comprehens�on.  In  th�s 

 model,  lecturers  and  students  take  turns  lead�ng  d�alogue  about  spec�f�c  segments  of  text 

 through  us�ng  cogn�t�ve  and  metacogn�t�ve  strateg�es.  The  spec�f�c  strateg�es  used  �n  th�s 

 model  are  summar�z�ng,  quest�on�ng,  clar�fy�ng,  and  pred�ct�ng  (Hartman,  1994;  Pal�ncsar 

 &  Brown,  1984).  Summar�z�ng  refers  to  gett�ng  students’  attent�on  to  the  related 

 �nformat�on  and  also  mon�tor�ng  the  effect�veness.  Quest�on�ng  a�ms  to  make  students  ask 

 quest�ons  so  that  lecturers  can  understand  whether  the  students  comprehend  the  content. 

 Clar�f�cat�on  refers  to  evaluat�ng  �nformat�on  cr�t�cally  and  mon�tor�ng  comprehens�on. 

 F�nally,  pred�ct�ng  �nvolves  students’  pred�ct�on  about  what  �s  go�ng  to  be  the  follow�ng 

 content  w�th  the  help  of  prev�ously  shown  contents.  The  ma�n  a�m  �s  to  make  students 

 comprehend  the  �nformat�on  and  not  forget  what  they  have  learned  (Hartman,  1994;  M.  A. 

 Ocak,  2015;  Pal�ncsar  &  Brown,  1984).  F�nally,  S�tuated  Learn�ng,  wh�ch  was  put  forward 

 by  Lave  &  Wenger  (1991),  proposes  that  mean�ngful  learn�ng  can  only  be  poss�ble  �n  a 

 context  that  �s  soc�ally  and  phys�cally  determ�ned.  W�th�n  the  context  �n  wh�ch  learn�ng 

 occurs,  students  become  the  pract�t�oners  �nstead  of  the  role  of  observer  when  the  level  of 

 learn�ng  and  exper�ence  �ncreases.  S�tuated  Learn�ng  supports  the  �dea  that  students  learn 

 knowledge  the  best  w�th  the  help  of  authent�c  and  factual  s�tuat�ons  �n  the  culture  w�th�n 

 the soc�al env�ronment (M. A. Ocak, 2015). 

 To  sum  up,  behav�oral  �nstruct�onal  models  put  the  lecturer  �n  the  center  of  the 

 learn�ng  process.  The  relat�onsh�p  between  the  st�mulus-response  ga�ns  �mportance. 

 Cogn�t�v�st  models  focus  on  how  to  structure  the  process  of  �nstruct�on  to  fac�l�tate  the 

 mental  process�ng  of  the  target  mater�al.  Construct�v�st  models  support  the  cogn�t�ve 

 process  but  pr�mar�ly  focus  on  collaborat�on  among  students  to  solve  authent�c  and  factual 

 problems  (Tam�m  &  Grant,  2016).  Although  all  of  the  models  prov�de  d�fferent 
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 �nstruct�onal  strateg�es,  methods,  techn�ques  and  mater�als  based  on  d�fferent  learn�ng 

 theor�es,  they  may  overlap  at  certa�n  po�nts  of  the  courses  due  to  the  nature  of  learn�ng 

 tasks  and  the  prof�c�ency  levels  of  the  students  (Ertmer  &  Newby,  1993).  As  a  result,  to  be 

 able  to  ach�eve  the  learn�ng  outcomes  and  enhance  the  students’  understand�ng,  EMI 

 lecturers  need  to  focus  on  these  �nstruct�onal  models  �nformed  by  learn�ng  theor�es  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng and plann�ng �nstruct�on (Jonassen,  Grab�nger  & Harr�s  , 1990). 

 2.9.2. Instruct�onal Strateg�es 

 To  be  able  to  ach�eve  the  ma�n  a�ms  of  �nstruct�on,  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  remark 

 the  ways  and  approaches  followed  by  the  lecturers  (Akden�z,  2016).  In  the  l�terature, 

 �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  are  also  called  “teach�ng  strateg�es”  or  “�nstruct�on  strateg�es”.  In 

 some  of  the  stud�es,  they  are  even  called  as  “�nstruct�onal  methods”  wh�ch  �nvolve  spec�f�c 

 �nstruct�onal  phases  �n  concordance  w�th  the  purposes  of  the  subject  and  the  features  of  the 

 content  area  �n  order  for  students  to  atta�n  the  �ntended  behav�or  (S�lver  et  al.,  1996,  as 

 c�ted  �n  Akden�z,  2016).  However,  �n  th�s  study,  they  are  called  as  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es. 

 Instruct�onal  strateg�es  are  used  both  to  apply  learn�ng  theor�es  �n  a  useful  way  and  to 

 obta�n  the  target  learn�ng  outcomes  (Akden�z,  2016).  Accord�ng  to  Marzano  (2003),  the 

 �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  �nfluence  students’  ach�evement.  Bes�des,  they  allow  lecturers  to 

 var�fy  the  �nstruct�onal  appl�cat�ons.  Marzano  (2003)  also  states  that  the  effect�veness  of 

 �nstruct�on  can  be  �ncreased  by  mak�ng  �nformed  dec�s�ons  that  are  not  myster�ous  and 

 random.  When  the  related  l�terature  �s  �nvest�gated,  several  head�ngs  are  created  by  the 

 researchers  to  class�fy  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es.  These  class�f�cat�ons  are  done  depend�ng  on 

 several  var�ables:  “who  �s  the  focus  of  �nstruct�onal  act�v�t�es;  what  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  used  �n  the  process;  whether  the  process  �s  followed  w�th  an  �nferent�al, 

 deduct�ve  or  �nduct�ve  understand�ng;  and  wh�ch  constructs  are  taken  �nto  cons�derat�on  �n 

 the  preparat�on,  presentat�on,  and  restructur�ng  of  the  �nformat�on”  (Akden�z,  2016:  63). 

 Bes�des,  �n  some  of  the  stud�es,  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  are  class�f�ed  “depend�ng  on  how 

 �nformat�on  �s  produced  and  how  th�s  �nformat�on  �s  acqu�red  by  students;  and  �n  some 

 other  stud�es,  they  are  class�f�ed  based  on  the  �nstruct�onal  models  that  act  as  a  source  for 

 strateg�es” (Akden�z, 2016, p. 63). 

 In  some  research,  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  are  class�f�ed  under  four  groups  s�nce  they 

 are  connected  w�th  �nstruct�onal  models.  These  four  groups  are  presentat�on,  d�scovery, 
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 �nqu�ry,  and  cooperat�ve/collaborat�ve  strateg�es.  F�rst  of  all,  the  presentat�on  strategy  �s 

 based  on  Ausubel’s  Mean�ngful  learn�ng  theory.  Th�s  strategy  �s  teacher-centered. 

 Accord�ng  to  Ausubel,  there  are  three  fundamental  stages  of  presentat�on  strateg�es:  f�rst, 

 the  presentat�on  of  advance  organ�zers  that  are  �ntroduced  �n  advance  of  learn�ng;  second, 

 the  presentat�on  of  new  content  and  mater�als;  th�rd,  strengthen�ng  the  cogn�t�ve 

 organ�zat�on  through  compar�sons  and  cross-referenc�ng  of  new  and  prev�ously  learnt 

 �deas.  The  �nstruct�on  �s  organ�zed  from  abstract  to  concrete.  The  ma�n  focus  �s  on 

 deduct�ve  reason�ng.  Furthermore,  th�s  type  of  �nstruct�on  �s  �nformat�ve  �nstruct�on.  The 

 methods  and  techn�ques  used  �n  th�s  strategy  are  workshops,  quest�on  and  answer,  lecture, 

 case study, d�scuss�on, bra�nstorm�ng, demonstrat�on etc. 

 D�scovery  strateg�es  are  based  on  Bruner’s  theory  of  development.  Accord�ng  to 

 th�s  theory,  th�nk�ng  �s  the  outcome  of  cogn�t�ve  development.  Students  need  to  construct 

 the�r  own  knowledge  through  d�scover�ng  �nstead  of  be�ng  told  by  the  lecturers.  S�nce 

 �nstruct�on  �s  based  on  �nduct�ve  reason�ng,  student-centered,  and  students  have  an  act�ve 

 role  �n  the  �nstruct�onal  process,  �t  should  not  be  organ�zed  for  the  students.  Students 

 should  f�nd  out  the  �nformat�on  they  need  by  themselves.  Accord�ng  to  Bruner,  effect�ve 

 �nstruct�on  should  be  personal�zed,  wh�ch  means  that  �nstruct�on  should  relate  to  students’ 

 fam�l�ar�ty  and  �ncrease  the�r  �nterest.  Content  should  be  structured  �n  order  to  make  �t  easy 

 for  students  to  grasp  the  content.  The  presentat�on  of  mater�al  should  be  sequenced. 

 F�nally,  reward  and  pun�shment  should  be  placed  and  selected  �n  an  appropr�ate  way.  The 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �n  d�scovery  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  are  bra�nstorm�ng, 

 role-play�ng, quest�on and answer, d�scuss�on, debate, drama, analogy, case study etc. 

 As  for  Inqu�ry  strateg�es,  they  are  ma�nly  based  on  Suchman’s  and  Dewey’s  stud�es. 

 Throughout  the  learn�ng  and  teach�ng  process,  the  quest�ons,  �deas,  and  observat�ons  of 

 students  should  be  placed  at  the  center  of  the  learn�ng  exper�ence  (Akden�z,  2016). 

 Accord�ng  to  Cambr�dge  D�ct�onary,  �nqu�ry  means  the  act  of  ask�ng  for  �nformat�on.  As 

 can  be  understood,  the  process  of  �nqu�ry  �s  ma�nly  about  gather�ng  �nformat�on  and  data, 

 then  apply�ng  what  �s  found  to  senses  l�ke  see�ng,  tast�ng,  touch�ng,  hear�ng  and  smell�ng. 

 The  �mportant  factors  for  �nqu�ry  strateg�es  are  quest�on�ng  and  f�nd�ng  answers.  There  are 

 s�x  stages  of  �nqu�ry  strateg�es:  “feel  the  problem  and  confront  �t,  descr�b�ng  the  problem 

 and  mak�ng  �t  clear,  collect�ng  related  data  and  mak�ng  hypotheses,  f�nd�ng  appropr�ate 

 methods  and  collect�ng  substant�at�ng  data,  test�ng  hypotheses  through  analyz�ng  data  and 

 ev�dence  and  report�ng  results”  (Akden�z,  2016,  p.  68).  The  �nstruct�on  �s  student-centered 
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 and  exper�ent�al.  Both  deduct�ve  and  �nduct�ve  reason�ng  are  employed  �n  the  teach�ng  and 

 learn�ng  process.  The  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  �nqu�ry  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  are  tr�p, 

 observat�on, workshop, �nd�v�dual study, exper�ment, lab, case study, problem-solv�ng etc. 

 The  last  category  of  �nstruct�onal  strateg�es  �s  cooperat�ve/  collaborat�ve  strateg�es, 

 wh�ch  are  ma�nly  based  on  Vygotsky’s  stud�es.  These  strateg�es  are  student-centered.  To 

 be  able  to  solve  problems,  students  work  �n  small  groups.  By  do�ng  so,  they  may  ga�n  the 

 ab�l�ty  to  see  problems  from  d�fferent  po�nts  of  v�ews.  The  h�gher-order  th�nk�ng  and 

 problem-solv�ng  sk�lls  can  be  �mproved  through  these  strateg�es.  Accord�ng  to  Slav�n 

 (1990),  there  are  three  fundamental  factors  that  const�tute  cooperat�ve  strateg�es:  hav�ng 

 group  goals,  mak�ng  �nd�v�dual  respons�b�l�ty  essent�al,  and  hav�ng  equal  chances  for 

 success.  Hav�ng  group  goals  should  re�nforce  students  to  work  together  and  help  each  other 

 for  the�r  success.  Mak�ng  �nd�v�dual  respons�b�l�ty  essent�al  proposes  that  the  ach�evement 

 of  the  group  depends  on  each  member’s  h�ghest  level  of  learn�ng.  Each  member  has 

 �nd�v�dual  respons�b�l�ty  toward  the  group.  F�nally,  the  mean�ng  of  hav�ng  equal  chances 

 for  success  �s  that  �t  �s  the  contr�but�on  to  the  group's  success  that  students  do  by  �mprov�ng 

 the�r  prev�ous  performances.  The  methods  and  techn�ques  that  are  used  �n  cooperat�ve/ 

 collaborat�ve  strateg�es  are  Student  Teams-Ach�evement  D�v�s�on  (STAD), 

 problem-solv�ng,  case  study,  �nqu�ry,  Th�nk-Pa�r-Share,  group  �nvest�gat�on, 

 teams-game-tournament,  Cooperat�ve  Integrated  Read�ng  and  Compos�t�on  (CIRC), 

 j�gsaw, etc. 

 2.9.3. Instruct�onal Methods and Techn�ques 

 Turk�sh  Language  Assoc�at�on  (2016)  def�nes  methodology  as  “a  systemat�c  path 

 des�gned  to  accompl�sh  certa�n  goals”.  Bes�des,  Öncül  (2000)  def�nes  �t  as  “a  systemat�c 

 way  of  study�ng  on  phenomena  and  concepts”  (as  c�ted  �n  Vural,  2016,  p.  108).  As  for 

 method,  �t  �s  def�ned  as  “a  way  consc�ously  employed  �n  order  to  real�ze  �dent�f�ed 

 �nstruct�onal  and  educat�onal  goals”  (Öncül,  2000,  as  c�ted  �n  Vural,  2016,  p.  108). 

 Instruct�onal  method  should  be  cons�dered  along  w�th  model,  strategy  and  techn�que. 

 Therefore,  select�ng  a  spec�f�c  way  to  atta�n  educat�onal  goals  can  be  cons�dered  as  one  of 

 the  teach�ng  sk�lls  of  lecturers  (Vural,  2016).  There  are  some  factors  that  affect  the 

 lecturers’  cho�ces  (Küçükahmet,  2000;  G.  Ocak,  2015).  These  factors  are  t�me,  cost,  class 
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 s�ze,  lecturers’  fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  the  method,  �nstruct�onal  goals,  and  the  feature  of  the 

 content, phys�cal fac�l�t�es and arrangement. 

 T�me  �s  one  of  the  most  �mportant  factors  that  affects  the  cho�ces  of  lecturers.  When 

 we  analyze  the  methods  �n  terms  of  the  requ�red  t�me  to  apply  them,  modern  methods 

 requ�re  more  t�me  than  trad�t�onal  methods.  Today,  most  of  the  lecturers  expla�n  the�r 

 cho�ce  of  trad�t�onal  methods  as  t�me-sav�ng  (Küçükahmet,  2000).  Next,  the  lecturer’s 

 fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  spec�f�c  methods  makes  lecturers  apply  these  methods  more  than  others 

 s�nce  they  feel  comfortable.  However,  to  be  able  to  enr�ch  the  teach�ng  and  learn�ng 

 process,  lecturers  should  �nclude  as  many  methods  as  poss�ble.  Th�s  understand�ng  has 

 become  a  un�versal  pr�nc�ple  and  general�zat�on  (Küçükahmet,  2000).  As  for  cost,  lecturers 

 may  apply  d�fferent  methods  for  the  same  target  due  to  cost.  For  �nstance,  they  may  go  for 

 a  lecture  �nstead  of  an  exped�t�on,  wh�ch  costs  more  than  a  lecture.  Class  s�ze  also  has  an 

 �mpact  on  the  cho�ce  of  methods.  Modern  methods  such  as  exper�ments,  and  small  group 

 d�scuss�ons  are  more  su�table  for  classes  w�th  fewer  students.  In  add�t�on,  �nstruct�onal 

 goals  and  the  features  of  the  content  are  s�gn�f�cant  dur�ng  the  process  of  determ�n�ng 

 methods.  For  �nstance,  the  exper�ment  techn�que  can  be  fru�tful  for  sc�ence-related 

 academ�c  subjects  and  heavy  loads  of  content  m�ght  be  d�rectly  taught  by  lecturers  �nstead 

 of  us�ng  the  d�scuss�on  method.  F�nally,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangements  suggest  that  to 

 be  able  to  apply  a  group  d�scuss�on  or  exper�ment,  the  desks  �n  the  classroom  should  be 

 movable.  Students  can  also  move  from  one  place  to  another  freely  (Küçükahmet,  2000; 

 Vural,  2016).  Bes�des,  the  mater�als,  tools  and  equ�pment  �nfluence  lecturers’  cho�ces  of 

 methods and techn�ques (Vural, 2016). 

 Depend�ng  on  these  factors,  lecturers  m�ght  choose  to  �mplement  var�ous 

 �nstruct�onal  methods.  The  l�st  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  wh�ch  are  most  l�kely  to  be  used  by 

 the  EMI  lecturers  at  the  department  of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  B�ology  (%30  Engl�sh)  �s 

 g�ven below: 

 ●  Lecture  :  It  �s  a  trad�t�onal  method  where  lecturers  convey  autocrat�cally  the  content 

 to  the  students  who  s�t  and  l�sten  to  the  lecturers  pass�vely  (Küçükahmet,  2000). 

 S�nce  �t  eases  the  plann�ng  process  of  teach�ng  and  can  be  adaptable  to  every 

 content  and  sett�ng,  �t  �s  the  most  appl�ed  method  by  lecturers.  It  �s  a 

 teacher-centered  method.  The  ma�n  purpose  of  th�s  method  �s  to  convey 

 fundamental  knowledge  to  large  groups  of  the  students.  Th�s  method  �s  related  to 

 Ausubel’s  Mean�ngful  Learn�ng  Theory,  wh�ch  suggests  that  w�th  the  help  of 

 42 



 deduct�ve  reason�ng  and  assoc�at�ng  the  prev�ous  knowledge  of  the  student  w�th  the 

 new �nformat�on, mean�ngful learn�ng can be assured (Vural, 2016). 

 ●  Quest�on-Answer  :  Quest�ons  that  are  formed  by  lecturers  beforehand  are  asked  to 

 students  verbally  and  are  expected  to  be  answered  by  students  �n  the  process. 

 Lecturers  should  know  what  quest�ons  should  be  asked  when.  The  qual�ty  of  the 

 quest�ons  should  be  just  mak�ng  students  remember  someth�ng  related  to  the 

 subject  but  lead�ng  them  to  th�nk  analyt�cally.  Quest�ons  can  be  appl�ed  by  means 

 of  measur�ng  the  learn�ng  �n  levels  of  knowledge,  comprehens�on,  appl�cat�on, 

 analys�s, synthes�s, and evaluat�on (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Demonstrat�on-Pract�ce  :  In  th�s  method,  the  target  sk�lls  are  demonstrated  and 

 expla�ned  by  lecturers.  Then,  students  are  asked  to  do  the  same  procedure  as 

 lecturers  demonstrate  them  (Tan,  2011).  Students  learn  through  observ�ng  a  model 

 and pract�c�ng what the model does �n front of them. 

 ●  Demonstrat�on  :  It  �s  a  method  where  lecturers  show  how  to  use  a  tool  or  expla�n  the 

 related  pr�nc�ple  of  a  tool.  K�net�c  sk�lls  are  taught  through  th�s  method.  Students 

 learn  through  observ�ng  a  model.  The  demonstrat�on  method  appeals  to  more  than 

 one  sense  (Küçükahmet,  2000;  Vural,  2016).  Other  methods  such  as  d�scuss�on  and 

 drama  can  also  be  employed  along  w�th  th�s  method  (Akden�z,  2016).  It  �s  both 

 student and lecturer-centered. 

 ●  Case  Study  :  Th�s  method  �s  the  analys�s  of  real  or  �mag�nary  problems  �n  the 

 classroom.  Students  should  act�vely  part�c�pate  �n  the  class.  Students  work  on  a 

 rapport  wh�ch  tells  events  or  s�tuat�ons  or  �nvolves  the  necessary  data.  They  learn 

 the  s�tuat�on,  analyze  the  data,  and  evaluate  the  problem.  By  d�scuss�ng,  they  g�ve 

 suggest�ons regard�ng the causes of the problem and solut�ons (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  D�scuss�on  :  The  mean�ng  of  d�scuss�on  �s  to  exchange  �deas  and  op�n�ons  �n  a 

 group  or  �nd�v�dually  to  be  able  to  reach  the  �ntended  goals  of  a  lesson  (Akden�z, 

 2016).  It  �s  a  student-centered  method.  Students  can  part�c�pate  �n  the  class  act�vely. 

 Students  are  expected  to  share  the�r  �deas  about  a  top�c  under  the  lecturer’s 

 superv�s�on.  Th�s  method  ass�sts  to  �mprove  the  cr�t�cal  th�nk�ng  sk�lls, 

 self-express�on,  and  democrat�c  att�tude  of  the  students.  S�nce  students  have  an 

 opportun�ty  to  express  the�r  �deas  and  op�n�ons,  they  can  understand,  def�ne,  and 

 solve  problems  much  better  (Küçükahmet,  2000).  Th�s  method  can  be  effect�vely 
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 appl�ed  when  the  group  s�ze  �s  small.  Class  s�ze  should  not  be  more  than  20-25 

 students (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Problem  Solv�ng  :  Th�s  method  �s  based  on  John  Dewey’s  stud�es.  It  has  f�ve  phases: 

 �dent�fy�ng  the  problem,  formal�z�ng  the  hypothes�s,  gather�ng,  organ�z�ng, 

 evaluat�ng  and  expla�n�ng  the  data,  reach�ng  results  and  test�ng  the  results. 

 H�gher-order  th�nk�ng  sk�lls  such  as  analyz�ng,  general�z�ng,  and  synthes�z�ng  are 

 used  �n  th�s  method.  Students  act�vely  part�c�pate  �n  the  process.  They  learn  how  to 

 th�nk  �ndependently  and  take  respons�b�l�ty  for  what  they  are  do�ng  (Küçükahmet, 

 2000). 

 ●  F�eld  Tr�p  :  To  atta�n  educat�onal  goals,  students  take  a  tr�p  and  observe  what  they 

 are  supposed  to  learn  �n  the  real  world  �nstead  of  �n  a  closed-classroom 

 env�ronment (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Project-based  learn�ng  :  In  th�s  method,  there  are  ten  stages:  �dent�fy�ng  object�ves, 

 �dent�fy�ng  what  �s  go�ng  to  do  or  the  subject  that  �s  go�ng  to  be  addressed,  form�ng 

 the  groups,  �dent�fy�ng  the  features  of  presentat�on  reports  and  the  type  of 

 presentat�on,  form�ng  a  work  schedule,  �dent�fy�ng  the  checkpo�nts,  �dent�fy�ng  the 

 evaluat�on  �nstruments  and  the�r  level  of  eff�c�ency,  gather�ng  �nformat�on, 

 report�ng  the  gathered  data  and  the  presentat�on  of  the  project.  Students  are 

 expected  to  work  �n  groups  where  they  can  apply  d�fferent  pract�ces  regard�ng  the 

 subject to be able to come to a conclus�on (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 In  the  l�terature,  these  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  class�f�ed  �n  terms 

 of  class  s�ze,  the  type  of  the  role  of  lecturer  and  students  �n  the  classroom,  the  phys�cal 

 sett�ng,  and  sk�lls  and  behav�ours  to  be  �nfused  on  students.  To  be  able  to  choose  wh�ch 

 methods  are  su�table  for  a  spec�f�c  classroom,  lecturers  should  know  the�r  l�m�tat�ons, 

 features,  and  contr�but�ons  of  them.  Fer  (2011)  class�f�ed  �nstruct�onal  methods  as 

 teacher-centered,  �nd�v�dual-centered,  and  �nteract�on-centered.  She  stated  that  �n  the 

 categor�zat�ons  that  she  d�d,  some  of  the  methods  are  categor�zed  as  techn�ques  and  some 

 of  the  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  are  categor�zed  as  methods  �n  the  l�terature  because  of  the 

 closeness  of  the  two  terms.  Teacher-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  are  lecture  and 

 demonstrat�on.  Ind�v�dual-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  are  problem-solv�ng, 

 project-based  learn�ng,  and  exper�ment  techn�que  that  �s  put  under  the  t�tle  of  �nstruct�onal 

 techn�ques  �n  the  present  study.  Interact�on-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  are  quest�on  and 
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 answer,  d�scuss�on,  role-play�ng,  case  study,  act�ve  learn�ng,  bra�nstorm�ng-  wh�ch  �s  also 

 put  under  the  t�tle  of  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  �n  the  present  study-,  and  learn�ng  w�th 

 games. 

 As  for  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques,  they  are  sub-component  of  �nstruct�onal  methods. 

 Unl�ke  �nstruct�onal  methods,  they  can  be  appl�ed  �ndependently.  In  an  �nstruct�onal 

 method,  there  are  many  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  used  by  lecturers.  For  example,  a  lecturer 

 who  w�ll  use  presentat�on  strategy  as  an  �nstruct�onal  approach  can  choose  lecture  as  an 

 �nstruct�onal  method  and  conference,  sem�nar,  panel,  or  forum  as  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques. 

 An  �nstruct�onal  techn�que  helps  �nstruct�onal  methods  to  atta�n  the  goals  of  method  and 

 �nstruct�on.  An  �nstruct�onal  method  �s  a  way  of  atta�n�ng  an  object�ve  whereas  an 

 �nstruct�onal  techn�que  �s  a  type  appl�ed  �n  do�ng  works  and  procedures  (Gündüz,  2016). 

 Therefore,  the  �nstruct�onal  techn�que  can  be  def�ned  as  an  appl�cat�on  form  of  an 

 �nstruct�onal  method  (Alkan,  1979).  However,  wh�le  some  scholars  and  researchers  def�ne 

 a  concept  as  an  �nstruct�onal  method,  the  same  concept  can  be  def�ned  as  an  �nstruct�onal 

 techn�que  by  some  others  s�nce  they  also  have  common  features.  Both  have  a  purpose, 

 pr�nc�ples  and  rules.  They  requ�re  a  certa�n  process  to  be  employed.  They  both  are  a  way 

 for learn�ng and teach�ng. 

 S�m�lar  to  the  �nstruct�onal  methods,  there  are  several  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ce  of 

 �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  (G.  Ocak,  2015).  These  factors  are  learn�ng  object�ves,  lecturers’ 

 capab�l�ty  of  us�ng  the  techn�ques,  students’  number  and  character�st�cs  (e.g.  prev�ous 

 knowledge,  �nterest,  learn�ng  styles,  and  mot�vat�on),  teach�ng  and  learn�ng  context, 

 content,  cost  and  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement,  t�me  and  whether  techn�ques’ 

 features  are  su�table  to  teach  effect�vely,  transfer  of  learn�ng  (e.g.  whether  the  techn�ques 

 have  potent�al  to  s�mulate  the  context).  In  th�s  spec�f�c  study,  the  follow�ng  �nstruct�onal 

 techn�ques  are  purposefully  selected  as  a  result  of  the  research  of  the  related  l�terature  and 

 the research sett�ng. 

 ●  Exper�ment  Techn�que  :  In  th�s  techn�que,  lecturers  or  students  try  to  prove  or 

 demonstrate  a  sc�ent�f�c  fact.  After  the  lecturer  does  an  exper�ment,  students  must 

 try  �t  and  the  sc�ent�f�c  results  should  be  found  through  d�scuss�on.  Th�s  process  of 

 exper�ment develops students’ analyt�c th�nk�ng sk�lls (Tan, 2011). 
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 ●  Observat�on  Techn�que  :  It  �s  a  techn�que  that  students  mon�tor  and  exam�ne 

 �nd�cat�ons  of  objects,  cases,  or  facts  �n  a  planned  manner  by  means  of  eyes  or 

 v�sual tools step by step (B�nbaşıoğlu 1983 c�ted �n Yıldızlar 2013). 

 ●  Bra�nstorm�ng  Techn�que  :  It  �s  a  techn�que  that  helps  students  to  generate  new  �deas 

 or  solut�ons  regard�ng  a  g�ven  problem.  Bra�nstorm�ng  �ncludes  �nvest�gat�ng  the 

 causes  of  an  event  or  a  s�tuat�on  (Gündüz,  2016).  It  �ncreases  students’ 

 �nvolvement. 

 ●  Concept-Map  Techn�que  :  It  �s  a  techn�que  where  the  related  concepts  �n  a  subject 

 are  extracted  and  the  relat�onsh�p  between  these  concepts  �s  shown  �n  a 

 two-d�mens�onal  way.  It  �s  based  on  Ausubel’s  stud�es  on  Mean�ngful  Learn�ng 

 Theory. 

 ●  F�shbone  Techn�que  :  S�nce  Dr.  Kaoru  Ish�kawa  used  th�s  techn�que  f�rst,  �t  �s  also 

 known  as  Ish�kawa  d�agrams.  It  �s  used  to  �dent�fy  the  actual  causes  of  a  problem. 

 A  structure  was  prov�ded  for  a  group  d�scuss�on.  To  be  able  to  use  th�s  techn�que 

 effect�vely,  there  are  steps  to  follow  (G.  Ocak,  2015):  wr�t�ng  the  problem  and 

 th�nk�ng  �t  �n  deta�l,  �dent�fy�ng  the  factors  affect�ng  the  problem,  bra�nstorm�ng  the 

 causes of the problem, analyz�ng the d�agram, and dec�d�ng to take act�on. 

 ●  Analogy  Techn�que  :  It  �s  the  process  of  dec�d�ng  about  the  unknown  features  of  the 

 other  w�th  reference  to  the  known  features  of  one  by  compar�ng  two  phenomena, 

 events or objects. In the end, the dec�s�ons regard�ng the top�c are made. 

 ●  Sem�nar  or  Conference  Techn�que  :  It  �s  the  presentat�on  of  a  top�c  �n  front  of 

 aud�ences by expert speakers (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Forum  Techn�que  :  A  small  group  of  experts  �nforms  aud�ences.  At  the  end  of  the 

 presentat�on,  the  aud�ences  ask  quest�ons  to  the  experts.  In  the  forum  techn�que, 

 experts  do  not  d�scuss  the  top�c  w�th  each  other  and  do  not  ask  quest�ons  to  each 

 other (Gündüz, 2016; Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Panel  Techn�que  :  In  th�s  techn�que,  members  of  a  group  do  research  on  a  spec�f�c 

 top�c  or  problem,  exam�ne  the  data  that  they  f�nd  and  expla�n  the�r  thoughts  one  by 

 one  by  benef�t�ng  from  prel�m�nary  preparat�on.  Generally,  a  lecturer  or  a  peer  takes 

 the  role  of  a  moderator.  Each  speaker  �s  g�ven  equal  t�me  to  speak  (Küçükahmet, 

 2000).  At  the  end  of  the  panel,  there  m�ght  be  a  group  d�scuss�on  regard�ng  the 

 top�c. 
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 ●  Oppos�te  Panel  D�scuss�on  :  It  �s  a  d�scuss�on  type  of  a  subject  by  d�v�d�ng  the  class 

 �nto  groups:  a  quest�on  group  and  an  answer  group  (Tan,  2011).  A  moderator  �s 

 chosen.  The  groups  should  make  preparat�ons  beforehand.  Th�s  techn�que  �s  used 

 for  �dent�fy�ng,  rev�ew�ng  and  summar�z�ng  the  top�c  that  �s  not  understood  �n  the 

 lesson (Tan, 2011). 

 ●  Workshop  Techn�que  :  A  group  of  people  who  have  a  common  �nterest  or  problem 

 come  together  to  �mprove  the�r  subject  sk�lls  by  means  of  research,  pract�ce,  and 

 d�scuss�on.  The  durat�on  of  the  workshops  �s  three  to  ten  days.  It  m�ght  even  be  40 

 days  long  depend�ng  on  the  nature  of  the  task  (Gündüz,  2016).  Pur�  (2006)  states 

 that  there  are  three  stages:  presentat�on  of  the  theme  and  ra�s�ng  awareness, 

 pract�c�ng  the  approach  for  �ts  employab�l�ty  and  the  evaluat�on  of  the  mater�al  and 

 the programme. 

 ●  Buzz  Groups  Techn�que  :  These  groups  are  formed  by  d�v�d�ng  large  groups  �nto 

 small  groups.  “Buzz  22,  Ph�l�ps  66”  are  examples  of  the  types  of  buzz  groups.  They 

 take  the�r  names  from  d�scuss�ng  a  subject  for  two  or  s�x  m�nutes  among  a  group  of 

 two  or  s�x  students  (Doğanay,  2015;  Küçükahmet,  2000).  The  most  �mportant  po�nt 

 of  th�s  techn�que  �s  that  a  subject  �s  d�scussed  by  students  on  allocated  t�me 

 (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Rec�procal  Quest�on�ng  Techn�que  :  It  �s  the  techn�que  where  after  the  lecturer 

 presents  a  subject,  the  class  �s  d�v�ded  �nto  small  groups  and  these  groups  prepare 

 open-ended  quest�ons  related  to  the  subject.  Each  group  asks  these  quest�ons  to 

 each other. 

 ●  Interv�ew Techn�que  : It �s meet�ng w�th experts on  a subject and collect�ng data. 

 ●  S�mulat�on  Techn�que  :  It  �s  a  hypothet�cal  and  art�f�c�al  exper�ence  where  students 

 can engage w�th an act�v�ty that reflects real l�fe. 

 ●  The  S�x  Th�nk�ng  Hats  Techn�que  :  Th�s  techn�que  �s  a  method  created  by  Bono 

 (1985).  Students’  thoughts  and  suggest�ons  are  formed  depend�ng  on  the  colours  of 

 the  hats  (Küçükahmet,  2000).  Th�s  techn�que  helps  students  to  systemat�ze  and  put 

 suggest�ons  and  thoughts  �n  order  (Gündüz,  2016).  The  wh�te  hat  refers  to  be�ng 

 object�ve.  It  �s  a  way  of  ask�ng  for  facts  �n  an  object�ve  manner.  The  red  hat  �s  about 

 how  everyone  feels  about  a  s�tuat�on.  Emot�ons,  feel�ngs,  and  �ntu�t�on  are  �n  the 

 doma�n  of  the  red  hat.  The  black  hat  �nvolves  r�sks  and  pess�m�st�c  react�ons 

 (Küçükahmet,  2000).  It  �s  the  hat  of  caut�on  (Gündüz,  2016).  The  yellow  hat  �s 
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 related  to  opt�m�st�c  thoughts,  advantages,  and  benef�ts  (Küçükahmet,  2000).  The 

 green  hat  �s  the  hat  of  creat�v�ty,  and  new  �deas  (Gündüz,  2016).  The  blue  hat  �s 

 about the conclus�ons and solut�ons (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

 ●  Stat�on  Techn�que  :  In  th�s  techn�que,  learn�ng  stat�ons  where  a  subject  �s  repeated 

 and d�scussed by means of d�fferent act�v�t�es are created (Tan, 2011). 

 ●  Team  Games  Techn�que  :  Depend�ng  on  students’  levels  and  �nterests,  there  are 

 many  d�fferent  types  of  �nstruct�onal  games.  It  �ncreases  students’  mot�vat�on  and 

 creat�v�ty.  It  helps  students  to  learn  how  to  cooperate  and  �nteract  w�th  other 

 students (Gündüz, 2016). 

 These  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  are  also  class�f�ed  depend�ng  on  d�fferent  cr�ter�ons 

 such  as  learn�ng  env�ronment,  class  s�ze,  learn�ng  sk�lls,  and  �nstruct�onal  methods. 

 However,  �n  th�s  study,  Gündüz’s  (2016)  class�f�cat�on  depend�ng  on  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 �s  used  because  they  are  �nclus�ve  and  show  the  relat�onsh�ps  between  the  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques.  Accord�ng  to  th�s  class�f�cat�on,  techn�ques  are 

 class�f�ed  under  f�ve  d�fferent  categor�es:  techn�ques  used  w�th  the  lecture  method, 

 techn�ques  used  w�th  the  problem-solv�ng  method,  techn�ques  used  w�th  the  demonstrat�on 

 and  pract�ce  method,  techn�ques  used  w�th  the  d�scuss�on  method,  and  techn�ques  used 

 w�th  the  dramat�zat�on  method.  F�rstly,  techn�ques  used  w�th  the  lecture  method  are 

 conference/  sem�nar,  forum,  concept  map,  etc.  Techn�ques  used  w�th  the  problem-solv�ng 

 method  are  bra�nstorm�ng,  analogy,  s�x  th�nk�ng  hats,  f�shbone  d�agrams,  problem-solv�ng, 

 workshops,  stat�on  techn�que,  etc.  Techn�ques  used  w�th  the  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  are 

 demonstrat�on,  exper�ments,  educat�onal  team  games,  projects,  observat�on,  and  f�eld  tr�ps. 

 Techn�ques  used  w�th  the  d�scuss�on  method  are  group  d�scuss�ons,  oppos�te  panel 

 d�scuss�ons,  panels,  rec�procal  quest�on�ng  techn�que,  buzz  groups,  class  d�scuss�ons, 

 �nterv�ews,  etc.  F�nally,  techn�ques  used  w�th  the  dramat�zat�on  method  are  s�mulat�ons, 

 role play etc. 

 When  �t  comes  to  the  EMI  context,  the  overall  evaluat�on  of  the  effect�veness  of 

 �nstruct�onal  models,  strateg�es,  methods,  and  techn�ques  that  are  used  by  lecturers  �s  rarely 

 exam�ned  �n  the  f�eld.  The  �nstruct�on  �s  called  effect�ve  when  the  outcomes  of  the  learn�ng 

 process  br�ng  an  effect  to  the  students  �n  understand�ng  the  a�ms  of  �nstruct�on,  and  the 

 presented  concepts.  Therefore,  �t  �s  �mportant  for  EMI  lecturers  to  collect,  analyse  and 

 present  �nformat�on  about  the  object  of  evaluat�on  so  that  they  can  develop  the�r  teach�ng 
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 process  and  make  �nformed  dec�s�ons  for  the  follow�ng  cho�ces  (D�vayana,  Sappa�le, 

 Pujawan,  Artan�ngs�h,  Sundayana,  &  Sug�harn�,  2017).  Th�s  �s  called  format�ve  evaluat�on. 

 Yet,  �f  the  evaluator  collects  the  data  �n  order  to  dec�de  whether  to  use  or  d�scont�nue 

 �mplement�ng  the  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  classroom,  �t  �s  called  summat�ve 

 evaluat�on  (Kandaswamy,  1980).  To  be  able  to  �ncrease  the  effect�veness  of  the�r  teach�ng 

 process,  they  need  to  reflect  on  �t.  As  a  result,  �n  the  present  study,  how  the  EMI  lecturers 

 rev�ew and rev�se the �nstruct�onal mater�als �s �nvest�gated. 

 S�nce  EMI  lecturers  do  not  take  any  tra�n�ng  �n  the  �nstruct�onal  process  of  EMI  and 

 there  �s  not  any  gu�del�ne  for  them,  they  rely  on  the�r  prev�ous  exper�ences  as  a  student  and 

 generally  choose  the  most  fam�l�ar  models,  strateg�es,  methods  and  techn�ques  and 

 mater�als  (Weston  &  Cranton,  1986).  However,  the  students’  prof�c�ency  levels  of  Engl�sh 

 m�ght  be  an  affect�ng  factor  �n  the  select�on  of  �nstruct�onal  models,  strateg�es,  methods 

 and  techn�ques  because  Engl�sh  m�ght  l�m�t  the  students’  ab�l�ty  to  understand  concepts 

 related  to  the�r  academ�c  f�eld,  to  get  low-level  knowledge  related  to  the  academ�c  subject, 

 to  part�c�pate  and  share  the�r  thoughts  etc  (Kerestec�oglu  &  Bayyurt,  2018).  Thus,  th�s  fact 

 even  suggests  to  research  EMI  lecturers’  pedagog�cal  cho�ces  regard�ng  �nstruct�onal 

 models, strateg�es, methods and techn�ques and mater�als. 

 2.10. Instruct�onal Mater�als 

 Instruct�onal  mater�als  are  resources  that  convey  and  commun�cate  �nformat�on. 

 Although  they  are  one  of  the  complex  components  of  the  curr�culum,  they  rece�ve  the  least 

 attent�on  �n  the  plann�ng  process  of  �nstruct�on.  However,  there  are  var�et�es  of 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  f�eld.  They  are  generally  class�f�ed  under  three  t�tles:  v�sual 

 mater�als,  aud�al  mater�als,  and  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als.  V�sual  mater�als  are  real�a,  pr�nted 

 books  and  art�cles,  boards,  projectors,  graph�cs,  photos  and  etc.  Aud�al  mater�als  are 

 aud�o-record�ng,  rad�o  and  d�scs.  F�nally,  aud�o-v�sual  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  v�deos, 

 computers,  etc.  Wh�ch  mater�al  �s  used  by  lecturers  changes  depend�ng  on  the  lecturers’ 

 �nformed  dec�s�ons  on  the  �nstruct�onal  models,  strateg�es,  methods,  and  techn�ques.  For 

 example,  when  the  method  of  �nstruct�on  �s  lectur�ng,  lecturers  generally  prefer  to  use 

 handouts,  oral  presentat�ons  etc.  As  for  demonstrat�on,  the  mater�als  are  often  real  th�ngs 

 and models of real objects (Weston & Cranton, 1986). 
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 There  are  three  components  of  mater�als:  a  del�very  system,  a  message,  and  a 

 cond�t�on  of  abstractedness.  The  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  present  st�mul�  to  the  students, 

 wh�ch  means  sl�des,  read�ngs  etc.  are  the  del�very  system  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  For 

 example,  a  lecture  �s  del�vered  by  a  lecturer,  wh�ch  makes  the  del�very  system  a  person.  As 

 for  content  or  message,  what  �s  conveyed  and  commun�cated  w�th  the  mater�als  �s  the 

 message.  F�nally,  the  cond�t�on  of  abstractedness  refers  to  the  form  of  the  message.  It  �s  a 

 cont�nuum from concrete to abstract (Weston & Cranton, 1986). 

 There  are  several  factors  that  affect  the  select�on  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als: 

 group  s�ze,  pac�ng  and  �nteract�on.  The  mater�als  can  be  used  w�th  the  opt�mal  s�ze  of  the 

 group.  Although  they  are  generally  flex�ble,  there  are  some  mater�als  that  can  only  be  used 

 �nd�v�dually.  Next,  pac�ng  refers  to  a  spec�f�c  rate  at  wh�ch  �nformat�on  can  be  presented  by 

 the  lecturer  or  the  student.  F�nally,  �nteract�on  refers  to  the  potent�al  of  the  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�al  to  react  and  respond  var�ably  to  students.  However,  there  are  other  var�ables  that 

 also  affect  the  process  of  select�on.  These  are  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es,  the  ava�lab�l�ty  of 

 mater�als  (e.g.  cost),  students’  character�st�cs,  and  the  subject  area  (Weston  &  Cranton, 

 1986).  S�nce  the  focus  of  th�s  study  �s  EMI,  �t  m�ght  also  be  one  of  the  factors  affect�ng  the 

 dec�s�on-mak�ng  process  of  lecturers.  Even  �f  teach�ng  Engl�sh  �s  not  one  of  the  object�ves 

 of  EMI,  the  language  prof�c�ency  levels  of  students  m�ght  �mpact  the  chosen  mater�als. 

 Bes�des,  the  amount  of  exposure  to  the  language  �n  a  mean�ngful  way  through  wr�tten  or 

 spoken  mater�al  m�ght  �mprove  students’  prof�c�ency  levels  (Krashen,  1985).  Therefore,  �n 

 the  EMI  context,  there  �s  a  close  l�nk  between  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  and  methods  �n  ELT. 

 There  are  d�fferent  methods  such  as  Aud�ol�ngual  Method  (ALM)  and  Commun�cat�ve 

 Language  Teach�ng  (CLT)  �n  ELT.  These  methods  suggest  var�et�es  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als.  For  example,  ALM  offers  lecturers  to  use  textbooks,  dr�lls,  worksheets  etc.  �n 

 order  to  make  them  have  the  mastery  of  the  language  whereas  CLT  suggests  text-based, 

 task-based  and  real�a  to  �ncrease  �nteract�on  �n  the  classroom  (R�chards  &  Rodgers,  1986). 

 Even  �f  the  ma�n  a�m  �s  not  on  language  teach�ng,  to  convey  the  message  better,  and 

 �ncrease  students’  understand�ng  and  part�c�pat�on,  these  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  m�ght  also 

 be  helpful  for  EMI  lecturers.  Another  effect  of  EMI  on  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �s  to 

 enta�l  EMI  lecturers  betters  access  to  the  mater�als  such  as  research  mater�als,  books,  etc 

 (Colomen,  2006).  Accord�ngly,  �t  helps  EMI  lecturers  to  br�ng  EMI  students  closer  to  the 

 labor market (Noc�to & Obernyer, 2020) 
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 As  for  the  evaluat�on  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  there  are  two  forms  of 

 evaluat�on,  namely  format�ve  evaluat�on  and  summat�ve  evaluat�on.  Format�ve  evaluat�on 

 �s  used  to  develop  mater�als  that  are  �nstruct�onal  and  mot�vat�onally  stronger  whereas 

 summat�ve  evaluat�on  �s  used  to  see  the  effect�veness  of  the  mater�als.  In  format�ve 

 evaluat�on,  there  are  emp�r�cal  techn�ques  to  obta�n  �nformat�on  to  ass�st  the  developer  of 

 the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  It  prov�des  the  developer  w�th  a  bas�s  for  rev�s�on  so  that 

 mater�als  become  more  mot�vat�ng  and  effect�ve.  As  for  the  summat�ve  evaluat�on,  the 

 purpose  �s  to  collect  the  data  for  pol�cy  dec�s�ons  regard�ng  the  adopt�on  and 

 d�scont�nuat�on  of  the  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  (Kandaswamy,  1980).  In  the  EMI 

 context,  to  be  able  to  dec�de  whether  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  �n  the  classroom  are 

 effect�ve  and  fulf�l  the  a�ms  of  the  �nstruct�on  and  meet  the  needs  of  students  such  as 

 appropr�ateness  of  the  language  to  the�r  language  prof�c�ency,  the  rev�ew  and  the  rev�s�on 

 of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  become  a  need  for  the  context.  Therefore,  �n  the  current 

 study, how the EMI lecturers rev�ew and rev�se the �nstruct�onal mater�als �s �nvest�gated. 

 2.11. Prev�ous Stud�es on EMI �n Tert�ary Educat�on 

 As  a  result  of  the  �ncreas�ng  trend  of  global�zat�on  �n  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons 

 and  the  status  of  Engl�sh  as  an  academ�c  l�ngua  franca,  the  growth  of  EMI  programmes  has 

 �ncreased  by  239%  between  2007  and  2014  (W  ächter  &  Ma�worm,  2014;  Galloway  et  al., 

 2017).  Macaro  (2015)  descr�bed  th�s  growth  of  EMI  programmes  as  an  ‘unstoppable  tra�n’ 

 (p.  7).  S�nce  �nternat�onal  programmes  such  as  EMI  add  value  to  �nst�tut�ons  so  as  to 

 appeal  to  more  �nternat�onal  students  and  to  progress  �n  world  rank�ngs,  more  and  more 

 un�vers�t�es  have  adopted  EMI  pol�cy  (Galloway  et  al.,  2017).  Th�s  has  led  to  an  �ncrease  �n 

 research related to EMI pract�ces and pol�c�es. 

 Agu�lar  (2015)  conducted  research  on  eng�neer�ng  lecturers’  v�ews  on  CLIL  and 

 EMI  �n  Spa�n.  Both  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  methods  were  adm�n�stered  to  collect  the 

 data.  F�rst,  a  24-�tem  quest�onna�re  was  conducted  dur�ng  an  �n-serv�ce  teacher  tra�n�ng 

 where  lecturers  supported  adopt�ng  EMI  and  flatly  opposed  CLIL.  Forty-one  eng�neer�ng 

 lecturers  out  of  62  answered  �t.  Quant�tat�ve  analys�s  showed  that  none  of  the  41  lecturers 

 was  follow�ng  CLIL.  Accord�ng  to  qual�tat�ve  analys�s,  they  d�d  not  want  to  assess  and 

 teach  Engl�sh  and  the�r  reason  to  support  EMI  was  about  an  �nstrumental  concept�on  of 

 educat�on  but  not  related  to  bel�efs  �n  creat�ng  a  mult�l�ngual  and  mult�cultural  Europe.  In 
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 add�t�on,  they  had  not  reflected  on  the�r  respons�b�l�ty  �n  teach�ng  d�sc�pl�nary  l�teracy. 

 They  d�d  not  know  students’  prof�c�ency  levels  and  how  these  levels  affected  the�r 

 performance. 

 Byun  et  al.  (2011)  conducted  a  study  to  exam�ne  the  effect�veness  of  the  EMI 

 pol�cy  at  Korea  Un�vers�ty.  The  data  was  gathered  through  student  op�n�on  surveys  and  two 

 focus  group  �nterv�ews  wh�ch  were  carr�ed  out  w�th  both  professors  and  students.  In 

 add�t�on,  supplementary  �nterv�ews  were  conducted.  The  results  of  surveys  showed  that  the 

 EMI  pol�cy  has  produced  pos�t�ve  outcomes  s�nce  students’  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  has  been 

 �mproved.  However,  the  results  also  revealed  that  s�nce  EMI  was  adopted  compulsor�ly 

 w�thout  pay�ng  attent�on  to  students'  and  lecturers’  language  prof�c�ency,  the  need  for  a 

 support  system  and  the  problem  to  f�nd  ava�lable  �nstructors  to  teach  EMI  classes  emerged. 

 Therefore,  th�s  study  suggested  that  the  prof�c�ency  level  of  Engl�sh  requ�red  of  both 

 lecturers  and  students  for  EMI  courses  should  be  stated  expl�c�tly.  F�nally,  �t  was  stated  that 

 at  the  un�vers�ty,  there  was  a  grow�ng  concern  about  the  students’  acqu�s�t�on  of  subject 

 matter  even  �f  EMI  m�ght  contr�bute  to  the�r  language  prof�c�ency.  Th�s  �s  the  consequence 

 of  what  Wächter  and  Ma�worm  (2014)  descr�bed  as  a  d�sastrous  s�tuat�on  where  students 

 do  not  have  the  necessary  prof�c�ency  level  to  understand,  speak  and  wr�te  �n  Engl�sh  and 

 lecturers, who also lack the ab�l�ty to express themselves �n Engl�sh and teach �n Engl�sh. 

 Another  study  conducted  by  Balderson  (2018)  exam�ned  the  correlat�on  between 

 pr�mary  language  use,  oral  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  and  sense  of  eff�cacy.  The 

 part�c�pants  of  th�s  study  were  Ch�nese-speak�ng  lecturers  who  are  us�ng  EMI  at  a  Ch�nese 

 un�vers�ty.  Twenty-one  lecturers  part�c�pated  by  complet�ng  an  onl�ne  survey  whose  ma�n 

 purpose  was  to  f�nd  out  how  the  var�ables  are  correlated  and  to  �dent�fy  patterns  �n  the 

 lecturers’  percept�ons  about  EMI  preparat�on,  student  learn�ng  and  teach�ng  behav�ors. 

 Qual�tat�ve  data  was  also  gathered  dur�ng  the  survey.  The  quant�tat�ve  data  results  revealed 

 that  there  was  a  pos�t�ve  moderate  correlat�on  between  a  sense  of  eff�cacy  and  oral 

 language  prof�c�ency  �n  terms  of  teach�ng  EMI  courses  among  lecturers.  Although  the 

 overall  mean  of  lecturers’  prof�c�ency  was  C1,  those  who  had  h�gh  oral  prof�c�ency  had  a 

 h�gh  sense  of  eff�cacy  whereas  those  who  had  more  low  oral  prof�c�ency  had  a  moderate 

 sense  of  eff�cacy.  Those  who  had  a  moderate  sense  of  eff�cacy  reported  that  they  had  no 

 tra�n�ng  about  how  to  teach  an  academ�c  subject  through  the  Engl�sh  med�um,  as  opposed 

 to  h�gh  oral  prof�c�ency.  The  d�fferent  tasks  such  as  g�v�ng  lectures,  summar�z�ng 

 �nformat�on  etc.  became  challenges  for  part�c�pants  who  have  d�fferent  oral  language 
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 prof�c�ency  and  were  perce�ved  d�fferently  by  those  part�c�pants.  Qual�tat�ve  data  showed 

 that  EMI  lecturers  had  concerns  about  the  �nfluence  of  students’  prof�c�ency  levels  �n  the�r 

 use  of  language  and  the�r  att�tudes  toward  the  effect�veness  of  EMI.  As  for  the  correlat�on 

 between  the  use  of  Engl�sh  �n  EMI  courses  and  sense  of  eff�cacy,  there  �s  no  correlat�on 

 between  the  two.  Those  who  use  the�r  nat�ve  language  �n  an  EMI  context  d�d  not  report  a 

 h�gh sense of eff�cacy. 

 Dearden  and  Macaro  (2016)  conducted  a  comparat�ve  k�nd  of  research  on  lecturers’ 

 att�tudes  towards  EMI  �n  three  d�fferent  countr�es:  Austr�a,  Italy,  and  Poland.  Twenty-f�ve 

 lecturers  part�c�pated  �n  �nterv�ews,  wh�ch  focused  on  the  top�cs  of  �nternat�onal�zat�on  of 

 h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons,  on  pol�cy  and  resourc�ng  and  on  levels  of  prof�c�ency 

 requ�red  for  effect�ve  �mplementat�on  of  EMI  programmes.  Based  on  the  part�c�pants’ 

 v�ews,  whether  there  �s  a  d�fference  between  these  three  countr�es  was  �nvest�gated.  The 

 f�nd�ngs  showed  that  lecturers  from  these  three  countr�es  had  a  common  bel�ef  that  EMI  at 

 un�vers�ty  would  �mprove  students’  Engl�sh  s�mply  through  be�ng  exposed  to  Engl�sh. 

 Teachers  also  reported  that  teach�ng  through  EMI  was  easy  for  them  because  Engl�sh  �s  the 

 l�ngua  franca  of  the�r  subject  matter  and  textbooks,  art�cles  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  were 

 publ�shed  �n  that  language.  On  the  other  hand,  the  generat�on  gap  between  younger 

 lecturers  and  older  lecturers  had  an  �mpact  on  the  op�n�ons  regard�ng  whether  to  adopt  EMI 

 or  not.  Although  there  were  var�et�es  of  op�n�ons,  younger  lecturers  were  opt�m�st�c  and 

 keen  on  teach�ng  �n  Engl�sh  whereas  older  lecturers  were  keener  to  protect  the  nat�ve 

 language.  As  for  profess�onal  tra�n�ng  courses,  even  �f  they  took  part  �n  a  short  EMI 

 lecturer  development  course,  the  un�vers�t�es  d�d  not  support  them  �n  EMI  pedagogy. 

 Lecturers  reported  that  they  had  l�m�ted  e�ther  self-exper�ence  or  no  prev�ous  knowledge 

 about  the  �mplementat�on  of  EMI.  Few  lecturers  stated  that  s�mply  translat�ng  course 

 mater�al  and  sl�des  from  L1  to  L2  m�ght  not  be  enough  or  requ�re  an  �nteract�ve  pedagogy 

 to  strengthen  comprehens�on.  Bes�des,  lecturers  also  ment�oned  that  they  were  not  aware  of 

 language  level,  test,  or  qual�f�cat�on  for  EMI  lecturers.  However,  they  commented  that 

 teach�ng  through  EMI  m�ght  necess�tate  both  good  command  of  Engl�sh  and  pedagog�cal 

 sk�lls.  The  content  knowledge  on  �ts  own  would  not  be  enough.  Yet,  many  lecturers  sa�d 

 that  teach�ng  Engl�sh  was  not  the�r  job.  They  d�d  not  see  themselves  as  language  teachers. 

 As  a  f�nal  po�nt,  �n  Austr�a,  lecturers  were  the  EMI  dr�vers  wh�le  �n  Italy  and  Poland,  EMI 

 was �mposed more from above. 
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 Dearden  (2014)  conducted  research  whose  a�m  �s  to  �dent�fy  the  s�ze,  shape  and 

 future  trends  of  EMI  programmes  worldw�de.  Open-ended  quest�onna�res  were  sent  to 

 Br�t�sh  Counc�l  staff  �n  60  countr�es  so  as  to  obta�n  the  data.  They  were  asked  to  share 

 �nformat�on  about  the  current  state  of  EMI.  The  data  was  gathered  from  55  out  of  60 

 countr�es.  The  f�nd�ngs  showed  that  pr�vate  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  offer  more 

 programmes  taught  through  EMI  than  publ�c  educat�on.  Th�s  s�tuat�on  was  largely  because 

 of  EMI  prov�d�ng  the  �nst�tut�on  w�th  prest�ge,  reputat�on,  and  an  �nternat�onal  �mage.  The 

 respondents  �nvest�gated  pol�c�es  and  statements  to  be  able  to  reach  reasons  why  EMI  has 

 been  adopted  �n  the�r  country.  The  results  �nd�cated  that  reasons  can  be  l�sted  as  follows:  “a 

 des�re  or  �ntent�on  to  develop  Engl�sh  language  learn�ng  sk�lls;  �mprov�ng  knowledge 

 of  a  target  culture;  open�ng  up  poss�b�l�t�es  for  students  to  work  and  study  abroad  as  well  as 

 spread�ng  the  country’s  own  culture  throughout  the  world;  pol�t�cal  reasons  of 

 nat�on-bu�ld�ng  and  al�gn�ng  a  country  w�th  Engl�sh-speak�ng  ne�ghbours.”  (p.  12). 

 Contrary  to  the  benef�ts  of  adopt�ng  EMI  programmes,  there  are  concerns  reported  by 

 respondents.  One  of  the  concerns  was  that  EMI  m�ght  l�m�t  the  access  of  students  who  are 

 from  low-soc�oeconom�c  groups  and  m�ght  lead  them  to  feel  a  fear  that  the�r  nat�ve 

 language  or  nat�onal  �dent�ty  w�ll  be  underm�ned.  On  the  other  hand,  �n  those  countr�es, 

 there  �s  not  any  stated  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  level  and  a  shortage  of  l�ngu�st�cally  qual�f�ed 

 lecturers.  There  ex�st  few  organ�zat�onal  or  pedagog�cal  gu�del�nes  about  effect�ve  EMI 

 teach�ng  and  learn�ng.  EMI  �s  generally  be�ng  �ntroduced  top-down  by  pol�cymakers. 

 There  �s  l�ttle  or  no  EMI  tra�n�ng  program  for  �n�t�al  teacher  educat�on  or  profess�onal 

 development courses. 

 Macaro,  J�ménEz-muñoza  and  Lasagabaster  (2019)  conducted  a  study  on  the 

 competenc�es  EMI  lecturers  bel�eve  they  need,  and  whether  the  cert�f�cat�on  of  those 

 competenc�es  �s  poss�ble  or  des�rable.  To  be  able  to  obta�n  the  data,  an  onl�ne  lecturer 

 quest�onna�re  was  conducted.  It  cons�sted  of  25  closed-ended  quest�ons  and  a  number  of 

 spaces  for  the  part�c�pants  to  elaborate  on  the�r  answers  and  make  comments.  Therefore, 

 the  quest�onna�re  prov�ded  both  qual�tat�ve  and  quant�tat�ve  data.  One  hundred  f�fty-one 

 part�c�pants,  who  were  teach�ng  through  Engl�sh  med�um  �n  a  Span�sh  un�vers�ty,  answered 

 the  quest�onna�re.  In  add�t�on  to  that  quest�onna�re,  another  quest�onna�re  was  �ncluded  so 

 as  for  pol�cymakers  and  managers  to  prov�de  �ns�ght  �nto  the  related  top�c.  N�ne  managers 

 wanted  to  share  the�r  exper�ences  and  v�ews.  Bes�des,  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  were 

 conducted  w�th  the  lecturers  as  a  f�nal  step  of  the  data  collect�on  process.  The  f�nd�ngs  of 
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 the  study  showed  that  the  �nst�tut�on  where  fewer  than  50%  of  the  part�c�pants  were 

 work�ng  prov�ded  an  EMI  cert�f�cate  whereas  33.1%  of  them  were  not  aware  of  whether 

 the  �nst�tut�on  d�d  or  not.  However,  some  of  them  reported  that  they  already  had 

 part�c�pated  �n  a  profess�onal  development  programme.  S�nce  accred�tat�on  focused  on 

 language  sk�lls  but  not  on  pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  sk�lls,  most  part�c�pants 

 expressed  d�ssat�sfact�on  regard�ng  the  accred�tat�on.  As  for  the  �dea  of  obta�n�ng 

 cert�f�cat�on  of  the�r  competence,  they  reached  a  consensus  on  the  usefulness  of  a  more 

 global  and  w�de-rang�ng  cert�f�cat�on  system  �n  EMI.  Yet,  they  d�d  not  agree  on  the 

 durat�on  and  the  �deal  scheme  of  the  cert�f�cat�on  system.  Next,  when  they  were  asked  how 

 to  evaluate  the  qual�t�es  of  lecturers,  the  major�ty  of  lecturers  thought  that  the  pedagogy 

 had  to  be  altered  due  to  teach�ng  through  EMI.  The  aspects  wh�ch  should  be  covered  under 

 such  cert�f�cat�on  were  l�sted  as  follows:  “language  level  and  academ�c 

 reg�ster/complex�ty,  clear  pronunc�at�on  and  �ntell�g�b�l�ty,  command  of  content-spec�f�c 

 mater�als  and  vocabulary,  oral  and  wr�tten  commun�cat�on  sk�lls,  scaffold�ng  for  effect�ve 

 learn�ng,  promot�ng  student  �nteract�on  and  mot�vat�on,  classroom  management  tools, 

 methods  for  mater�als  des�gn  and  lesson  plann�ng,  strateg�es  for  student  feedback, 

 add�t�onal  sk�lls  for  non-theoret�cal  sess�ons,  and  ICT-enhanced  problem-solv�ng.”  (p. 

 111).  When  �t  came  to  wh�ch  �nst�tut�on  w�ll  award  cert�f�cates,  there  was  d�sagreement  on 

 whether  a  Br�t�sh  or  Amer�can  un�vers�ty  should  do  �t  or  a  language-cert�fy�ng  �nst�tut�on  �n 

 full  awareness  that  EMI  sk�lls  go  beyond  language  should  do  �t.  F�nally,  managers  were 

 fully  aware  of  the  fact  that  teach�ng  through  EMI  was  d�fferent  to  teach�ng  through  L1. 

 Even  �f  they  knew  the  �mportance  of  tra�n�ng,  they  were  not  conf�dent  about  the  necessary 

 sources for the tra�n�ng due to budget constra�nts. 

 In  another  study  conducted  by  Galloway,  Kr�ukow  and  Numaj�r�  (2017),  �t  was 

 a�med  to  �nvest�gate  the  EMI  phenomenon  �n  Japan  and  Ch�na.  These  countr�es  were 

 chosen  because  EMI  �s  a  grow�ng  trend  �n  both  of  them.  In  that  study,  there  were  three 

 data-collect�on  �nstruments:  quest�onna�res,  �nterv�ews  and  focus  groups.  Quest�onna�res 

 were  sent  to  579  students  at  12  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  �n  Japan  and  Ch�na  and  28 

 staff  members  at  e�ght  un�vers�t�es  �n  both  contexts.  The  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  w�th 

 28  members  of  staff  and  18  students  from  s�x  un�vers�t�es.  Four  focus  groups  w�th  students 

 and  four  focus  groups  w�th  staff  were  conducted.  The  quest�onna�re  results  showed  that 

 there  was  a  var�ety  of  prof�c�ency  levels  requ�red  for  enroll�ng  �n  these  �nst�tut�ons.  Var�ed 

 language  support  such  as  summer  preschool  courses  and  EAP  courses  was  prov�ded  for  the 
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 students.  The  students  reported  that  the�r  lecturers  del�vered  the  courses  �n  d�fferent  ways. 

 In  Japan,  all  mater�als,  exams,  and  �nstruct�on  were  conducted  �n  Engl�sh  whereas  there 

 was  the  less  frequent  use  of  language  �n  Ch�na.  Fourteen  of  the  staff  members  agreed  that 

 the  use  of  Engl�sh  and  L1  �n  the�r  lessons  m�ght  be  helpful  for  students  who  had  a 

 low-prof�c�ency  level.  Fourteen  of  them  also  reported  that  content  lecturers  m�ght  help 

 students  w�th  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency.  They  agreed  that  they  needed  to  be  supported 

 by  Engl�sh  language  teachers.  S�m�lar  to  the  staff  members,  students  agreed  on  the 

 Engl�sh-language  support  classes  prov�ded  by  Engl�sh  language  teachers.  Nearly  all 

 students  also  reported  that  lecturers  should  be  experts  on  content  knowledge  and  should 

 have  the  ab�l�ty  to  g�ve  clear  explanat�ons.  They  bel�eved  that  EMI  courses  �mproved  more 

 effect�vely  the�r  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  than  content  knowledge.  Nearly  85%  of 

 lecturers  reported  that  there  were  enough  mater�als  to  teach  the�r  subjects  �n  Engl�sh.  When 

 students  were  asked  the  reasons  beh�nd  the�r  enrollment  �n  EMI  programmes,  40%  of  them 

 c�ted  that  �mprov�ng  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  was  the  ma�n  reason.  Therefore, 

 students,  espec�ally  �n  Japan,  d�d  not  see  any  need  to  use  the�r  nat�ve  language  �n  the  EMI 

 context.  As  to  whether  there  were  enough  qual�f�ed  lecturers  or  not,  the  students  ment�oned 

 the�r  lecturers’  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency,  nat�ve-l�ke  accent  and  the�r  exper�ence 

 abroad.  They  agreed  on  hav�ng  qual�f�ed  lecturers.  As  for  the  �nterv�ews,  students  c�ted  a 

 number  of  challenges  regard�ng  study�ng  EMI.  These  challenges  can  be  l�sted  as  follows: 

 language-related  challenges,  �nst�tut�onal/  organ�zat�onal  challenges  and  nat�onal�ty/ 

 culture-related  challenges  and  mater�als-related  challenges.  S�nce  the  current  study  tr�es  to 

 shed  l�ght  on  the  �ssues  related  to  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  the  v�ews  of  students  on  that 

 study  were  s�gn�f�cant.  Students  ment�oned  that  they  were  concerned  about  the  language 

 level  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  S�nce  these  mater�als  were  not  prepared  spec�f�cally  for 

 non-nat�ve  speakers,  they  had  jargon  and  a  lot  of  th�ngs  that  made  �t  harder  for  students  to 

 study.  The  f�nd�ngs  of  focus  group  �nterv�ews  revealed  that  the  dr�v�ng  forces  beh�nd  why 

 students  enroll  �n  EMI  programmes  were  global�zat�on,  cutt�ng-edge  knowledge,  the 

 compet�t�veness  of  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons,  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  and  the  role  of 

 Engl�sh  as  an  �nternat�onal  language.  F�nally,  they  ment�oned  that  even  though  they  faced 

 problems  �n  understand�ng  content,  they  preferred  lecturers  to  talk  �n  Engl�sh,  wh�ch  m�ght 

 �mprove  the�r  prof�c�ency  �n  the  long  run.  In  the  focus  groups  w�th  staff,  they  c�ted  that 

 there  was  a  lack  of  collaborat�on  between  subject  and  EAP  lecturers,  wh�ch  �s  a  cr�t�cal 
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 �ssue.  In  contrast  to  the  students,  staff  bel�eved  that  code-sw�tch�ng  was  a  need  for  them  to 

 support students’ understand�ng. 

 2.12. Prev�ous Stud�es on EMI �n Turk�sh Tert�ary Educat�on 

 In  Türk�ye,  there  have  been  many  research  stud�es  on  EMI.  For  example,  Kılıçkaya 

 (2006)  conducted  comparat�ve  research  on  the  v�ews  of  lecturers  on  EMI  to 

 Turk�sh-med�um  �nstruct�on  at  e�ght  un�vers�t�es  �n  Türk�ye.  The  quant�tat�ve  data  obta�ned 

 from  the  quest�onna�re  �nd�cated  that  lecturers  favoured  Turk�sh  �nstruct�on  rather  than 

 Engl�sh  so  that  students  can  obta�n  deeper  �nformat�on  and  pass  the  exams  �n  Turk�sh.  In 

 contrast  to  that  study,  the  results  of  the  study  conducted  by  Başıbek  et  al.  (2014)  revealed 

 that  lecturers  favoured  EMI  so  that  students  can  access  the  resources  �n  Engl�sh.  Yet,  they 

 also  reported  that  the  language  prof�c�ency  levels  of  students  were  not  enough  to  learn 

 academ�c  subjects  �n  Engl�sh.  Therefore,  they  sa�d  that  Turk�sh  m�ght  prov�de  students 

 w�th a deeper understand�ng of the content of the courses. 

 By  �nvest�gat�ng  students’  mot�vat�on  and  percept�ons  of  study�ng  �n  a  un�vers�ty 

 adopt�ng  EMI,  Kırkgöz  (2005)  found  that  students  had  a  pos�t�ve  assessment  of  the�r 

 prof�c�ency  levels  �n  terms  of  recept�ve  sk�lls  but  not  product�ve  sk�lls.  Follow�ng  that 

 research,  Kırkgöz  (2009b)  conducted  another  study  on  the  students’  and  lecturers’ 

 percept�ons  of  the  effect�veness  of  fore�gn  language  �nstruct�on  �n  an  EMI  un�vers�ty.  The 

 results  revealed  that  Engl�sh  for  Academ�c  Purposes  (EAP)  courses  are  based  on  language 

 sk�lls;  therefore,  �t  �s  �nadequate  for  students  who  are  go�ng  to  study  at  an  EMI  un�vers�ty. 

 S�m�lar  to  the  research  of  Kırkgöz  (2005),  the  results  of  Cosgun  and  Hasırcı’s  study  on  the 

 �mpact  of  EMI  on  the  language  ab�l�t�es  of  students  (2017)  �nd�cated  that  students’ 

 recept�ve sk�lls �mproved but the scores of the�r wr�t�ng sk�lls d�d not change s�gn�f�cantly. 

 The  study  on  the  perspect�ves  of  students  on  EMI  at  a  techn�cal  un�vers�ty 

 conducted  by  Ekoç  (2020)  revealed  that  the  part�c�pants  underl�ned  the  �mportance  of  EMI 

 lecturers’  level  of  prof�c�ency  �n  the  success  and  effect�veness  of  EMI  courses.  The 

 part�c�pants  favoured  EMI  s�nce  �t  prov�des  prest�ge  and  employab�l�ty  at  global  and  local 

 markets  and  also  the  resources  �n  Engl�sh  regard�ng  the�r  f�eld.  They  emphas�zed  that  the�r 

 low level of language prof�c�ency was one of the challenges that they faced. 

 Özkara’s  (2019)  research  on  language  learn�ng  strateg�es  of  EMI  students  to 

 overcome  the  language  barr�ers  showed  that  EMI  students  used  metacogn�t�ve  strateg�es  at 
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 most.  The�r  concerns  were  related  to  understand�ng  lessons,  exam  quest�ons,  Engl�sh  that  �s 

 used  by  lecturers,  and  commun�cat�ng  w�th  lecturers.  The  part�c�pants  reported  that  they 

 were  us�ng  a  d�ct�onary,  ask�ng  quest�ons,  tak�ng  notes,  us�ng  Turk�sh  mater�als,  and 

 memor�z�ng  vocabulary  �n  order  to  overcome  the�r  concerns.  As  for  l�sten�ng 

 comprehens�on  strateg�es  used  by  EMI  students  (Soruç  et  al.,  2018),  the  f�nd�ngs  �nd�cated 

 that  tak�ng  notes,  focus�ng  on  lecturers,  and  com�ng  to  class  prepared  were  the  strateg�es 

 used by the part�c�pants. 

 Coll�ns  (2010)  �nvest�gated  the  effect�veness  of  EMI  programmes  at  an  EMI 

 un�vers�ty  �n  a  non-Engl�sh  speak�ng  country  from  the  perspect�ve  of  students  and  lecturers 

 depend�ng  on  the�r  rate  of  language  prof�c�ency  and  the�r  att�tudes  toward  EMI.  Qual�tat�ve 

 and  quant�tat�ve  methods  were  conducted  to  collect  the  data.  The  f�nd�ngs  revealed  that 

 students  felt  d�sadvantaged  because  of  a  self-perce�ved  low  prof�c�ency.  However,  they 

 reported  that  there  were  factors  that  affected  them  to  choose  EMI.  The  most  chosen  factors 

 were:  “have  a  much  better  chance  of  obta�n�ng  a  good  l�fe”  and  “have  a  much  better  chance 

 study�ng  abroad”.  S�m�larly,  lecturers  favoured  EMI  because  they  thought  that  “Engl�sh  �s 

 an  �nternat�onal  language”  and  “Turk�sh  �s  �nsuff�c�ent  regard�ng  the  new  term�nology  of 

 technology”.  When  students  were  asked  the  most  s�gn�f�cant  problem  that  they  faced,  they 

 ment�oned  that  the  language  level  was  not  enough  for  them  to  learn  the  subject  �n  deta�l 

 and  part�c�pate  �n  class  d�scuss�ons.  Even  �f  they  had  PYP  courses  and  Engl�sh  Prof�c�ency 

 Exam  before  start�ng  study�ng  the�r  academ�c  subject,  most  of  the  students  had  d�ff�culty 

 study�ng  �n  Engl�sh  s�nce  the  textbooks  used  �n  the  courses  were  not  spec�f�cally  for 

 non-nat�ve  speakers  and  the  PYP  courses  that  they  took  were  based  on  general  language 

 sk�lls.  They  descr�bed  the�r  lessons  as  be�ng  “half  Turk�sh  and  half  Engl�sh”.  F�nally, 

 lecturers  stated  that  they  were  not  language  lecturers.  Therefore,  they  d�d  not  assess 

 students’ grammar and language m�stakes. They focused on content knowledge. 

 Macaro  et  al.  (2016)  conducted  an  �ntervent�on  wh�ch  �nvolved  a  ser�es  of 

 collaborat�ve  lesson  plann�ng  sess�ons  �nvolv�ng  an  EMI  lecturer  and  a  PYP  lecturer.  Four 

 of  eleven  Turk�sh  un�vers�t�es  formed  collaborat�ng  pa�rs  of  PYP  and  EMI  lecturers. 

 Lecturers  were  teach�ng  f�rst-year  EMI  students,  the  major�ty  of  whom  attended  PYP 

 courses.  Pa�rs  were  asked  to  record  each  collaborat�ve  plann�ng  sess�on.  N�ne 

 pre-�ntervent�on  and  n�ne  post-�ntervent�on  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  w�th  EMI  lecturers. 

 The  f�nd�ngs  of  pre-�nterv�ews  revealed  that  lecturers  should  meet  the  language 

 requ�rement  to  be  able  to  teach  at  these  EMI  un�vers�t�es.  Some  of  them  took  the  Engl�sh 
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 language  prof�c�ency  tests  wh�le  some  had  graduated  from  full-  EMI  un�vers�t�es.  None  of 

 the  lecturers  took  any  profess�onal  development  course  related  to  pedagogy  before. 

 Therefore,  �t  �s  stated  that  there  �s  a  need  for  tra�n�ng  �n  sw�tch�ng  to  EMI.  They  bel�eved 

 that  the�r  students’  language  prof�c�ency  levels  were  not  suff�c�ent  to  start  academ�c  stud�es 

 taught  �n  Engl�sh  even  �f  they  completed  PYP  courses  wh�ch  were  a  lack  of 

 d�sc�pl�ne-spec�f�c  language  educat�on.  On  the  other  hand,  lecturers  ment�oned  that  they 

 d�d  not  plan  and  th�nk  about  the  Engl�sh  that  they  were  go�ng  to  use  �n  the  courses  so  that 

 they  could  match  the  language  they  were  us�ng  w�th  the  students’  language  level.  They  d�d 

 not  come  together  w�th  the�r  colleagues  to  plan  lectures  s�nce  they  were  too  busy.  As  for 

 the  mater�al  preparat�on,  they  mostly  use  mater�als  wr�tten  �n  Engl�sh  wh�ch  were  generally 

 for  nat�ve  speakers,  th�nk�ng  that  they  m�ght  br�ng  a  “Western  approach  to  sc�ence”.  When 

 students  d�d  not  understand  quest�ons  or  what  they  were  asked  to  read,  lecturers  thought 

 that  th�s  problem  was  related  to  content  but  not  a  language  problem.  Therefore,  they  sa�d 

 they  prov�ded  students  w�th  more  explanat�ons  and  examples.  The  results  of 

 post-�ntervent�on  �nterv�ews  revealed  that  EMI  lecturers  had  a  better  understand�ng  and 

 awareness  of  language-related  problems  that  students  m�ght  face  dur�ng  the  academ�c 

 courses.  They  real�zed  the  �mportance  of  the  language  �n  ensur�ng  content  understand�ng. 

 They wanted to keep work�ng collaborat�vely even after the �ntervent�on. 

 Consequently,  cons�der�ng  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  prev�ous  research  on  Engl�sh  Med�um 

 Instruct�on,  EMI  students  have  generally  low-level  language  prof�c�ency  and  the  PYP 

 educat�on  that  they  take  before  tak�ng  academ�c  courses  through  EMI  �s  not  suff�c�ent  for 

 them.  Therefore,  they  face  many  challenges  dur�ng  the  educat�on  process.  Yet,  the  way 

 EMI  lecturers  del�ver  content  �nformat�on  �n  terms  of  the  select�on  of  �nstruct�onal  models, 

 strateg�es,  methods,  and  techn�ques,  and  how  they  plan  lessons  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als 

 m�ght  help  students  to  overcome  these  challenges.  That  �s  why  th�s  study  w�ll  be  based  on 

 these var�ables s�nce there �s not any research on the �ssue. 

 2.13. Chapter Summary 

 In  th�s  chapter,  the  related  l�terature  about  EMI  was  rev�ewed  and  presented.  The 

 emergence,  how  �t  �s  def�ned,  theoret�cal  and  conceptual  background,  and  challenges  and 

 benef�ts  of  EMI  were  �nvest�gated.  In  relat�on  to  EMI,  the  dr�v�ng  forces  beh�nd  EMI 

 pol�c�es  and  pol�c�es  around  the  world  and  Türk�ye  were  rev�ewed.  Follow�ng  that,  the 
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 �nstruct�onal  process  and  the  relat�onsh�p  between  th�s  process  and  EMI  were  also 

 exam�ned.  F�nally,  the  prev�ous  stud�es  are  rev�ewed  by  address�ng  the  gap  regard�ng  the 

 �mplementat�on of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques �n the EMI context. 
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 CHAPTER III 

 METHODOLOGY 

 Introduct�on 

 In  th�s  chapter,  the  deta�ls  of  the  methodology  that  �s  employed  �n  the  current  study 

 are  presented.  Start�ng  w�th  the  overall  research  des�gn  of  the  study,  �t  reports  the  purpose 

 of  the  study  and  research  quest�ons,  and  the  deta�ls  regard�ng  the  research  sett�ng  and 

 part�c�pants,  the  data  collect�on  �nstruments  and  the  procedures  for  data  collect�on  and  data 

 analys�s. 

 3.1. Research Des�gn 

 In  address�ng  the  research  quest�ons,  a  m�xed  methods  case  study  research  was 

 employed  �n  the  current  study.  Case  study  has  been  a  common  approach  �n  d�fferent 

 d�sc�pl�nes  such  as  med�c�ne,  law,  anthropology,  pol�t�cal  sc�ence,  psychology  and  soc�al 

 work.  By  recogn�z�ng  the  advantages  of  apply�ng  a  case  study  approach  for  understand�ng 

 the  process  of  pract�ce  �n-depth,  �t  has  been  one  of  the  well-establ�shed  research 

 approaches (Merr�am, 1985). 

 A  look  �nto  the  l�terature  for  def�n�t�ons  of  case  study  reveals  that  �t  �s  mostly 

 expressed  �n  terms  of  how  to  use  �t  appropr�ately  and  �ts  funct�ons.  Accord�ng  to  Merr�am 

 (1998),  “a  case  study  �s  an  �ntens�ve,  hol�st�c  descr�pt�on  and  analys�s  of  a  s�ngle  �nstance, 

 phenomenon  or  soc�al  un�t”  (p.  16).  Stake  (2005)  def�nes  case  study  as  “not  a 

 methodolog�cal  cho�ce  but  a  cho�ce  of  what  �s  to  be  stud�ed…  By  whatever  methods  we 

 choose  to  study  the  case.”  (p.  443).  Th�s  means  that  case  study  research  prov�des  a 

 methodolog�cal  framework  wh�ch  allows  for  perform�ng  m�xed  methods  research  stud�es. 

 Y�n  (2003)  calls  case  study  a  research  strategy  that  “�s  an  emp�r�cal  �nqu�ry  that 

 �nvest�gates  a  contemporary  phenomenon  �n  depth  and  w�th�n  �ts  real-l�fe  context, 

 espec�ally  when  the  boundar�es  between  phenomenon  and  context  are  not  clearly  ev�dent.” 

 (p.  13).  S�nce  the  present  study  a�ms  to  �nvest�gate  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  �n  EMI  context  �n  depth  by  ask�ng  “how”  and  “why”  quest�ons, 

 case study research was deemed to be the most su�table approach for th�s study. 
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 Types  of  case  stud�es  have  been  categor�zed  d�fferently  by  d�fferent  scholars 

 (He�gham  &  Croker,  2009).  Stake  (1995)  categor�zes  case  stud�es  �nto  three  broad  types: 

 �ntr�ns�c,  �nstrumental  and  collect�ve  or  mult�ple  case  stud�es.  The  �ntr�ns�c  case  study 

 explores  the  case  �tself  to  ga�n  a  deep  understand�ng.  It  does  not  a�m  to  compare  the  case 

 w�th  s�m�lar  cases  or  general�ze  �t  but  to  descr�be  the  case.  The  �nstrumental  case  study,  as 

 the  second  type  def�ned  by  Stake  (1995),  a�ms  to  explore  a  part�cular  �ssue,  problem  or 

 theory  by  us�ng  �nterpretat�on  and  evaluat�on  �n  add�t�on  to  the  descr�pt�on.  The  last  type, 

 collect�ve  or  mult�ple  case  study  focuses  on  a  problem,  one  �ssue  or  theory  but  more  than 

 one  case  should  be  stud�ed  to  be  able  to  understand  and  theor�ze  a  problem,  one  �ssue  or 

 theory  better.  Accord�ng  to  Y�n  (1993)  who  also  offers  d�fferent  categor�zat�ons  of  case 

 stud�es,  there  are  three  types  based  on  the�r  purposes:  exploratory,  descr�pt�ve,  and 

 explanatory. 

 An  exploratory  case  study...  �s  a�med  at  def�n�ng  the  quest�ons  and 

 hypotheses  of  a  subsequent  (not  necessar�ly  case)  study...  A  descr�pt�ve  case  study 

 presents  a  complete  descr�pt�on  of  a  phenomenon  w�th�n  �ts  context.  An 

 explanatory  case  study  presents  data  bear�ng  on  cause-effect  relat�onsh�ps  - 

 expla�n�ng wh�ch causes produced wh�ch effects  (Y�n, 1993, p. 5) 

 Descr�pt�ve  case  study  enables  the  researcher  to  understand  complex  educat�onal 

 pract�ces  �n  depth  by  us�ng  mult�ple  sources  of  ev�dence.  These  mult�ple  sources  of 

 ev�dence  can  be  gathered  by  apply�ng  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  research  methods  so  that 

 the  researcher  can  ga�n  a  complete  understand�ng  of  the  phenomenon  (Merr�am,  1985). 

 Therefore,  th�s  study  �s  a  descr�pt�ve  case  study  the  a�m  of  wh�ch  �s  to  exam�ne  hol�st�cally 

 what  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  used  by  EMI 

 lecturers  and  how  and  why  they  use  them.  Furthermore,  to  be  able  to  ga�n  a  full  p�cture  of 

 the  case  and  ra�se  the  val�d�ty  and  rel�ab�l�ty  of  f�nd�ngs,  wh�ch  �s  called  tr�angulat�on 

 (Denz�n,  1968  as  c�ted  �n  Merr�am,  1985),  mult�ple  data  sources  were  used.  These  sources 

 were used w�th the expectat�on of complement�ng each other (Dörnye�, 2007). 

 Gather�ng  mult�ple  sources  of  ev�dence  by  employ�ng  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve 

 research  methods  �s  called  m�xed  methods.  Creswell  and  Plano  Clark  (2011)  def�ne  a 

 m�xed methods case study as follows: 
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 A  m�xed-methods  case  study  des�gn  �s  a  type  of  m�xed  methods  study  �n  wh�ch  the 

 quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  data  collect�on,  results,  and  �ntegrat�on  are  used  to 

 prov�de  �n-depth  ev�dence  for  a  case(s)  or  develop  cases  for  comparat�ve  analys�s 

 (p. 116). 

 Th�s  study  employed  m�xed  methods  because  accord�ng  to  Creswell  and  Plano 

 Clark  (2011),  m�xed  methods  benef�t  from  the  strength  of  both  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve 

 research,  wh�ch  fac�l�tates  cross-case  analys�s.  Quant�tat�ve  methods,  wh�ch  are  the  most 

 su�table  for  measur�ng  the  pervas�veness  of  known  phenomena,  prov�de  patterns  of 

 assoc�at�on,  and  the�r  relat�onsh�ps  w�th  each  other.  Qual�tat�ve  methods  help  to  �dent�fy  the 

 prev�ously  unknown  phenomena,  how  and  why  they  emerge  and  the�r  effects  (Pas�ck  et. 

 al.,  2009  as  c�ted  �n  Creswell,  Klassen,  Plano  Clark  &  Sm�th,  2011).  Therefore,  exam�n�ng 

 the  concept  by  us�ng  d�fferent  methods  �n  th�s  study  was  also  for  complementar�ty  reasons 

 to  expla�n  the  complex�ty  of  the  phenomenon  (Jacobsen,  Fr�esen,  Dan�els  &  Varnhagen, 

 2011). 

 In  the  soc�al  sc�ences,  there  are  three  prel�m�nary  types  of  m�xed  methods: 

 convergent  parallel  m�xed  methods,  explanatory  m�xed  methods  and  exploratory  m�xed 

 methods.  These  types  determ�ne  the  log�cal  sequence  of  the  data  collect�on  and  analys�s 

 process  (Y�n,  2003).  In  convergent  parallel  m�xed  methods,  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve 

 data  are  collected  at  the  same  t�me  and  the  results  are  �ntegrated  �nto  the  �nterpretat�on 

 process  of  overall  results.  Explanatory  sequent�al  m�xed  methods  beg�n  w�th  quant�tat�ve 

 research  and  the  analys�s  of  the  results.  It  cont�nues  w�th  qual�tat�ve  research  to  be  able  to 

 expla�n  the  results  �n  more  deta�l.  Exploratory  sequent�al  m�xed  methods  start  w�th  the 

 qual�tat�ve  phase.  The  �nterpretat�on  of  qual�tat�ve  data  �s  used  to  bu�ld  an  �nstrument  for 

 the quant�tat�ve phase (Creswell, 2014). 

 As  seen  �n  F�gure  4,  �n  the  current  study,  an  explanatory  sequent�al  m�xed-methods 

 des�gn,  wh�ch  �s  the  reversed  vers�on  of  exploratory  sequent�al  m�xed  methods,  was 

 appl�ed  to  expla�n  and  expand  upon  the  results  gathered  through  quant�tat�ve  methods  �n 

 more deta�l w�th qual�tat�ve methods. 
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 F�gure 4. Explanatory sequent�al m�xed methods 

 3.2. Purpose Statement and Research Quest�ons 

 The  purpose  of  the  current  study  �s  to  �nvest�gate  the  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  that  are  used  by  EMI  lecturers  at  the  Faculty  of  Arts 

 and  Sc�ence  and  the  underly�ng  reasons  for  them,  to  seek  the  students’  op�n�ons  and 

 compar�ng the data �n relat�on to two programs, �.e. 100% Engl�sh and 30% Engl�sh. 

 The study focuses on the follow�ng research quest�ons: 

 R.Q.1.  What  are  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  employed  by  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI lecturers? 

 R.Q.1.1.  What  are  the  factors  affect�ng  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces 

 of these �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 R.Q.1.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  the 

 �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 R.Q.2. What are the �nstruct�onal mater�als used by MBG and B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 R.Q.2.1.  What  are  the  factors  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng, select�ng, or us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 R.Q.2.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als? 

 R.Q.2.3.  What  are  the  cr�ter�a  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng, select�ng, or us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 
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 R.Q.3.  How  do  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �nteract  w�th 

 one another? 

 R.Q.4.  What  are  the  op�n�ons  of  students  w�th  regard  to  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers’ 

 cho�ces of methods, techn�ques and �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 R.Q.5.  Do  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  and 

 students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  programs  run  fully 

 �n Engl�sh (100% Engl�sh) and part�ally �n Engl�sh (30% Engl�sh)? 

 3.3. Research Sett�ng 

 Th�s  study  was  conducted  at  the  departments  of  Molecular  B�ology  and  Genet�cs 

 (MBG)  and  B�ology  �n  the  Faculty  of  Arts  and  Sc�ences  at  Çanakkale  Onsek�z  Mart 

 Un�vers�ty,  Çanakkale,  Türk�ye  �n  the  2020-2021  spr�ng  and  2021-2022  fall  academ�c 

 years.  These  part�cular  departments  were  chosen  purposefully  because  they  adopted  the 

 EMI  pol�cy  �n  the  academ�c  year  of  2013-2014.  Both  of  the  departments  offer  bachelor's, 

 master’s  and  Ph.D  degrees  to  the�r  students.  The  MBG  department  offers  a  100%  EMI 

 program  to  students  whereas  the  B�ology  department  offers  a  30%  EMI  program  where 

 30% of the courses are taught �n Engl�sh wh�le 70% are �n Turk�sh. 

 The  durat�on  of  the  academ�c  year  �s  ten  months,  cover�ng  two  terms.  At  the 

 beg�nn�ng  of  each  academ�c  year  before  the  reg�strat�on  of  the  department,  students  take  a 

 prof�c�ency  exam  adm�n�stered  by  the  School  of  Fore�gn  Languages.  The  students  who  get 

 at  least  70  out  of  100  �n  th�s  prof�c�ency  exam  d�rectly  start  the�r  departmental  educat�on  �n 

 the�r  facult�es.  Those  who  score  lower  than  70  have  to  attend  the  General  Engl�sh 

 Preparatory  Program  �n  order  to  �mprove  the�r  Engl�sh.  Accord�ng  to  CEFR,  students  are 

 expected  to  have  B1  or  B1+  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  levels  before  start�ng  the�r  departmental 

 educat�on.  Th�s  means  that  students,  who  attended  PYP  educat�on,  took  at  least  80  out  of 

 100  to  be  able  to  start  the�r  departmental  educat�on.  However,  s�nce  th�s  program  �s  a 

 Preparatory  Year  Program  (PYP)  but  not  an  Engl�sh  for  Academ�c  Purposes  program 

 (EAP),  the  ma�n  focus  �s  not  ma�nly  on  subject-spec�f�c  term�nology  or  on  teach�ng 

 academ�c stud�es but on develop�ng language sk�lls (Macaro et al., 2016). 

 As  for  EMI  lecturers’  prof�c�ency  levels,  accord�ng  to  new  standards  announced  by 

 H�gher  Educat�on  Counc�l  (Off�c�al  Gazette,  2016),  all  of  these  lecturers  should  take  80  out 
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 of  100  �n  the  central�zed  fore�gn  language  exams  and  the  �nternat�onal  fore�gn  language 

 exams that are equ�valent to nat�onal exams so that they can teach �n the EMI context. 

 Accord�ng  to  the  Self  Evaluat�on  Report  of  the  departments  (2020),  the  ma�n  a�m  of 

 adopt�ng  an  EMI  pol�cy  �s  to  tra�n  the�r  students  better  so  that  they  can  reach  �nformat�on, 

 keep  up  w�th  the  developments  related  to  sc�ence  and  technology  and  acqu�re 

 self-development  sk�lls.  It  �s  also  stated  �n  the  same  report  that  one  of  the  ma�n  object�ves 

 of  these  programs  �s  to  tra�n  students  who  attach  �mportance  to  learn�ng  fore�gn  languages 

 �n  add�t�on  to  the�r  subject  matter.  For  that  purpose,  these  programs  offer  compulsory  and 

 elect�ve  courses  �n  wh�ch  Engl�sh  �s  the  language  of  �nstruct�on.  In  the  same  document 

 EMI  lecturers  reported  that  w�th�n  the  scope  of  these  courses,  they  use  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  such  as  lectur�ng,  problem-solv�ng,  ask�ng  and  answer�ng,  projects,  case  study 

 and  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  such  as  bra�nstorm�ng,  exper�ments,  conferences,  etc.  As  for 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  EMI  lecturers  d�d  not  report  any  mater�als  that  they  use  �n  the�r 

 courses.  Therefore,  th�s  study  tr�ed  to  hol�st�cally  understand  the�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal 

 methods, techn�ques, and mater�als better, how they use them and why they prefer them. 

 On  the  other  hand,  �n  the  same  report,  �t  �s  ment�oned  that  offer�ng  these  courses  �n 

 Engl�sh  has  clear  benef�ts  for  h�gher  educat�on.  It  prov�des  students  w�th  the  chance  of 

 part�c�pat�ng  �n  exchange  programs  such  as  Erasmus  and  Farab�.  They  have  an  opportun�ty 

 to  study  �n  non-Engl�sh  speak�ng  countr�es  of  Europe.  Students  from  d�fferent  countr�es 

 also  have  a  chance  to  study  �n  the  departments  of  MBG  and  B�ology.  In  add�t�on  to  these 

 courses,  to  be  able  to  prepare  students  for  the  global  market  and  help  them  to  have  the 

 necessary  knowledge  for  an  �nternat�onal  career  and  engage  them  w�th  the  advancement  of 

 the f�eld, sem�nars, conferences and techn�cal v�s�ts are held by the faculty. 

 Unl�ke  the  MBG  department  where  all  courses  are  taught  �n  Engl�sh,  laboratory 

 courses  �n  the  B�ology  department  are  taught  �n  Turk�sh.  Therefore,  laboratory  courses 

 taught  at  both  departments  were  not  �ncluded  �n  the  scope  of  the  current  study.  In  the  f�rst 

 year  of  both  programs,  there  �s  a  compulsory  course  called  Development  of  Read�ng  and 

 Wr�t�ng  Sk�lls  I  and  II  where  students  learn  how  to  read  academ�c  papers,  �dent�fy  d�fferent 

 types  of  texts,  wr�te  facts  and  op�n�ons,  present  �nformat�on  �n  a  table,  and  to  scan  and 

 summar�ze  a  text  (see  course  catalogue  for  deta�led  explanat�ons:  shorturl.at/h�OUX)  Th�s 

 course  �s  taught  by  an  EFL  teacher  from  the  School  of  Fore�gn  Languages  �n  order  to 

 support  students  for  the�r  departmental  courses  and  to  meet  the�r  needs  �n  academ�c  read�ng 

 and  wr�t�ng  �n  Engl�sh.  The  purpose  of  th�s  course  �s  not  to  teach  subject  matter  or  subject 
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 matter  term�nology.  Bes�des,  �n  the  MBG  department,  there  �s  an  elect�ve  course  called 

 Sc�ent�f�c  Wr�t�ng  taught  by  one  of  the  EMI  lecturers.  Students  are  expected  to  learn  how 

 to  wr�te  a  sc�ent�f�c  project,  how  to  commun�cate  w�th  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  about 

 educat�on  and  tra�n�ng  programs,  and  how  to  use  the  software  systems  that  can  be  useful  �n 

 academ�c  wr�t�ng  dur�ng  the  course.  Part�c�pant  E,  who  teaches  th�s  course  at  the  t�me, 

 reported  that  students  learn  how  to  comb�ne  the�r  academ�c  knowledge  w�th  the�r  language 

 sk�lls.  Yet,  there  �s  not  any  other  course  than  the  compulsory  course  �n  the  B�ology 

 department.  Th�s  s�tuat�on  suggests  that  students  are  left  alone  �n  terms  of  language  �ssues. 

 S�nce  they  do  not  learn  how  to  use  language  �n  a  d�sc�pl�ne-spec�f�c  env�ronment,  they 

 m�ght have d�ff�cult�es express�ng the�r knowledge and sk�lls �n the target language. 

 3.4. Part�c�pants 

 In  the  current  study,  the  total  number  of  part�c�pants  �nclud�ng  the  EMI  lecturers 

 and  EMI  students  was  88.  The  part�c�pants  are  chosen  w�th  conven�ence  sampl�ng.  Every 

 lecturer,  who  teaches  EMI  classes  �n  e�ther  MBG  or  B�ology  or  both,  and  students,  who 

 study �n these departments, were tr�ed to be reached. 

 3.4.1. EMI Lecturers 

 Seven  EMI  lecturers  part�c�pated  �n  the  study  voluntar�ly.  Two  of  the  EMI  lecturers 

 work  �n  the  Department  of  B�ology  whereas  f�ve  EMI  lecturers  work  �n  the  Department  of 

 MBG.  F�ve  of  them  accepted  to  part�c�pate  �n  both  the  quest�onna�re  and  sem�-structured 

 �nterv�ew  phases  wh�le  the  other  two  accepted  to  part�c�pate  �n  e�ther  the  quest�onna�re  or 

 the �nterv�ew phase. Part�c�pants were coded as A, B, C, etc. to preserve anonym�ty. 

 Table  1  �llustrates  the  background  �nformat�on  of  EMI  lecturers  related  to  gender, 

 the  length  of  teach�ng  exper�ence  �n  both  general  and  EMI  context,  the  educat�onal  levels 

 of the�r students, the student populat�on, and the�r educat�onal background. 
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 As  �t  �s  seen  �n  the  table,  four  of  the  part�c�pants  were  female.  Three  of  them  were 

 male.  The  average  age  of  EMI  lecturers  was  47.  The  m�n�mum  length  of  teach�ng 

 exper�ence  was  two  years  whereas  the  max�mum  was  35  years.  The  average  length  of 

 teach�ng  exper�ence  was  18  years.  As  for  exper�ence  �n  the  EMI  context,  the  longest  t�me 

 of  teach�ng  exper�ence  was  20  years  whereas  the  shortest  �s  two  years.  The  average  length 

 was  10  years.  The  three  of  the  EMI  lecturers  teach  students  from  all  degrees.  The  other  two 

 part�c�pants  teach  only  BA  and  MA.  The  other  one  teaches  students  from  BA  and  MA 

 degree  programs.  S�nce  Part�c�pant  F  d�d  not  accept  f�ll�ng  out  the  quest�onna�re,  the 

 researcher  could  not  get  �nformat�on  about  the  educat�onal  levels  of  h�s  students  and  the 

 student  populat�on.  Almost  all  of  the  EMI  lecturers  have  local  and  �nternat�onal  students  �n 

 the�r  classes.  That  m�ght  lead  us  to  th�nk  that  they  need  to  use  Engl�sh  most  of  the  t�me 

 s�nce they do not share a common language w�th these students. 

 In  add�t�on,  the  part�c�pants  were  asked  about  the�r  educat�onal  background  to  be 

 able  to  understand  the  research  sett�ng  better.  The  data  obta�ned  from  the  quest�onna�re  and 

 the  �nterv�ew  showed  that  four  of  the  part�c�pants  stud�ed  the�r  academ�c  subject  �n  an  EMI 

 context  as  a  student.  These  part�c�pants  are  Part�c�pant  A,  Part�c�pant  C,  Part�c�pant  D,  and 

 Part�c�pant  E.  All  these  part�c�pants  stated  that  they  attended  educat�on  programs  �n 

 Engl�sh-speak�ng  countr�es  (e.g.,  Ph.D  program,  Postdoctoral  Fellowsh�p  and  Teach�ng 

 Ass�stantsh�p).  Only  Part�c�pant  D  stud�ed  �n  an  EMI  context  �n  Turkey  and  then  attended 

 an  educat�on  program  abroad.  S�nce  EMI  lecturers  are  experts  �n  the�r  academ�c  subjects 

 but  are  not  expected  to  take  any  courses  related  to  pedagog�cal-  methodolog�cal  knowledge 

 such  as  how  to  plan  a  lesson,  how  to  convey  �nformat�on,  etc.,  they  were  asked  whether 

 they  attended  any  tra�n�ng  to  obta�n  teach�ng  competenc�es.  Part�c�pant  B,  Part�c�pant  C, 

 and  Part�c�pant  D  have  the�r  pedagog�cal  format�on  cert�f�cates.  In  Türk�ye,  students,  who 

 do  not  study  at  educat�on  faculty,  should  apply  to  a  pedagog�cal  format�on  program  g�ven 

 by  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  and  take  several  courses  related  to  educat�onal  sc�ences  to 

 obta�n  teach�ng  competenc�es  to  be  able  to  get  the  pedagog�cal  cert�f�cate.  These  courses 

 are  generally  s�m�lar  to  the  courses  �n  educat�on  faculty.  Part�c�pants  B  and  D  graduated 

 from  a  faculty  of  educat�on  and  the�r  d�ploma  shows  that  they  have  completed  educat�onal 

 sc�ence  courses  successfully.  Part�c�pant  C  took  her  cert�f�cate  by  attend�ng  a  pedagog�cal 

 format�on  program.  Bes�des,  the  part�c�pants  were  asked  whether  they  attended  any 

 tra�n�ng  on  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Part�c�pant  B,  Part�c�pant  C,  and 

 Part�c�pant  D  conf�rmed  that  they  have  part�c�pated  as  students  or  aud�ences  �n  such 
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 tra�n�ng.  As  for  EMI  tra�n�ng,  only  Part�c�pant  B  and  Part�c�pant  C  stated  that  they 

 part�c�pated  �n  a  tra�n�ng.  Part�c�pant  B  attended  a  n�ne-month  language  teach�ng  program 

 prov�ded  by  the  M�n�stry  of  Educat�on.  Part�c�pant  C  sa�d  that  the  tra�n�ng  she  part�c�pated 

 �n was about teach�ng techn�ques. 

 3.4.2. EMI Students 

 The  current  study  was  carr�ed  out  w�th  81  EMI  students  �n  total.  The  students  who 

 are  freshmen  were  not  �ncluded  �n  th�s  study  because  they  have  not  exper�enced 

 face-to-face  learn�ng  because  of  Cov�d-19.  Table  2  �llustrates  the  demograph�c  �nformat�on 

 related to the follow�ng var�ables: gender, department, class, and  PYP part�c�pat�on. 

 Table 2 

 Demograph�c �nformat�on about EMI students 

 Var�ables  f  % 

 Department 

 B�ology (30% Engl�sh)  31  38.3 

 Molecular B�ology and Genet�cs (100% Engl�sh)  50  61.7 

 Class 

 2nd Year  27  33.3 

 3rd Year  27  33.3 

 4th Year  27  33.3 

 PYP part�c�pat�on 

 Yes  69  85.2 

 No  12  14.8 
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 Table 2 (Cont�nued) 

 Var�ables  f  % 

 PYP’s role for departmental sources 

 Fully prepared  18  26.1 

 Part�ally prepared  34  49.3 

 Not prepared  18  26.1 

 Gender 

 Female  65  80.2 

 Male  13  16 

 Not stated  3  3.7 

 As  �t  �s  demonstrated  �n  Table  2,  the  part�c�pants  who  study  �n  the  Department  of 

 MBG  outnumbered  the  part�c�pants  from  the  Department  of  B�ology  (n  MBG  =  50,  n  B�ology  = 

 31).  From  each  grade,  the  equal  number  of  EMI  students  part�c�pated  �n  the  present  study 

 (n  2nd  grade  =  27,  n  3rd  Grade  =  27,  n  4th  Grade  =  27).  The  data  showed  that  the  major�ty  of  the  EMI 

 students  part�c�pated  �n  the  PYP  (n=69)  before  enroll�ng  on  the  academ�c  program  s�nce 

 they  could  not  pass  the  prof�c�ency  exam.  E�ghteen  of  the  EMI  students  sa�d  that  the  PYP 

 prepared  them  for  the  department.  Th�rty-four  of  the  part�c�pants  reported  that  the  PYP 

 prepared  part�ally  them  for  the  academ�c  program.  F�nally,  18  of  the  EMI  students  sa�d  that 

 the  PYP  d�d  not  prepare  them  for  the  academ�c  department.  The  EMI  students  ment�oned 

 that  the  PYP  focused  on  only  general  Engl�sh  language  development  but  not  on  vocat�onal 

 Engl�sh.  The  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  they  shared  the�r  op�n�ons  about  the  fact  that  they  want 

 to  focus  on  vocat�onal  Engl�sh.  However,  s�nce  the  classes  cons�sted  of  d�fferent  EMI 

 students  from  d�fferent  departments,  th�s  demand  could  not  be  met.  Therefore,  they 

 reported  that  they  had  d�ff�culty  adjust�ng  to  the  department.  Yet,  they  stated  that  the�r 

 general  Engl�sh  sk�lls  �mproved  w�th  the  help  of  the  PYP  program.  F�nally,  more  than  half 

 of  the  EMI  students  who  part�c�pated  �n  the  present  study  were  female  (n=65).  The  three  of 

 the part�c�pants d�d not ment�on the�r gender. 
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 3.5. Data Collect�on Instruments 

 As  ment�oned  prev�ously  a  m�xed  methods  approach  was  ut�l�zed  to  collect  data  �n 

 th�s  study.  Quest�onna�res  and  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  were  comb�ned  both  to  ach�eve  a 

 hol�st�c  understand�ng  of  the  target  phenomenon  and  to  val�date  the  f�nd�ngs  of  quant�tat�ve 

 data  w�th  the  help  of  qual�tat�ve  data  by  look�ng  at  the  phenomenon  from  d�fferent 

 perspect�ves  (see  F�gure  5).  Informat�on  regard�ng  these  data  collect�on  tools  �s  g�ven 

 below. 

 F�gure 5. Data collect�on tools employed �n the study 

 3.5.1. Quest�onna�res 

 In  th�s  study,  two  quest�onna�res  were  used  to  collect  the  data  �n  the  f�rst  phase  of 

 the  study.  They  were  developed  by  the  researcher  �n  the  l�ght  of  related  l�terature  s�nce 

 there  was  not  any  su�table  quest�onna�re  that  f�t  the  purposes  and  context  of  th�s  study. 

 There  were  two  quest�onna�res,  the  �tems  of  wh�ch  were  wr�tten  �n  the  l�ght  of  related 

 l�terature.  One  of  them  was  des�gned  for  EMI  lecturers  and  was  called  EMI  Lecturers’ 

 Quest�onna�re  on  Instruct�onal  Methods,  Techn�ques,  and  Mater�als  (see  Append�x  1) 

 whereas  the  other  was  for  students  �n  the  EMI  context  and  was  called  EMI  Students’ 

 Quest�onna�re  on  the  Use  of  Instruct�onal  Methods,  Techn�ques,  and  Mater�als  (see 
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 Append�x  2).  Both  quest�onna�res  were  des�gned  �n  Turk�sh  to  help  part�c�pants  to  express 

 themselves better and freely. 

 Brown  (2001)  descr�bes  quest�onna�res  as  “any  wr�tten  �nstruments  that  present 

 respondents  w�th  a  ser�es  of  quest�ons  or  statements  to  wh�ch  they  are  to  react  e�ther  by 

 wr�t�ng  out  the�r  answers  or  select�ng  from  among  ex�st�ng  answers.”  (p.  6).  Th�s  means 

 that  quest�onna�res  can  �nclude  both  mult�ple-cho�ce  �tems  and  open-ended  quest�ons.  In 

 the  present  study,  the  EMI  Lecturers’  Quest�onna�re  on  Instruct�onal  Methods,  Techn�ques, 

 and  Mater�als  cons�sts  of  two  parts  (see  Append�x  1).  In  the  f�rst  part,  n�ne  factual 

 quest�ons  are  used  to  f�nd  out  about  the  demograph�c  character�st�cs  and  background 

 �nformat�on  about  the  part�c�pants.  The  second  part  has  two  sect�ons.  In  the  f�rst  sect�on, 

 the  part�c�pants  were  asked  to  rate  a  f�ve-po�nt  scale,  rang�ng  from  never  to  always,  �n 

 order  to  �nvest�gate  how  often  they  use  the  l�sted  27  methods  and  techn�ques.  Follow�ng 

 these  �tems,  four  open-ended  quest�ons  were  asked  to  reach  deta�led  �nformat�on  related  to 

 the�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  could  be  further  d�scussed.  In 

 the  second  sect�on  wh�ch  �s  s�m�lar  to  the  f�rst  sect�on,  f�ve-po�nt  scale  �tems  are  asked  to 

 �nvest�gate  how  often  they  use  the  l�sted  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  In  th�s  sect�on,  f�nally, 

 there  are  f�ve  open-ended  quest�ons  related  to  lecturers’  preferences  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als. 

 S�m�lar  to  the  EMI  lecturers’  quest�onna�re,  the  EMI  Students’  Quest�onna�re  on  the 

 Use  of  Instruct�onal  Methods,  Techn�ques,  and  Mater�als  cons�sts  of  two  parts  (see 

 Append�x  2).  The  f�rst  part  �s  for  gather�ng  the  demograph�c  and  background  �nformat�on 

 related  to  the  EMI  students.  As  same  as  the  lecturer  quest�onna�re,  �n  the  second  part,  there 

 are  two  sect�ons.  In  the  f�rst  sect�on,  part�c�pants  are  asked  to  mark  the  l�sted  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �f  they  are  used  by  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  courses.  Follow�ng 

 that,  the  part�c�pants  are  asked  to  rank  a  three-po�nt  scale,  rang�ng  from  effect�ve  to  no 

 effect�ve,  so  that  the  researcher  can  ga�n  a  deep  understand�ng  regard�ng  the  effect  of  the 

 EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  on  the  students’  learn�ng 

 process.  Lastly,  there  are  three  open-ended  quest�ons  a�m�ng  to  gather  more  �nformat�on 

 about  the�r  op�n�ons  of  EMI  lecturers’  pract�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  In 

 the  second  sect�on,  �tems  related  to  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  l�sted  and  the  part�c�pants  are 

 asked  to  mark  the  mater�als  that  are  used  by  the  EMI  lectures  �n  the  EMI  context.  S�m�lar 

 to  the  f�rst  sect�on,  three-po�nt  scale  �tems,  rang�ng  from  effect�ve  to  no  effect�ve,  and  three 
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 open-ended  quest�ons  are  asked  �n  order  for  EMI  students  to  reveal  the�r  op�n�ons  about 

 EMI lecturers’ preferences of �nstruct�onal mater�als �n deta�l. 

 Development  of  the  quest�onna�re  �tems.  As  expected  from  all  data  collect�on 

 �nstruments  used  �n  soc�al  sc�ences,  the  f�nd�ngs  of  a  quest�onna�re  are  also  expected  to  be 

 val�d  and  rel�able  (Büyüköztürk,  2005).  The  val�d�ty  of  a  quest�onna�re  �nd�cates  whether 

 the  tool  measures  what  �s  �ntended  to  measure  (F�eld,  2005)  wh�le  the  rel�ab�l�ty  of  a 

 quest�onna�re  shows  the  cons�stency  of  the  f�nd�ngs  �n  repet�t�ve  measurements.  To  be  able 

 to  make  a  quest�onna�re  rel�able  and  val�d,  there  are  d�fferent  phases  to  be  followed  that  are 

 ment�oned  by  d�fferent  scholars  �n  the  l�terature.  Büyüköztürk  (2005)  suggests  that  there 

 are  four  common  phases  to  develop  a  quest�onna�re.  As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  6,  these  are 

 “problem  descr�pt�on,  wr�t�ng  quest�onna�re  �tems,  rece�v�ng  op�n�ons  of  content  experts  on 

 quest�onna�re  �tems,  conduct�ng  a  p�lot  study  and  mak�ng  mod�f�cat�ons  to  the 

 quest�onna�re based on the p�lot study”. 

 F�gure  6.  Quest�onna�re  development  process  (Büyüköztürk,  2005,  “Anket  Gel�st�rme 

 Sürec�” Sect�on) 

 These  phases  were  followed  �n  the  current  study  wh�le  develop�ng  the 

 quest�onna�res.  In  the  f�rst  phase,  to  be  able  to  �dent�fy  the  var�ables  related  to  �nstruct�onal 

 methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  and  to  determ�ne  the  scope  of  the 

 quest�onna�res,  the  related  l�terature  was  rev�ewed  by  us�ng  potent�al  keywords  of  th�s 

 study.  As  a  result  of  rev�ew�ng  the  related  l�terature  �n  the  l�ght  of  research  quest�ons, 

 general  and  sub-purposes  (�.g.  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ce  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  and  mater�als)  were  determ�ned.  Depend�ng  on  these  purposes,  �n  the  second 
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 phase,  the  types  of  �tems  such  as  close-ended  �tems  and  open-ended  quest�ons  were 

 determ�ned  by  the  researcher.  In  the  th�rd  phase,  to  be  able  to  test  the  �n�t�al  vers�on  of  the 

 quest�onna�res,  the  quest�onna�res  were  sent  to  content  experts  together  w�th  a  form  on 

 wh�ch  they  were  asked  to  wr�te  the�r  feedback.  Depend�ng  on  the�r  feedback,  the  researcher 

 made  add�t�ons  (�.g.  explanat�ons  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques)  changes  or  ed�ts 

 (�.g.  the  sequence  of  the  quest�onna�re  �tems,  the  cho�ce  of  words).  As  a  f�nal  step,  a  p�lot 

 study  was  conducted  �n  order  to  analyze  the  quest�onna�res  regard�ng  �nstruct�ons, 

 organ�zat�ons, clar�ty, understandab�l�ty and appropr�ateness of the quest�onna�re �tems. 

 P�lot�ng  the  quest�onna�res.  In  the  2019-2020  fall  academ�c  year,  The  EMI 

 Students’  Quest�onna�re  on  the  Use  of  Instruct�onal  Methods,  Techn�ques,  and  Instruct�onal 

 Mater�als  was  sent  to  11  EMI  students  from  d�fferent  un�vers�t�es  and  departments  (e.g. 

 Inter�or  Arch�tecture,  Internat�onal  Relat�ons,  B�ology,  etc.)  v�a  Google  Forms  for  the  p�lot 

 study.  Collect�ng  the  data  took  two  weeks.  It  took  f�ve  days  to  analyze  the  data  by  us�ng 

 SPSS.  22.0  and  the  content  analys�s.  The  f�nd�ngs  of  th�s  p�lot  study  showed  that  students 

 d�d  not  understand  and  �nterpret  open-ended  quest�ons  as  expected  because  the�r  answers 

 were  generally  �rrelevant  to  the  quest�ons.  Therefore,  to  be  able  to  �ncrease  the  clar�ty  and 

 understandab�l�ty  of  the  quest�ons  for  students,  the  researcher  conducted  a  respondent 

 debr�ef�ng  after  she  analyzed  the  respondent’s  answers.  Depend�ng  on  the  respondent's 

 feedback,  the  changes  (�.e.  vocabulary  cho�ce,  wr�t�ng  �mportant  parts  �n  cap�tal  to  get  the 

 part�c�pants’  attent�on)  and  add�t�ons  (�.e.  add�ng  examples  to  help  them  remember 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques)  were  made.  As  for  EMI  Lecturers’  Instruct�onal 

 Methods,  Techn�ques,  and  Mater�als,  �t  was  sent  to  two  EMI  lecturers  v�a  Google  Forms 

 for  the  p�lot  study  �n  the  2019-2020  fall  academ�c  year.  M�nor  changes  (�.e.  add�ng  Never 

 on  the  L�kert  scale)  were  made  to  m�n�m�ze  the  hardsh�ps  that  they  m�ght  face  wh�le 

 mark�ng the �tems �n the quest�onna�re. 

 3.5.2. Sem�-Structured Interv�ews 

 To  be  able  to  further  �nvest�gate  the  data  gathered  through  quest�onna�res, 

 follow-up  �nterv�ews,  also  called  “conversat�on  w�th  a  purpose”  (Burgess,  1984,p.  102  as 

 quoted  �n  He�gham  &  Croker,  2009),  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers  became  a  need  for  th�s  study 

 (see Append�x 3). 
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 The  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew  protocol  �ncludes  four  parts.  In  the  f�rst  part,  there 

 are  quest�ons  to  collect  demograph�c  and  background  �nformat�on  about  the  part�c�pants. 

 The  second  part  �ncludes  trans�t�on  quest�ons,  wh�ch  prov�de  �nformat�on  about  what 

 part�c�pants  have  already  known  about  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als 

 and  prepare  the  part�c�pants  for  the  ma�n  quest�ons.  The  ma�n  quest�on  part  has  two 

 sect�ons.  The  f�rst  sect�on  cons�sts  of  13  quest�ons  all  of  wh�ch  are  related  to  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques.  The  second  sect�on  has  11  quest�ons  related  to  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als.  All  these  ma�n  quest�ons  were  used  to  gather  deta�led  �nformat�on  about  EMI 

 lecturers’  pract�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 The  clos�ng  quest�on  part  �s  for  ask�ng  further  explanat�ons  that  the  part�c�pants  want  to 

 ment�on  apart  from  the  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  d�scussed.  Consequently,  these  data  were  used 

 to  develop  the  fullest  p�cture  of  the  phenomenon  through  bu�ld�ng  an  �ntens�ve  descr�pt�on 

 of the case �tself (Merr�am, 1985). 

 Development  of  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew.  Wh�le  prepar�ng  the 

 sem�-structured  �nterv�ew,  the  �nterv�ew  protocol  ref�nement  (IPR)  framework  was  used  to 

 make  sure  the  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  al�gned  w�th  the  research  quest�ons  and  the  a�ms  of  th�s 

 study.  Th�s  protocol  framework  �nvolves  four  phases:  “ensur�ng  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  al�gn 

 w�th  research  quest�ons,  construct�ng  an  �nqu�ry-based  conversat�on,  rece�v�ng  feedback  on 

 �nterv�ew  protocols  and  p�lot�ng  the  �nterv�ew  protocol”  (Cast�llo-Montoya,  2016,  p.  812). 

 In  th�s  study,  these  phases  were  followed  sequent�ally  to  develop  essent�al  quest�ons  to 

 obta�n deta�led data to enhance the rel�ab�l�ty of the �nterv�ew quest�ons. 

 F�gure 7. Interv�ew protocol development phases (Cast�llo-Montoya, 2016, p.812) 
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 Accord�ngly,  the  researcher  formed  the  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  �n  the  l�ght  of  related 

 l�terature.  As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  7,  �n  order  to  el�c�t  the  related  exper�ences  or  spec�f�c 

 �nformat�on  through  ask�ng  �nterv�ew  quest�ons,  the  researcher  created  a  matr�x  to  check 

 whether  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  al�gn  w�th  research  quest�ons  (Append�x  4).  In  phase  2,  the 

 word  cho�ces  and  the  form  of  quest�ons  ga�n  �mportance  to  make  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  more 

 understandable  and  access�ble  to  the  part�c�pants.  Therefore,  jargon  and  theoret�cal 

 language  related  to  the  phenomenon  were  avo�ded  to  be  able  to  create  an  ord�nary 

 conversat�on;  however,  hav�ng  a  structured  organ�zat�on  of  quest�ons  �nclud�ng 

 �ntroductory  quest�ons,  trans�t�on  quest�ons,  key  quest�ons  and  clos�ng  quest�ons  and 

 ask�ng  follow-up  quest�ons  helped  the  researcher  to  preserve  the  �nqu�ry  goals  of  �nterv�ew 

 quest�ons  �n  th�s  study.  As  for  phase  3,  the  �nterv�ew  protocol  was  sent  to  two  content 

 experts  v�a  Google  Ma�l  to  rece�ve  feedback  �n  order  to  enhance  the  rel�ab�l�ty  of  the 

 �nterv�ew  quest�ons.  Feedback  showed  that  the  �nterv�ew  quest�ons  al�gned  w�th  research 

 quest�ons and were easy to understand. 

 P�lot�ng  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew  protocol.  As  a  f�nal  step,  to  be  able  to 

 understand  how  long  the  �nterv�ew  takes,  whether  quest�ons  work  as  �t  �s  expected  and 

 whether  the  part�c�pants  can  answer  the  quest�ons,  a  p�lot  study  was  conducted  w�th  an 

 EMI  lecturer  work�ng  �n  the  department  of  Molecular  B�ology  and  Genet�cs  at  Çanakkale 

 Onsek�z  Mart  Un�vers�ty  �n  2020-2021  fall  academ�c  year  v�a  an  onl�ne  tool  called  Zoom. 

 It  took  one  hour  and  ten  m�nutes.  The  p�lot  study  showed  that  there  are  no  major  problems. 

 The clar�ty and answerab�l�ty of the �nterv�ew quest�ons were ensured. 

 3.6. Researcher’s Role 

 Researcher’s  role  �n  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  research  des�gns  d�ffers  due  to  the�r 

 ep�stemolog�cal,  theoret�cal  and  methodolog�cal  underp�nn�ngs.  Quant�tat�ve  research 

 methods  are  based  on  object�v�st  ep�stemology  that  a�ms  to  measure  the  stat�c  real�ty 

 stat�st�cally  (Yılmaz,  2013).  Therefore,  �t  �s  accepted  that  the  bound  between  the  subject 

 be�ng  stud�ed  and  the  researcher  are  separate  and  �ndependent.  In  the  present  study,  by 

 us�ng  quest�onna�res  wh�ch  were  preconstructed  w�th  predeterm�ned  response  categor�es, 

 the  researcher  a�med  to  have  a  neutral  role  (an  et�c  perspect�ve).  However,  s�nce  th�s 

 approach  does  not  prov�de  �ns�ghts  regard�ng  the  phenomenon  or  the  part�c�pants’ 
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 exper�ences  �n  deta�l,  qual�tat�ve  research  methods  such  as  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  and 

 protocols  were  employed  to  descr�be  and  understand  the  part�c�pants’  pract�ces  �n  depth 

 w�thout  predeterm�ned  categor�es  or  standpo�nts.  From  a  qual�tat�ve  perspect�ve,  �n  th�s 

 study,  the  researcher  had  an  em�c  perspect�ve  (�ns�der’s  po�nt  of  v�ew)  by  d�rectly 

 �nteract�ng  w�th  the  part�c�pants  �n  the  EMI  context  and  us�ng  the�r  own  terms  and  concepts 

 to descr�be the phenomenon (He�gham & Croker, 2009). 

 3.7. Research Eth�cs 

 In  th�s  study,  the  recommendat�ons  about  the  eth�cal  �ssues  stated  by  Creswell 

 (2013)  were  taken  �nto  cons�derat�on  by  the  researcher.  Before  conduct�ng  the  current 

 study,  eth�cal  approval  from  Çanakkale  Onsek�z  Mart  Un�vers�ty  School  of  Graduate 

 Stud�es  Eth�cs  Comm�ttee  was  obta�ned  (Append�x  5).  F�rstly,  the  superv�sor  and 

 researcher  made  �n�t�al  talks  w�th  the  lecturers  v�a  telephone  dur�ng  the  2020-2021  fall 

 academ�c  year.  They  arranged  a  meet�ng  to  �nform  the  part�c�pants  about  the  scope  of  the 

 research  and  how  the  f�nd�ngs  were  planned  to  be  used  �n  deta�l.  After  th�s  meet�ng,  the 

 �nformed  consent  letter  wh�ch  �ncludes  further  �nformat�on  and  part�c�pants’  r�ghts  was 

 sent  to  the  part�c�pants  v�a  Google  Forms.  The  part�c�pants  were  assured  that  the�r 

 part�c�pat�on  �n  th�s  research  was  voluntary  and  they  were  free  to  w�thdraw  from  the  study 

 at any t�me for any reason. 

 To  be  able  to  m�n�m�ze  the  r�sk  of  any  harm  to  the  part�c�pants,  they  were  g�ven 

 pseudonyms  dur�ng  the  study.  The�r  names  and  personal  �nformat�on  that  they  shared  w�th 

 the researcher were not shared w�th the th�rd part�es. 

 3.8. Data Collect�on Procedure 

 S�nce  an  explanatory  sequent�al  m�xed  method  des�gn  was  ut�l�zed  �n  th�s  study, 

 quest�onna�res  were  conducted  as  the  f�rst  phase  of  the  data  collect�on  process  dur�ng 

 2020-2021  spr�ng  and  2021-2022  fall  academ�c  years  as  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  8.  The 

 part�c�pants  were  �nformed  w�th  the  consent  letter  about  the  scope  of  the  study  and  what 

 was  expected  from  them  dur�ng  the  study  before  the  collect�on  of  the  data.  Thereafter,  the 

 quest�onna�res  were  sent  to  EMI  lecturers  and  EMI  students  at  the  departments  of  MBG 

 and B�ology v�a an onl�ne survey tool called Google Forms. 
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 After  the  quest�onna�res,  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  on  su�table  days  and  hours  for 

 EMI  lectures  that  were  determ�ned  beforehand  v�a  common  onl�ne  commun�cat�on 

 platforms  (e.g.  Google  Calendar  or  Gma�l)  dur�ng  2021-2022  fall  and  spr�ng  academ�c 

 year.  All  the  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  �n  Turk�sh  so  that  the  part�c�pants  feel  comfortable 

 and  express  themselves  better.  Depend�ng  on  the  part�c�pants’  preferences,  �nterv�ews  were 

 ut�l�zed  e�ther  face  to  face  or  v�a  onl�ne  commun�cat�on  apps  (e.g.  Zoom).  After  tak�ng  the 

 consent  of  the  part�c�pants,  the  �nterv�ews  were  aud�o-recorded  �n  order  to  analyze  the 

 responses  to  the  quest�ons  �n  deta�l.  The  record�ngs  were  transcr�bed  verbat�m  and 

 translated �nto Engl�sh. 

 F�gure 8. Data collect�on and analys�s procedure 

 3.9. Data Analys�s Procedure 

 By  us�ng  the  Stat�st�cal  Package  for  the  Soc�al  Sc�ences  (  SPSS)  22.0  program,  the 

 closed-ended  �tems  of  quest�onna�res  were  analyzed  through  descr�pt�ve  and  frequency 

 stat�st�cs  �n  order  to  better  understand  the  part�c�pants,  and  the  case  and  summar�ze  the 

 collected  data  by  us�ng  charts  and  tables.  The  open-ended  �tems  �n  the  quest�onna�res, 

 wh�ch  were  translated  �nto  Engl�sh,  were  analyzed  through  content  analys�s  to  categor�ze 

 the responses and �dent�fy the patterns. 

 As  stated  before,  the  data  collected  both  through  open-ended  quest�ons  �n  the 

 quest�onna�res  and  �nterv�ew  protocol  were  analyzed  through  content  analys�s.  Accord�ng 

 to  Creswell  (2014),  there  are  s�x  steps  to  analyze  the  data:  f�rst,  data  are  transcr�bed  and 

 organ�zed;  second,  data  are  read  through;  th�rd,  data  are  coded;  fourth,  the  coded  data  are 

 d�v�ded  �nto  themes  and  descr�pt�ons  are  generated;  f�fth,  themes  are  comb�ned  together; 

 and  f�nally,  mean�ngs  are  �nterpreted  out  of  themes.  Follow�ng  these  steps  �n  th�s  study,  the 
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 data  was  organ�zed  and  prepared  for  analys�s  by  transcr�b�ng  �nterv�ews  verbat�m,  scann�ng 

 the  data  that  was  already  wr�tten  and  sort�ng  and  arrang�ng  them  �nto  d�fferent  types  based 

 on  the  sources  of  �nformat�on.  All  the  arranged  and  organ�zed  data  was  read  to  be  able  to 

 f�nd  and  reflect  on  the  overall  mean�ng.  As  a  th�rd  step,  to  be  able  to  make  sense  of  the 

 data,  see  the  patterns  among  the  data  and  also  to  handle  the  r�ch  amount  of  data,  the  data 

 was  coded  by  d�v�d�ng  �t  �nto  chunks  and  us�ng  a  word  represent�ng  a  category.  Bogdan 

 and B�klen (1998) expla�n the process of “cod�ng categor�es” as follows: 

 As  you  read  through  your  data,  certa�n  words,  phrases,  patterns  of  behav�or, 

 subjects'  ways  of  th�nk�ng,  and  events  repeat  and  stand  out.  Develop�ng  a  cod�ng 

 system  �nvolves  several  steps:  You  search  through  your  data  for  regular�t�es  and 

 patterns  as  well  as  for  top�cs  your  data  cover,  and  then  you  wr�te  down  words  and 

 phrases  to  represent  these  top�cs  and  patterns.  These  words  and  phrases  are  cod�ng 

 categor�es.  They  are  a  means  of  sort�ng  the  descr�pt�ve  data  you  have  collected...  so 

 that  the  mater�al  bear�ng  on  a  g�ven  top�c  can  be  phys�cally  separated  from  other 

 data. (p. 156) 

 In  relat�on  to  the  research  quest�ons,  the  cod�ng  categor�es  were  compared  and 

 ref�ned  cont�nuously  and  s�multaneously,  wh�ch  �s  called  the  constant  comparat�ve  method 

 (Maykut  &  Marehouse,  1994).  The  a�m  of  th�s  method  �s  to  reconstruct  the  gathered  data  �n 

 a  reasonable  way  and  to  �nterpret  �t  to  have  a  deep  understand�ng  of  the  phenomenon 

 (L�ncoln  &  Guba,  1985  as  c�ted  �n  Dem�r,  2019).  As  a  f�nal  step,  the  �nterrelat�onsh�p 

 between  the  cod�ng  categor�es  and  patterns  among  the  code  un�ts  was  analyzed  by  the 

 researcher. 

 F�nally,  as  for  the  val�d�ty  of  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew  protocol,  as  Creswell 

 (2014)  stated,  the  val�d�ty  �n  qual�tat�ve  research  methods  �s  d�fferent  from  the  val�d�ty  �n 

 quant�tat�ve  research  methods.  In  the  l�terature  related  to  qual�tat�ve  research  methods, 

 val�d�ty-  also  addressed  as  trustworth�ness,  authent�c�ty  and  cred�b�l�ty-  means  the  accuracy 

 of  the  f�nd�ngs  that  are  checked  by  the  researcher  by  apply�ng  exact  procedures.  It  can  be 

 checked  w�th  the  help  of  some  val�d�ty  strateg�es  such  as  “tr�angulat�on,  member  check�ng, 

 r�ch  and  th�ck  descr�pt�on,  clar�fy�ng  the  b�as,  present�ng  negat�ve  or  d�screpant 

 �nformat�on,  spend�ng  prolonged  t�me,  peer  debr�ef�ng  and  external  aud�tor”  (Creswell, 

 2014,  p.  251).  To  be  able  to  strengthen  the  val�d�ty  of  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew 

 protocol,  some  of  these  val�d�ty  strateg�es  were  employed  �n  the  current  study.  To  �ncrease 

 the  rel�ab�l�ty  and  the  val�d�ty  of  the  data  analys�s  process,  another  researcher  who  �s  an 
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 expert  researcher  coded  the  data.  The  coded  data  were  compared  and  used  to  ensure 

 �nter-coder  rel�ab�l�ty  and  cred�b�l�ty.  The  researcher  performed  the  Kappa  stat�st�c  to 

 compare  the  data  and  determ�ne  the  cons�stency  between  the  coders.  The  �nter-coder 

 rel�ab�l�ty  for  coders  �s  found  (κ)  =  0.81,  wh�ch  means  that  the  coders  are  �n  almost  perfect 

 agreement  over  the  analys�s  of  the  data.  Bes�des,  the  th�ck  and  r�ch  descr�pt�on  was 

 presented to �ncrease the transferab�l�ty of the f�nd�ngs to other contexts. 

 Table 3 

 Data collect�on tools 

 Research Quest�ons 

 Quant�tat�ve 

 Data 

 Collect�on 

 Quant�tat�ve 

 Data 

 Analys�s 

 Qual�tat�ve 

 Data 

 Collect�on 

 Qual�tat�ve 

 Data 

 Analys�s 

 R.Q.1.     What  are  the 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  employed  by 

 MBG  and  B�ology  EMI 

 lecturers? 

 Quest�onna�re  SPSS 22.0 

 Descr�pt�ve 

 Stat�st�cs 

 Interv�ew  Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ1.1.     What  are  the  factors 

 affect�ng  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of 

 these  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and techn�ques? 

 Quest�onna�re  SPSS 22.0 

 Descr�pt�ve 

 Stat�st�cs 

 Open-ended 

 quest�ons & 

 Interv�ews 

 Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ1.2.  How  do  MBG  and 

 B�ology  EMI  lecturers 

 rev�ew  and  rev�se  the 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques? 

 Open-ended 

 quest�ons & 

 Interv�ews 

 Content 

 Analys�s 
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 Table 3(Cont�nued) 

 Research Quest�ons 

 Quant�tat�ve 

 Data 

 Collect�on 

 Quant�tat�ve 

 Data 

 Analys�s 

 Qual�tat�ve 

 Data Collect�on 

 Qual�tat�ve 

 Data Analys�s 

 RQ2.     What  are  the  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  used  by  MBG  and 

 B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 Quest�onna�re  SPSS 22.0 

 Descr�pt�ve 

 Stat�st�cs 

 Interv�ews  Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ2.1.  What  are  the  factors 

 cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI  lecturers  wh�le  des�gn�ng, 

 select�ng  or  us�ng  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als? 

 Quest�onna�re  SPSS 22.0 

 Descr�pt�ve 

 Stat�st�cs 

 Open-ended 

 quest�ons & 

 Interv�ews 

 Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ2.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se 

 �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 Open-ended 

 quest�ons & 

 Interv�ews 

 Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ3.  How  do  �nstruct�onal 

 methods,  techn�ques,  and 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �nteract  w�th 

 one another? 

 Interv�ews  Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ4.  What  are  the  op�n�ons  of 

 students  w�th  regard  to  MBG  and 

 B�ology  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of 

 methods  and  techn�ques  and 

 �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 Quest�onna�re  SPSS 22.0 

 Descr�pt�ve 

 Stat�st�cs 

 Open-ended 

 quest�ons 

 Content 

 Analys�s 

 RQ5.  D  o  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques, 

 and  mater�als  and  students’ 

 op�n�ons  regard�ng  EMI  lecturers’ 

 cho�ces  d�ffer  depend�ng  on 

 programs  run  fully  �n  Engl�sh 

 (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n 

 Engl�sh (30% Engl�sh)? 

 Quest�onna�re  SPSS 22.0 

 Descr�pt�ve 

 Stat�st�cs 

 Open-ended 

 quest�ons & 

 Interv�ews 

 Content 

 Analys�s 
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 3.10. Chapter Summary 

 In  the  present  study,  an  explanatory  sequent�al  m�xed  method  des�gn  was  ut�l�zed  �n 

 order  to  determ�ne  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  and  mater�als  used  �n  the  EMI 

 context,  the  factors  affect�ng  the�r  cho�ces,  how  the  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  them,  the 

 cr�ter�a  cons�dered  dur�ng  the  des�gn,  select�on,  and  use  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  how 

 they  �nteract  one  another,  the  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  these  cho�ces  and  whether  EMI 

 lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’  op�n�ons  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  the  Department  of  MBG 

 (100%)  and  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh).  Th�s  chapter  presents  the  research  des�gn,  research 

 sett�ng,  part�c�pants,  data  collect�on  tools,  how  they  are  developed  and  the  data  collect�on 

 and analys�s procedure �n deta�l. 
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 CHAPTER IV 

 FINDINGS 

 Introduct�on 

 Th�s  case  study  a�ms  to  �nvest�gate  the  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  that  are  used  by  EMI  lecturers  from  two  departments,  namely  MBG 

 (100%  Engl�sh)  and  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh),  at  the  Faculty  of  Arts  and  Sc�ence.  To  be  able 

 to  ga�n  a  deep  understand�ng  of  these  preferences,  th�s  study  also  seeks  to  f�nd  out  the 

 factors  affect�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces,  how  they  rev�ew  and  rev�se  them,  the  cr�ter�a 

 cons�dered  by  EMI  lecturers  wh�le  des�gn�ng  and  select�ng  the  mater�als,  how  the  select�on 

 of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  and  the  select�on  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �nteract 

 w�th  one  another,  students’  op�n�ons  �n  relat�on  to  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  whether  EMI 

 lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’  op�n�ons  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  programs  run  fully  �n  Engl�sh 

 (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n  Engl�sh  (30%  Engl�sh).  To  th�s  end,  the  related  data  were 

 collected  through  quest�onna�res  and  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews.  The  results  of  the  current 

 study w�ll be presented �n th�s sect�on �n l�ne w�th the research quest�ons. 

 4.1. F�nd�ngs of RQ1.  What are the �nstruct�onal methods  and techn�ques 

 employed by MBG and B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 To  be  able  to  ga�n  deep  �ns�ghts  �nto  the  data  collected  through  the  quest�onna�re, 

 follow-up  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers.  As  �t  �s  ment�oned  before,  the 

 �nterv�ew  protocol  has  four  parts.  The  second  part  �ncludes  trans�t�on  quest�ons  (TQs) 

 wh�ch  prov�de  the  researchers  w�th  �nformat�on  about  what  the  EMI  lecturers  have  already 

 known  and  how  they  def�ne  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques  and  mater�als.  W�th  the 

 answers  obta�ned  from  the  part�c�pants  regard�ng  the  quest�ons  TQ1  “How  do  you  def�ne 

 �nstruct�onal  methods?”,  TQ2  “How  do  you  def�ne  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques?”  and  TQ3 

 “How  do  you  def�ne  �nstruct�onal  mater�als?”  ,  the  researcher  wants  to  capture  how  the 

 part�c�pants  categor�zed  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques  and  mater�als  and  how  they 

 perce�ved and understood them. 

 As  a  result  of  the  analys�s  of  TQ1,  two  ma�n  categor�es  emerged:  the  fac�l�tators  of 

 the  learn�ng  process  and  mater�als  or  tools  as  representat�ve  of  methods.  In  the  f�rst 

 category,  the  EMI  lecturers  emphas�zed  the  �mportance  of  us�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  that 
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 help  students  to  understand  the  content  presented.  Part�c�pant  A  def�nes  �nstruct�onal 

 methods as follows: 

 PA:  The methods that are requ�red to lecture on any  top�c at the level of students. 

 Part�c�pant  B  and  Part�c�pant  E  have  a  s�m�lar  v�ews  to  Part�c�pant  A.  They  stated 

 that: 

 PB:  To  me,  �nstruct�onal  method  �s  the  method  that  �s  student-centred  and  students 

 can understand the most. 

 PE:  I  can  say  that  �t  �s  po�nt�ng  the  content  out  to  students  understandably  by  us�ng 

 d�fferent techn�ques. 

 Part�c�pant  C,  Part�c�pant  D  and  Part�c�pant  F  v�ew  �nstruct�onal  methods  as 

 mater�als or tools that they use dur�ng the lesson. They descr�be �t as follows: 

 PC:  Us�ng everyth�ng. Us�ng the �nternet, resources…. 

 PD:  Instruct�onal methods… The tools that we use. 

 PF:  The mater�als that I use �n the lesson come to  my m�nd. 

 Accord�ng  to  the  analys�s  of  the  answers  to  TQ2,  two  of  the  part�c�pants  do  not 

 have  a  clear  understand�ng  of  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques.  Part�c�pant  D  and  Part�c�pant  F  sa�d 

 that  “  I  def�ne  �t  (�nstruct�onal  techn�ques)  �n  the  same  way  w�th  �nstruct�onal  methods  ”. 

 The�r  answers  to  these  f�rst  two  trans�t�on  quest�ons  reveal  that  they  perce�ved  both  of  them 

 as  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  that  they  use  �n  the  classroom.  They  th�nk  that  these  two  overlap 

 w�th each other. 

 W�thout  a  clear  explanat�on  of  what  he  meant  by  ‘  d�fferent  techn�ques’,  Part�c�pant 

 E  sa�d,  “  D�fferent  techn�ques  that  I  use  ”.  On  the  other  hand,  Part�c�pant  A  def�nes 

 �nstruct�onal techn�ques as a sub-category of �nstruct�onal methods by say�ng as follows: 

 PA:  Is  �t  a  d�scuss�on-based  lesson?  Is  �t  a  lecture-based  lesson?  Or  �s  �t  a 

 pract�ce-based lesson? Depend�ng on that, the techn�ques that I use. 
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 Wh�le  def�n�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques,  Part�c�pant  B  also  descr�bes  the  cho�ces 

 related  to  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  In  add�t�on,  she  stated  the  relat�onsh�p  between 

 �nstruct�onal techn�ques and �nstruct�onal methods as follows: 

 PB:  As  to  techn�ques,  I  use  someth�ng  �n  some  way.  Tools…  Someth�ng  I  use.  Wh�ch 

 path  you  w�ll  follow  �s  about  methods.  Yet,  wh�le  us�ng  a  techn�que,  up  to  me,  what  can  I 

 use  �n  th�s  s�tuat�on?  Wh�ch  tools  can  I  use?  These  m�ght  be  v�suals,  aud�al  or  m�ght  be  an 

 �tem.  It  m�ght  be  exper�ments  that  we  use  �n  the  lab.  Mostly…  I….  As  techn�ques, 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  �nvolved  �n  th�s.  How  are  you  go�ng  to  use  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als?  In  wh�ch  way  are  you  go�ng  to  use  �t?  It  means  that  to  me.  By  say�ng 

 �nstruct�onal  techn�ques,  �t  means  wh�ch  way  I  am  go�ng  to  follow  and  what  I  am  go�ng  to 

 use �n order to �mplement these techn�ques. 

 Part�c�pant  C  assoc�ates  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  w�th  long-term  memory.  She 

 stated: 

 PC:  How  can  I  del�ver  the  top�c  to  the  students  much  better?  Wh�ch  techn�que 

 should  I  use?  W�th  wh�ch  techn�que  can  �t  st�ck  �n  m�nd?  W�th  wh�ch  one  does  �t  become 

 unforgettable? W�th wh�ch one can �t be remembered after a long t�me? 

 As  for  the  last  quest�on  of  trans�t�on  quest�ons  wh�ch  �s  how  they  def�ne 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  the  data  obta�ned  from  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  �nd�cate  that 

 the  EMI  lecturers  descr�be  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  by  g�v�ng  examples.  They  have  a  clear 

 understand�ng  of  what  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are.  They  bas�cally  ment�oned  the  books, 

 PowerPo�nt,  computer,  art�cles  and  hand-outs  that  they  use.  In  add�t�on,  Part�c�pant  A 

 def�ned �nstruct�onal mater�als as examples by say�ng as follows: 

 PA:  As  a  mater�al,  we  use  examples  that  our  students  can  benef�t  from  as  much  as 

 poss�ble and that we can access eas�ly. 

 Part�c�pant  B  v�ews  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  as  concrete  mater�als  used  for  �mprov�ng 

 the techn�que. 

 W�th  these  def�n�t�ons  �n  m�nd,  f�nd�ngs  related  to  the  research  quest�ons  were 

 addressed �n deta�l below. 
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 The  f�rst  research  quest�on  a�med  to  reveal  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  departments  of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and 

 B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh).  S�nce  explanatory  sequent�al  m�xed  method  des�gn  was  followed 

 �n  th�s  study,  f�rstly  the  quant�tat�ve  data  collected  from  s�x  EMI  lecturers  work�ng  at  e�ther 

 MBG  or  B�ology  departments  were  analyzed  and  presented  below.  The  data  was  gathered 

 through  the  5-po�nt  L�kert  scale  (e.g.  never,  rarely,  somet�mes,  often,  and  always).  Yet, 

 s�nce  the  number  of  the  part�c�pants  �s  low,  the  f�nd�ngs  were  presented  on  the  3-po�nt 

 L�kert  scale  (never-rarely,  somet�mes,  and  often-always)  to  be  able  to  reach  mean�ngful 

 results. 

 In  the  g�ven  l�st  �n  the  quest�onna�re,  there  are  e�ght  methods,  namely  case  study 

 method,  quest�on  and  answer  method,  demonstrat�on  method,  lecture  method, 

 problem-solv�ng  method,  d�scuss�on  method,  project-based  learn�ng,  demonstrat�on  and 

 pract�ce  method.  The  rest  of  the  �tems  �n  the  l�st  are  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques.  F�gure  9 

 prov�des  �nformat�on  about  how  often  EMI  lecturers  use  the  l�sted  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and techn�ques. 

 F�gure  9.  Frequency  chart  of  EMI  lecturers’  use  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques 

 (n= 6) 
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 As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  9,  case  study  method,  quest�on  and  answer  method,  and 

 bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que  were  found  to  be  employed  at  var�ous  degrees,  rang�ng  from 

 somet�mes  to  often  or  always  ,  �n  the  classroom.  However,  they  are  generally  often  or 

 always  �mplemented  by  the  lecturers.  Follow�ng  these  methods  and  techn�ques,  �t  �s  seen 

 that  the  frequency  level  of  EMI  lecturers’  use  of  methods  and  techn�ques  up  to  the  team 

 games  techn�que  �s  not  as  frequently  as  the  case  study  method,  quest�on  and  answer 

 method,  and  bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que.  The  number  of  part�c�pants,  who  reported  that  they 

 rarely  or  never  apply  the  methods  and  techn�ques,  �ncreases  as  we  go  down  �n  F�gure  9. 

 The  team  games  techn�que,  the  s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  techn�que,  and  the  f�shbone  techn�que  are 

 not  preferred  to  be  �mplemented  as  much  as  the  prev�ous  methods  and  techn�ques  (n  rarely  = 

 2,  33.3%).  Bes�des,  the  stat�on  techn�que  �s  the  least  used  one  �n  the  EMI  context  (n  rarely  =  1, 

 16.7%). 

 Furthermore,  these  methods  and  techn�ques  g�ven  �n  F�gure  9  were  analyzed  one 

 more  t�me  �n  relat�on  to  whether  they  are  �nd�v�dual-centered,  teacher-centered,  or 

 �nteract�on-centered  �n  terms  of  Fer’s  categor�zat�on  (2011)  (as  ment�oned  �n  2.9.3  Sect�on 

 �n  L�terature  Rev�ew  Chapter).  Table  4  �llustrates  the  categor�zat�ons  of  the  l�sted  methods 

 and techn�ques and whether they are used by the EMI lecturers or not. 

 The  case  study  method,  wh�ch  �s  frequently  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers,  �s 

 �nd�v�dual-centered  whereas  the  quest�on  and  answer  method  and  bra�nstorm�ng 

 techn�ques,  wh�ch  are  also  frequently  used,  are  �nteract�on-centered.  These  f�nd�ngs  m�ght 

 reveal  that  EMI  lecturers  a�m  to  make  EMI  learners  act�ve  dur�ng  the  lessons  by  both  us�ng 

 case  stud�es  to  �nvest�gate  the  problem  �n-depth,  ask�ng  quest�ons,  and  shar�ng  the�r 

 op�n�ons  about  the  problem  to  �ncrease  learners’  engagement  �n  the  learn�ng  process.  The 

 follow�ng  20  methods  and  techn�ques  are  not  used  as  frequently  as  the  prev�ous  ones.  S�x 

 out  of  20,  namely  the  analogy  techn�que,  exper�ment  techn�que,  observat�on  techn�que, 

 project-based  learn�ng  method,  problem-solv�ng  method,  and  workshop  techn�que,  are 

 �nd�v�dual-centered.  These  methods  and  techn�ques  a�m  to  teach  the  students  to  th�nk 

 �ndependently  about  how  to  reach  outcomes  �nd�v�dually.  Next,  seven  out  of  20  methods 

 and  techn�ques,  namely  sem�nar/  conference  techn�que,  lecture  method,  demonstrat�on 

 method,  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method,  concept-map  techn�que,  forum  techn�que,  and 

 f�eld  tr�p  techn�que,  are  teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  These  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  based  on  deduct�ve  reason�ng  and  �nformat�ve  �nstruct�on.  Students  are 
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 pass�ve  l�steners  �n  the  classroom.  They  are  generally  preferred  because  of  the  large  class. 

 Even  �f  �n  the  current  study,  EMI  lecturers  teach�ng  at  the  MBG  department  have  60  and 

 more  students  �n  the  classroom,  �t  �s  seen  that  these  methods  are  somet�mes  preferred  by 

 the  part�c�pants.  The  other  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  are  somet�mes  employed  by  the 

 EMI  lecturers,  are  d�scuss�on  method,  �nterv�ew  techn�que,  buzz  group  techn�que, 

 s�mulat�on  techn�que,  rec�procal  quest�on�ng  techn�que,  oppos�te  panel  d�scuss�on, 

 techn�que,  and  panel  techn�que.  These  methods  and  techn�ques  are  �nteract�on-centered. 

 The  techn�ques  are  generally  used  w�th  d�scuss�on  method.  Students  share  the�r  op�n�ons 

 about  a  top�c  �nd�v�dually  or  �n  a  group  under  the  lecturers’  superv�s�on.  They  come 

 together,  research,  pract�ce  and  d�scuss  a  problem.  These  methods  and  techn�ques  are  the 

 most appropr�ate ones for students to demonstrate th�nk�ng sk�lls orally. 

 F�nally,  the  never  or  rarely  used  methods  and  techn�ques  are  f�shbone  techn�que,  the 

 s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  techn�que,  team  games  techn�que,  and  stat�on  techn�que.  The  f�shbone 

 techn�que  and  s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  techn�que  are  �nd�v�dual-centered.  Students  are  expected  to 

 be  act�ve  and  take  respons�b�l�ty  for  the�r  own  learn�ng  process.  Team  games  and  stat�on 

 techn�ques  are  teacher-centered.  These  two  techn�ques  are  used  together  w�th  e�ther 

 demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method  or  demonstrat�on  method.  Students  have  an  opportun�ty 

 to see the actual occurrence of an event. 

 In  conclus�on,  the  f�nd�ngs  of  quant�tat�ve  data  showed  that  EMI  lecturers 

 frequently  prefer  to  use  one  �nd�v�dual-centered  method,  one  �nteract�on-centered  method 

 and  one  �nteract�on-centered  techn�que.  Up  to  team  games  techn�que,  all  20  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  whose  categor�es  d�ffer  from  �nd�v�dual-centered  to 

 �nteract�on-centered  are  somet�mes  employed  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  classroom.  The 

 last four methods and techn�ques are never or rarely used by the EMI lecturers. 

 To  be  able  to  ga�n  deep  �ns�ghts  �nto  what  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are 

 used  by  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context,  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  w�th 

 s�x  EMI  lecturers.  One  of  the  part�c�pants  (Part�c�pant  F),  who  d�d  not  f�ll  out  the 

 quest�onna�re,  part�c�pated  �n  the  one-on-one  �nterv�ew  whereas  one  of  the  part�c�pants 

 (Part�c�pant  G),  who  f�lled  out  the  quest�onna�re,  d�d  not  attend  the  �nterv�ews.  Therefore, 

 f�nd�ngs  obta�ned  from  the  content  analys�s  based  on  s�x  EMI  lecturers’  �nterv�ews  are 

 presented below. 
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 The  data  analys�s  reveals  one  ma�n  theme,  namely  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  As  �t  �s  seen  F�gure  10,  under  th�s  theme,  there  are  three  hyper-categor�es: 

 teacher-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  �nd�v�dual-centered  �nstruct�onal 

 methods and techn�ques, and �nteract�on-centered methods and techn�ques. 

 F�gure 10. EMI lecturers’ cho�ces of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques 

 W�th  regard  to  the  hyper-category  of  teacher-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques,  the  analys�s  of  EMI  lecturers’  �nterv�ews  reveals  that  there  are  f�ve  d�fferent 

 categor�es:  lecture,  sem�nar,  forum  (class-based),  presentat�on  of  PowerPo�nt,  and 

 presentat�on  of  the  top�c.  Part�c�pant  B,  Part�c�pant  E  and  Part�c�pant  D  stated  that  they  use 

 the  lecture  method  �n  the�r  courses.  Part�c�pant  B  reported,  “  What  d�d  we  �mplement?  the 

 most  �s  the  lecture.  There  �s  a  presentat�on  w�th  the  help  of  PowerPo�nt.  As  a  method,  �t  �s 

 maybe  the  lecture,  presentat�on  method”.  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  D  sa�d,  “  …But  generally,  I 

 start  to  lecture  on  a  top�c  and  then  I  ask  a  quest�on”.  Part�c�pant  E  sa�d,  “  After  I  prov�de 

 some  background  knowledge  to  the  students,  I  ensure  the�r  d�scuss�on  through  ask�ng 

 quest�ons  reached  by  mak�ng  �nterpretat�ons  so  that  they  reach  the  next  step”.  As  for  the 

 sem�nar  techn�que,  Part�c�pant  A  reported,  “  We  somet�mes  �nv�te  scholars  from  outs�de.  To 

 g�ve  �nformat�on  on  a  spec�f�c  top�c  .  In  fact,  com�ng  together  w�th  the  content  experts  �s  a 

 method,  too”.  When  �t  comes  to  the  forum  techn�que  (class-based),  Part�c�pant  B  reported 

 that  she  expla�ned  th�s  techn�que  that  she  uses  �n  her  EMI  classroom  as  follows,  “  For 
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 example,  I  g�ve  them  some  �nterest�ng  top�cs.  They  read  and  present  them  �n  the  classroom. 

 Let’s  say  that  we  have  40  m�nutes  lesson.  I  am  not  the  only  one  that  speaks  dur�ng  all  40 

 m�nutes.  For  10  or  15  m�nutes,  the  ch�ldren  that  I  g�ve  top�c  �n  the  prev�ous  lesson  or  want 

 to  present,  present  �n  the  course.  Wh�le  they  are  present�ng,  the  others  l�sten  and  ask 

 quest�ons. If they ask �n-po�nt quest�ons, they w�ll get a po�nt”  . 

 Under  the  category  of  presentat�on  of  PowerPo�nt,  two  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that 

 they  present  the  top�c  f�rst  w�th  the  help  of  the  PowerPo�nt.  Part�c�pant  B  expla�ned  as 

 follows  “  The  most  used  one  �s  PowerPo�nt  presentat�on.  …Mostly,  I  go  w�th  present�ng 

 someth�ng  by  myself  ”.  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  D  sa�d,  “  Mostly,  the  lectur�ng  through  the 

 presentat�on  of  Powerpo�nts…”.  The  f�nal  category  �s  the  presentat�on  of  the  top�c. 

 Part�c�pant  A  and  Part�c�pant  F  ment�oned  that  they  present  the  top�c.  Part�c�pant  A 

 reported,  “...  I  make  the  presentat�on  of  the  top�c…  ”.  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  F  sa�d,  “  Mostly, 

 I present the top�c.” 

 As  for  the  second  hyper-category,  namely  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques,  there  are  s�x  categor�es.  These  are  project-based  learn�ng,  self-�nstruct�on, 

 student  presentat�on,  and  problem-solv�ng.  Part�c�pant  A  ment�oned  two  types  of 

 �mplementat�on  of  project-based  learn�ng  depend�ng  on  the  courses  �n  the  EMI  context.  He 

 sa�d  that  they,  as  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  MBG  department,  want  the�r  students  to  study  on 

 TUBITAK  projects,  and  research  projects.  He  reported,  “  In  the  scope  of  a  course,  we  want 

 our  students  to  do  someth�ng…  Wr�t�ng  project.  Sc�ent�f�c  projects.  We  send  them  to 

 TUBITAK.  I  apply  for  TUBITAK.  As  a  result,  �f  they  are  accepted,  they  are  the  conductor  of 

 the  research  and  they  can  work  phys�cally  �n  the  labs“.  He  added,  “In  the  fourth  grade, 

 there  �s  a  lesson  called  Spec�al  Top�c.  We  change  �ts  name  a  l�ttle  b�t  but  �t  �s  the  same 

 mean�ng,  same  scope  as  the  prev�ous  one.  We  g�ve  students  projects  that  they  conduct  from 

 the  beg�nn�ng  to  the  end.  Just  one  course.  Let’s  say  we  have  30  students.  We  randomly 

 d�v�de  students  as  many  as  the  lecturers  �n  the  department.  We  want  the  lecturers  to  be 

 superv�sors  for  two  semesters…  In  fact,  we  turn  th�s  �nto  whole  faculty  act�v�ty.  They 

 present  verbally  by  prepar�ng  posters…  Some  of  the  students  go  �nto  labs  and  present  the 

 results.  Some  of  them  rev�ew  and  present  the  l�terature.  Some  of  them  present  the�r  projects 

 �n the�r m�nd”. 
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 Another  category  �s  self-�nstruct�on,  ment�oned  by  Part�c�pant  B.  She  reported, 

 “  Somet�mes,  the  ch�ldren  should  learn  by  themselves.  I  th�nk  the  most  beaut�ful  learn�ng  �s 

 learn�ng  by  oneself  ”  .  In  a  way,  she  supports  student  autonomy.  She  also  ment�oned 

 students’  presentat�ons  �n  the  EMI  context.  She  expla�ns  th�s  method  she  uses  as  follows, 

 “  For  example,  I  want  them  to  rev�ew  the  latest  l�terature  related  to  the  top�c  I  teach  �n  the 

 classroom.  I  want  them  to  present  them  by  gather�ng  at  least  three  or  f�ve  art�cles 

 together”  .  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  A  also  prov�des  an  opportun�ty  for  the  students  to  present 

 a  top�c  that  appeals  to  the�r  �nterests.  Another  method  �s  problem-solv�ng,  wh�ch  �s  used 

 by  Part�c�pant  F.  He  sa�d,  “  I  generally  present  the  top�c.  If  there  �s  problem-solv�ng,  I 

 project  the  problem  onto  the  board.  I  want  several  people  to  expla�n.  If  we  do 

 problem-solv�ng,  I  expect  at  least  10  or  15  people  out  of  60  students  to  answer  and  solve 

 the  problem”  .  Yet,  the  EMI  lecturer  d�d  not  expla�n  the  steps  of  problem-solv�ng  �n  deta�l. 

 Therefore,  th�s  �mplementat�on  of  the  problem-solv�ng  method  m�ght  not  carry  the 

 character�st�cs  of  th�s  method.  Further  �nvest�gat�on  �s  need  to  be  sa�d  that  �t  �s  really  the 

 �mplementat�on of that method. 

 The  f�nal  hyper-category  �s  �nteract�on-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  The  categor�es  are  quest�on  and  answer  method,  small  group  d�scuss�on, 

 oppos�te  panel  d�scuss�on  techn�que,  drama  or  role-play�ng,  poster  presentat�on,  act�ve 

 learn�ng,  student  congress,  d�scuss�on  and  bra�nstorm�ng.  Nearly  all  of  the  part�c�pants  use 

 the  quest�on  and  answer  method  �n  the  EMI  courses.  Part�c�pant  B  reported,  “  For  example, 

 I  expla�n  a  top�c  and  then  we  cont�nue  w�th  the  quest�on  and  answer  �n  the  classroom”  . 

 Part�c�pant  C  sa�d,  “  I  use  the  quest�on  and  answer  three  t�mes:  at  the  beg�nn�ng,  �n  the 

 m�ddle,  and  at  the  end  ”.  As  prev�ously  stated  above,  Part�c�pant  D  sa�d  that  she  uses 

 quest�on  and  answer  after  she  presents  the  top�c.  Part�c�pant  E  sa�d,  “  I  turn  my  lessons  �nto 

 quest�ons  and  answer  by  d�rectly  keep�ng  eye  contact”  .  Another  category  �s  the  small 

 group  d�scuss�on  techn�que.  Part�c�pant  A  ment�oned  �t  as  follows,  “  There  are  stud�es  that 

 I  want  them  to  d�scuss  among  themselves  as  a  group  and  choose  a  group  member  as  a 

 spokesperson  and  tell  the  �nformat�on  to  the  other  groups”.  As  for  the  oppos�te  panel 

 d�scuss�on  techn�que,  Part�c�pant  B  reported,  “  W�th�n  15  m�nutes,  you  w�ll  read  a  passage 

 and  you  w�ll  prepare  three  quest�ons.  And  you  w�ll  wr�te  them  down.  But,  do  not  forget 

 these  quest�ons  w�ll  be  asked  to  you  and  you  w�ll  answer  them.  Now,  I  have  two  l�sts  on  my 

 hand:  a  quest�on  group  and  an  answer  group.  If  you  ask  good  quest�ons,  you  w�ll  get  a 
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 po�nt.  If  you  answer  well,  you  get  a  po�nt”.  The  next  category  �s  drama  or  role-play�ng. 

 Part�c�pant  B  sa�d  that  she  uses  th�s  method  act�vely  �n  her  courses.  She  ment�oned  �t  as 

 follows  “  I  am  us�ng  drama  act�vely…  M�m�cs…  I  become  just  l�ke  a  player  �n  the  m�ddle. 

 Or  I  g�ve  roles  �n  the  drama.  You  w�ll  become  th�s,  you  w�ll  become  that,  you  w�ll  become 

 th�s,  too.  I  g�ve  tasks”.  As  for  students’  poster  presentat�on,  wh�ch  could  not  be  put  under  a 

 spec�f�c  method  or  techn�que,  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d,  “  I  br�ng  penc�ls  and  want  them  to  prepare 

 posters  for  just  that  lesson.  After  I  g�ve  the  requ�red  �nformat�on,  I  d�v�de  them  �nto  groups 

 and  make  them  do  �t”  .  Act�ve  learn�ng,  wh�ch  �s  not  �ncluded  �n  the  quest�onna�re  but 

 ment�oned  by  two  of  the  part�c�pants,  �s  also  under  th�s  hyper-category.  Act�ve  learn�ng  �s 

 an  �nstruct�onal  method  �n  wh�ch  students  engage  �n  the  learn�ng  process  and  do 

 mean�ngful  act�v�t�es  �n  the  classroom.  Both  part�c�pants  use  �t  by  �ntroduc�ng  student 

 act�v�ty  �nto  the  trad�t�onal  lecture.  Part�c�pant  A  reported,  “  After  I  f�n�sh  the  top�c,  now 

 you  have  f�ve  m�nutes.  W�th�n  these  5  m�nutes,  everyone  turns  to  h�s  fr�end  and  tells  h�m  or 

 her  what  they  understand”  .  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  B  �mplements  th�s  method  �n  th�s 

 classroom  as  follows,  “  I  also  th�nk  that  when  someone  tells  someth�ng  to  somebody,  �t 

 re�nforces  ”.  Student  congress  �s  a  k�nd  of  place  where  content  experts  come  together  and 

 l�sten  to  and  ask  quest�ons  to  the  students  �n  th�s  EMI  context.  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d,  “  In 

 add�t�on,  we  have  a  sem�nar  lesson.  They  present  the�r  stud�es  �n  th�s  lesson.  We  prepare  an 

 env�ronment  l�ke  a  congress  for  the  students…  At  the  end  of  the  two  semesters,  all  the 

 faculty  members  come.  We  �nv�te  other  scholars  from  d�fferent  facult�es…  These  scholars 

 ask  quest�ons”  .  As  for  the  d�scuss�on  method,  Part�c�pants  D  and  E  ment�oned  �t  once  but 

 any  quest�ons  related  to  that  method  were  not  asked  to  expla�n  the�r  �mplementat�on  �n 

 deta�l. F�nally, Part�c�pant D sa�d that she uses bra�nstorm�ng �n her classes. 

 Consequently,  the  results  of  the  f�rst  research  quest�on  show  that  almost  all  of  the 

 EMI  lecturers  use  one  of  the  �nteract�on-centered  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  In 

 contrast  to  the  result  of  the  quant�tat�ve  data,  the  case  study  method,  wh�ch  �s  the  most 

 preferred  one  �n  the  quest�onna�re,  �s  not  ment�oned  �n  the  �nterv�ews.  The  quest�on  and 

 answer  method  �s  one  of  the  most  used  ones  accord�ng  to  both  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve 

 data.  In  contrast  to  the  low  frequency  of  the  use  of  teacher-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques  �n  the  quant�tat�ve  data,  the  analys�s  of  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  shows  that 

 lecture  and  presentat�on  of  PowerPo�nt  and  top�c  �s  among  the  most  preferred  ones.  F�nally, 
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 �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  are  among  the  least  ment�oned  ones  by  the 

 EMI lecturers �n �nterv�ews even �f the�r frequency levels �n the quest�onna�re are not low. 

 4.1.1.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ1.1.  What  are  the  factors  affect�ng  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI 

 lecturers’ cho�ces of these �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 Regard�ng  the  second  research  quest�on,  �n  the  quest�onna�re,  the  EMI  lecturers 

 were  asked  to  �nd�cate  what  factors  affect  the�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  from  a  g�ven  l�st  �n  the  quest�onna�re.  F�gure  11  �llustrates  the  factors  that  affect 

 the�r cho�ces. 

 F�gure  11.  Frequency  of  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques (n=6) 

 As  can  be  seen  �n  F�gure  11,  the  �nstruct�onal  goals  are  the  major  reasons  affect�ng 

 the  select�on  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  (n=6,  100%),  wh�ch  �s  followed  by 

 the  content  of  the  course  (n=5,  83.3%).  Class  s�ze  �s  the  next  factor  that  affect  the�r  cho�ces 

 (n=4,  66.7%).  Follow�ng  that  factor,  t�me,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  the  lecturers’  fam�l�ar�ty 

 are  chosen  as  factors  (n=3,  50%).  F�nally,  students’  language  sk�lls  and  cost  are  selected  as 

 other factors that affect the�r preferences (n=2, 33.3%). 

 Add�t�onally,  �n  the  quest�onna�re,  the  EMI  lecturers  were  asked  whether  teach�ng 

 �n  the  EMI  context  affects  the�r  preferences  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Only 

 Part�c�pant  G  reported  that  EMI  �s  another  factor  that  affects  her  select�on.  However,  she 

 does  not  th�nk  that  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  are  one  of  the  factors.  As  seen  �n  F�gure  11, 
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 two  of  the  lecturers  (33.3%)  chose  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  as  a  factor,  wh�ch  �s  also 

 related  to  EMI  s�nce  the�r  language  ab�l�t�es  can  l�m�t  the�r  understand�ng.  Yet,  the  same 

 part�c�pants  reported  that  EMI  �s  not  one  of  the  factors  affect�ng  the�r  select�on.  Therefore, 

 �t  can  be  sa�d  that  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  are  seen  as  an  �ndependent  factor  from  the 

 EMI context �tself. 

 The  content  analys�s  of  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  reveals  that  there  are  several 

 factors  that  affect  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the 

 EMI  context.  Under  the  theme  of  factors  affect�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques, 

 there  are  three  hyper-categor�es,  namely  pos�t�ve  factors  and  negat�ve  factors.  Table  5 

 below prov�des �nformat�on about the pos�t�ve factors that are ment�oned �n the �nterv�ews. 

 Table 5 

 Pos�t�ve  factors  affect�ng  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant 

 Codes 

 Des�re to enhance 

 students’ engagement 

 Creat�on of open classroom env�ronment  PA 

 Increase �n compet�t�veness among students  PA 

 Creat�on of equal opportun�t�es  PA 

 Increase �n students’ conf�dence  PA 

 Students’ low prof�c�ency  PA 

 Students’ qual�t�es  Prev�ous knowledge  PB 

 Level of students  PB 

 Read�ness of the students  PB 

 Students’ capab�l�ty and �nterest  PB 

 Students’ �nterest  PE 

 Demograph�c features  Age  PB 

 96 



 Table 5 (Cont�nued) 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant Codes 

 Teachers’ �nformed 

 dec�s�ons 

 Lecturers’ exper�ence  PC, PF 

 On the spot dec�s�on 

 mak�ng 

 PB 

 As  presented  �n  Table  5,  w�th  regard  to  the  category  of  des�re  to  enhance  students’ 

 engagement,  there  are  several  factors,  namely  creat�on  of  open  classroom  env�ronment, 

 �ncrease  �n  compet�t�veness  among  students,  creat�on  of  equal  opportun�t�es,  �ncrease  �n 

 students’  conf�dence  and  students’  low  prof�c�ency.  Only  Part�c�pant  A  ment�oned  these 

 pos�t�ve  factors  to  enhance  students’  engagement.  For  the  f�rst  factor,  Part�c�pant  A 

 ment�oned,  “  I  tell  students  that  �f  you  want  to  share  �nformat�on  about  any  top�c  w�th  us, 

 w�th  your  fr�ends  or  whatever  you  want  to  share  related  to  our  course  but  �t  does  not  have 

 to  be  related  to  the  ma�n  top�c  of  our  course  but  related  w�th  our  f�eld.  I  can  spare  t�me  for 

 you”.  Th�s  means  that  students  are  prov�ded  w�th  an  opportun�ty  and  open  env�ronment  to 

 do  presentat�ons  related  to  the  f�eld.  In  add�t�on,  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d  that  the  reason  beh�nd 

 the  �mplementat�on  of  th�s  method  �s  to  �ncrease  compet�t�veness  among  students.  He 

 reported,  “  In  a  class  w�th  60  people,  �t  emerges  a  compet�t�ve  env�ronment  because  we 

 need  a  long  t�me  to  d�scover  one  by  one  w�th  60  students”.  Another  reason  �s  to  create 

 equal  opportun�t�es  for  all  students.  He  expla�ned  th�s  factor  as  follows,  “  As  I  say,  some  of 

 the  students  prefer  not  to  speak.  They  prefer  to  stay  s�lent.  But  you  see  that  these  students 

 have  the  h�ghest  scores  �n  the  course.  Th�s  means  th�s  k�d  �s  hes�tant  and  does  not  know 

 how  to  express  h�mself  or  herself….  Accord�ngly,  these  ch�ldren  are  prov�ded  w�th  an 

 opportun�ty  to  show  themselves”  .  Bes�des,  he  uses  the  project-based  learn�ng  method 

 because  they  need  to  choose  spec�f�c  students  among  60  students.  Th�s  method  helps  h�m 

 to  create  equal  opportun�t�es  for  all  and  to  make  a  fa�r  dec�s�on.  F�nally,  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d 

 that  he  uses  the  small  group  d�scuss�on  techn�que.  The  factor  affect�ng  th�s  cho�ce  �s  to 

 �ncrease  students’  conf�dence.  He  expla�ned  th�s  as  follows,  “  The  f�rst-grade  students 

 prefer  not  to  make  long  sentences,  but  when  they  get  together  w�th  the�r  fr�ends,  they 

 overcome  th�s  embarrassment  …  Choos�ng  a  spokesperson  as  a  group  and  dec�d�ng  on  �t 

 together  make  them  move  as  a  group.  And  �t  prov�des  to  �ncrease  the  self-conf�dence  of  the 
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 person  who  w�ll  speak  ”.  In  add�t�on,  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d,  “  Students  hes�tate  to  make  fr�ends. 

 Also,  they  hes�tate  to  talk  �n  Engl�sh  w�th  me.  They  prefer  not  to  talk.  Short  sentences… 

 They  prefer  not  to  use  long  sentences.  But,  f�rst  grades…  When  they  are  w�th  the�r  fr�ends, 

 they  overcome  th�s  embarrassment  ”.  He  turns  students’  low  prof�c�ency  �nto  a  pos�t�ve 

 factor.  He  tr�es  to  help  them  to  commun�cate  �n  the  target  language  by  us�ng 

 �nteract�on-centered methods and techn�ques. 

 The  f�nal  categor�es  are  students’  qual�t�es,  demograph�c  features,  and  teachers’ 

 �nformed  dec�s�ons.  Under  the  category  of  students’  qual�t�es,  there  are  f�ve  codes,  namely 

 prev�ous  knowledge,  level  of  students,  the  read�ness  of  the  students,  students’  capab�l�ty 

 and  �nterest,  and  students’  �nterest.  Part�c�pant  B  l�sted  these  factors  as  follows,  “  The 

 students’  age,  knowledge,  levels  �n  the  classroom…  I  mean  wh�ch  method  you  choose  �s 

 �dent�f�ed  here”  .  Demograph�c  features  of  the  students  were  also  ment�oned.  She  added,  “  If 

 I  �mplement  what  I  th�nk,  I  w�ll  employ  d�fferent  methods  and  techn�ques,  but  cond�t�ons,  I 

 mean  class  cond�t�ons,  equ�pment  cond�t�ons,  students’  read�ness  cond�t�ons  l�m�t  us  ”. 

 Bes�des,  Part�c�pant  B  also  ment�oned  students’  capab�l�t�es  and  �nterests.  She  sa�d, 

 “  Depend�ng  on  the  class’s  cond�t�on.  Depend�ng  on  the�r  capab�l�ty.  It  can  change 

 depend�ng  on  students’  capab�l�t�es  and  �nterests  �n  the  classroom  ”.  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant 

 E  also  ment�oned  students’  �nterests.  He  sa�d  that  he  uses  the  quest�on  and  answer  method 

 �n  order  to  appeal  to  the�r  �nterests.  As  for  lecturers’  �nformed  dec�s�ons,  lecturers’ 

 exper�ence  �s  also  another  factor  affect�ng  the�r  cho�ces.  Part�c�pants  B  and  F  ment�oned 

 th�s  factor.  Part�c�pant  B  reported  that  the  exper�ence  she  had  throughout  the  years  �s 

 affect�ng  her  cho�ces.  F�nally,  Part�c�pant  F  sa�d,  “  Maybe  because  of  my  own  exper�ence.  I 

 try  to  �mplement  the  th�ngs  that  I  see  effect�ve  dur�ng  my  educat�on…  ”.  Part�c�pant  B  sa�d 

 that  she  f�nds  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  front  of  the  ch�ldren  w�thout  plann�ng  beforehand 

 just by mak�ng on-spot dec�s�ons. 

 The  next  hyper-category  under  the  theme  of  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �s  negat�ve  factors  .  Th�s  hyper-category  has  s�x 

 categor�es,  namely  �nst�tut�onal  resources,  features  of  the  content,  lecturers’  percept�ons  of 

 the�r  profess�onal  role,  lecturers’  emot�onal  state,  and  EMI  .  Table  6  �llustrates  these  factors 

 and the�r categor�es. 
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 Table 6 

 Negat�ve  factors  affect�ng  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant Codes 

 Inst�tut�onal resources  Phys�cal fac�l�t�es and arrangement  PA, PB 

 Large class s�ze  PA 

 The features of the content  Nature of the academ�c content  PA, PC 

 The content barr�er  PA, PF 

 Lecturers’ percept�ons of the�r 

 profess�onal role 

 Lecture as a faculty members’ 

 respons�b�l�ty 

 PA 

 Lecturers’ emot�onal state  Lecturers’ mot�vat�on  PB 

 Lecturers’ profess�onal exper�ence  PB 

 EMI  Students’ low Engl�sh prof�c�ency levels  PB, PC, PD, PE 

 EMI program type  PC, PD, PE 

 EMI lecturers’ prof�c�ency levels  PB 

 T�me-consum�ng  PC 

 Language Barr�er  PF 

 Students qual�t�es  Prev�ous knowledge  PB 

 Level of students  PB 

 Read�ness of the students  PB 

 Students’ capab�l�ty and �nterest  PB 

 Students’ �nterest  PE 

 Demograph�c features  Age  PB 

 Teachers’ �nformed dec�s�ons  Lecturers’ exper�ence  PC, PF 

 On the spot dec�s�on mak�ng  PB 
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 Under  the  category  of  �nst�tut�onal  resources,  there  are  two  categor�es:  phys�cal 

 fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement  and  large  class  s�ze.  The  f�rst  category  �s  ment�oned  by  both 

 Part�c�pants  A  and  B.  Part�c�pant  A  expla�ned  th�s  factor  as  follows,  “  Com�ng  together 

 phys�cally  and  �nteract�vely  �n  the  classroom…  They  can’t  do  th�s  because  phys�cally  there 

 �s  no  env�ronment  for  th�s  ”.  Bes�des,  �n  the  follow�ng  �nterv�ew  quest�ons,  he  also  added, 

 “  Not  hav�ng  an  env�ronment  phys�cally  �s  the  b�ggest  hand�cap”  .  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  B 

 reported,  “  Why  �s  the  board  d�rectly  oppos�te  to  us?  It  g�ves  us  our  roles.  The  student  w�ll 

 s�t  at  the  desk,  the  teacher  w�ll  stand  next  to  the  board  and  g�ve  a  lecture.  It  does  not  g�ve 

 any  role  to  you  ”.  As  for  large  class  s�ze,  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d,  “  Reach�ng  large  numbers  of 

 students,  wh�ch  �s  60  now,  �s  not  the  number  we  want.  It  causes  me  to  turn  to  d�fferent 

 methods.  It  caused  me  to  abandon  these  methods  (poster  presentat�on  of  the  students  and 

 small group d�scuss�on)”  . 

 The  next  category  �s  the  features  of  the  content.  It  has  two  codes:  the  nature  of 

 academ�c  content  and  content  barr�er.  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d  that  depend�ng  on  the  content, 

 students’  roles  are  chang�ng.  When  they  are  �n  the  f�rst  and  second  grades,  they  are 

 l�steners.  Yet,  when  they  are  �n  th�rd  and  fourth  grades,  they  are  act�ve  part�c�pants. 

 Part�c�pant  C  sa�d,  “  My  courses  do  not  allow  me  to  do  someth�ng  else.  My  lessons…  A  lab 

 lesson  can  be  conven�ent….M�ne  �s  not  for  group  work”  .  She  added,  “  S�nce  �t  �s  a 

 theory-based  lesson,  �f  �t  was  a  lab  course,  �t  would  have  more  �nteract�on.  It  �s  because  of 

 my  lessons’  nature  ”.  Another  factor  �s  ment�oned  by  Part�c�pants  A  and  F.  Part�c�pant  A 

 sa�d,  “  I  ask  whether  the  top�cs  are  clear  to  you  or  not.  Because  some  �ssues  can  be  h�gh 

 level  ”.  Bes�des,  Part�c�pant  F  reported  that  the  content  they  are  convey�ng  �s  unfam�l�ar  to 

 the  students,  wh�ch  makes  the  s�tuat�on  more  d�ff�cult  for  them  when  �t  �s  comb�ned  w�th 

 the language barr�er that �s go�ng to be ment�oned under the hyper-category of EMI. 

 Under  the  category  of  teachers’  percept�ons  of  the�r  profess�onal  role,  there 

 emerges  one  code,  wh�ch  �s  ment�oned  by  Part�c�pant  A.  He  stated,  “  I  tell  my  students  th�s. 

 After  all,  lectur�ng  �s  my  respons�b�l�ty.  I  do  the  lecture  myself  ”.  Th�s  percept�on  m�ght 

 �nfluence  and  l�m�t  the  lecturer’s  cho�ce  of  methods  and  techn�ques.  Lecturers’  emot�onal 

 state  �s  another  category  that  emerged  as  a  result  of  the  content  analys�s.  Part�c�pant  B 

 reported,  “  Depend�ng  on  s�tuat�on  and  cond�t�ons  and  my  mood.  Now,  th�s  �s  also 

 �mportant.  Somet�mes  we  are  �n  good  sp�r�ts.  We  f�nd  many  creat�ve  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  But,  somet�mes  we  do  not  want  �t.  We  just  do  the  lecture  and  go  ”.  Another 

 category  �s  lecturers’  profess�onal  exper�ence.  Only  Part�c�pant  B  ment�oned  �t  �n  the 
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 �nterv�ews  as  follows,  “  As  age  progresses.  Exper�ence  �ncreases.  W�th  th�s  exper�ence,  you 

 become  a  l�ttle  more  �deal�st�c  at  f�rst.  You  try  so  many  ways,  so  many  th�ngs.  As  t�me 

 progresses,  you  now  know  wh�ch  ones  work  and  wh�ch  ones  don't.  You  are  wast�ng  energy 

 for noth�ng. You are wast�ng work�ng methods  ”. 

 The  last  category  �s  EMI  w�th  the  codes  of  students’  low  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  levels, 

 EMI  program  type,  prof�c�ency  levels  of  lecturers,  t�me  consum�ng,  and  language  barr�er. 

 The  major�ty  of  the  EMI  lecturers  reported  that  the  students’  low  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  level 

 �s  a  factor  that  affects  the�r  preferences.  Part�c�pant  B  reported,  “  I  p�ty  the  ch�ldren.  I  mean 

 how  the  lessons  are.  How  much  do  they  understand?  How  eff�c�ently  do  they  learn  the 

 content?  I  mean  I  feel  sorry  for  them,  too….  I  had  d�ff�culty  mak�ng  them  understand  the 

 top�cs…  ”.  Even  �f  Part�c�pant  C  d�d  not  expla�n  whether  th�s  low  prof�c�ency  of  the 

 students  d�rectly  affect  her  cho�ces,  she  ment�oned  �t  as  follows,  “  They  (students)  need 

 more  Turk�sh  at  the  beg�nn�ng.  Now,  they  are  better.  I  mean  we  have  f�n�shed  5  weeks.  They 

 say  we  do  not  understand  anyth�ng”  .  Part�c�pant  D  sa�d,  “I  mean…  Do  the  students 

 understand?  Don't  they?  What  are  the�r  levels?  The  b�ggest  problem  �n  the  second  and 

 th�rd  grades  �s  language.  Language  for  us…  I  mean  the  level  of  understand�ng  of  what  they 

 learn  �s  the  problem.  I  can  see  that  second  grades  do  not  understand.  Prep-school  �s  not 

 enough  ”.  Part�c�pant  D  also  po�nts  out  that  PYP  educat�on  based  on  general  language  sk�lls 

 �s  not  enough  for  students  to  enrol  �n  the  department.  Th�s  m�ght  suggest  that  they  need  to 

 take  respons�b�l�ty  for  language  educat�on  as  an  academ�c  expert.  F�nally,  Part�c�pant  E 

 sa�d,  “  As  the  number  of  students  �ncreases,  our  entry  success  decreases.  S�nce  students’ 

 understand�ng  of  Engl�sh  �s  the  problem,  th�s  makes  us  feel  obl�ged  to  talk  slowly  and  g�ve 

 what we have talked about as a wr�tten source  ”. 

 The  next  code  �s  EMI  program  type  as  a  factor.  Part�c�pant  C,  who  �s  from  the 

 department  of  B�ology  (30%)  expla�ned  �t  as  follows,  “  The  other  lesson  after  my  lesson 

 they  take  �t  �n  Turk�sh.  But  I  need  to  prov�de  them  w�th  background  knowledge  for  those 

 lessons.  They  need  to  know  both  of  them  so  that  they  can  gather  them  together.  I  th�nk  30% 

 has  �ts  d�sadvantages”  .  Part�c�pant  D  asserted,  “  Exposure  to  100%  Engl�sh  and  exposure  to 

 30%  Engl�sh.  I  th�nk  the  lecturers’  qual�t�es  m�ght  not  be  so  good.  Most  of  the  lessons  are 

 taught  through  Turk�sh  even  �f  �t  �s  sa�d  �t  �s  Engl�sh”  .  Part�c�pant  E  also  sa�d,  “  Bes�des, 

 s�nce  the  student's  �nst�nct  �s  to  learn  �n  h�s  or  her  f�rst  language,  s/he  can  understand 

 better.  He  prefers  h�s  or  her  f�rst  language  under  stress  anyway.  S�nce  the  teacher  can 

 expla�n  more  eas�ly  �n  the  mother  tongue,  these  demands  overlap  over  t�me.  There  �s  a  r�sk 
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 that  the  event  w�ll  completely  turn  �nto  Turk�sh  ”.  As  for  the  code  of  EMI  lecturers’ 

 prof�c�ency  levels,  Part�c�pants  B  and  E  ment�oned  �t.  Part�c�pant  B  sa�d,  “  My  Engl�sh  �s 

 not  so  good.  Upper-�ntermed�ate.  I  can  expla�n  my  problem.  But  when  I  want  to  expla�n 

 more  than  my  problem,  I  can’t  expla�n  �t….  Th�s  s�tuat�on  l�m�ts  me.  What  am  I  do�ng?  Let 

 the student understand the subject  I have to teach  ”. 

 The  f�nal  two  codes  are  t�me-consum�ng  and  language  barr�er.  Part�c�pant  C 

 expla�ned  that  gather�ng  students’  attent�on  and  try�ng  to  be  sure  about  the  fact  that 

 students  do  not  m�ss  any  po�nts  take  a  long  t�me.  When  �t  comes  to  the  language  barr�er, 

 Part�c�pant  F  sa�d,  “  They  try  to  learn  someth�ng,  but  there  �s  also  a  language  barr�er.  And 

 not  every  ones’  level  �s  equal.  Accord�ngly,  language  �ssues  and  even  �f  �t  �s  an  easy  top�c, 

 how �t �s conveyed become a matter of concern  ”. 

 Surpr�s�ngly,  the  next  three  categor�es,  namely  students’  qual�t�es,  demograph�c 

 �nformat�on  and  teachers’  �nformed  dec�s�ons  also  appeared  w�th�n  the  negat�ve  factors  as 

 Part�c�pants C, E and F stated. 

 In  conclus�on,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  apart  from  the  l�sted  factors  �n  the  quest�onna�re, 

 there  are  d�fferent  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques. 

 Th�s  shows  that  the  teachers  cannot  only  th�nk  of  the  lesson  or  content  �tself  by  �gnor�ng 

 other  external  factors.  They  need  to  take  �nto  account  many  factors  related  to  themselves, 

 the  env�ronment,  cond�t�ons,  and  students  wh�le  mak�ng  �nformed  dec�s�ons  regard�ng  the 

 cho�ces of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques. 

 4.1.2.  F�nd�ngs  of  R.Q.1.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and 

 rev�se the �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 In  the  quest�onna�re,  the  EMI  lecturers  were  asked  whether  they  evaluate  the 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  they  use  �n  the  classroom.  Two  of  the  part�c�pants 

 (33.3%)  reported  that  they  do  not  evaluate  the  methods  and  techn�ques.  The  major�ty  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (66.7%)  sa�d  that  they  rev�ew  and  rev�se  them.  In  the  open-ended  quest�ons  �n 

 the  quest�onna�re,  Part�c�pant  A,  who  teaches  at  the  department  of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh 

 Program),  reported  that  he  asks  for  students’  op�n�ons  and  evaluat�ons.  He  sa�d  that 

 depend�ng  on  these  evaluat�ons,  he  updates  the  methods  and  techn�ques  he  uses.  S�m�larly, 

 Part�c�pant  C,  who  teaches  at  the  department  of  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh  Program),  sa�d  that 

 she  uses  students’  evaluat�ons.  Part�c�pant  E,  who  �s  from  the  department  of  MBG, 
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 evaluates  the  methods  and  techn�ques  by  apply�ng  self-reflect�on  so  that  he  can  see  the 

 �mpact  of  these  methods  and  techn�ques  on  students.  Part�c�pant  G,  who  �s  also  from  the 

 MBG  department,  appl�es  self-reflect�on  and  students’  evaluat�ons  so  as  to  evaluate  the 

 methods and techn�ques. She updates them depend�ng on these evaluat�ons. 

 To  be  able  to  ga�n  a  deep  understand�ng  of  th�s  research  quest�on,  �n  the 

 sem�-structured  �nterv�ew,  EMI  lecturers  were  also  asked  whether  they  evaluate  the 

 methods  and  techn�ques  that  they  �mplement  �n  the  classroom.  Table  7  shows  the  result  of 

 the content analys�s of the �nterv�ews. 

 Table 7 

 Rev�ew and rev�s�on of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant 

 Codes 

 Expert evaluat�on  Exchange of �deas w�th colleagues  PA, PB, PF 

 Students’ feedback  In-class students’ oral feedback 

 rece�v�ng 

 PA, PD 

 Lecturers’ senses  Evaluat�on depend�ng on �ntu�t�on and 

 exper�ence 

 PA 

 Exam as an evaluat�on tool  Evaluat�on depend�ng on the success 

 of students �n exams 

 PF 

 Part�c�pants  A,  B  and  F  sa�d  that  they  exchange  �deas  about  how  to  teach  w�th  the�r 

 colleagues.  The  second  category  �s  students’  feedback  .  Part�c�pants  A  and  D  reported  that 

 they  rece�ve  students’  oral  feedback  regard�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques 

 used  �n  the  classroom.  Part�c�pant  A  added,  “  I  ask  students  �n  a  spec�f�c  phase  of  the 

 lesson.  I  use  th�s  method  but  are  you  sat�sf�ed  w�th  th�s  method?  Espec�ally  after  a  few 

 weeks.  As  an  alternat�ve,  �t  m�ght  be  th�s  or  that  method”  .  Another  category  �s  lecturers’ 

 senses  .  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d,  “  We  do  not  keep  a  record.  It  cont�nues  w�th  �ntu�t�on.  Our  own 

 th�ngs.  Ga�n�ng  exper�ence”.  F�nally,  Part�c�pant  F  reported  that  he  uses  assessment  tools 
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 as  an  evaluat�on  tool.  He  sa�d,  “After  m�d-terms,  �f  I  see  problems  �n  the  papers,  I  start  to 

 do some changes”  . 

 There  are  several  d�fferences  between  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  �nterv�ews  and  the 

 quest�onna�re.  Although  Part�c�pant  C  sa�d  that  she  rece�ves  students’  feedback  �n  the 

 quest�onna�re,  she  sa�d  that  she  does  not  evaluate  the  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the 

 �nterv�ew.  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  B  sa�d  �n  the  �nterv�ew  that  she  talks  w�th  her  colleagues. 

 Yet,  she  d�d  not  ment�on  �t  �n  the  quest�onna�re.  In  add�t�on,  Part�c�pant  D  takes  students’ 

 feedback  even  though  she  sa�d  she  does  not  evaluate  the  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the 

 quest�onna�re.  Part�c�pant  A  added  �n  the  �nterv�ew  that  he  asks  for  h�s  colleagues’  op�n�ons 

 together w�th students’ feedback. 

 In  conclus�on,  except  for  Part�c�pants  E  and  G,  all  of  the  part�c�pants  rev�ew  and 

 rev�se  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  they  use  �n  the  classroom.  However,  these 

 part�c�pants  do  not  follow  any  systemat�c  process  �n  wh�ch  the  evaluator  collects,  analyzes, 

 and  presents  the  results.  They  talk  casually  about  methods  and  techn�ques  that  they  use  �n 

 the  classroom  w�th  colleagues  and  students  or  depend�ng  on  the�r  exper�ence,  they  keep 

 us�ng or abandon�ng them. They do not keep a record of �t. 

 4.2.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ2.  What  are  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  MBG  and 

 B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 To  be  able  to  answer  the  quest�on,  the  researcher  asked  the  EMI  lecturers  how  often 

 they  use  the  g�ven  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  quest�onna�re.  S�m�lar  to  the  results  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  to  be  able  to  reach  mean�ngful  data,  the  data 

 obta�ned  through  the  5-po�nt  L�kert  scale  was  presented  on  the  3-po�nt  L�kert  scale  due  to 

 the  low  number  of  part�c�pants.  F�gure  12  prov�des  �nformat�on  related  to  the  frequency  of 

 the use of the l�sted �nstruct�onal mater�als. 
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 F�gure 12. Frequency of EMI lecturers’ use of �nstruct�onal mater�als (n=6) 

 As  seen  �n  F�gure  12,  all  EMI  lecturers  often  or  always  use  wr�tten  sources  such  as 

 art�cles,  per�od�cal  publ�cat�ons,  and  resource  books.  The  second  preferred  one  �s  sl�des. 

 Only  one  of  them  rarely  uses  th�s  mater�al  �n  the  EMI  classroom.  The  major�ty  of  the 

 part�c�pants  often  or  always  use  sl�des.  As  for  onl�ne/  Web-based  tools,  half  of  the 

 part�c�pants  generally  somet�mes  use  them  whereas  the  other  half  frequently  prefer  them. 

 The  frequency  of  the  other  eleven  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �s  not  as  frequently 

 as  sl�des,  wr�tten  sources,  and  onl�ne/  Web-based  tools.  F�nally,  the  aud�o  records  are  the 

 least  used  ones  �n  the  EMI  context.  They  are  rarely  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  (n  rarely  =  1, 

 16.7%). 

 The  qual�tat�ve  data  analys�s  reveals  that  there  are  three  hyper-categor�es,  namely, 

 v�sual  mater�als,  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als,  and  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Under 

 the  t�tle  of  the  v�sual  mater�als,  there  are  d�fferent  categor�es:  real�a,  Powerpo�nt,  books, 

 projector,  photos,  art�cles,  handouts,  posters  (b�g  papers),  penc�ls  and  wr�tten  resources.  All 

 of  the  part�c�pants  at  least  use  one  of  the  v�sual  mater�als.  PowerPo�nt  presentat�on  �s  used 

 by  all  of  the  EMI  lecturers.  The  projector  �s  ment�oned  only  by  Part�c�pant  B.  Photos  are 

 prefered  to  be  used  by  Part�c�pant  C.  Real�a,  posters  and  penc�ls  are  used  only  by 

 Part�c�pant  A.  Part�c�pants  A,  C,  and  D  uses  books  as  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  EMI 
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 context.  Art�cles  are  ut�l�zed  by  Part�c�pants  A,  C,  and  E.  Handouts  are  preferred  to  be  used 

 by  Part�c�pants  D  and  E.  F�nally,  wr�tten  sources  are  used  as  v�sual  mater�als  by 

 Part�c�pants E and F �n the EMI classroom. 

 As  for  the  hyper-category  of  aud�al  mater�als,  the  only  mater�al  ment�oned  �n  the 

 �nterv�ew  �s  the  lecturers’  speech.  Part�c�pant  E  sa�d,  “My  mater�als  are  generally  my 

 speeches”  .  The  hyper-category  of  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  cons�sts  of  four  categor�es.  The 

 f�rst  one  �s  v�deos.  V�deos  are  used  by  f�ve  of  the  EMI  lecturers,  namely  Part�c�pants  A,  B, 

 C,  D,  and  F.  Computer  �s  another  mater�al  used  by  Part�c�pant  B.  F�lms  are  used  by 

 Part�c�pant C. An�mat�ons are preferred by Part�c�pant F �n the EMI classroom. 

 The  f�nal  hyper-category  �s  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Two  of  the 

 part�c�pants  ment�oned  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  as  the�r  mater�als.  Part�c�pant 

 A  sa�d,  “  As  a  mater�al,  I  prefer  verbal  express�on  such  as  lecture  ”.  Part�c�pant  C 

 ment�oned  sem�nar  as  an  �nstruct�onal  mater�al  when  she  was  asked  what  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�al  �s.  She  expla�ned  �t  as  follows,  “  Maybe  �n  some  branches,  maybe  �n  everyth�ng, 

 maybe  not  so  much  �n  our  f�eld.  It  hasn't  happened  so  far.  Sem�nar…  It  happens  �n  spec�f�c 

 lessons, though. In general, �t �s brought together �n the lessons and the sem�nar �s �n �t  ”. 

 Consequently,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  v�sual  mater�als,  espec�ally  PowerPo�nts,  are 

 among  the  most  preferred  mater�als  by  the  EMI  lecturers  accord�ng  to  the  analys�s  of  both 

 qual�tat�ve  and  quant�tat�ve  data.  Follow�ng  the  v�sual  mater�als,  v�deos  as  aud�o-v�sual 

 mater�als  are  another  mostly  used  mater�al  �n  the  classroom.  Only  one  of  the  part�c�pants 

 ment�oned  that  he  uses  aud�al  mater�al  as  a  resource.  Two  of  the  part�c�pants  could  not 

 d�fferent�ate  mater�als  from  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Therefore,  they  named 

 teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques,  namely  lectures  and  sem�nars,  as  mater�als  that 

 they use �n the classroom. 

 4.2.1.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ2.1.  What  are  the  factors  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI lecturers wh�le des�gn�ng, select�ng or us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 In  relat�on  to  the  sub-quest�on  of  the  second  research  quest�on,  the  EMI  lecturers 

 were  asked  about  the  factors  that  they  cons�der  wh�le  des�gn�ng,  select�ng  or  us�ng  the 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  In  the  l�ght  of  the  related  l�terature,  the  factors  such  as  the  content 

 of  the  course,  �nstruct�onal  goals,  students’  language  sk�lls,  �nstruct�onal  technolog�es, 
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 t�me,  class  s�ze,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es,  cost  and  others  are  l�sted  �n  the  quest�onna�re.  The 

 frequency of these factors �s presented below �n F�gure 13. 

 F�gure 13. Frequency of factors affect�ng the cho�ces of �nstruct�onal mater�als (n= 6) 

 All  of  the  EMI  lecturers  agree  that  the  content  of  the  course  �s  one  of  the  factors 

 affect�ng  the�r  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  wh�ch  �s  followed  by 

 �nstruct�onal  goals.  Four  of  the  part�c�pants  (66.7%)  reported  that  �t  �nfluences  the�r 

 select�on,  des�gn  and  use.  Half  of  the  part�c�pants  (50%)  sa�d  that  students’  language  sk�lls, 

 �nstruct�onal  technolog�es,  t�me,  and  class  s�ze  are  factors  �n  the  process.  Two  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (33.3%)  choose  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  as  one  of  the  factors.  F�nally,  only  one  of  the 

 EMI lecturers sees cost as one of the factors. 

 Bes�des,  �n  the  quest�onna�re,  the  EMI  lecturers  were  also  asked  whether  teach�ng 

 through  EMI  �s  one  of  the  factors  affect�ng  the  process  of  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  classroom.  Half  of  the  part�c�pants  (50%)  sa�d  that  EMI 

 �nfluences  the  process.  Part�c�pant  B,  Part�c�pant  E  and  Part�c�pant  G  reported  �n  the 

 quest�onna�re  that  nearly  all  of  the  l�terature  related  to  B�ology  and  v�suals  are  �n  Engl�sh. 

 S�nce  students  have  a  language  educat�on  background,  �t  helps  them  to  use  all  of  these 

 mater�als  �n  the  classroom.  However,  Part�c�pant  E  d�d  not  see  students’  language  sk�lls  as 

 a  factor  even  �f  he  reported  that  EMI  �s  one  of  the  factors.  Part�c�pant  D  who  chose 
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 students’  language  sk�lls  as  a  factor  d�d  not  cons�der  EMI  as  a  factor  �n  the  select�on, 

 des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  S�nce  the  academ�c  content  �s  taught  through  the 

 Engl�sh  med�um  �n  the  EMI  context,  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  can  l�m�t  the�r 

 understand�ng  of  concepts,  and  share  op�n�ons.  Therefore,  these  two  factors  are  related  to 

 each  other.  S�nce  these  two  part�c�pants  d�d  not  cons�der  the  factors  related  to  one  another, 

 they  m�ght  not  make  �nformed  dec�s�ons  �n  the  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als �n the EMI context. 

 Content  analys�s  of  the  �nterv�ews  �nd�cates  that  under  the  theme  of  factors 

 affect�ng  the  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  there  are  three 

 hyper-categor�es,  namely  pos�t�ve  factors  and  negat�ve  factors  .  Table  8  prov�des 

 �nformat�on about the pos�t�ve factors related to the �nstruct�onal mater�als. 

 Table 8 

 Pos�t�ve  factors  affect�ng  EMI  lecturers’  select�on,  des�gn,  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant Codes 

 Fac�l�tat�on of learn�ng  To make students understand better  PA 

 To make them v�sual�ze  PA 

 Learn�ng styles of the students  PC 

 To make them act�ve  PE 

 EMI  Eas�ly access�ble mater�al  PB 

 Catch�ng up w�th up-to-date mater�al  PD 

 The or�g�n of the f�eld  PA 

 Instruct�onal goals  The goals of the course  PD 

 The  hyper-category  of  pos�t�ve  factors  has  two  categor�es:  fac�l�tat�on  of  learn�ng 

 and  EMI  .  F�rstly,  under  the  category  of  fac�l�tat�on  of  learn�ng,  d�fferent  codes  emerged. 

 These  codes  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  quest�on  that  was  asked  to  EMI  lecturers  about  why 
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 they  choose  to  use  the  mater�als  that  they  ment�oned  �n  the  �nterv�ew.  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d, 

 “  To  make  them  understand  better  ”.  In  add�t�on,  Part�c�pant  A  reported,  “  There  �s  some 

 top�c  that  cannot  be  understood  just  by  lectur�ng.  When  I  share  �t  w�th  the  v�deo,  �t 

 becomes  easy  for  them  to  �mag�ne.  They  v�sual�ze”  .  Part�c�pant  C  sa�d,  “  Everyone  has  a 

 d�fferent  understand�ng.  For  some,  whatever  you  do,  �t  becomes  understandable  w�th 

 shapes.  But  for  some,  �t  becomes  understandable  w�th  sentences.  So,  add  both  ”. 

 Part�c�pant  E  sa�d,  “  I  choose  them  to  make  students  act�ve  ”.  As  for  the  category  of  EMI, 

 Part�c�pant  B  asserted,  “  It  has  got  th�s  k�nd  of  benef�t:  for  example,  �f  I  want  them  to  watch 

 a  v�deo,  Engl�sh  resources  can  be  found  eas�ly  ”.  Part�c�pant  D  reported,  “  EMI  affects. 

 Because  we  follow  up-to-data  �nformat�on  eas�ly.  They  quest�on  more  w�th  the  �nformat�on 

 they  learn  on  Engl�sh  webs�tes.  They  follow  the  up-to-date  �nformat�on  eas�ly  ”.  Another 

 code  under  the  category  of  EMI  �s  the  or�g�n  of  the  f�eld.  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d  that  s�nce  the 

 or�g�n  of  the  f�eld  �s  from  fore�gn  countr�es  and  the  most  advanced  developments  happen 

 abroad,  �nstead  of  translat�ng,  he  teaches  through  the  Engl�sh  med�um,  wh�ch  �s  helpful  for 

 h�m.  The  f�nal  category  of  factors  �s  �nstruct�onal  goals.  Only  Part�c�pant  D  ment�oned  the 

 goals  of  the  courses  as  a  factor  to  dec�de  wh�ch  mater�al  to  use  �n  the  EMI  classroom.  She 

 sa�d, “  They (�nstruct�onal mater�als) should be �n  l�ne w�th the goals of the course”  . 

 The  next  hyper-category  �s  negat�ve  factors  .  Table  9  shows  the  �nformat�on 

 regard�ng  the  negat�ve  factors  affect�ng  the  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als. 

 As  understood  from  Table  9,  there  are  four  categor�es,  namely  �nst�tut�onal 

 resources,  the  features  of  the  courses,  EMI,  and  lecturers’  profess�onal  exper�ence.  The 

 f�rst  category  �s  �nst�tut�onal  resources.  Part�c�pant  A  ment�oned  �t  as  follows,  “  Everyth�ng 

 �s  effect�ve.  Espec�ally  cost  �s  very  effect�ve.  We  cannot  prefer  some  th�ngs  because  no  one 

 afford  them  and  pay  money.  And  also,  the  lack  of  env�ronment  phys�cally…  For  example, 

 the  lack  of  labs  causes  us  problems”  .  Part�c�pant  F  sa�d,  “  We  have  a  cost  problem.  Fore�gn 

 resources  can  be  very  expens�ve.  I  w�ll  follow  th�s  book  to  recommend  �t  to  students,  but  we 

 cannot  say  that  you  should  buy  th�s  book.  There  �s  such  a  problem”  .  When  �t  comes  to  the 

 features  of  the  courses,  Part�c�pant  B  sa�d,  “  For  now,  computer  and  projector.  I  mean 

 lessons are theory-based  ” 
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 Table 9 

 Negat�ve  factors  affect�ng  EMI  lecturers’  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant Codes 

 Inst�tut�onal resources  Cost  PA, PF 

 Lack of phys�cal env�ronment  PA 

 The features of the courses  Theory-based courses  PB 

 EMI  EMI program type  PA, PC, PD, PE, PF 

 Inform�ng students about 

 Turk�sh mater�als 

 PA 

 The students’ low Engl�sh 

 prof�c�ency 

 PA 

 Instruct�onal goals  The goals of the course  PD 

 EMI  category  has  three  codes:  EMI  program  type,  �nform�ng  students  about 

 Turk�sh  mater�als,  and  students’  low  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency.  EMI  program  type  �s  a  negat�ve 

 factor  affect�ng  lecturers’  select�on,  des�gn  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Part�c�pant  A 

 sa�d,  “  They  have  to  use  Turk�sh  for  the  th�ngs  that  are  expla�ned  �n  Turk�sh  �n  the  Turk�sh 

 department.  They  have  to  prefer  Turk�sh  mater�als  ”.  Part�c�pant  C  reported,  “  It  (EMI 

 program  type)  has  pros  and  cons.  I  am  talk�ng  about  30%  Engl�sh.  Mak�ng  them 

 understand  the  next  lesson.  What  they  say,  even  �n  the  d�ct�onary,  look  from  Engl�sh  to 

 Engl�sh.  It  should  be  l�ke  that  �n  fact  but  70%  of  �t  �s  Turk�sh,  wh�ch  causes  problems  ”. 

 Part�c�pant  D  sa�d,  “  I  th�nk  there  �s  a  d�fference  between  them.  They  def�n�tely  are  us�ng 

 Turk�sh  ”.  S�m�larly,  Part�c�pant  E  asserted,  “  The  source  used  �n  100%  Engl�sh  �s  def�n�tely 

 100%  Engl�sh.  In  30%  Engl�sh,  I  th�nk  there  �s  a  Turk�sh  source  and  I  guess  they  are  try�ng 

 to  expla�n  �t  �n  Engl�sh  ”.  Part�c�pant  F  added,  “  There  may  be  such  a  d�fference.  Most  of  the 

 good  resources  �n  our  f�eld  are  wr�tten  �n  Engl�sh.  It  �s  translated  �nto  Turk�sh.  Somet�mes 

 very  good  sources  may  not  have  a  Turk�sh  translat�on.  Th�s  may  push  teachers,  who  teach 

 110 



 �n  Turk�sh,  to  other  resources.  I  see  th�s  as  an  advantage  for  Engl�sh  educat�on.  D�rect 

 access  to  the  best  resources  �n  the  f�eld  ”.  As  for  �nform�ng  students  about  Turk�sh 

 mater�als,  Part�c�pant  A  reported,  “  In  other  words,  I  do  not  hold  them  respons�ble  �n  the 

 course  for  the  Turk�sh  mater�als.  I'm  say�ng  th�s.  Some  of  the  books  we  use  have  both 

 Engl�sh  and  Turk�sh  vers�ons.  In  other  words,  �f  you  have  requests,  you  can  get  the  Turk�sh 

 vers�ons,  but  I  recommend  the  Engl�sh  vers�on  to  you”  .  He  sa�d  that  th�s  �s  because  of 

 students’ low Engl�sh prof�c�ency levels. 

 The  f�nal  category  of  factors  �s  �nstruct�onal  goals.  Only  Part�c�pant  D  ment�oned 

 the  goals  of  the  courses  as  a  factor  to  dec�de  wh�ch  mater�al  to  use  �n  the  EMI  classroom. 

 Th�s  category  was  put  under  both  pos�t�ve  and  negat�ve  factors  s�nce  she  d�d  not  g�ve 

 further  explanat�on  about  whether  th�s  factor  affects  her  dec�s�on  process  negat�vely  or 

 pos�t�vely. 

 In  conclus�on,  the  emergence  of  d�fferent  hyper-categor�es  shows  how  mult�faceted 

 the  factors  affect�ng  the  des�gn,  select�on  and  use  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are. 

 Depend�ng  on  the  pr�or�t�es  of  the  EMI  lecturers,  the  factors  affect�ng  the  dec�s�on  process 

 change.  S�nce  the  focus  of  the  current  study  �s  on  the  EMI  context,  only  two  of  the  EMI 

 lecturers  see  EMI  as  a  pos�t�ve  factor.  Almost  all  of  the  part�c�pants  v�ew  EMI  as  one  of  the 

 negat�ve factors. 

 4.2.2.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ2.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and 

 rev�se �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 The  EMI  lecturers  were  asked  whether  they  evaluate  the�r  �nstruct�onal  mater�als, 

 how  they  evaluate,  and  what  they  do  after  evaluat�ng.  Only  one  of  the  part�c�pants,  who  �s 

 Part�c�pant  G,  sa�d  that  she  evaluates  the  mater�als  through  self-reflect�on  and  students’ 

 evaluat�on.  Then,  she  updates  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  The  other  f�ve  part�c�pants  reported 

 that they do not evaluate the mater�als. 

 As  a  result  of  the  data  obta�ned  from  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews,  three 

 hyper-categor�es  emerged,  namely  exam  as  an  evaluat�on  tool,  expert  evaluat�on  and 

 students’  feedback  and  understand�ng.  Table  10  �nd�cates  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  content 

 analys�s. 

 Four  of  the  part�c�pants  reported  that  they  use  exams  as  the�r  evaluat�on  tool  .  They 

 stated  that  �f  they  see  any  problem  and  students  are  not  successful  �n  exams,  they  change 
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 the�r  mater�als.  Part�c�pants  A  and  F  exchange  the�r  �deas  about  the  mater�als  w�th  the�r 

 colleagues.  Yet,  th�s  �s  not  a  systemat�c  evaluat�on.  They  just  talk  about  �t  casually.  In 

 contrast  to  these  part�c�pants,  Part�c�pant  B  sa�d  that  she  do  not  exchange  �deas  w�th  her 

 colleague.  She  expla�ned  �t  as  follows,  “  They  (PYP  teachers  and  faculty  members)  have  so 

 much  work  to  do.  I  mean  I  also  have  a  lot  of  work.  How  am  I  go�ng  to  ask  how  I  prepare 

 th�s  to  my  colleague?  What  �f  he  or  she  says  go  away”.  The  last  category  �s  students’ 

 feedback  and  understand�ng.  Part�c�pant  A  expla�ned  �t  as  follows,  “  Somet�mes  I  look  at 

 the  ch�ldren,  the  mater�al  I  use  �s  heavy.  The  book  or  subject  I  use.  Or  there  are  more 

 popular  top�cs  that  ch�ldren  are  �nterested  �n,  I  g�ve  pr�or�ty  to  them  ”.  He  added,  “  In  fact, 

 we  d�scuss  these  w�th  the  ch�ldren  dur�ng  the  lesson.  How  do  you  f�nd  th�s  book?  For 

 example, �s the language heavy for you? It happens when I ask  ”. 

 Table 10 

 Rev�ew and rev�s�on of �nstruct�onal mater�als 

 Category  Codes  Part�c�pant 

 Codes 

 Exam as an evaluat�on tool  Evaluat�on depend�ng on the success 

 of students �n exams 

 PA, PB, PC, PF 

 Expert evaluat�on  Exchange of �deas w�th colleagues  PA, PF 

 Students’ feedback and 

 understand�ng 

 Rev�ew of the mater�als �n terms of the 

 students' understand�ng 

 PA 

 The cho�ce of mater�als depend�ng on 

 students’ prof�c�ency levels 

 PA 

 In  conclus�on,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  the  major�ty  of  the  EMI  lecturers  focus  on  the 

 outcomes  of  the  mater�als.  Depend�ng  on  the  outcome,  they  abandon  and  cont�nue  us�ng 

 the  mater�als.  Th�s  k�nd  of  evaluat�on  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �s  a  summat�ve 

 evaluat�on �n wh�ch evaluators see whether the mater�als are effect�ve or not. 
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 4.2.3.  F�nd�ngs  of  R.Q.2.3.  What  are  the  cr�ter�a  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI lecturers wh�le des�gn�ng, select�ng and us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 When  the  EMI  lecturers  were  asked  whether  they  have  any  cr�ter�a  to  cons�der 

 wh�le  des�gn�ng,  select�ng  or  us�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  f�ve  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d 

 that  they  have  cr�ter�a.  In  the  quest�onna�re,  follow�ng  that  quest�on,  the  part�c�pants  were 

 asked  what  the�r  cr�ter�a  are.  Part�c�pant  A  sa�d  that  the  content  should  be  understandable. 

 Part�c�pant  B  ment�oned  that  mater�als  should  be  v�suals  �nclud�ng  concept  maps  and 

 should  be  br�ef  and  understandable.  Bes�des,  she  added  that  the  Engl�sh  that  �s  used  �n 

 v�deos  should  be  fluent  and  understandable.  Part�c�pant  C  reported  that  mater�als  should  be 

 updated  all  the  t�me  and  rel�able.  Part�c�pant  E  sa�d  that  the  qual�ty  of  the  mater�al  �s  an 

 �mportant  cr�ter�on  for  h�m.  Part�c�pant  G  ment�oned  that  the  content  of  the  course  and  the 

 students’ feedback regard�ng the mater�al �nfluence her dec�s�on. 

 The  qual�tat�ve  data  analys�s  reveals  that  there  are  three  ma�n  cr�ter�a  for  the  des�gn, 

 select�on and use of �nstruct�onal mater�als as �t �s seen �n Table 11. 

 The  f�rst  hyper-category  has  one  category,  wh�ch  �s  rel�able  sources.  Part�c�pants  A 

 sa�d,  “  I  use  the  mater�als  wh�ch  are  produced  by  the  known  people  �n  the  f�eld  ”  and 

 Part�c�pant  B  reported,  “  The  �nformat�on  I  use  �s  �mportant.  Be�ng  from  a  rel�able  source  �s 

 �mportant.  That’s  why  I  use  publ�shed  mater�als  d�rectly  ”.  Part�c�pant  E  sa�d,  “  Hav�ng  been 

 tested.  Accepted  sources  ”.  Part�c�pant  F  expla�ned  th�s  cr�ter�on  as  follows,  “  I  generally 

 prefer  the  books  that  are  used  mostly  �n  the  f�eld.  In  order  not  to  be  m�ss�ng  �n  the  flow  and 

 content of the subject. I usually follow the progress of the source books”  . 

 All  of  the  part�c�pants  have  a  cr�ter�on  related  to  the  fac�l�tat�on  of  students’ 

 learn�ng  .  Four  of  the  part�c�pants,  namely  Part�c�pants  B,  C,  D  and  F,  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  should  get  students’  attent�on.  Three  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  mater�als  should 

 �nclude  deta�led  �nformat�on  but  should  be  br�ef  and  understandable  for  the  students. 

 Part�c�pant  B  expla�ns  �t  as  follows,  “  I  want  �t  to  present  more  comprehens�ve  �nformat�on 

 �n  a  short  t�me  and  �n  the  most  eas�ly  understandable  way.  And  I  want  �t  to  attract 

 attent�on  ”.  Also,  Part�c�pants  A  and  D  sa�d  that  v�sual�zat�on  of  the  top�c  �n  the  mater�als  �s 

 �mportant rather than wr�t�ng everyth�ng on the sl�des. 

 The  last  hyper-category  �s  features  of  resources  .  Under  th�s  hyper  category,  there 

 are  two  categor�es,  namely  up-to-date  and  m�scellaneous  .  Part�c�pants  C  and  D  sa�d  that 

 the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  that  they  use  should  be  current.  Part�c�pant  C  also  added  the 
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 needed  t�me  for  us�ng  mater�als  as  a  cr�ter�on  by  say�ng,  “  Espec�ally,  �t  �s  necessary  to 

 f�n�sh  the  sect�on,  to  f�n�sh  that  part,  and  to  leave  �t  wh�le  you  are  at  �t  w�thout  d�stract�ng 

 the  students’  attent�on”  .  Another  code  �s  ment�oned  by  Part�c�pant  A.  He  sa�d  that 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  should  be  eas�ly  access�ble  examples.  As  for  the  next  code, 

 Part�c�pant  E  reported  that  for  h�m,  the  sc�ent�f�c  knowledge  the  mater�als  �nclude  should 

 be  suff�c�ent.  Moreover,  he  added  that  the  language  used  �n  the  mater�al  should  be 

 understandable for the students. 

 Table 11 

 EMI lecturers’ cr�ter�a affect�ng the cho�ces of �nstruct�onal mater�als 

 Hyper-category  Category  Codes  Part�c�pant Codes 

 Cred�b�l�ty of the resources  Rel�able resources  Product�on by known 
 people 

 PA 

 Publ�shed mater�als  PB 

 Tested mater�als  PE 

 Mostly used �n the f�eld  PF 

 Fac�l�tat�on of students’ 
 learn�ng 

 Des�re to enhance 
 students’ 
 understand�ng 

 Attent�on gather  PB, PC, PD, PF 

 Deta�led but br�ef and 
 eas�ly understandable 

 PB, PE, PF 

 V�sual�zat�on of the top�c  PA, PD 

 Features of the resources  Up-do-date  Current  PC, PD 

 M�scellaneous  Needed t�me for us�ng the 
 mater�al 

 PC 

 Eas�ly access�ble  PA 

 Adequacy of sc�ent�f�c 
 knowledge 

 PE 

 Language  PE 

 Hav�ng  cons�dered  the  f�nd�ngs  above,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the 

 quant�tat�ve  data  analys�s  and  qual�tat�ve  data  analys�s  are  �n  l�ne  w�th  each  other.  All  the 

 part�c�pants  have  at  least  one  cr�ter�on.  The  major�ty  of  EMI  lecturers  g�ve  �mportance  to 

 114 



 the  rel�ab�l�ty  of  the  resources  and  fac�l�tat�on  of  the  students’  resources  when  des�gn�ng, 

 select�ng, and us�ng the �nstruct�onal mater�als. 

 4.3.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ3.  How  do  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als �nteract w�th one another? 

 The  RQ3  seeks  to  reveal  the  �nteract�on  between  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques, 

 and  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context.  To  be  able  to  answer  th�s 

 quest�on,  all  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  data  were  exam�ned.  As  �t  �s  ment�oned  under  the 

 RQ1,  when  the  EMI  lecturers  were  asked  to  def�ne  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques  and 

 mater�als,  three  part�c�pants,  namely  Part�c�pants  C,  D,  and  F,  reported  that  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  are  the  resources  that  they  use.  S�m�larly,  as  ment�oned  before  �n 

 RQ2,  Part�c�pants  A  and  C  ment�oned  the  sem�nar/  conference  techn�que  as  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als.  Part�c�pant  A  also  sa�d  that  he  uses  lectures  as  �nstruct�onal  mater�al.  These 

 results  �nd�cate  that  they  have  d�ff�culty  d�fferent�at�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  from  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Th�s  m�ght  mean  that  they  relate  these  two 

 var�ables w�th each other, but they cannot really expla�n �t. 

 When  the  overall  f�nd�ngs  are  exam�ned,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  there  �s  a  relat�onsh�p 

 between  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als.  When  qual�tat�ve  data  and 

 quant�tat�ve  data  are  compared,  �t  �s  seen  that  the  EMI  lecturers,  who  prefer  to  use 

 teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques,  use  PowerPo�nt  presentat�ons  and  wr�tten 

 resources  �n  the�r  courses  as  mater�als.  Only  Part�c�pant  A  ment�oned  that  he  br�ngs  posters 

 (he  means  b�g  papers)  and  penc�ls  as  mater�als  to  the  classroom  so  that  students  work  �n 

 groups,  d�scuss  the  g�ven  top�c  and  share  the�r  results.  Th�s  shows  that  �nteract�on-centered 

 methods  and  techn�ques,  namely  small  group  d�scuss�ons,  requ�re  mater�als  wh�ch  students 

 share  w�th  the�r  group  members,  organ�ze  and  wr�te  the�r  �deas  on.  Bes�des,  Part�c�pant  A 

 sa�d,  “  The  lack  of  labs  �s  a  problem…  The  number  of  m�croscopes  �s  l�m�ted  ”.  Th�s 

 explanat�on  of  the  part�c�pant  shows  that  there  �s  a  two-way  relat�onsh�p  between 

 �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als.  When  the  mater�al,  wh�ch  �s  a  must  for  a 

 method  and  techn�que  such  as  exper�ment  techn�que,  observat�on  techn�que,  etc.,  �s  not 

 enough, the need of chang�ng the cho�ce of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques emerges. 

 Consequently,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  s�gn�f�cant  tools  to 

 ach�eve  the  outcomes  of  the  courses  and  how  and  when  to  use  these  mater�als  depends  on 
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 the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  �n  the  classroom.  Yet,  the 

 access�b�l�ty to the mater�als can also affect the cho�ce of methods and techn�ques. 

 4.4.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ4.  What  are  the  op�n�ons  of  students  w�th  regard  to  MBG  and 

 B�ology EMI lecturers’ cho�ces of methods and techn�ques and �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�med  to  reveal  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  the 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by  EMI  lecturers.  E�ghty-one  EMI  students 

 study�ng  at  e�ther  MBG  (100  %  Engl�sh  Program)  or  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh  Program) 

 part�c�pated  �n  the  current  study.  The  students  were  asked  to  mark  the  l�sted  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �f  they  are  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  dur�ng  the  EMI  courses. 

 F�gure  14  �llustrates  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by  the  lecturers.  These 

 chosen  methods  and  techn�ques  by  the  students  are  put  �n  descend�ng  order  depend�ng  on 

 the frequency of students’ select�on. 

 F�gure  14.  Students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by 

 the EMI lecturers (n= 81) 
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 As  seen  �n  F�gure  14,  except  for  the  demonstrat�on  and  lecture,  the  f�rst  four 

 methods  and  techn�ques  are  �nteract�on-centered.  Students  are  expected  to  be  act�ve  and 

 share  the�r  op�n�ons.  Out  of  81  part�c�pants,  67  EMI  students  (83.75%)  choose  lecture  and 

 quest�on  and  answer  methods  as  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  that  are  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context.  Follow�ng  these  two,  56  part�c�pants  (70%)  sa�d  that  EMI 

 lecturers  use  case  study  �n  the  classroom.  Accord�ng  to  48  students  (59.3%),  the 

 bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que  �s  another  techn�que  that  EMI  lecturers  employ.  Forty-three  of 

 them  (53.8%)  reported  that  d�scuss�on  �s  employed  �n  the  courses.  As  for  the  demonstrat�on 

 method, 42 EMI students (52.5%) sa�d that th�s method �s appl�ed �n the classroom. 

 After  the  demonstrat�on  method,  less  than  half  of  the  part�c�pants  agreed  that  the 

 follow�ng  methods  and  techn�ques  are  employed  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 Th�rty-one  part�c�pants  (38.8%)  reported  that  the  sem�nar/conference  techn�que  �s  appl�ed. 

 Th�s  techn�que  �s  teacher-centered.  Students  are  generally  l�steners.  Th�rty  EMI  students 

 (30%)  choose  the  exper�ment  techn�que,  wh�ch  �s  one  of  e�ther  the  �nd�v�dual-centered  or 

 teacher-centered  techn�ques.  Accord�ng  to  the  op�n�ons  of  29  students  (36.3%),  the 

 problem-solv�ng  method  �s  one  of  the  methods  used  �n  th�s  context.  It  �s  also 

 �nd�v�dual-centered.  Follow�ng  that,  27  out  of  81  part�c�pants  (33.8%)  sa�d  that  the 

 demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method,  wh�ch  �s  teacher-centered,  �s  employed  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers.  Project-based  learn�ng  �s  one  of  the  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods.  Twenty-four  of 

 the  part�c�pants  (30%)  reported  that  �t  �s  ut�l�zed  by  the  lecturers.  Twenty  part�c�pants 

 (25%)  marked  analogy  as  one  of  the  techn�ques  preferred  by  the  lecturers.  It  �s  an 

 �nd�v�dual-centered techn�que. 

 Accord�ng  to  18  students  (22.5%),  the  EMI  lecturers  employ  observat�on  and 

 concept-map  techn�ques.  The  concept-map  techn�que  �s  teacher-centered  wh�le  the 

 observat�on  �s  �nd�v�dual-centered.  Seventeen  part�c�pants  (22.5%)  po�nted  out  that  the 

 forum  techn�que,  wh�ch  �s  teacher-centered,  �s  appl�ed  by  the  lecturers.  Of  all  the 

 part�c�pants,  15  part�c�pants  (18.8%)  choose  the  f�shbone  techn�que,  wh�ch  �s 

 �nd�v�dual-centred.  Fourteen  of  the  EMI  students  (17.5%)  sa�d  that  EMI  lecturers  apply  the 

 s�x  th�nk�ng  hats.  Th�s  techn�que  �s  also  �nd�v�dual-centered.  The  buzz  group  and  �nterv�ew 

 techn�ques  are  �nteract�on-centered.  As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  14,  eleven  part�c�pants  (13.8%) 

 po�nted  out  that  EMI  lecturers  use  them  �n  the  EMI  context.  Ten  of  the  part�c�pants 

 (12.5%)  reported  that  the  f�eld  tr�p  techn�que,  wh�ch  �s  teacher-centered,  �s  employed  by 

 the  lecturers.  N�ne  of  the  part�c�pants  (11.3%)  marked  the  rec�procal  quest�on�ng  techn�que 
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 and  the  s�mulat�on  techn�que  as  techn�ques  used  �n  the  classroom.  Both  are 

 �nteract�on-centered.  E�ght  of  them  (10%)  choose  team  games  and  oppos�te  panel 

 d�scuss�ons.  S�x  part�c�pants  (7.5%)  sa�d  that  the  panel  techn�que  �s  used  by  the  lecturers. 

 F�nally,  the  stat�on  techn�que  and  workshop  are  the  least  preferred  ones  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers.  Accord�ngly,  they  are  also  the  least  used  ones  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI 

 classroom. 

 In  the  quest�onna�re,  w�th  the  help  of  open-ended  quest�ons,  students  were  asked 

 whether  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  affect  the�r 

 acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge  and  sk�lls  related  to  the  academ�c  subject  matter.  F�fty-seven  of 

 the  students  (70%)  reported  that  they  th�nk  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  affect 

 the�r  acqu�s�t�on  process.  S�xteen  part�c�pants  (19.8%)  sa�d  that  they  affect  part�ally 

 whereas  e�ght  of  them  (9.9%)  sa�d  that  they  do  not  affect  the  process  of  acqu�s�t�on  of 

 knowledge  and  sk�lls.  The  part�c�pants  who  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques 

 affect or part�ally affect were asked how they affect. 

 The  content  analys�s  showed  that  there  are  two  hyper-categor�es:  �nd�v�dual  and 

 �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  and  neutral  po�nts  of  v�ew.  Under  the  f�rst 

 hyper  category,  there  are  two  categor�es:  permanent  memory  and  students’  engagement.  In 

 the  f�rst  category  wh�ch  �s  permanent  memory,  three  of  the  part�c�pants  (3.8%)  reported 

 that  the  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  make  students  act�ve,  share  the�r  op�n�ons,  and 

 pract�ce,  ensure  long-term  memory.  Fourteen  of  the  EMI  students  (17.5%)  ment�oned 

 �nd�v�dual  and  �nteract�on-centered  methods  such  as  quest�on  and  answer,  exper�ment, 

 observat�on,  d�scuss�on,  etc.  They  added  that  these  methods  and  techn�ques  help  them  to 

 have  d�fferent  perspect�ves,  develop  th�nk�ng  sk�lls  and  keep  the  knowledge  that  they  ga�n 

 �n  long-term  memory.  Under  the  category  of  students’  engagement,  one  of  the  part�c�pants 

 (1.3%)  ment�oned  that  the  methods  and  techn�ques  wh�ch  requ�re  act�ve  part�c�pat�on  ra�se 

 h�s  or  her  �nterest.  One  of  the  part�c�pants  (1.3%)  added  that  the  methods  and  techn�ques 

 used  �n  the  classroom  �ncrease  h�s  or  her  mot�vat�on.  As  for  the  hyper-category  called 

 neutral  po�nts  of  v�ew,  there  are  two  categor�es,  wh�ch  are  permanent  memory  and 

 students’  comprehens�on.  W�thout  ment�on�ng  the  type  of  methods  and  techn�ques,  n�ne  of 

 the  part�c�pants  (11.3%)  sa�d  that  they  help  them  to  keep  �nformat�on  �n  long-term  memory 

 depend�ng  on  the  methods  and  techn�ques.  As  for  students'  comprehens�on,  one  of  the  EMI 

 students (1.3%) sa�d that they make them comprehend the top�c better. 
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 Another  open-ended  quest�on  �n  the  quest�onna�re  �s  whether  the  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  affect  EMI  students’  Engl�sh  language  development.  The  results 

 show  that  f�fty-four  of  the  EMI  students  (66.7%)  th�nk  they  affect  Engl�sh  language 

 development  whereas  fourteen  of  them  (17.3%)  th�nk  they  part�ally  affect  �t.  Th�rteen  of 

 them  (16.3%)  th�nk  that  the  methods  and  techn�ques  do  not  have  any  effect  on  Engl�sh 

 language  development.  Follow�ng  that  quest�on,  they  also  were  asked  how  they  affect  or 

 why  they  do  not  affect.  S�xty-n�ne  of  the  part�c�pants  (86.3%)  answered  the  quest�on  “how 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  affect  Engl�sh  language  development”.  The  results 

 show  that  the  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  �ncrease  students’  part�c�pat�on,  and  the 

 �nteract�on  between  peers  and  lecturers,  requ�re  d�scuss�on  and  answers  from  the  students, 

 help  the  EMI  students  to  develop  the�r  l�sten�ng  and  speak�ng  sk�lls.  N�ne  of  the  EMI 

 students  (11.3%)  answered  why  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  do  not  affect  Engl�sh 

 language  development.  Only  three  of  the  answers  are  related  to  the  quest�on.  Two  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (2.5%),  who  are  from  the  department  of  B�ology,  sa�d  that  all  day  they  take  the 

 lessons  �n  Turk�sh  and  one-hour  lesson  taught  �n  Engl�sh  �s  not  enough  for  develop�ng 

 Engl�sh.  One  of  the  part�c�pants  (1.3%)  reported  that  there  �s  no  �nteract�on  �n  the 

 classroom. Therefore, there �s no development. 

 Follow�ng  that  quest�on,  whether  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by 

 the  EMI  lecturers  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  was  asked  to  the  EMI  students.  F�fty-two  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (64.2%)  th�nk  that  they  affect  the  part�c�pat�on  and  13  of  the  EMI  students 

 (16%)  th�nk  that  they  part�ally  affect  �t  whereas  16  of  the  part�c�pants  (19.8%)  th�nk  that 

 they  do  not  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on.  When  the  EMI  students  were  asked  how  the  methods 

 and  techn�ques  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on,  two  hyper-categor�es  emerged:  the  nature  of  the 

 methods  and  techn�ques  and  students’  self-eff�cacy.  F�rstly,  under  the  hyper-category  called 

 nature  of  the  methods  and  techn�ques,  there  �s  a  category  called  the  features  of  the  methods 

 and  techn�ques.  The  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  �f  the  EMI  lecturers  use  �nteract�on  and 

 �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  such  as  bra�nstorm�ng,  d�scuss�on,  and 

 quest�on  and  answer,  they  part�c�pate  �n  the  lesson  but  they  do  not  part�c�pate  act�vely  �f  the 

 lecturers  do  not  use  these  methods  and  techn�ques.  As  for  the  students’  self-eff�cacy,  there 

 are  two  categor�es:  students’  language  prof�c�ency  and  students’  self-conf�dence.  Only  two 

 of  the  part�c�pants  (2.5%)  sa�d  that  even  �f  �nteract�on  and  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  used,  the�r  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  �s  not  enough  to  part�c�pate  �n  the  lesson 

 119 



 act�vely.  As  for  the  students’  self-conf�dence,  they  hes�tate  to  part�c�pate  �n  the  lesson  s�nce 

 they have low self-conf�dence. 

 The  next  quest�on  �s  about  the  appropr�ateness  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  for  the  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  level  of  EMI  students.  F�fty-seven  of  the  EMI 

 students  (70.4%)  sa�d  that  they  are  appropr�ate  to  the  level  of  the  students  whereas  24  of 

 them  (29.6%)  sa�d  that  they  are  not  appropr�ate.  When  they  were  asked  why  they  do  not 

 th�nk  that  the  methods  and  techn�ques  are  not  appropr�ate,  they  reported  that  the  PYP  does 

 not  prepare  them  for  the  academ�c  courses  that  they  take  �n  the  department.  Bes�des,  the 

 EMI  lecturers'  prof�c�ency  levels  are  also  a  problem  for  them.  The  two  of  EMI  students 

 (2.5%)  reported  that  �f  the  EMI  lecturers  do  not  have  a  good  command  of  Engl�sh,  they 

 read  the  sl�des.  Therefore,  the  students  have  d�ff�culty  understand�ng  what  �s  taught  �n  the 

 classroom. 

 In  add�t�on,  the  EMI  students  were  also  asked  whether  they  exchange  the�r  �deas 

 about  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  The  f�nd�ngs  show  that  67  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (82.7%)  do  not  share  the�r  op�n�ons  whereas  14  of  them  (17.3%)  exchange 

 the�r  �deas  regard�ng  the  methods  and  techn�ques  used  �n  the  EMI  classroom.  Those,  who 

 share  the�r  op�n�ons,  sa�d  that  the  EMI  lecturers  asked  the�r  op�n�ons  about  how  they  can 

 plan  the  lesson.  Only  two  of  the  part�c�pants  (2.5%)  reported  that  they  exchange  the�r  �deas 

 about  whether  �t  �s  poss�ble  for  the  EMI  lecturers  to  teach  the  courses  through 

 �nteract�on-centered methods �nstead of read�ng sl�des. 

 F�nally,  the  students  were  asked  whether  there  are  any  methods  and  techn�ques  that 

 they  want  to  be  �mplemented  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context.  Out  of  81 

 part�c�pants,  61  EMI  students  (76.3%)  sa�d  no  to  that  quest�on.  Twenty  of  them  (25%)  sa�d 

 that  they  prefer  more  �nteract�on-centered  and  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques 

 such  as  exper�ments,  panels  and  bra�nstorm�ng  �nstead  of  memor�zat�on.  Only  one  of  them 

 (1.3%)  ment�oned  that  the  heavy  load  of  the  courses  should  be  lowered  to  apply  the 

 methods and techn�ques that she or he wants. 

 W�th�n  the  scope  of  the  research  quest�on,  81  EMI  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  were  also  �nvest�gated.  In  the  quest�onna�re,  the  EMI  students  were 

 asked  to  mark  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  classroom. 

 The  follow�ng  f�gure  �llustrates  the  �nformat�on  regard�ng  the  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als. 

 They are l�sted �n descend�ng order. 
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 F�gure  15.  Students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers (n= 81) 

 As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  15,  80  of  the  EMI  students  (98.8%)  choose  sl�des  as 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  classroom.  Out  of  81  part�c�pants, 

 71  EMI  students  (87.7%)  reported  that  the  EMI  lecturers  use  wr�tten  resources.  Accord�ng 

 to  66  part�c�pants  (81.5%),  the  lecturers  use  handouts.  F�fty-seven  EMI  students  (70.4%) 

 sa�d  that  v�deos  are  used  by  the  lecturers.  Another  mater�al  �s  books  wh�ch  46  part�c�pants 

 (56.8%)  reported  that  they  are  used  �n  the  EMI  classroom.  Follow�ng  books,  44  of  them 

 (54.3%)  choose  photos  as  the  mater�als.  Forthy  out  of  81  EMI  students  (49.4%)  sa�d  that 

 web-based  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  and  tables  were  ut�l�zed  �n  the  classroom.  Graph�cs  are 

 chosen  by  37  students  (45.7%).  Draw�ngs,  worksheets,  real�as  and  models,  posters  and 

 aud�o-record�ng  are  the  least  chosen  ones.  Twenty-seven  of  them  (33.3%)  sa�d  that 

 draw�ngs  are  used  �n  the  EMI  context.  Seventeen  part�c�pants  (21%)  reported  that  the  EMI 

 lecturers  use  worksheets  and  real�a  and  models.  Of  all  the  part�c�pants,  16  EMI  students 

 (19.8%)  conf�rmed  that  EMI  lecturers  use  posters  �n  the  classroom.  F�nally,  only  s�x 

 part�c�pants (7.4%) sa�d that aud�o-record�ng �s used by the lecturers �n the EMI context. 

 121 



 Follow�ng  that  sect�on,  s�x  open-ended  quest�ons  were  asked  to  the  EMI  students. 

 One  of  the  quest�ons  �s  whether  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  �n  the  EMI  classroom  affect 

 the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge  and  sk�lls  related  to  the  academ�c  subject  matter.  F�fty-e�ght 

 of  them  (71.6%)  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  affect  and  15  of  the  part�c�pat�ons  (18.5%) 

 sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect  whereas  e�ght  of  them  (9.9%)  reported  that  they  do  not  affect. 

 When  they  were  asked  how  �nstruct�onal  methods  affect,  they  generally  sa�d  that  the  v�sual 

 mater�als  or  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  help  them  to  comprehend  the  top�c  better  and  keep  the 

 knowledge and sk�lls �n long-term memory and �ncrease the�r �nterest �n the top�c. 

 The  other  quest�on  �s  whether  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers 

 affect  students’  language  development.  Twenty-n�ne  of  the  part�c�pants  (35%)  sa�d  that 

 they  affect  language  development  and  31  of  them  (38.3%)  sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect  �t. 

 Twenty-one  of  them  (26.6%)  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  do  not  affect  language 

 development.  They  were  also  asked  how  they  affect  and  why  they  th�nk  they  do  not  affect. 

 Seven  part�c�pants  (8.6%)  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  espec�ally  v�suals,  help  them  to 

 learn  vocabulary.  Two  of  the  part�c�pants  (2.5%)  sa�d  that  they  develop  the�r  read�ng  and 

 l�sten�ng  sk�lls.  Two  students  (2.5%)  reported  that  they  prov�de  an  opportun�ty  to  pract�ce 

 the  language.  Only  one  of  the  part�c�pants  (1.2%)  sa�d  that  they  help  to  understand  what 

 the  lecturer  teaches  through  Engl�sh  better.  As  for  those  who  sa�d  that  there  �s  no  effect  of 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  on  language  development,  two  of  them  (2.5%)  reported  that  they 

 have  language  prof�c�ency.  Therefore,  they  do  not  need  to  learn  �t.  One  of  them  (1.2%)  sa�d 

 that  there  �s  not  any  relat�onsh�p  between  mater�als  and  language  development.  The  other 

 part�c�pant  (1.2%)  uses  translat�on  tools,  therefore,  he  or  she  th�nks  they  do  not  affect.  An 

 EMI  student  sa�d  that  the  mater�als  are  easy  for  h�m  or  her,  so  th�s  does  not  help  h�m  or  her 

 to  �mprove.  F�nally,  the  last  part�c�pant  reported  that  s�nce  he  or  she  only  focuses  on  the 

 �nformat�on  �n  the  mater�al  but  not  the  language  �tself,  they  do  not  �mprove  h�s  or  her 

 language. 

 Another  quest�on  �s  about  EMI  students’  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson.  Th�rty-seven 

 (45.7%)  of  the  EMI  students  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  and 

 18  of  them  (22.2%)  sa�d  that  part�ally  affect  �t.  Twenty-s�x  of  the  part�c�pants  (32.1%) 

 reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  do  not  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on.  Twelve  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (15%)  sa�d  that  v�suals  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  because  they  attract  the�r 

 attent�on  and  �ncrease  the�r  mot�vat�on.  F�ve  of  the  part�c�pants  (6.7%)  reported  that  v�suals 

 make the top�c more understandable, therefore, they part�c�pate �n the lesson. 
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 The  next  quest�on  �s  whether  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  appropr�ate  for  the�r 

 Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  levels.  F�fty-n�ne  of  the  part�c�pants  (72.8%)  reported  that  they  are 

 appropr�ate,  but  22  of  them  (27.2%)  sa�d  that  they  are  not.  As  for  the  quest�on  of  why  they 

 th�nk  that  they  are  appropr�ate.  Three  of  the  EMI  students  (3.8%)  sa�d  that  the  mater�als  are 

 s�mple  and  bas�c.  Yet,  those  (12.8%),  who  sa�d  that  the  mater�als  are  not  appropr�ate  for 

 the�r  language  levels,  reported  that  the�r  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  levels  are  low. 

 Therefore,  they  have  d�ff�culty  understand�ng  the  mater�als  s�nce  they  have  academ�c 

 language. 

 The  EMI  students  were  also  asked  whether  they  exchange  the�r  op�n�ons  w�th  the 

 EMI  lecturers  about  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Only  seven  of  the  part�c�pants  (8.6%)  sa�d  that 

 they  share  the�r  �deas.  F�nally,  they  were  asked  whether  they  have  any  add�t�onal 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  that  they  want  to  be  �mplemented  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  Only  seven 

 of  the  part�c�pants  (8.6%)  sa�d  yes  to  th�s  quest�on.  One  of  the  part�c�pants  (1.3%)  reported 

 that  s�mulat�on  apps,  wh�ch  are  web-based  tools  and  real�as  and  models,  can  be  used  by  the 

 EMI lecturers �n the EMI classroom. 

 Hav�ng  cons�dered  the  f�nd�ngs  above,  the  major�ty  of  the  students  th�nk  that 

 �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of 

 knowledge  and  sk�lls,  Engl�sh  language  development  and  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson 

 because  of  d�fferent  factors  expla�ned  above.  They  exchange  �deas  w�th  lecturers  about 

 how  to  plan  lessons.  They  prefer  lecturers  to  use  �nteract�on-centered  or 

 �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  In  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  they  prefer 

 v�suals  to  be  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  s�nce  they  make  the  top�c  understandable,  attract 

 the�r attent�on and pract�ce the language. 

 4.5.  F�nd�ngs  of  RQ5.  Do  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques,  and  mater�als  and  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  d�ffer 

 depend�ng  on  programs  run  fully  �n  Engl�sh  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n  Engl�sh  (30% 

 Engl�sh)? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  seeks  to  reveal  whether  there  �s  any  d�fference  between 

 programs  run  fully  �n  Engl�sh  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n  Engl�sh  (30%  Engl�sh)  �n 

 terms  of  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  and  also 

 students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  these  cho�ces.  F�rstly,  �n  the  current  study,  there  are  f�ve  MBG 
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 EMI  lecturers  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  two  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  who  f�lled  out  the 

 quest�onna�re.  The  results  obta�ned  from  the  quest�onna�re  from  the  MBG  department  are 

 presented  below  �n  F�gure  16.  As  �t  �s  presented  �n  the  RQ1,  even  though  the  data  was 

 gathered  w�th  a  5-po�nt  L�kert  Scale,  �t  �s  presented  w�th  3-po�nt  L�kert  Scale  so  that  the 

 researcher  can  reach  mean�ngful  results  w�th  a  low  number  of  part�c�pants.  All  the  data  �s 

 l�sted �n F�gure 16 depend�ng on the frequency of the�r use. 

 F�gure 16. EMI MBG lecturers’ cho�ces of �nstruct�onal methods and mater�als (n= 4) 

 As  �t  �s  seen  �n  F�gure  16,  the  quest�on  and  answer  method,  sem�nar/conference 

 techn�que,  exper�ment  techn�que,  case  study  method,  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method, 

 bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que,  and  lecture  method  are  methods  and  techn�ques  that  are  used 

 frequently  by  lecturers  teach�ng  at  the  MBG  department.  The  follow�ng  16  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  �mplemented  at  var�ous  degrees,  rang�ng  from  rarely  or  never  to  often  or 

 always.  The  number  of  part�c�pants  who  reported  that  they  use  rarely  or  never  �ncreases  as 

 we  go  down.  The  least  used  ones  are  f�shbone  d�agram  techn�que,  team  games  techn�que, 

 s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  techn�que  and  stat�on  techn�que.  All  of  these  techn�ques  are  never 

 employed  by  the  three  of  the  part�c�pants  (75%)  whereas  one  of  them  (25%)  rarely 

 employs them. 
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 In  add�t�on  to  these  four  EMI  MBG  lecturers,  two  EMI  lecturers  from  the 

 department  of  B�ology  run  30%  Engl�sh  part�c�pated  �n  the  study.  The  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques of EMI lecturers are prov�ded �n F�gure 17 below. 

 F�gure 17. EMI B�ology lecturers’ cho�ces of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques (n= 2) 

 As  understood  from  F�gure  17,  the  analogy  techn�que  and  case  study  method  are 

 the  most  preferred  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  are  followed  by 

 bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que  and  quest�on  and  answer  method.  When  we  analyze  the  next  15 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  they  are  rarely  or  never 

 �mplemented  by  one  of  the  EMI  lecturers.  Yet,  one  of  them  employs  them  at  d�fferent 

 frequency  levels,  rang�ng  from  somet�mes  to  often  or  always  .  The  team  games  techn�que, 

 s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  techn�que,  workshop  techn�que,  oppos�te  panel  d�scuss�on  techn�que, 

 panel  techn�que,  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method,  stat�on  techn�que,  and  f�shbone 

 techn�que  are  not  used  frequently  �n  the  classroom.  They  are  generally  rarely  or  never 

 preferred by both EMI lecturers. 

 In  add�t�on  to  th�s  quant�tat�ve  analys�s,  the  content  analys�s  of  sem�-structured 

 �nterv�ews  shows  that  EMI  lecturers  from  the  department  of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh) 

 �mplement  several  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  wh�ch  are  ment�oned  under  RQ1 
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 �n  deta�l,  namely  lecture  method,  sem�nar  techn�que,  presentat�on  of  the  top�c,  presentat�on 

 of  the  PowerPo�nt,  project-based  learn�ng,  student  presentat�on,  problem-solv�ng  method 

 quest�on  and  answer  method,  small  group  d�scuss�on,  poster  presentat�on,  act�ve  learn�ng, 

 student  congress,  d�scuss�on  and  bra�nstorm�ng.  The  f�rst  four  of  these  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  teacher-centered.  Four  of  the  MBG  lecturers  prefer  to  employ  them  �n  the 

 EMI  context.  Students  pass�vely  l�sten  to  the  top�c  taught  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  They  are 

 not  expected  to  share  the�r  op�n�ons  regard�ng  the  �ssue.  Follow�ng  these  methods  and 

 techn�ques,  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  such  as  the  project-based  learn�ng 

 method,  student  presentat�on,  and  problem-solv�ng  method  are  ment�oned  by  two  of  the 

 MBG  lecturers.  Students  are  expected  to  apply  h�gher-order  th�nk�ng  sk�lls  dur�ng  the 

 learn�ng  process.  The  last  seven  ones  are  �nteract�on-centered.  They  are  expected  to  work 

 �n  groups  or  �nd�v�dually  and  d�scuss  the  �ssue  and  exchange  �deas.  Three  of  the  EMI 

 part�c�pants  reported  that  they  �mplement  these  methods  and  techn�ques.  As  for  the 

 B�ology  EMI  lecturers,  d�fferent  methods  and  techn�ques  are  used  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 These  methods  and  techn�ques  are  lecture  method,  forum  techn�que,  presentat�on  of 

 PowerPo�nt,  self-�nstruct�on,  student  presentat�on,  quest�on  and  answer  method,  oppos�te 

 panel  d�scuss�on,  drama,  and  act�ve  learn�ng.  The  f�rst  three  methods  and  techn�ques  are 

 teacher-centered.  They  are  ment�oned  by  both  of  the  part�c�pants.  Self-�nstruct�on  and 

 student  presentat�on,  wh�ch  are  ment�oned  by  one  of  the  part�c�pants,  are 

 �nd�v�dual-centered.  The  last  four  methods  and  techn�ques  are  �nteract�on-centered.  Only 

 the  quest�on  and  answer  method  �s  reported  to  be  used  by  both  of  the  part�c�pants.  The 

 other three are only employed by one of them. 

 As  seen  �n  F�gure  18,  hav�ng  cons�dered  the  f�nd�ngs  above,  quant�tat�ve  analys�s 

 shows  that  except  for  the  exper�ment  techn�que,  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method, 

 lecture  method,  project-based  learn�ng,  d�scuss�on  and  �nterv�ew,  seven  out  of  the  f�rst  ten 

 methods  and  techn�ques  employed  by  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  are  the  same  even 

 though  the�r  rank  �n  the  l�st  d�ffers.  When  the  categor�es  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  used  �n  the  MBG  context  are  exam�ned,  �t  �s  seen  that  only  four  of  the  methods 

 and  techn�ques  (40%)  are  teacher-centered  and  can  be  put  under  presentat�on  strategy.  The 

 rest  of  the  methods  and  techn�ques  are  e�ther  �nd�v�dual-centered  or  �nteract�on-centered. 

 The  qual�tat�ve  data  also  shows  that  most  of  the  MBG  lecturers  prefer  teacher-centered  and 

 half  of  them  prefer  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  As  for  the  B�ology 

 department,  only  two  of  the  methods  and  techn�ques  are  teacher-centered.  The  rest  of  them 
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 are  e�ther  �nd�v�dual-centered  or  �nteract�on-centered.  When  �t  comes  to  qual�tat�ve  data, 

 B�ology  lecturers  generally  choose  teacher-centered  and  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  When  two  departments  are  compared,  the�r  cho�ces  do  not  d�ffer  s�gn�f�cantly 

 �n terms of the cho�ces of �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques. 

 F�gure  18.  Compar�son  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by  both 

 departments. 

 The  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  the  other  focus  of  the  current  study.  The  mater�als 

 used by MBG lecturers and B�ology lecturers are l�sted �n F�gure 19. 

 F�gure 19. MBG lecturers’ cho�ces of �nstruct�onal mater�als (n= 4) 
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 As  presented  �n  F�gure  19,  all  of  the  EMI  lecturers  from  the  department  of  MBG 

 often  or  always  use  wr�tten  sources  �n  the  classroom,  wh�ch  �s  followed  by  onl�ne/ 

 web-based  mater�als.  After  these  two  mater�als,  the  frequency  of  the  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  decreases  compared  to  the  prev�ous  two  mater�als.  The  least  frequently  used  one 

 �s aud�o records, wh�ch are  rarely  used by only one  of the MBG lecturers (25%). 

 The  follow�ng  f�gure  �llustrates  the  frequency  of  the  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n 

 the context of the B�ology department. There are only two part�c�pants �n th�s department. 

 F�gure 20. B�ology lecturers’ cho�ces of �nstruct�onal mater�als (n= 2) 

 As  presented  �n  F�gure  20,  two  of  the  EMI  lecturers  (100%)  from  the  department  of 

 B�ology  often  or  always  prefer  to  use  the  f�rst  s�x  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  namely  draw�ngs, 

 photos,  tables,  graph�cs,  wr�tten  sources,  and  sl�des.  The  follow�ng  three  mater�als,  wh�ch 

 are  handouts,  v�deos  and  onl�ne/web-based  resources,  are  somet�mes  used  by  one  of  the 

 EMI  lecturers  (50%).  The  other  one  (50%)  often  or  always  uses  them  �n  the  classroom.  The 

 other  mater�als  are  books.  They  are  rarely  used  by  one  of  the  part�c�pants  (50%)  whereas 

 the  other  lecturer  (50%)  often  or  always  uses  them.  Both  of  the  EMI  lecturers  (100%) 

 reported  that  they  somet�mes  use  worksheets.  As  for  real�a,  �t  �s  never  preferred  by  one  of 

 the  part�c�pants  (50%)  whereas  the  other  one  (50%)  somet�mes  uses  �t.  F�nally,  both  of  the 

 EMI lecturers from B�ology (100%) sa�d that they  never  use vo�ce record�ng. 
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 As  for  the  qual�tat�ve  data,  four  of  the  MBG  lecturers  reported  that  they  use  at  least 

 one  of  the  v�sual  mater�als  such  as  real�a,  PowerPo�nt,  books,  art�cles,  handouts,  and 

 wr�tten  sources.  Only  one  of  the  part�c�pants,  namely  Part�c�pant  E,  sa�d  that  he  uses  h�s 

 speeches  �n  lessons  as  a  mater�al,  wh�ch  �s  an  example  of  the  aud�al  mater�als.  Three  of 

 them  sa�d  that  they  use  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  such  as  v�deos  and  an�mat�ons.  Only  one  of 

 the  part�c�pants,  namely  Part�c�pant  A,  sa�d  that  he  uses  conferences  and  lectures  as 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  When  �t  comes  to  the  B�ology  department,  s�m�lar  to  the  MBG 

 lecturers,  EMI  lecturers  use  at  least  one  of  the  v�sual  mater�als,  namely  Powerpo�nt,  books, 

 projector,  photos,  and  art�cles.  They  both  use  v�deos  �n  the�r  classroom.  In  add�t�on,  one  of 

 them,  namely  Part�c�pant  B,  ment�oned  computers  as  mater�als.  F�lms  as  aud�o-v�sual 

 mater�als  are  also  stated  by  Part�c�pant  C.  S�m�lar  to  the  lecturer  from  MBG,  Part�c�pant  C 

 ment�oned the sem�nar techn�que as an �nstruct�onal method. 

 F�gure  21.  Compar�son  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  EMI  lecturers  �n  both 

 departments. 

 As  seen  �n  F�gure  21,  when  two  departments  are  compared  �n  terms  of  the�r  cho�ces 

 of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  EMI  context,  the  quant�tat�ve  data  shows  that  except  for 

 draw�ngs,  tables,  worksheets  and  real�a,  the  f�rst  ten  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  the  same 

 even  �f  the�r  rank�ng  on  the  l�st  changes  depend�ng  on  the  department.  Draw�ngs,  wh�ch  are 

 among  the  last  three  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  MBG  department,  are  the  most  preferred 

 ones  for  the  B�ology  department.  S�m�larly,  tables  are  the  th�rd  most  used  one  for  the 

 B�ology  department  whereas  they  are  among  the  least  used  ones  for  the  MBG  department. 
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 Worksheets  and  real�a  are  preferred  by  the  MBG  lecturers  wh�le  they  are  among  the  least 

 used  ones  for  the  B�ology  department.  Yet,  except  for  these  d�fferences,  the  lecturers  from 

 both  the  department  of  B�ology  and  MBG  generally  choose  v�sual  mater�als.  As  �t  �s 

 ment�oned  �n  prev�ous  research  quest�ons,  many  factors  �nfluence  the  cho�ces  of  EMI 

 lecturers.  When  �t  comes  to  qual�tat�ve  data,  the  f�nd�ngs  are  s�m�lar  to  the  quant�tat�ve 

 data.  Both  f�nd�ngs  show  that  the  EMI  lecturers  mostly  prefer  to  use  v�sual  mater�als.  Both 

 of  them  also  ment�oned  that  they  use  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  such  as  v�deos,  an�mat�ons, 

 and  f�lms.  F�nally,  One  of  the  part�c�pants  from  each  department  has  d�ff�culty 

 d�fferent�at�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  from  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  They  th�nk  that  they 

 overlap w�th each other. 

 The  second  part  of  th�s  research  quest�on  �s  related  to  students’  op�n�ons  and 

 whether  they  change  depend�ng  on  the  department  where  they  study.  From  the  department 

 of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh),  50  EMI  students  part�c�pated  �n  the  current  study.  The�r  op�n�ons 

 regard�ng  whether  the  l�sted  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  used  �n  the  EMI 

 context are presented �n F�gure 22. 

 F�gure  22.  MBG  students’  op�n�ons  on  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by 

 the EMI lecturers (n= 50) 
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 As  seen  �n  F�gure  22,  accord�ng  to  students’  op�n�ons,  the  lecture  and  quest�on  and 

 answer  method  are  the  most  preferred  methods  �n  the  EMI  context.  Forty-two  out  of  50 

 part�c�pants  (84%)  choose  these  two  methods.  Follow�ng  these  methods,  37  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (74%)  sa�d  that  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  department  of  MBG  use  the  case  study 

 method.  The  d�scuss�on  method  and  the  bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que  are  chosen  by  35  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (70%),  wh�ch  put  these  two  among  the  most  used  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  �n  the  MBG  department.  More  than  half  of  the  part�c�pants  (58%)  sa�d  that  EMI 

 lecturers  �mplement  the  demonstrat�on  method.  Twenty-four  of  the  EMI  students  (48%) 

 reported  that  the  problem-solv�ng  method  �s  employed  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  The 

 exper�ment  techn�que  �s  another  techn�que  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  MBG 

 department.  Twenty  of  the  part�c�pant  (40%)  sa�d  that  �t  �s  appl�ed  �n  the  classroom. 

 N�neteen  of  the  part�c�pants  (19%)  reported  that  the  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method 

 and  the  sem�nar/conference  techn�que  are  ut�l�zed  �n  the  EMI  context.  F�fteen  of  them 

 (30%)  agreed  that  project-based  learn�ng  �s  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  Fourteen  of  them 

 (28%)  choose  the  analogy  techn�que  as  one  of  the  �nstruct�onal  techn�ques  �mplemented  �n 

 the  classroom.  The  observat�on  and  forum  techn�ques  are  chosen  by  13  part�c�pants  (26%). 

 Twelve  of  them  (24%)  asserted  that  the  f�shbone  d�agram  �s  used  �n  the  EMI  context.  The 

 s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  and  buzz  group  techn�ques  are  taught  to  be  �mplemented  by  11  of  the  EMI 

 students  (22%).  Ten  of  them  (20%)  reported  concept  map  techn�que  �s  used  �n  the  MBG 

 department.  N�ne  of  the  EMI  students  (18%)  marked  the  rec�procal  quest�on�ng  techn�que. 

 E�ght  of  them  (16%)  sa�d  that  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  MBG  department  use  the  oppos�te  panel 

 d�scuss�on  techn�que.  The  s�mulat�on  and  team  game  techn�ques  are  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers  accord�ng  to  seven  EMI  students  (14%).  S�x  part�c�pants  (12%)  choose  the 

 �nterv�ew  techn�que.  Panel  techn�que  �s  only  chosen  by  f�ve  students  (10%).  The  workshop 

 and stat�on techn�ques are prefered by only three of the EMI students (6%). 

 Follow�ng  that  sect�on,  the  answers  of  the  EMI  students  regard�ng  whether  the 

 subject  matter  knowledge  and  sk�lls,  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson,  and  Engl�sh  language 

 development  are  affected  by  the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are 

 exam�ned.  Bes�des,  the�r  answers  �n  relat�on  to  whether  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  appropr�ate  for  the�r  prof�c�ency  levels,  whether  they  exchange  �deas  w�th 

 the  lecturers,  and  whether  they  want  EMI  lecturers  to  �mplement  d�fferent  �nstruct�onal 

 methods and techn�ques are �nvest�gated depend�ng on the department where they study. 
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 F�rstly,  40  EMI  students  from  the  MBG  department  (80%)  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  process  of  knowledge  and  sk�lls  whereas 

 e�ght  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect  �t.  Two  of  the  part�c�pants  (2%)  reported 

 that  they  do  not  affect  the  process  of  learn�ng.  When  students  were  asked  about  Engl�sh 

 language  development,  38  out  of  50  part�c�pants  (78%)  reported  that  the  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  affect  language  development  whereas  seven  of  them 

 sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect.  Yet,  f�ve  students  asserted  that  they  do  not  affect  language 

 development.  As  for  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson,  40  students  (80%)  asserted  that  the�r 

 part�c�pat�on  �s  affected  by  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  whereas  four  part�c�pants 

 (8%)  sa�d  that  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �s  affected  part�ally.  S�x  part�c�pants  (12%)  reported  that 

 they  do  not  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on.  Follow�ng  those  quest�ons,  40  out  of  50  (80%) 

 students  sa�d  that  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  appropr�ate  for  the�r  language 

 prof�c�ency  whereas  ten  students  (20%)  th�nk  that  they  are  not.  As  for  students’  feedback, 

 n�ne  students  (18%)  sa�d  that  they  exchange  �deas  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers  whereas  41 

 students  reported  that  they  do  not  exchange.  F�nally,  when  they  are  asked  whether  there  are 

 any  d�fferent  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  that  they  want  EMI  lecturers  to 

 �mplement �n the classroom, only 11 of the part�c�pant (22%) sa�d yes to that quest�on. 

 When  �t  comes  to  the  EMI  students  from  the  B�ology  department,  there  are  31 

 students  who  voluntar�ly  part�c�pated  �n  the  current  study.  F�gure  23  prov�des  �nformat�on 

 on  the�r  op�n�ons  regard�ng  whether  the  l�sted  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are 

 used by EMI lecturers �n the Department of B�ology. 
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 F�gure  23.  B�ology  students’  op�n�ons  on  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by 

 the EMI lecturers (n= 31) 

 As  understood  �n  F�gure  23,  out  of  31  students,  25  part�c�pants  (80.7%)  sa�d  that 

 EMI  lecturers  use  the  lecture  method  and  quest�on  and  answer  method  dur�ng  the  courses. 

 Follow�ng  these  two  methods,  accord�ng  to  19  EMI  students(61.3%),  the  case  study 

 method  �s  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  department.  Th�rteen  of  them  (41.9%)  reported 

 that  the  demonstrat�on  method  and  the  bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que  are  other  ones  used  �n  the 

 classroom.  Twelve  of  the  part�c�pants  (38.7%)  sa�d  that  the  sem�nar  techn�que  �s  used  by 

 the  EMI  lecturers.  The  other  techn�que  �s  the  exper�ment  techn�que.  Ten  part�c�pants 

 (32.3%)  sa�d  that  EMI  lecturers  �mplement  th�s  techn�que.  N�ne  of  the  part�c�pants  (29%) 

 choose  project-based  learn�ng.  E�ght  of  the  part�c�pants  (25%)  asserted  that  EMI  lecturers 

 use  the  demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method  and  the  d�scuss�on  method.  Seven  of  them 

 (22.6%)  choose  the  f�eld  tr�p  techn�que  as  one  of  the  techn�ques  �mplemented  �n  the 

 classroom.  S�x  of  them  (19.4%)  sa�d  that  the  analogy  techn�que  �s  preferred  by  EMI 

 lecturers.  F�ve  of  them  (16.1%)  reported  that  EMI  lecturers  from  the  department  of 

 B�ology  apply  the  problem-solv�ng  method,  the  observat�on  techn�que,  the  concept  map 

 techn�que,  and  the  �nterv�ew  techn�que.  The  forum  techn�que  �s  marked  by  four  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (12.9%).  Three  of  the  part�c�pants  (9.7%)  sa�d  that  the  s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  and  the 

 f�shbone  d�agram  techn�ques  are  employed  by  the  lecturers.  Accord�ng  to  two  of  the 
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 part�c�pants  (6.5%),  s�mulat�on  �s  another  techn�que  used  �n  the  department.  Only  one  of 

 the  part�c�pants  (3.2%)  reported  that  workshop  techn�que,  stat�on  techn�que,  team  game 

 techn�que,  and  panel  techn�que  are  �mplemented  �n  the  EMI  context.  F�nally,  none  of  the 

 part�c�pants  choose  oppos�te  panel  d�scuss�on,  buzz  group  and  rec�procal  quest�on�ng 

 techn�ques. 

 Follow�ng  that  part,  B�ology  students  were  also  asked  quest�ons  related  to  the 

 acqu�s�t�on  of  the  subject  matter,  Engl�sh  language  development,  the�r  part�c�pat�on, 

 appropr�ateness  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  for  the�r  language  prof�c�ency, 

 the�r  feedback,  and  whether  they  want  the  EMI  lecturers  to  �mplement  d�fferent  methods 

 and  techn�ques  �n  the  classroom.  Seventeen  out  of  31  students  (54.8%)  reported  that  the 

 acqu�s�t�on  of  the  subject  matter  knowledge  and  sk�lls  are  affected  by  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and  techn�ques  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  classroom.  Bes�des,  e�ght  part�c�pants 

 (25.8%)  sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on.  The  rest  of  the  part�c�pants  (19.4%) 

 asserted  that  they  do  not  affect  �t.  When  students  were  asked  about  Engl�sh  language 

 development  by  means  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  16  part�c�pants  (51.6%) 

 sa�d  that  they  affect  the�r  development.  In  add�t�on,  seven  of  them  sa�d  that  they  part�ally 

 affect  �t.  E�ght  out  of  31  reported  that  they  do  not  affect  Engl�sh  language  development.  As 

 for  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson,  12  EMI  students  (38.7%)  asserted  that  methods  and 

 techn�ques  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson  and  n�ne  of  them  asserted  that  they 

 part�ally  affect  �t  whereas  10  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  the  methods  and  techn�ques  do  not  affect 

 the�r  part�c�pat�on.  When  they  were  asked  whether  the  methods  and  techn�ques  used  �n  the 

 classroom  are  appropr�ate  for  the�r  language  prof�c�ency,  seventeen  of  them  (54.8%) 

 reported  that  they  are  appropr�ate  whereas  14  part�c�pants  (45.2%)  sa�d  that  they  are  not 

 appropr�ate  for  the�r  prof�c�ency.  As  for  students’  feedback,  only  f�ve  EMI  students 

 (16.1%)  exchange  the�r  �deas  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers.  Also,  only  n�ne  part�c�pants  (29%) 

 expect EMI lecturers to apply d�fferent methods and techn�ques �n the classroom. 
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 F�gure  24.  Compar�son  of  MBG  and  B�ology  students’  op�n�ons  on  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and techn�ques 

 As  seen  �n  F�gure  24,  when  two  departments  are  compared,  �t  can  be  sa�d  that  e�ght 

 out  of  the  f�rst  ten  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  are  the 

 same  even  though  the�r  rank�ng  changes  depend�ng  on  departments.  Students  from  both 

 departments  reported  that  the  lecture  method  and  quest�on  and  answer  method  are  the  f�rst 

 two  �nstruct�onal  methods  used  �n  the  EMI  context.  The  f�ve  of  these  f�rst  ten  methods  and 

 techn�ques  �mplemented  by  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  department  of  B�ology  accord�ng  to  the 

 students’  op�n�ons  are  teacher-centered.  These  teacher-centered  methods  are  the  lecture 

 method,  the  demonstrat�on  method,  the  sem�nar  techn�que,  the  f�eld  tr�p  techn�que,  and  the 

 demonstrat�on  and  pract�ce  method.  When  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and  techn�ques  and  students’  op�n�ons  are  compared,  �t  �s  seen  that  out  of  the  f�rst  ten 

 methods  and  techn�ques,  half  of  them  match  each  other.  As  for  the  MBG  department,  �t  can 

 be  sa�d  that  accord�ng  to  students’  op�n�ons,  the  EMI  lecturers  apply  �nd�v�dual  and 

 �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  as  much  as  they  apply  teacher-centered  ones. 

 Th�s  means  that  EMI  lecturers  prov�de  students  w�th  an  opportun�ty  to  be  act�ve  �n  the 

 classroom.  Instead  of  d�rectly  present�ng  the  �nformat�on  to  the  students,  they  try  d�fferent 

 methods  and  techn�ques  to  support  students’  problem-solv�ng  sk�lls.  Moreover,  when 

 students’  op�n�ons  and  MBG  lecturers'  cho�ces  are  compared,  �t  �s  seen  that  out  of  the  f�rst 

 ten  methods  and  techn�ques,  e�ght  of  them  match  each  other  although  the�r  rank�ng  �n  the 

 135 



 l�st  d�ffers.  It  can  be  sa�d  that  these  two  data  sets  are  compat�ble  w�th  each  other.  F�nally, 

 the  answers  that  EMI  students  g�ve  to  the  open-ended  quest�ons  are  exam�ned,  more  than 

 half  of  the  students  from  both  departments  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  subject  matter  knowledge  and  sk�lls  and  Engl�sh 

 language  development.  Yet,  �n  terms  of  part�c�pat�on,  half  of  the  students  from  MBG  sa�d 

 that  the  methods  and  techn�ques  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  whereas  �n  the  B�ology 

 department,  those,  who  sa�d  that  methods  and  techn�ques  affect  part�c�pat�on,  are  less  than 

 half  of  the  part�c�pants.  The  major�ty  of  the  EMI  students  from  both  departments  reported 

 that  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  appropr�ate  to  the�r  language  prof�c�ency. 

 Most  of  the  students  do  not  exchange  the�r  �deas  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  terms  of  the 

 cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  F�nally,  they  do  not  want  the  EMI  lecturers 

 to �mplement any other methods and techn�ques. 

 The  f�nal  sect�on  of  th�s  research  quest�on  �s  about  the  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng 

 the  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  of  the  EMI  lecturers  depend�ng  on  the  departments. 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  seeks  to  answer  whether  the�r  op�n�ons  change  accord�ng  to  the 

 departments  �n  wh�ch  they  study.  F�gure  25  �llustrates  the  �nformat�on  about  MBG 

 lecturers’ cho�ce of �nstruct�onal mater�als accord�ng to students’ op�n�ons. 

 F�gure  25.  MBG  students’  op�n�ons  on  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers (n= 50) 
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 Accord�ng  to  the  major�ty  of  the  EMI  students’  op�n�ons  (98%),  EMI  lecturers 

 ut�l�ze  sl�des  �n  the�r  classrooms.  Forthy-four  of  them  (88%)  reported  that  the  lecturers 

 choose  wr�tten  sources.  Forty-one  of  the  part�c�pants  (81%)  sa�d  that  handouts  are  used  �n 

 the  EMI  context.  More  than  half  of  the  part�c�pants  (70%)  asserted  that  v�deos  are  used  by 

 the  EMI  lecturers.  Accord�ng  to  28  of  the  part�c�pants  (56%),  �n  the  department  of  MBG, 

 EMI  lecturers  use  onl�ne/web-based  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Twenty-s�x  of  the  part�c�pants 

 (52%)  sa�d  that  graph�cs  and  tables  are  preferred  to  be  used.  Twenty-three  of  the  students 

 (46%)  po�nted  out  that  photos  are  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  Books  are  chosen  by  less  than 

 half  of  the  EMI  students  (40%).  F�fteen  part�c�pants  (30%)  asserted  that  EMI  lecturers  use 

 draw�ngs.  Twelve  of  them  (24%)  reported  that  posters  and  real�a  are  preferred  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers  �n  the  MBG  department.  Eleven  of  them  (22%)  choose  worksheets  as  mater�als 

 used  �n  the  classroom.  F�nally,  only  four  of  the  part�c�pants  (8%)  sa�d  that  vo�ce  record�ngs 

 are ut�l�zed �n the classroom. 

 As  for  the  follow-up  quest�ons,  when  they  are  asked  whether  �nstruct�onal  mater�als 

 �nfluence  the�r  subject-matter  acqu�s�t�on  process,  41  students  (41%)  sa�d  that  they  affect 

 the�r  process  of  learn�ng  whereas  f�ve  of  the  part�c�pants  (10%)  sa�d  they  part�ally  affect. 

 Only  four  students  (8%)  reported  that  they  do  not  affect.  As  for  Engl�sh  language 

 development,  19  part�c�pants  asserted  that  the  mater�als  affect  language  development 

 whereas  18  students  (36%)  sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect  �t.  Th�rteen  of  the  EMI  students 

 (%26)  sa�d  that  they  do  not  affect  Engl�sh  language  development.  In  terms  of  part�c�pat�on, 

 26  out  of  50  students  (52%)  reported  that  the  mater�als  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  whereas 

 n�ne  of  them  (18%)  sa�d  that  they  part�ally  affect  �t.  F�fteen  part�c�pants  (30%)  sa�d  that 

 they  do  not  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson.  When  students  were  asked  whether  the 

 mater�als  are  appropr�ate  to  the�r  language  prof�c�ency,  42  of  them  (84%)  sa�d  yes  to  that 

 quest�on.  Yet,  e�ght  out  of  50  (16%)  sa�d  no.  As  for  students’  feedback,  only  f�ve  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (10%)  exchange  the�r  �deas  and  only  three  of  them  (6%)  want  EMI  lecturers  to 

 use d�fferent �nstruct�onal mater�als. 

 As  for  the  B�ology  department,  there  are  31  part�c�pants.  The  �nformat�on  related  to 

 the students’ op�n�ons regard�ng the �nstruct�onal mater�als �s presented below. 
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 F�gure  26.  B�ology  students’  op�n�ons  on  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers (n= 31) 

 As  presented  �n  F�gure  26,  all  of  the  part�c�pants  agreed  that  EMI  lecturers  use 

 sl�des  �n  the�r  lessons.  The  major�ty  of  the  part�c�pants  (87.1%)  sa�d  that  wr�tten  sources  are 

 preferred  to  be  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  More  than  half  of  the  part�c�pants  (83.9%) 

 reported  that  books  are  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  Twenty-f�ve  of 

 them  (80.6%)  asserted  that  handouts  are  ut�l�zed  �n  the  classrooms.  Twenty-two  of  them 

 (76.9%)  po�nted  out  that  v�deos  are  one  of  the  mater�als  used  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 Twenty-one  of  the  students  (67.7%)  reported  that  photos  are  preferred  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers.  Accord�ng  to  less  than  half  of  the  part�c�pants  (45.2%),  the  EMI  lecturers  prefer 

 tables  as  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Draw�ngs  and  graph�cs  are  the  other  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  ut�l�zed  �n  the  classroom.  Twelve  of  the  EMI  students  (38.7%)  reported  that  they 

 are  used  �n  the  EMI  context.  Eleven  of  the  part�c�pants  (35.4%)  asserted  that  graph�cs  are 

 used  �n  the  classroom.  S�x  part�c�pants  (19.3%)  sa�d  that  B�ology  lecturers  use  worksheets. 

 F�ve  of  them  (16.1%)  reported  that  real�as  and  models  are  prefered  by  the  lecturers.  Four  of 

 them  sa�d  (12.9%)  that  posters  are  ut�l�zed.  Only  two  out  of  31  part�c�pants  (6.5%)  sa�d  that 

 vo�ce record�ng �s preferred to be used by the EMI lecturers. 
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 The  EMI  students  from  the  B�ology  department  (30  %  Engl�sh)  were  also  asked 

 whether  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  subject  matter,  17  of  the 

 part�c�pants  (54.8%)  sa�d  that  they  affect  and  10  part�c�pants  (32.3%)  reported  the  mater�als 

 part�ally  affect  whereas  only  four  students  (12.9%)  asserted  that  the  mater�als  do  not  affect 

 the�r  acqu�s�t�on.  As  for  Engl�sh  language  development,  10  part�c�pants  (32.3%)  reported 

 that  the  mater�als  affect  the�r  language  development  and  13  part�c�pants  (41.9%)  sa�d  that 

 they  part�ally  affect  �t.  E�ght  of  the  part�c�pants  (25.8%)  sa�d  that  they  do  not  affect  �t.  In 

 terms  of  part�c�pat�on,  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  affect  the  students’  part�c�pat�on  accord�ng  to 

 11  part�c�pants  (35.5%).  N�ne  of  the  part�c�pants  asserted  that  they  part�ally  affect  the 

 part�c�pat�on.  Yet,  11  EMI  students  (35.5%)  reported  that  they  do  not  affect.  When  students 

 were  asked  whether  the  mater�als  are  appropr�ate  to  the�r  language  prof�c�ency,  17  students 

 (54.8%)  reported  that  they  are  appropr�ate.  In  terms  of  students’  feedback,  only  two 

 part�c�pants  (6.5%)  sa�d  that  they  exchange  the�r  �deas  and  only  four  part�c�pants  (12.9%) 

 sa�d that they want EMI lecturers to ut�l�ze d�fferent mater�als �n the EMI context. 

 F�gure  27.  Compar�son  of  MBG  and  B�ology  students’  op�n�ons  on  the  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als 

 As  �t  seen  �n  F�gure  27,  the  data  obta�ned  from  both  departments  are  compared.  It  �s 

 seen  that  out  of  the  f�rst  ten  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  n�ne  mater�als  match  each  other  even 

 though  the  rank  of  these  mater�als  changes  depend�ng  on  the  department.  Yet,  the  f�rst  two 

 mater�als,  namely  sl�des  and  wr�tten  sources,  are  the  same.  When  students’  op�n�ons  are 
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 compared  w�th  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  �n  the  Department  of  B�ology,  the  f�nd�ngs  show 

 that  they  have  a  one-to-one  match  w�th  each  other.  As  for  the  MBG  department,  only  two 

 of  the  mater�als  are  not  compat�ble  w�th  two  data  sets.  Both  of  the  departments’  f�nd�ngs 

 reveal  that  v�sual  mater�als  are  the  most  used  ones  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 F�nally,  the  answers  that  EMI  students  g�ve  to  the  open-ended  quest�ons  are  exam�ned, 

 more  than  half  of  the  students  from  both  departments  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als 

 affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  subject  matter  knowledge  and  sk�lls  and  Engl�sh  language 

 development.  Yet,  �n  terms  of  part�c�pat�on,  half  of  the  students  from  the  MBG  and 

 B�ology  departments  sa�d  that  the  mater�als  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on.  The  major�ty  of  the 

 EMI  students  from  both  departments  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  appropr�ate  to 

 the�r  language  prof�c�ency.  Most  of  the  students  do  not  exchange  the�r  �deas  w�th  the  EMI 

 lecturers  �n  terms  of  the  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  They  do  not  want  the  EMI 

 lecturers to ut�l�ze any other mater�als. 

 4.6. Chapter Summary 

 Th�s  chapter  presents  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  current  study  regard�ng  the  research 

 quest�ons.  Each  research  quest�on  was  addressed  �n  relat�on  to  the  quant�tat�ve  and 

 qual�tat�ve data that prov�ded an answer to each quest�on. 
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 CHAPTER V 

 DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

 Introduct�on 

 Th�s  chapter  presents  the  d�scuss�on  of  the  key  research  f�nd�ngs  w�th  reference  to 

 each  of  the  research  quest�ons.  Follow�ng  th�s  part,  conclus�ons,  and  �mpl�cat�ons  for 

 further stud�es are also prov�ded. 

 5.1.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ1  .  What  are  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques 

 employed by MBG and B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 Th�s  study  exam�ned  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  �n  the  EMI  context.  Yet,  when  the  low  number  of  part�c�pants  �s  taken  �nto 

 account,  general�zat�ons  regard�ng  the  use  of  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  both  departments 

 m�ght  not  be  done.  Therefore,  the  tentat�ve  results  are  d�scussed  below.  The  analys�s  of  the 

 data  wh�ch  were  gathered  through  the  quest�onna�re  shows  that  the  EMI  lecturers 

 frequently  use  case  study  method,  quest�on  and  answer  method,  and  bra�nstorm�ng 

 techn�que.  Bes�des,  team  games  techn�que,  s�x  th�nk�ng  hats  techn�que,  f�shbone  techn�que 

 and  stat�on  techn�que  are  the  least  used  ones  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  When  they  are  analyzed 

 �n  terms  of  Fer’s  categor�zat�on  (2011),  EMI  lecturers’  f�rst  cho�ces  are  e�ther  an 

 �nd�v�dual-centered  method,  namely  case  study  method,  or  an  �nteract�on-centered  method 

 and  techn�que,  namely  quest�on  and  answer  method  and  bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que.  These 

 f�nd�ngs  suggest  that  EMI  lecturers  expect  the  students  to  be  act�ve  and  would  l�ke  to 

 �ncrease  students’  engagement  �n  the  EMI  classroom.  As  for  the  qual�tat�ve  data  obta�ned 

 from  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews,  the  analys�s  shows  that  except  for  one  of  the  EMI 

 lecturers,  f�ve  of  them  reported  that  they  �mplement  at  least  one  of  the  �nteract�on-centered 

 methods  and  techn�ques  (e.g.  quest�on  and  answer  method).  All  EMI  lecturers  sa�d  that 

 they  employ  at  least  one  of  the  teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  (e.g.  lecture 

 method,  sem�nar/conference  techn�que,  presentat�on  of  PowerPo�nt,  etc.)  �n  the�r 

 classroom. 

 The  types  of  lecturers’  cho�ces  d�ffer  �n  both  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  data 

 analys�s.  The�r  cho�ces  m�ght  be  affected  by  several  factors  (Küçükahmet,  2000;  G.  Ocak, 

 2015).  These  factors  m�ght  be  t�me,  cost,  class  s�ze,  lecturers’  fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  the  method, 
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 �nstruct�onal  goals,  and  the  feature  of  the  content,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement.  The 

 heavy  cogn�t�ve  load  of  lessons  w�th  the  a�m  of  atta�n�ng  several  goals  �n  a  l�m�ted  t�me 

 m�ght  l�m�t  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces.  They  m�ght  tend  to  choose  teacher-centered  methods 

 and  techn�ques  such  as  lecture  method  and  sem�nar/conference  techn�que  s�nce  they  need 

 to  convey  so  much  �nformat�on  to  a  large  class  s�ze  �n  a  short  t�me.  Yet,  the  quant�tat�ve 

 data  results  of  the  current  study  show  that  EMI  lecturers  frequently  prefer  �nd�v�dual  and 

 �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  compared  to  teacher-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  Th�s  f�nd�ng  suggests  that  even  though  they  have  a  heavy  load  of  lessons,  they, 

 �n  a  way,  try  to  prov�de  an  env�ronment  for  students  where  they  can  be  act�ve  part�c�pants 

 and  have  respons�b�l�ty  for  the�r  learn�ng  process.  In  add�t�on,  �nd�v�dual  and 

 �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  are  effect�ve  to  be  able  to  check  students’ 

 understand�ng.  Therefore,  as  Beaumont  (2020)  and  Beltrán-Palanques  (2021)  stated,  EMI 

 lecturers  m�ght  support  learners’  cogn�t�ve  process  of  acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge  and  sk�lls 

 w�th  these  types  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  The  use  of  them  m�ght  decrease 

 the students’ comprehens�on d�ff�cult�es �n terms of content and language. 

 The  results  of  qual�tat�ve  data  analys�s  show  that  they  �mplement  teacher-centered 

 methods  and  techn�ques  as  well  as  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  S�nce  the 

 research  sett�ng  of  th�s  study  �s  EMI,  language  ab�l�t�es  of  EMI  students  and  lecturers 

 m�ght  affect  the  lecturers’  cho�ces.  Galloway  et  al.  (2017)  and  Başıbek  et  al.  (2014)’s 

 f�nd�ngs  �nd�cate  that  EMI  lecturers  avo�d  ask�ng  and  answer�ng  quest�ons  because  of  the�r 

 and  students’  low  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency.  The  lack  of  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  of  the 

 lecturers  and  students  m�ght  cause  less  flex�b�l�ty  and  the  use  of  teacher-centered  methods 

 and  techn�ques  where  long  monologues  w�thout  �nclud�ng  rapport  w�th  students  occur.  Yet, 

 the  current  study’s  f�nd�ngs  show  that  the  EMI  lecturers  convey  the  content  by 

 �mplement�ng  �nteract�on  and  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  together  w�th  teacher-centered 

 methods  and  techn�ques.  Therefore,  the  f�nd�ngs  are  not  �n  l�ne  w�th  these  prev�ous  stud�es 

 (Başıbek  et  al.,  2014;  Galloway  et  al.  2017).  The  reason  beh�nd  �nclud�ng  d�fferent  types  of 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �n  lessons  m�ght  be  related  to  keep�ng  students’  attent�on,  a�d�ng 

 students’  cogn�t�ve  process�ng,  support�ng  students’  learn�ng,  and  enr�ch�ng  the  teach�ng 

 and  learn�ng  env�ronment  (W�lson  &  Korn,  2007;  G�bbs  &  Jenk�ns,  1984;  Lynch,  1994, 

 Wogk�etkachorn, Prakoonsuksapan, & Wangsaturaka, 2014, as c�ted �n Beaumont, 2020). 

 In  conclus�on,  the  results  of  the  present  study  wh�ch  was  conducted  w�th  two 

 departments,  namely  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh)  are  not  compat�ble 
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 w�th  the  prev�ous  stud�es  (Başıbek  et  al.,  2014;  Galloway  et  al.  2017).  The  current  study 

 shows  that  the  EMI  lecturers’  f�rst  cho�ces  are  �nd�v�dual  and  �nteract�on-centered  methods 

 and  techn�ques.  Yet,  all  of  the  EMI  lecturers  reported  �n  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  that 

 they  also  prefer  to  �mplement  teacher-centered  methods  even  �f  the  frequency  of  these 

 methods �s not h�gh �n the quant�tat�ve data. 

 5.1.1.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ1.1.  What  are  the  factors  affect�ng  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI 

 lecturers’ cho�ces of these �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 The  f�nd�ngs  show  that  there  are  many  factors  affect�ng  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces 

 of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Accord�ng  to  the  analys�s  of  the  data  obta�ned 

 from  the  quest�onna�re,  more  than  half  of  the  EMI  lecturers  reported  that  �nstruct�onal 

 goals,  the  content  of  the  course,  class  s�ze,  t�me,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  lecturers’ 

 fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  the  methods  and  techn�ques  are  �mportant  factors  that  affect  the�r  cho�ces. 

 Only  two  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  students’  language  sk�lls  and  cost  are  factors 

 affect�ng  the�r  preferences.  When  they  were  asked  whether  EMI  �s  a  factor  or  not,  those, 

 who  reported  that  the  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  are  one  of  the  factors,  sa�d  that  EMI  �s 

 not  one  of  the  factors.  The  part�c�pant,  who  sa�d  yes  to  that  quest�on,  reported  that  students’ 

 ab�l�t�es  are  not  one  of  the  factors.  As  for  qual�tat�ve  data,  the  f�nd�ngs  �nd�cate  that  there 

 are  other  factors  wh�ch  are  gathered  under  d�fferent  hyper-categor�es,  namely  pos�t�ve  and 

 negat�ve  factors.  Under  the  pos�t�ve  factors,  there  four  are  categor�es,  wh�ch  are  des�re  to 

 enhance  students’  engagement,  students’  qual�t�es,  demograph�c  features,  teachers’ 

 �nformed  dec�s�ons.  As  for  negat�ve  factors,  there  are  n�ne  categor�es,  namely  �nst�tut�onal 

 resources,  the  features  of  the  content,  teachers’  percept�ons  of  the�r  profess�onal  role, 

 lecturers’  emot�onal  mot�vat�on,  lecturers’  profess�onal  exper�ence,  EMI,  students’ 

 qual�t�es,  demograph�c  features,  and  teachers’  �nformed  dec�s�on.  The  last  three  factors  are 

 the  same  for  both  pos�t�ve  and  negat�ve  factors  s�nce  further  �nformat�on  about  how  they 

 affect the�r cho�ces was not shared by the lecturers. 

 As  Küçükahmet  (2000)  states,  �t  �s  seen  that  there  are  several  factors:  t�me,  cost, 

 class  s�ze,  lecturers’  fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  the  method,  �nstruct�onal  goals,  the  feature  of  the 

 content,  and  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement.  The  order  of  �mportance  of  these  factors 

 depend�ng  on  the  facult�es’  fac�l�t�es  and  lecturers’  pr�or�t�es  m�ght  change.  In  the  present 

 study,  when  the  factors  affect�ng  the  lecturers’  cho�ces  obta�ned  from  quant�tat�ve  data 
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 were  exam�ned,  they  are  also  found  as  factors  affect�ng  the  preferences  of  the  EMI 

 lecturers.  As  for  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  and  EMI  as  a  factor,  the  ones,  who  reported 

 the  language  ab�l�t�es  as  factors,  d�d  not  report  EMI  as  a  factor  whereas  the  ones  who 

 reported  EMI  as  a  factor,  d�d  not  say  language  ab�l�t�es  as  factors.  Th�s  means  that  they  do 

 not  see  any  connect�on  between  language  ab�l�t�es  and  EMI.  Accord�ng  to  Dearden  (2016), 

 th�s  m�ght  be  because  of  the  fact  that  EMI  lecturers  are  not  aware  of  the  language  �ssues 

 the  students  face  and  overcome  dur�ng  the  teach�ng  and  learn�ng  process.  Therefore,  �n  the 

 related  f�eld,  th�s  �ssue  should  be  exam�ned  �n  depth  to  f�nd  solut�ons  to  fac�l�tate  students’ 

 learn�ng and strengthen the lecturers’ �nstruct�onal pract�ces. 

 As  for  pos�t�ve  factors,  they  are  generally  related  to  �ncreas�ng  students’  �nternal 

 mot�vat�on  and  students’  engagement  �n  the  EMI  courses.  One  of  the  part�c�pants  reported 

 that  he  uses  �nteract�on  and  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  so  that  students 

 become  act�ve,  d�scuss  and  share  the�r  op�n�ons  regardless  of  the�r  prof�c�ency  levels.  In 

 do�ng  so,  he  th�nks  that  he  creates  an  open  classroom  env�ronment  and  prov�des  equal 

 opportun�t�es  for  all  students.  Bes�des,  s�nce  they  are  w�th  the�r  fr�ends,  they  feel  more 

 comfortable  shar�ng  the�r  �deas  �n  Engl�sh,  wh�ch  �s  peer  support  for  them.  Vygotsky’s 

 soc�o-cultural  theory  (n.d.)  supports  the  fact  that  peer  support  fac�l�tates  the  learn�ng 

 process.  S�nce  the  language  of  the  �nstruct�on  �s  not  the  f�rst  language  of  the  students,  by 

 scaffold�ng,  wh�ch  means  that  more  knowledgeable  other  scaffolds  the  task  and  support  the 

 other  student’s  development,  they  m�ght  be  mot�vated,  students’  �nterest  �n  the  task  m�ght 

 �ncrease  and  students’  anx�ety  level  m�ght  decrease.  S�m�larly,  Goodenow  (1993)  and 

 Wentzel  (1994)  stated  �n  the�r  study  that  when  students  are  emot�onally  supported  by  the�r 

 teacher  and  peers,  the�r  speak�ng  anx�ety  �s  gett�ng  lower  and  they  tend  to  become  more 

 act�ve  �n  the  classroom.  Therefore,  the  use  of  �nd�v�dual  and  �nteract�on-centered  methods 

 and  techn�ques  �n  the  EMI  classroom,  whose  a�m  �s  to  make  students  act�ve  part�c�pants  �n 

 the�r  learn�ng  process,  m�ght  decrease  students’  anx�ety  levels  s�nce  they  feel  more  secure 

 wh�le  be�ng  w�th  the�r  peers.  Therefore,  �n  the  EMI  classrooms,  these  types  of  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  m�ght  be  preferred  by  the  EMI  lecturers  to  support  the�r  students 

 and fac�l�tate the learn�ng process. 

 Negat�ve  factors,  such  as  �nst�tut�onal  resources,  features  of  the  content,  and 

 lecturers’  profess�onal  exper�ence-  lecturers’  fam�l�ar�ty  w�th  the  method  or  the  techn�que- 

 are  compat�ble  w�th  the  factors  ment�oned  �n  the  l�terature  rev�ew  (Küçükahmet,  2000; 

 Vural,  2016).  Teachers’  percept�ons  of  the�r  profess�onal  role,  lecturers’  emot�onal 
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 mot�vat�on,  and  EMI  are  factors  that  emerged  �n  the  analys�s.  In  terms  of  �nst�tut�onal 

 resources,  namely  large  class  s�ze  and  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement,  accord�ng  to 

 Vural  (2016),  the  large  number  of  students  w�th  stable  rows  of  desks  m�ght  �nfluence 

 lecturers’  dec�s�on-mak�ng  process  �n  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques. 

 S�m�larly,  one  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  the  roles  of  the  students  and  lecturers  are  g�ven 

 to  them  w�th  the  arrangement  of  the  class.  Therefore,  �n  l�ne  w�th  Vural’s  statement  (2016), 

 they  tend  to  use  teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  EMI  context.  Accord�ng  to 

 the  reports  of  the  lecturers,  the  nature  of  the  courses  such  as  theory-based  courses 

 �nclud�ng  abstract  concepts  and  dense  top�cs  that  students  are  not  fam�l�ar  w�th  m�ght  l�m�t 

 lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Vural  (2016)  stated  that 

 lecturers  may  �mplement  teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  s�nce  they  are  more 

 econom�cal  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  terms  of  t�me  and  effort.  As  a  result,  the  load  of  the 

 lessons  m�ght  be  lowered  and  the  organ�zat�on  of  the  class  m�ght  be  more  flex�ble  for  the 

 lecturers to arrange the�r env�ronment depend�ng on the�r needs. 

 How  lecturers  perce�ve  themselves  and  the�r  respons�b�l�t�es  as  lecturers,  lecturers’ 

 emot�onal  mot�vat�on,  and  lecturers’  profess�onal  exper�ence  are  emerged  �n  the  analys�s. 

 These  three  factors  narrow  the�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  accord�ng 

 to  the  reports  of  EMI  lecturers.  Accord�ng  to  Saunders  (2013),  lecturers’  bel�efs  about 

 themselves  affect  how  they  organ�ze  tasks  and  solve  problems  �n  the  classroom.  Bes�des, 

 Frenzel  et  al.  (2021)  stated  that  lecturers’  emot�ons  affect  students’  outcomes  such  as  the�r 

 performance  and  mot�vat�on.  S�m�larly,  one  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  �f  she  �s  �n  good 

 sp�r�ts,  she  �mplements  creat�ve  methods  and  techn�ques  but  �f  not,  she  employs 

 teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  Th�s  means  that  lecturers’  emot�onal  mot�vat�on 

 �nfluences  the�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  m�ght  affect 

 students’  mot�vat�on,  performance,  and  understand�ng.  As  for  lecturers’  profess�onal 

 exper�ence,  Weston  and  Cranton  (1986)  stated  �n  the�r  stud�es  that  EMI  lecturers  do  not 

 take  any  tra�n�ng  on  teach�ng  pedagogy  and  methodology  and  do  not  have  any  gu�del�nes 

 for  the�r  teach�ng  process.  Therefore,  they  rely  on  the�r  prev�ous  exper�ences  as  lecturers. 

 S�m�lar  to  the  result  of  Weston  and  Cranton  (1986),  one  of  the  part�c�pants  ment�oned  that 

 she  uses  methods  and  techn�ques  s�nce  she  has  prev�ous  exper�ences  on  how  to  employ 

 them  �n  the  classroom.  Küçükahmet  (2000)  also  stated  that  they  use  these  methods  and 

 techn�ques  because  they  feel  comfortable.  Yet,  to  be  able  to  enr�ch  the  process  of  learn�ng 

 and  teach�ng,  lecturers  should  �mplement  as  many  methods  and  techn�ques  as  poss�ble. 
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 Therefore,  �n-serv�ce  tra�n�ng  for  the  lecturers  can  be  held  for  lecturers  to  support  the�r 

 �nstruct�onal pract�ces. 

 EMI  �s  another  negat�ve  factor  �n  the  current  study.  The  students’  lack  of  Engl�sh 

 language  prof�c�ency  �s  ment�oned  as  a  negat�ve  factor  by  more  than  half  of  the  EMI 

 lecturers.  Th�s  f�nd�ng  suggests  that  EMI  lecturers  assume  language  ab�l�t�es  and  EMI  as 

 �ndependent  factors.  Yet,  The  f�nd�ngs  of  Cankaya  (2017),  Galloway  et  al.  (2017), 

 Kılıçkaya  (2006),  Macaro  (2018),  and  Yeh  (2014)  reveal  that  the  lack  of  language 

 prof�c�ency  causes  less  amount  of  part�c�pat�on,  the  reduced  ab�l�ty  of  students  to 

 understand  concepts,  lessons  and  lecturers,  w�thdraw�ng  from  the  department,  etc. 

 Therefore,  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  and  EMI  �s  �nterrelated.  S�m�larly,  Kerestec�oğlu 

 and  Bayyurt  (2018)  reported  that  the  language  ab�l�t�es  of  the  students  m�ght  l�m�t  the 

 select�on  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  s�nce  they  cannot  understand  the  concept 

 �mmed�ately,  part�c�pate  �n  the  lesson,  and  share  the�r  thoughts  comfortably.  One  of  the 

 part�c�pants  also  ment�oned  that  PYP  educat�on  does  not  prepare  students  for  the  academ�c 

 subject  matter  s�nce  they  focus  on  general  language  sk�lls.  S�m�larly,  Coll�ns  (2010)  and 

 Macaro  et  al.  (2016)  stated  �n  the�r  stud�es  that  students  have  d�ff�culty  part�c�pat�ng  �n 

 classroom  d�scuss�ons  even  �f  they  have  attended  PYP  educat�on.  In  add�t�on,  one  of  the 

 EMI  lecturers  ment�oned  lecturers’  prof�c�ency  levels  as  a  factor.  S�m�larly,  Dearden 

 (2014)  and  Galloway  et  al.  (2017),  the  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  of  the  EMI  lecturers 

 affects  the  lecturers’  performance  and  the  qual�ty  of  the  �nstruct�on.  Eventually,  the 

 select�on  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �s  also  affected  because  lecturers  have 

 less  flex�b�l�ty  �n  convey�ng  the  contents  of  the  courses.  Also,  s�m�lar  to  the  f�nd�ngs  of 

 Macaro  et  al.  (2016),  they  do  not  th�nk  of  any  systemat�c  way  to  match  Engl�sh  language 

 �nput  w�th  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  and  ab�l�ty  to  understand.  Therefore,  they  can  work 

 w�th language teachers collaborat�vely to overcome students’ language d�ff�cult�es. 

 On  the  other  hand,  one  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  gett�ng  students’  attent�on  and 

 try�ng  to  be  sure  that  they  do  not  m�ss  anyth�ng  �n  the  EMI  context  �s  t�me-consum�ng.  Th�s 

 s�tuat�on  l�m�ts  �nstruct�onal  preferences  because  just  as  Başıbek  et  al.  (2014),  Cankaya 

 (2017),  Ekoç  (2020),  Galloway  et  al.  (2017),  and  Kılıçkaya  (2006)  reported  �n  the�r  stud�es, 

 students’  lack  of  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  reduces  students’  ab�l�t�es  to  understand 

 �nformat�on  and  consume  longer  t�me.  Therefore,  lecturers  m�ght  choose  less 

 �nteract�on-centered  and  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods.  S�m�larly,  the  language  barr�er  �s 

 another  factor,  wh�ch  also  causes  the  same  outcomes  as  the  factor  called  t�me-consum�ng. 

 146 



 Yet,  Beaumont  (2020)  sa�d  that  �mplement�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  and 

 us�ng  �nteract�ve  tasks  and  us�ng  d�fferent  ways  to  check  mean�ng  m�ght  fac�l�tate 

 convey�ng  mean�ng  and  construct�ng  mean�ngful  commun�cat�on  �n  L2.  As  a  result,  even 

 �f  �t  �s  t�me-consum�ng,  lecturers  �nclude  var�ous  types  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques,  wh�ch  m�ght  help  students  to  comprehend  the  content  better  �n  the  EMI 

 classroom. 

 The  EMI  program  type  �s  one  of  the  negat�ve  factors  ment�oned  by  EMI  lecturers. 

 Even  though  students  have  to  attend  PYP  educat�on  �f  they  do  not  have  enough  prof�c�ency 

 level  for  the  department,  the�r  exposure  to  the  language  changes  depend�ng  on  the 

 departments.  In  add�t�on,  the  MBG  department  offers  two  courses  for  the�r  students  to 

 �mprove  the�r  language  ab�l�t�es  whereas  the  B�ology  department  offers  only  one  course  �n 

 the  f�rst  year  of  the�r  educat�on.  In  the  MBG  department,  one  of  the  courses  �s  taught  by  a 

 language  teacher  whereas  the  other  one  �s  taught  by  a  content  teacher.  Other  than  these 

 courses,  all  the  courses  offered  are  �nstructed  �n  Engl�sh  �n  the  MGB  department  whereas 

 �n  the  B�ology  department,  they  only  have  one  content  lesson  �n  Engl�sh  dur�ng  one 

 semester,  �n  total  two  courses.  Therefore,  the  EMI  program  run  part�ally  (30%  Engl�sh)  has 

 less  t�me  to  pract�ce  Engl�sh  compared  to  the  EMI  program  run  fully  (100%  Engl�sh). 

 Accord�ng  to  Krashen  (1985),  the  more  the  students  are  exposed  to  mean�ngful  language, 

 the  more  language  ab�l�t�es  develop.  S�nce  those  who  study  at  the  department  of  EMI  run 

 part�ally,  are  used  to  gett�ng  lessons  �n  Turk�sh,  teach�ng  �n  Engl�sh  m�ght  requ�re  more 

 preparat�on  t�me  for  lecturers.  The�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  m�ght 

 be  affected  s�nce  they  need  to  f�nd  an  eff�c�ent  way  to  teach  students  so  that  they  can 

 understand  the  contents  better.  Also,  one  of  the  EMI  lecturers  reported  that  the  language 

 qual�t�es  of  EMI  lecturers  change  depend�ng  on  the  EMI  program  type.  Yet,  accord�ng  to 

 the  standards  of  the  H�gher  Educat�on  Counc�l  announced  �n  2016,  all  of  these  EMI 

 lecturers  should  take  80  out  of  100  �n  the  central�zed  fore�gn  language  exams  or  should 

 pass  the  �nternat�onal  fore�gn  language  exams  that  are  equ�valent  to  nat�onal  exams  so  that 

 they  can  teach  �n  the  EMI  context.  Th�s  means  that  �n  terms  of  language  sk�lls,  they  m�ght 

 show s�m�lar�t�es. 

 The  factors,  namely  students’  qual�t�es,  demograph�c  features,  and  teachers’ 

 �nformed  dec�s�ons  are  also  ment�oned  �n  the  l�terature  rev�ew.  They  �nfluence  the 

 lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  EMI  lecturers  dec�de  whether 

 the  methods  and  techn�ques  are  su�table  for  a  spec�f�c  group  of  students  depend�ng  on  these 
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 factors.  They  need  to  know  the�r  l�m�tat�ons  and  contr�but�ons  to  f�nd  the  most  su�table  one 

 for the students. 

 In  conclus�on,  even  �f  most  of  the  factors  are  compat�ble  w�th  the  l�terature,  some  of 

 the  factors  such  as  students’  and  lecturers’  prof�c�ency  levels  related  to  EMI  m�ght  be 

 subject-spec�f�c  factors.  Rather  than  pos�t�ve  factors,  negat�ve  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ces 

 of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  ment�oned  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  These  factors 

 l�m�t lecturers’ preferences. 

 5.1.2.  D�scuss�on  of  R.Q.1.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and 
 rev�se the �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�ms  to  reveal  whether  EMI  lecturers  evaluate  the�r 

 �mplementat�on  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  The  data  was  collected  from 

 seven  EMI  lecturers  through  the  quest�onna�re  and  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew.  The 

 results  �nd�cate  that  f�ve  out  of  seven  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques.  The�r  way  of  evaluat�ng  them  changes  from  one  part�c�pant  to 

 another.  Accord�ng  to  quant�tat�ve  data,  three  part�c�pants  use  students’  evaluat�ons 

 whereas  two  of  them  use  self-reflect�on.  One  of  them  sa�d  that  she  does  not  evaluate. 

 Qual�tat�ve  data  show  that  four  out  of  s�x  part�c�pants  rev�ew  and  rev�se  by  means  of 

 students’  feedback,  expert  evaluat�on,  �ntu�t�on  and  exper�ence,  and  exams  as  an  evaluat�on 

 tool. 

 None  of  these  part�c�pants  �mplements  any  systemat�c  approach  for  evaluat�on. 

 They  do  not  formally  consult  anybody  about  how  to  prepare  a  lecture  for  the  EMI 

 classroom.  Th�s  f�nd�ng  �s  also  �n  l�ne  w�th  the  f�nd�ngs  of  Macaro  et.  al.’s  study  (2016). 

 They  generally  use  the  feedback  that  they  rece�ve  from  the  students  or  the  talk  that  they 

 make  w�th  experts  etc.  to  adopt  or  d�scont�nue  �mplement�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  Accord�ng  to  D�vayana  et  al.  (2017),  the  evaluat�on  of  the  effect�veness  of  the 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  can  contr�bute  to  the  learners’  understand�ng  of  the 

 presented  concepts.  Therefore,  EMI  lecturers  should  collect,  analyse  and  present  the 

 �nformat�on  related  to  the  object  of  the  evaluat�on.  By  means  of  th�s  k�nd  of  systemat�c 

 way, they can make �nformed dec�s�ons. 

 One  of  the  EMI  lecturers  sa�d  that  he  uses  exams  as  an  evaluat�on  tool  for 

 rev�ew�ng  and  rev�s�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  The  part�c�pant  only  collects 
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 the  data  to  dec�de  whether  to  cont�nue  us�ng  the  methods  and  techn�ques  or  avo�d  us�ng 

 them.  Yet,  D�vayana  et.  al.  stated  that  evaluat�on  �s  a  long  process,  however,  �nstruct�on 

 should  be  evaluated  to  determ�ne  the  problems  related  to  the  course,  and  then  prov�de 

 solut�ons  and  recommendat�ons  so  that  lecturers  �mprove  the  runn�ng  process  of 

 �nstruct�on.  Therefore,  even  �f  the  evaluat�on  process  takes  t�me  and  effort,  EMI  lecturers 

 should  evaluate  the  process  to  develop  the  well  effect�ve  runn�ng  �nstruct�on  programs. 

 Another  EMI  lecturer  sa�d  that  she  �mplements  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques 

 depend�ng  on  her  �ntu�t�on  w�thout  formally  rev�ew�ng  and  rev�s�ng  them.  In  accordance 

 w�th  Macaro  et  al.  (2016),  they  reported  �n  the�r  study  that  none  of  the  EMI  lecturers 

 �nformed  the  researchers  that  they  wrote  down  a  deta�led  lecture  or  lesson  plan.  In  the 

 current  study,  th�s  �s  also  the  case  for  the  EMI  lecturers.  As  a  result,  s�nce  they  do  not  do 

 post-�nstruct�on  reflect�on  on  the�r  teach�ng  process,  they  may  face  problems  wh�le 

 detect�ng  the  exact  l�m�tat�ons  and  strengths  of  the�r  �mplementat�on.  To  be  able  to  �mprove 

 and  support  the�r  �nstruct�onal  pract�ces,  they  need  to  rev�ew  and  rev�se  methods  and 

 techn�ques depend�ng on students’ needs, object�ves, etc. 

 In  conclus�on,  the  EMI  lecturers’  ways  of  evaluat�ng  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  �n  l�ne  w�th  the  prev�ous  stud�es.  They  do  not  consult  formally  w�th  the 

 experts  or  students.  Therefore,  the�r  follow�ng  step  after  evaluat�ng  the  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �s  to  adopt  or  avo�d  us�ng  them.  They  do  not  use  the  �nformat�on 

 that  they  rece�ve  from  the  students  and  colleagues  as  formal  recommendat�ons  for  the 

 dec�s�on-mak�ng process so that the learn�ng and teach�ng process can have better qual�ty. 

 5.2.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ2.  What  are  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  by  MBG  and 

 B�ology EMI lecturers? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�ms  to  reveal  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  used  �n  the  EMI 

 classroom.  The  quant�tat�ve  f�nd�ngs  show  that  EMI  lecturers  generally  prefer  v�sual 

 mater�als  such  as  wr�tten  sources,  graph�cs,  and  sl�des.  Accord�ng  to  qual�tat�ve  data 

 obta�ned  from  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews,  there  are  three  hyper-categor�es,  namely  v�sual 

 mater�als,  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als,  and  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  All  of  the  EMI 

 lecturers  reported  that  they  use  PowerPo�nts,  wh�ch  are  g�ven  as  sl�des  �n  the  quest�onna�re. 

 The  second  most  used  ones  are  v�deos,  wh�ch  are  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als.  Yet,  two  of  the 
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 lecturers  reported  that  they  use  the  sem�nar  techn�que  and  the  lecture  method  as 

 �nstruct�onal mater�als. They th�nk that they overlap w�th �nstruct�onal mater�als. 

 In  the  l�terature,  there  �s  not  any  research  found  on  the  EMI  context  for  the 

 researcher  to  use  to  compare  and  d�scuss  the  results  of  th�s  study.  However,  the  use  of 

 v�sual  mater�als  and  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  �n  the  l�terature  prov�des  an  opportun�ty  for 

 students  to  keep  the  �nformat�on  �n  the�r  permanent  memory  and  �ncrease  the�r  learn�ng 

 mot�vat�on.  Moreover,  these  mater�als  m�ght  ass�st  lecturers  to  reduce  the  requ�red  t�me  for 

 learn�ng  �n  the  teach�ng  process  (Tan,  2021).  They  also  get  students'  attent�on  and  help 

 lecturers  to  present  even  abstract  content  more  concrete.  In  Tan’s  book  (2021),  he  sa�d  that 

 us�ng  v�deos  �n  language  teach�ng  programs  �s  �mportant  because  they  are  useful  to  show 

 psychomotor  sk�lls  and  helpful  for  students  to  record  these  sk�lls  �n  the�r  m�nds.  Even  �f  the 

 a�m  of  EMI  �s  not  to  teach  Engl�sh,  these  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  m�ght  be  helpful  for 

 students  to  understand  the  concepts  and  for  lecturers  to  teach  these  concepts  s�nce  the�r 

 prof�c�ency levels are not too h�gh. 

 Accord�ng  to  Macaro  et  al.’s  study  (2016),  lecturers  choose  resources  wr�tten  �n 

 Engl�sh.  S�m�larly,  the  present  study’s  quant�tat�ve  f�nd�ngs  show  that  EMI  lecturers  use 

 wr�tten  resources  �n  Engl�sh.  EMI  lecturers  reported  that  they  wr�te  the  �nformat�on  �n  the 

 sl�des  from  other  wr�tten  sources  such  as  books,  art�cles,  etc.  Bes�des,  Noc�to  and 

 Obernyer  (2020)  stated  that  these  “updated  and  real  case  stud�es”  �n  these  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  m�ght  br�ng  students  closer  to  the  labor  market.  On  the  other  hand,  the  only 

 mater�als  that  they  des�gn  by  themselves  are  the�r  sl�des  so  that  they  can  only  teach  the�r 

 subject-spec�f�c  top�cs.  They  do  not  prepare  any  mater�als  �n  relat�on  to  language 

 educat�on.  Th�s  f�nd�ng  m�ght  suggest  that  they  do  not  see  any  relat�on  between 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  and  ELT.  Th�s  m�ght  lead  to  language-spec�f�c  problems  for  students 

 to understand the content. 

 F�nally,  s�nce  EMI  lecturers  do  not  have  a  clear  understand�ng  of  what  �nstruct�onal 

 methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  are,  they  assumed  that  the  sem�nar  techn�que  and  the 

 lecture  method  that  they  use  �n  the  classroom  are  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Th�s  m�ght  be 

 because  of  the  lack  of  pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  knowledge  s�nce  they  are  not 

 expected  to  take  any  tra�n�ng  on  educat�onal  sc�ences.  Lecturers  m�ght  be  prov�ded  w�th 

 �n-serv�ce  tra�n�ng  based  on  what  they  are  and  how  to  use  them  �n  a  d�sc�pl�ne-spec�f�c 

 context. 
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 In  conclus�on,  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  del�very  systems  wh�ch  are  used  to 

 convey  and  commun�cate  a  message  or  �nformat�on.  EMI  lecturers  use  v�sual  and 

 aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  �n  the�r  courses.  In  do�ng  so,  they  make  the  taught  concepts  more 

 understandable for students even �f there �s a language barr�er. 

 5.2.1.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ2.1.  What  are  the  factors  cons�dered  by  MBG  and  B�ology 

 EMI lecturers wh�le des�gn�ng, select�ng or us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�ms  to  reveal  the  factors  that  EMI  lecturers  cons�der  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng,  select�ng  or  us�ng  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Quant�tat�ve  results  �nd�cate  that  the 

 factors  ment�oned  �n  the  l�terature  rev�ew  sect�on,  namely  content  of  the  course, 

 �nstruct�onal  goals,  students’  language  sk�lls,  �nstruct�onal  technolog�es,  t�me,  class  s�ze, 

 phys�cal  fac�l�t�es,  and  cost,  are  also  seen  as  factors  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  Yet,  only  two  of 

 the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  are  one  of  the  factors  whereas  one  of  the 

 part�c�pants  reported  cost  as  one  of  the  factors.  In  add�t�on,  half  of  the  part�c�pants  th�nk 

 that  EMI  �s  one  of  the  factors.  However,  one  of  the  part�c�pants  reported  that  the  language 

 sk�lls  of  the  students  are  one  of  the  factors  even  �f  he  sa�d  that  EMI  �s  one  of  the  factors 

 whereas  the  other  part�c�pant  sa�d  that  students’  language  ab�l�t�es  are  one  of  the  factors 

 even  �f  she  th�nks  EMI  �s  not  a  factor.  S�m�lar  to  the  f�nd�ngs  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques,  EMI  and  language  ab�l�t�es  of  the  students  are  seen  as  �ndependent  factors.  Yet, 

 students’  understand�ng  �s  connected  to  the�r  command  of  Engl�sh,  wh�ch  �s  related  to  the 

 EMI  context  �tself  where  students’  and  lecturers’  f�rst  language  �s  not  Engl�sh 

 (Pérez-Gu�llot,  2020).  As  for  qual�tat�ve  data,  there  are  d�fferent  factors  that  m�ght  be  put 

 under  the  hyper-categor�es,  wh�ch  are  pos�t�ve  and  negat�ve  factors.  Pos�t�ve  factors  have 

 three  categor�es,  namely  fac�l�tat�on  of  learn�ng,  EMI,  and  �nstruct�on  goals.  As  for 

 negat�ve  factors,  they  are  �nst�tut�onal  resources,  the  features  of  the  courses,  EMI,  and 

 �nstruct�onal  goals.  Inst�tut�onal  goals  are  put  under  both  factors  s�nce  the  part�c�pant  d�d 

 not expla�n how �t exactly affects her cho�ces. 

 Pos�t�ve  factors,  namely  fac�l�tat�on  of  learn�ng  and  EMI,  are  compat�ble  w�th  the 

 l�terature  rev�ew  (Tan,  2021).  The  reason  why  the  part�c�pants  choose  v�sual  and 

 aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  mostly  �s  because  of  the  fact  that  they  fac�l�tate  the  learn�ng  process. 

 As  stated  by  Tan  (2021),  EMI  lecturers  use  these  mater�als  to  make  students  understand  the 

 concepts  better,  and  make  them  v�sual�ze.  These  mater�als  m�ght  cater  for  the  needs  of 
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 students  w�th  d�fferent  learn�ng  styles.  Therefore,  lecturers’  cho�ces  m�ght  help  students 

 w�th  comprehens�on  d�ff�cult�es  �n  terms  of  the  content  and  language.  S�m�lar  to  the 

 f�nd�ngs  of  Colomen's  study  (2006),  EMI  helps  EMI  lecturers  to  reach  up-to-date  mater�als 

 eas�ly,  they  are  eas�ly  access�ble,  wh�ch  means  they  m�ght  close  the  gap  between  the�r 

 students  and  the  labor  market.  Th�s  m�ght  help  lecturers  to  prov�de  students  w�th  the 

 necessary  knowledge  and  sk�lls  for  the�r  jobs.  Also,  s�m�lar  to  the  f�nd�ngs  of  Dearden  and 

 Macaro’s  study  (2016),  EMI  �s  seen  as  one  of  the  pos�t�ve  factors  for  EMI  lecturers.  It  �s 

 easy  for  them  to  follow  the  academ�c  developments  w�thout  the  need  of  translat�ng  them 

 for  the  students  s�nce  the  or�g�n  of  the  academ�c  f�eld  �s  based  upon  fore�gn  countr�es  and 

 Engl�sh �s the l�ngua franca for the�r subject matter and academ�c publ�cat�ons. 

 Accord�ng  to  Weston  and  Cranton  (1986),  there  are  d�fferent  factors  such  as  the 

 opt�mal  s�ze  of  the  group,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es,  ava�lab�l�ty  of  the  mater�als,  etc.  In  the  present 

 study,  under  the  category  of  �nst�tut�onal  resources,  there  are  two  codes,  namely  cost  and 

 phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement.  These  factors  are  negat�ve  factors  �n  the  present  study 

 even  �f  they  are  not  ment�oned  as  e�ther  pos�t�ve  or  negat�ve  factors  �n  the  l�terature 

 (Weston  &  Cranton,  1986).  As  �t  �s  understood  from  the  �nterv�ews  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers, 

 �n  the  state  un�vers�ty  where  the  study  was  conducted,  the  budget,  wh�ch  EMI  lecturers 

 have  to  buy  mater�als,  such  as  m�croscopes  or  l�ve  organ�sms,  �s  l�m�ted.  Also,  the  desks 

 and  the  cha�rs  �n  the  classrooms  are  stable  and  the�r  labs  where  they  �mplement  methods 

 and  techn�ques  such  as  the  exper�ment  techn�que,  observat�on  techn�que  etc.  are  small  for  a 

 large  number  of  students.  Therefore,  s�nce  they  do  not  have  resources,  they  need  to  change 

 the�r  cho�ces  of  mater�als.  Even  though  th�s  s�tuat�on  �s  related  to  macro-level  regulat�ons 

 �n  h�gher  educat�on,  the�r  budget  and  fac�l�t�es  should  be  �mproved  for  lecturers  and 

 students to be able to use var�et�es of mater�als �n the classroom. 

 Another  negat�ve  factor  �s  the  feature  of  the  course,  wh�ch  �s  ment�oned  by  one  of 

 the  lecturers.  The  lessons’  cogn�t�ve  load  �s  h�gh  and  the  lessons  are  theory-based  lessons. 

 Th�s  k�nd  of  lesson  l�m�ts  the  cho�ces  of  the  EMI  lecturer.  Accord�ng  to  Weston  and 

 Cranton,  pac�ng  �s  one  of  the  factors  for  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Depend�ng  on  the  syllabus 

 that  they  prepare  at  the  beg�nn�ng  of  the  course,  they  need  to  present  the  �nformat�on  at  a 

 spec�f�c  rate.  Therefore,  they  m�ght  not  choose  the  mater�als,  wh�ch  requ�re  more  t�me  to 

 complete. 

 EMI  �s  also  one  of  the  negat�ve  factors.  S�nce  one  of  the  EMI  lecturers  from  the 

 MBG  department  th�nk  that  students  have  low  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency,  he  offers 
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 students  translated  vers�on  of  Engl�sh  books  even  though  he  does  not  hold  them 

 respons�ble  for  these  books.  In  a  way,  he  tr�es  to  make  students  understand  the  course 

 content  more  eas�ly  than  they  do  �n  Engl�sh.  In  contrast  to  th�s  f�nd�ng,  Macaro  et  al. 

 (2016)  reported  that  EMI  lecturers  use  wr�tten  sources  for  nat�ve  speakers  as  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  s�nce  they  th�nk  that  they  are  more  attract�ve  and  have  a  more  systemat�c 

 approach  than  Turk�sh  equ�valents.  These  mater�als  are  examples  of  how  academ�c 

 language  �s  used.  Therefore,  students  should  be  exposed  to  an  opt�mal  level  of  d�ff�culty  to 

 �mprove  the�r  language  sk�lls.  Byun  et  al.  (2011)  stated  �n  the�r  study  on  the  effect�veness 

 of  the  EMI  pol�cy  that  adopt�ng  the  EMI  pol�cy  at  the  un�vers�ty  has  produced  pos�t�ve 

 outcomes  such  as  �mprov�ng  students’  prof�c�ency  levels.  By  expos�ng  the  students  to 

 Engl�sh  as  much  as  poss�ble  through  -wr�tten  or  spoken-  mater�als,  the�r  Engl�sh 

 prof�c�ency m�ght be �mproved. 

 EMI  program  type  �s  another  negat�ve  factor.  The  major�ty  of  the  EMI  lecturers 

 reported  that  s�nce  students,  who  study  at  the  Department  of  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh),  are 

 exposed  to  language  �n  a  mean�ngful  context  less  than  those  who  study  at  the  Department 

 of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh),  the�r  Engl�sh  language  m�ght  not  be  adequate  to  read  the 

 mater�als  �n  Engl�sh.  In  contrast  to  these  f�nd�ngs,  accord�ng  to  Dearden  and  Macaro’s 

 study  (2016),  EMI  �mproves  students’  Engl�sh  s�mply  by  be�ng  exposed  to  Engl�sh  w�thout 

 say�ng  a  spec�f�c  durat�on.  Krashen  (1982)  supported  th�s  �dea  by  stat�ng  that  w�thout 

 ment�on�ng  the  allocated  t�me  for  the  language,  the  goal  of  learn�ng  a  language  �s  better 

 ach�eved  when  a  learner  �s  exposed  to  a  comprehens�ble  �nput  w�th  mean�ngful 

 �nformat�on.  Even  �f  those  from  the  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh)  department  are  exposed  less 

 than  those  from  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  department  and  th�s  does  not  �mprove  the�r  Engl�sh 

 language  sk�lls  dramat�cally,  exposure  to  Engl�sh  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  m�ght  make 

 pos�t�ve changes for these students’ language ab�l�t�es. 

 F�nally,  only  one  of  the  EMI  lecturers  from  the  MBG  department  ment�oned  a 

 namely  the  �nstruct�onal  goals.  Accord�ng  to  Tan  (2021),  wh�ch  purpose  and  behav�or  are 

 go�ng  to  be  ga�ned  through  wh�ch  �nstruct�onal  mater�al  �s  an  �mportant  factor  to  dec�de 

 wh�ch  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  appropr�ate  for  the  students.  As  a  result,  EMI  lecturers 

 should also cons�der whether the�r mater�al cho�ces reflect the�r �nstruct�onal goals. 

 In  conclus�on,  as  �t  �s  ment�oned  �n  the  l�terature  rev�ew,  factors  affect�ng  the 

 des�gn,  select�on  and  use  of  the  mater�als  are  s�m�lar  to  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  current  study. 

 Yet,  the�r  effect  changes  from  pos�t�ve  to  negat�ve.  Even  �f  EMI  �s  not  ment�oned  as  a 
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 factor  �n  the  l�terature,  because  of  the  context  of  the  present  study,  �t  has  become  an 

 emerg�ng  factor.  Only  two  of  the  part�c�pants  cons�der  �t  a  pos�t�ve  factor  �n  the  data 

 obta�ned  from  the  quest�onna�re  whereas  nearly  all  of  the  part�c�pants  th�nk  of  �t  as  a 

 negat�ve factor. 

 5.2.2.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ2.2.  How  do  MBG  and  B�ology  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and 

 rev�se �nstruct�onal mater�al mater�als? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�ms  to  reveal  how  the  EMI  lecturers  rev�ew  and  rev�se  the 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  The  data  was  collected  through  the  quest�onna�re  and 

 sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  conducted  w�th  seven  EMI  lecturers  �n  total.  The  quant�tat�ve 

 data  analys�s  shows  that  only  one  of  the  part�c�pants  who  teaches  at  the  department  of 

 MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  evaluates  her  mater�als  through  self-reflect�on  and  students’ 

 feedback.  Qual�tat�ve  data  analys�s  shows  that  lecturers  do  not  consult  anybody  formally. 

 Four  of  the  part�c�pants  reported  that  they  use  exams  as  evaluat�on  tools  for  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als. 

 There  �s  not  any  research  study  found  on  th�s  top�c  �n  the  EMI  context.  However, 

 the  mater�al  evaluat�on  �n  the  l�terature  and  the�r  relat�on  w�th  the  current  study  are 

 d�scussed.  Accord�ng  to  Kandaswamy  (1980),  �f  the  purpose  �s  to  collect  the  data  through 

 any  tool-  �n  th�s  study,  they  are  exams-  and  they  are  used  for  the  adopt�on  and 

 d�scont�nuat�on  of  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  th�s  process  �s  called  summat�ve  evaluat�on. 

 The  evaluators  focus  on  the  outcomes  of  the  mater�als.  S�m�larly,  EMI  lecturers  reported 

 that  �f  they  see  that  the�r  students  are  not  successful  �n  the  exams  and  have  d�ff�culty 

 answer�ng  the  quest�ons,  then  they  th�nk  that  the�r  a�ms  are  not  fulf�lled.  Therefore,  they 

 change the�r �nstruct�onal mater�als. 

 On  the  other  hand,  �n  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews,  only  two  of  the  EMI  lecturers 

 exchange  �deas  w�th  a  colleague  about  evaluat�ng  the�r  mater�als.  Only  one  of  them  sa�d 

 that  he  rece�ves  the  students’  feedback.  It  can  be  sa�d  that  to  be  able  to  understand 

 students’  read�ness,  and  whether  the  mater�als  are  su�table  for  the�r  levels  and  prev�ous 

 knowledge,  d�scuss�on  of  the  mater�al  w�th  the  students  and  colleagues  m�ght  be  helpful  for 

 both  students  and  lecturers.  Accord�ng  to  Tan  (2021),  just  l�ke  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  have 

 benef�ts,  somet�mes  when  the  r�ght  cho�ce  and  use  could  not  be  done,  the  negat�ve  s�des 

 m�ght  emerge.  The  prepared  mater�als,  wh�ch  do  not  serve  the  purposes,  are  not  for  the 
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 students’  th�nk�ng  and  h�nder  the  commun�cat�on  w�th  each  other,  m�ght  damage  �nstead 

 of  prov�d�ng  benef�ts.  Therefore,  to  be  able  to  prepare  and  prefer  the  r�ght  cho�ces  for  the 

 purposes  of  the  lesson  and  students,  the  EMI  lecturer  should  reflect  and  rece�ve  feedback 

 from the students and colleagues. 

 In  conclus�on,  just  l�ke  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  EMI  lecturers  do  not 

 consult  anybody  formally  and  do  self-reflect�on  for  rev�ew�ng  and  rev�s�ng.  They  use 

 summat�ve  evaluat�on  whose  results  are  not  used  as  formal  recommendat�ons  for  the  next 

 dec�s�on-mak�ng  process.  The�r  next  step,  generally  after  the  exams,  �s  to  adopt  or  avo�d 

 us�ng the �nstruct�onal mater�als. 

 5.2.3.  D�scuss�on  of  R.Q.2.3.  What  are  the  cr�ter�a  cons�dered  by  MBG  and 

 B�ology EMI lecturers wh�le des�gn�ng, select�ng and us�ng �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 The  EMI  lecturers  were  asked  whether  they  have  any  cr�ter�a  to  cons�der  wh�le 

 des�gn�ng,  select�ng  or  us�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  The  data  was  gathered  from  seven 

 EMI  lecturers.  The  quest�onna�re  and  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  were  used  as  data 

 collect�on  tools.  The  f�nd�ngs  show  that  f�ve  of  the  part�c�pants  have  a  cr�ter�on. 

 Part�c�pants  l�sted  several  cr�ter�a  such  as  understandable,  up-to-date,  fluent  Engl�sh, 

 qual�ty  of  the  mater�al  and  content  of  the  course.  The  qual�tat�ve  data  analys�s  reveals  that 

 there  are  three  hyper-categor�es,  namely  cred�b�l�ty  of  the  resources,  fac�l�tat�on  of 

 students’ learn�ng, and features of resources. 

 The  cred�b�l�ty  of  the  resources  refers  to  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  rel�able 

 sources.  They  have  d�fferent  cr�ter�a  for  th�s  purpose  such  as  be�ng  produced  by  known 

 people,  publ�shed  mater�als,  tested  mater�als,  and  mostly  used  �n  the  f�eld.  They  want  to 

 make  sure  that  they  use  the  correct  �nformat�on  for  the�r  courses.  To  be  able  to  fac�l�tate 

 students’  learn�ng  process,  they  have  cr�ter�a  such  as  v�sual�zat�on  of  the  top�c,  gett�ng 

 students'  attent�on  and  be�ng  deta�led,  br�ef,  and  eas�ly  understandable.  Tan  (2021)  stated  �n 

 h�s  book  that  �f  the  mater�als  are  v�sual�zed,  deta�led,  br�ef  and  eas�ly  understandable,  and 

 get  students’  attent�on,  the�r  d�fferent  sense  organs  w�ll  work  and  the  effect�veness  of  the 

 �nstruct�on  w�ll  �ncrease.  Moreover,  �t  w�ll  fac�l�tate  the  work  of  learn�ng  and  learn�ng 

 mot�vat�on.  The  content  w�ll  become  more  concrete.  Yet,  the  EMI  lecturers’  cr�ter�a  do  not 

 have  any  connect�on  w�th  the  EMI  context.  They  reported  that  they  also  have  the  same 
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 cr�ter�a  for  Turk�sh  med�um  courses.  These  cr�ter�a  are  not  language-spec�f�c  �n  the  current 

 study. 

 Features  of  the  resources  refer  to  up-to-date  �nformat�on,  needed  t�me  for  us�ng  the 

 mater�als,  eas�ly  access�ble,  adequacy  of  sc�ent�f�c  knowledge,  and  language.  These  cr�ter�a 

 are  �n  l�ne  w�th  the  cr�ter�a  ment�oned  �n  Tan’s  book  (2021).  Except  for  the  language 

 cr�ter�on,  the  other  cr�ter�a  are  �mportant  for  all  f�elds  regardless  of  whether  �t  �s  taught 

 through  EMI  or  not.  S�nce  Engl�sh  �s  the  second  language  of  the  students,  the�r  PYP 

 educat�on  does  not  spec�f�cally  focus  on  subject-spec�f�c  contents  and  vocabular�es,  and  the 

 content  �s  also  not  fam�l�ar  to  them,  Tan  (2021)  stated  that  the  appropr�ateness  of  the 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  should  be  prov�ded  �n  terms  of  students’  language  use  and  sk�lls, 

 and  the  students’  pre-learn�ngs.  Therefore,  language  �s  an  �mportant  cr�ter�on  �n  the  EMI 

 context. 

 In  conclus�on,  there  �s  not  any  �nformat�on  found  �n  the  EMI  context  �n  terms  of 

 cr�ter�a  affect�ng  the  des�gn,  select�on  and  use  of  EMI  lecturers.  Therefore,  the  present 

 study  could  not  be  compared  and  d�scussed  w�th  the  prev�ous  stud�es.  EMI  lecturers  have 

 general  cr�ter�a  for  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  regardless  of  the  EMI  context.  Only  one  of  the 

 lecturers  reported  that  he  has  a  cr�ter�on  related  to  language.  Th�s  cr�ter�on  emerged 

 because of the context of th�s study. 

 5.3.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ3.  How  do  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and 

 �nstruct�onal mater�als �nteract w�th one another? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�ms  to  reveal  the  �nteract�on  between  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  To  be  able  to  answer  th�s  research  quest�on,  both 

 qual�tat�ve  and  quant�tat�ve  data  gathered  through  the  quest�onna�re  and  sem�-structured 

 �nterv�ews  were  exam�ned.  The  f�nd�ngs  show  that  half  of  the  part�c�pants  def�ne 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  as  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  Th�s  shows  that  they  have 

 d�ff�culty  d�fferent�at�ng  these  three  terms  from  each  other.  Overall  f�nd�ngs  show  that  there 

 �s a two-way relat�onsh�p between �nstruct�onal methods, techn�ques, and mater�als. 

 S�m�lar  to  the  results  of  the  present  study,  Vural  (2016)  stated  that  mater�als  affect 

 the  cho�ces  of  methods  and  techn�ques.  The  lack  of  mater�als  or  the  cost  of  the  mater�als 

 wh�ch  have  an  �mportant  role  �n  the  �mplementat�on  of  the  methods  and  techn�ques  m�ght 

 l�m�t  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  lead  them  to  use  teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  such 
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 as  the  lecture  method  or  presentat�on  of  PowerPo�nt  as  stated  by  the  part�c�pants.  Also, 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  wh�ch  are  used  �n  order  to  real�ze  the  object�ves  of 

 the  course,  m�ght  lead  the  lecturers  to  the  use  of  spec�f�c  �nstruct�onal  mater�als.  For 

 example,  one  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  she  uses  a  computer  and  projector  because  her 

 lessons  are  generally  theory-based.  Th�s  f�nd�ng  suggests  that  depend�ng  on  the  content  of 

 the  courses,  lecturers  choose  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  If  the  cogn�t�ve 

 learn�ng  demands  of  the�r  lessons  are  h�gh,  they  prefer  teacher-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  As  a  result,  the�r  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  become  mater�als  that 

 prov�de  one-way  �nteract�on  from  teachers  to  students.  Tan  (2021)  sa�d  that  the  r�ght  cho�ce 

 of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  relat�on  to  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  m�ght  narrow 

 down  the  personal  d�fferences  of  the  students  dur�ng  the  teach�ng  and  learn�ng  process. 

 Therefore,  the  �mplementat�on  and  use  of  them  �n  the  classroom  should  be  done  �n  l�ght  of 

 the  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ces  of  both  methods  and  techn�ques  and  mater�als.  EMI 

 lecturers  should  take  th�s  two-way  �nteract�on  between  methods  and  techn�ques  and 

 mater�als �nto account dur�ng the dec�s�on-mak�ng process. 

 In  conclus�on,  there  �s  a  two-way  �nteract�on  between  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques,  and  mater�als.  The  access�b�l�ty  to  the  mater�als  that  are  planned  to  use  �n  the 

 classroom  m�ght  �nfluence  the  preferences  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques. 

 S�m�larly,  how  and  when  to  use  these  mater�als  m�ght  be  affected  by  the  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  Factors  that  are  ment�oned  �n  the  l�terature  rev�ew 

 such  as  cost,  s�ze  of  the  group,  phys�cal  fac�l�t�es  and  arrangement,  etc.  affect  the 

 relat�onsh�p between these two var�ables. 

 5.4.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ4.  What  are  the  op�n�ons  of  students  w�th  regard  to  MBG  and 

 B�ology EMI lecturers’ cho�ces of methods and techn�ques and �nstruct�onal mater�als? 

 To  address  th�s  research  quest�on,  students  were  asked  whether  the  l�sted  methods 

 and  techn�ques  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  quest�onna�re  are  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context.  For  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  more  than  half 

 of  the  EMI  students  reported  that  the  lecture  method,  quest�on  and  answer  method,  case 

 study  method,  bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que,  d�scuss�on  method,  and  demonstrat�on  method  are 

 �mplemented  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI  context.  Except  for  the  lecture  method  and 

 demonstrat�on  method,  all  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  that  they  select  are 
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 e�ther  �nd�v�dual-centered  or  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  Follow�ng  that 

 part,  several  open-ended  quest�ons  were  asked  to  the  students  and  the  answers  are  go�ng  to 

 be  d�scussed  below.  As  for  the  mater�als,  the  major�ty  of  the  EMI  students  marked  sl�des, 

 wr�tten  resources,  handouts,  v�deos,  books,  and  photos.  Except  for  v�deos,  all  of  them  are 

 v�sual  mater�als.  Follow�ng  th�s  part,  several  open-ended  quest�ons  were  asked  and  the�r 

 answers are go�ng to be d�scussed below. 

 F�rstly,  several  quest�ons  related  to  the  acqu�s�t�on  of  content  knowledge  and  sk�lls, 

 Engl�sh  language  development,  part�c�pat�on,  appropr�ateness  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and  techn�ques  to  the�r  level,  students’  feedback  and  whether  they  want  EMI  lecturers  to 

 �mplement  d�fferent  methods  and  techn�ques  were  asked  �n  terms  of  the  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  EMI  context.  When  the  students  were  asked  whether 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  affect  the  acqu�s�t�on  of  content  knowledge,  more 

 than  half  of  the  students  responded  to  th�s  quest�on  as  yes.  The  f�nd�ngs  of  Byun  et  al.’s 

 study  (2011)  show  that  there  �s  a  concern  about  the  students’  acqu�s�t�on  of  subject  matter. 

 S�m�larly,  �n  h�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  �n  Turkey,  �t  �s  a  grow�ng  concern  (Başıbek  et  al., 

 2014).  To  be  able  to  decrease  the  negat�ve  effect  of  EMI,  the  effect�ve  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  mater�als  m�ght  be  a  solut�on.  Accord�ng  to  Tan  (2021),  the  r�ght  cho�ce  of 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �ncreases  the  memorab�l�ty  of  the  content.  The  construct�v�st 

 theory  also  suggests  that  students  can  construct  the�r  knowledge  and  keep  them  �n  the�r 

 memory  by  be�ng  act�ve  and  learn�ng  by  do�ng.  In  the  present  study,  students  reported  that 

 the  �nd�v�dual  or  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  help  them  to  keep  the 

 �nformat�on  that  they  learn  �n  the  courses  �n  the�r  long-term  memory  s�nce  they  are  act�ve 

 dur�ng  the  learn�ng  process.  As  for  Engl�sh  language  development,  most  of  the  EMI 

 students  reported  that  �nteract�on  or  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  affect 

 the�r  language  development  pos�t�vely.  S�nce  these  types  of  methods  and  techn�ques 

 naturally  let  them  produce  the  language  regardless  of  the  correct  output  and  negat�ve 

 feedback  for  the  output,  the�r  language  develops.  Th�s  f�nd�ng  �s  also  supported  by  one  of 

 the  part�c�pants  who  sa�d  that  tak�ng  a  one-hour  lesson  together  w�th  lessons  taught  �n 

 Turk�sh  w�thout  any  �nteract�on  �n  Engl�sh  between  the  students  and  teachers  does  not  help 

 them  to  �mprove  the�r  Engl�sh.  They  need  to  expose  to  and  pract�ce  the  language  w�th  help 

 of e�ther �nd�v�dual or �nteract�on-centered �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques. 

 When  �t  comes  to  part�c�pat�on,  most  of  the  part�c�pants  reported  that  �nstruct�onal 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �nfluence  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson.  The  methods  and 
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 techn�ques  such  as  the  d�scuss�on  method,  the  quest�on  and  answer  method  and  the 

 bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que  naturally  lead  them  to  take  an  act�ve  role  �n  the�r  learn�ng  process. 

 Yet,  two  part�c�pants  reported  that  the�r  prof�c�ency  levels  are  not  enough  to  part�c�pate. 

 Th�s  f�nd�ng  �s  compat�ble  w�th  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  stud�es  of  Başıbek  et  al.  (2014), 

 Cankaya  (2017),  Ekoç,  (2020)  Galloway  et  al.,  (2017)  Kılıçkaya  (2006).  Accord�ng  to 

 these  stud�es,  students’  lack  of  Engl�sh  language  prof�c�ency  leads  to  problems  such  as  less 

 amount  of  part�c�pat�on  and  ask�ng  and  answer�ng  quest�ons.  In  the  current  study,  students 

 also  do  not  part�c�pate  due  to  language  �ssues  even  �f  the  �nd�v�dual  or  �nteract�on-centered 

 methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  lesson.  Self-conf�dence  �n  relat�on  to  language  prof�c�ency 

 emerged as a factor �n the present study. 

 Appropr�ateness  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  for  the�r  Engl�sh 

 prof�c�ency  level  �s  another  open-ended  quest�on  �n  the  quest�onna�re.  Most  of  the  students 

 th�nk  that  they  are  appropr�ate  for  the�r  level  of  Engl�sh.  Yet,  those,  who  th�nk  that  they  are 

 not  appropr�ate,  reported  that  the  PYP  program  that  they  take  before  enroll�ng  on  the 

 department  does  not  prepare  them  for  the  academ�c  subject  matter.  The  f�nd�ngs  of  Coll�ns 

 (2010)  are  parallel  w�th  those  of  the  present  study.  Coll�ns  (2010)  stated  that  even  �f  the 

 students  take  PYP  courses  and  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  exams  before  study�ng  the�r  academ�c 

 subject,  the  major�ty  of  the  students  have  d�ff�culty  study�ng  �n  Engl�sh.  On  the  other  hand, 

 �n  the  current  study,  students  sa�d  that  EMI  lecturers’  prof�c�ency  levels  are  a  problem. 

 They  read  sl�des  and  do  not  have  flex�b�l�ty.  The  f�nd�ngs  of  Başıbek  et  al.  (2014)  also 

 corroborates  the  f�nd�ng  of  the  current  study.  Başıbek  et  al.  (2014)  reported  that  EMI 

 lecturers  w�th  low  Engl�sh  prof�c�ency  have  less  flex�b�l�ty  �n  choos�ng  d�fferent  types  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  to  convey  the  content,  have  long  monologues  w�thout 

 bu�ld�ng rapport w�th students and lack of humor and �nteract�on. 

 There  �s  not  any  study  found  on  the  top�c  of  students’  feedback  regard�ng  EMI 

 lecturers’  use  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  to  compare  the  f�nd�ngs  of  th�s 

 study.  The  major�ty  of  students  sa�d  that  they  do  not  exchange  the�r  �deas  about  the  use  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  EMI  classroom.  Only  two  of  the  part�c�pants 

 reported  that  they  have  d�ff�culty  understand�ng  concepts  s�nce  EMI  lecturers  only  read 

 sl�des.  Yuan  (2019)  sa�d  that  s�nce  EMI  lecturers  do  not  take  any  pedagog�cal  and 

 methodolog�cal  tra�n�ng  �n  the  EMI  context,  they  m�ght  overlook  the  relat�onsh�p  between 

 the  course  content  and  the  target  language.  A�rey  (2012)  asserted  that  EMI  lecturers  m�ght 

 th�nk  that  they  are  not  even  respons�ble  for  adjust�ng  the�r  language.  F�nally,  �n  the  current 

 159 



 study,  students  were  asked  whether  they  have  alternat�ve  methods  and  techn�ques.  They 

 reported  that  they  expect  EMI  lecturers  to  use  e�ther  �nteract�on  or  �nd�v�dual-centered 

 methods and techn�ques �nstead of memor�zat�on of the concepts. 

 As  for  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  accord�ng  to  the  EMI  students,  EMI  lecturers  use 

 v�sual  mater�als  mostly.  S�nce  there  �s  not  any  study  to  compare  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  current 

 study  �n  the  EMI  context,  the  f�nd�ngs  are  exam�ned  and  expla�ned  w�th  the  use  of 

 mater�als  �n  general  sett�ngs  depend�ng  on  the  l�terature  rev�ew.  F�rstly,  the  major�ty  of 

 students  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  espec�ally  v�sual  and  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als, 

 help  them  to  comprehend  the  top�c  better  and  keep  the  knowledge  and  sk�lls  that  they  learn 

 �n  the�r  long  memory.  Tan  (2021)  supported  that  f�nd�ng  by  say�ng  that  one  of  the  benef�ts 

 of  us�ng  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  classroom  �s  to  �ncrease  the  memorab�l�ty  level  of 

 what  �s  taught  by  EMI  lecturers  or  learned  by  EMI  students.  As  for  language  development, 

 accord�ng  to  Krashen  (1985),  exposure  to  the  language  �n  a  mean�ngful  way  through 

 wr�tten  or  spoken  mater�als  m�ght  �mprove  learners’  prof�c�ency  levels.  In  contrast  to  th�s 

 hypothes�s,  twenty-two  students  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  do  not  affect  the�r 

 prof�c�ency.  One  of  them  reported  that  there  �s  not  any  relat�onsh�p  between  these  two 

 var�ables.  Accord�ng  to  Krashen  (1985),  the  �nput  should  be  a  b�t  beyond  the  current 

 knowledge  �n  order  for  learn�ng  to  take  place.  S�m�larly,  one  of  the  part�c�pants  sa�d  that 

 the  mater�als  used  �n  the  classroom  are  not  at  the  opt�mum  level.  They  are  too  easy  for 

 them  to  �mprove  the�r  Engl�sh.  F�nally,  one  of  them  reported  that  s�nce  they  do  not  focus  on 

 the  language  �tself,  they  do  not  learn  anyth�ng.  Yet,  EMI  prov�des  an  opportun�ty  for 

 learners  to  exposure  to  the  language  �n  a  mean�ngful  way  and  to  learn  the  language 

 naturally w�thout focus�ng on espec�ally the language sk�lls. 

 Whether  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �s  affected  by  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �s  another 

 quest�on  for  the  students.  The  major�ty  of  part�c�pants  sa�d  that  they,  espec�ally  v�suals  and 

 aud�o-v�suals,  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on,  �nterest,  and  mot�vat�on.  Accord�ng  to  Tan’s  l�st  of 

 benef�ts  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  (2021),  they  appeal  to  students’  attent�on  and  �ncrease 

 the�r  mot�vat�on  and  part�c�pat�on  and  also  they  make  even  abstract  top�cs  more  concrete, 

 wh�ch  means  they  make  the  top�c  more  understandable.  F�nally,  only  seven  of  the 

 part�c�pants  exchange  the�r  �deas  and  offer  alternat�ve  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  such  as 

 onl�ne/web-based  tools,  apps,  real�as  and  models.  Tan  (2021)  stated  that  these  mater�als  are 

 helpful  for  students  to  v�sual�ze  the  concepts,  understand  abstract  �ssues  better,  and  observe 

 the objects better. 

 160 



 As  a  whole,  the  analys�s  of  the  collected  data  from  the  students  shows  that  most  of 

 the  students  th�nk  that  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge,  language  development,  and 

 part�c�pat�on  are  affected  by  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als 

 depend�ng  on  the�r  types.  The  f�nd�ngs  �n  the  present  study  are  corroborated  by  those  of  the 

 prev�ous  stud�es.  Accord�ng  to  the  students,  PYP  educat�on  �s  one  of  the  �mportant  factors 

 affect�ng  the  appropr�ateness  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  for 

 the�r  language  prof�c�ency.  The  problems  �n  relat�on  to  lecturers’  prof�c�ency  levels  are  �n 

 l�ne  w�th  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  prev�ous  research.  Students  expect  the  EMI  lecturers  to 

 �mplement  �nteract�on  and  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  and  use  v�suals  or 

 aud�o-v�suals  �n  the  classroom.  In  the  l�ght  of  l�terature,  they  have  benef�ts  for  students  to 

 understand, v�sual�ze, and pract�ce what they have learned or are taught. 

 5.5.  D�scuss�on  of  RQ5.  Do  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques,  and  mater�als  and  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  d�ffer 

 depend�ng  on  programs  run  fully  �n  Engl�sh  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  part�ally  �n  Engl�sh  (30% 

 Engl�sh)? 

 Th�s  research  quest�on  a�ms  to  reveal  whether  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’ 

 op�n�ons  about  these  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  change 

 depend�ng  on  programs,  namely  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  B�ology  (30%  Engl�sh).  In  the 

 l�terature,  there  �s  not  any  research  found  on  th�s  �ssue  �n  the  EMI  context  so  that  the 

 researcher  can  d�scuss  the  results  w�th  those  of  the  prev�ous  stud�es.  Therefore,  �n  th�s  part, 

 only the results are summar�zed and compared w�th one another. 

 The  results  show  that  �n  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  the  EMI 

 lecturers’  cho�ces  of  them  are  nearly  the  same  w�th  sl�ght  changes  �n  rank�ng.  When  they 

 are  exam�ned  depend�ng  on  the�r  categor�es,  only  four  out  of  the  f�rst  ten  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  teacher-centered  whereas  the  rest  of  them  are  e�ther  �nd�v�dual  or 

 �nteract�on-centered.  Th�s  means  that  EMI  lecturers  from  both  departments  want  students 

 to  have  act�ve  roles  dur�ng  the  learn�ng  process.  S�nce  most  of  the  �nstruct�onal  methods 

 and  techn�ques  �n  the  f�rst  ten  methods  and  techn�ques  are  �nteract�on  or 

 �nd�v�dual-centered,  the  level  of  students’  engagement  �s  h�gh.  As  for  qual�tat�ve  data,  �n 

 contrast  to  the  quant�tat�ve  data  analys�s,  all  MBG  lecturers  choose  teacher-centered 

 methods  and  more  than  half  of  them  also  prefer  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and 
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 techn�ques.  When  �t  comes  to  the  B�ology  department,  only  three  methods  and  techn�ques 

 are  teacher-centered.  The  rest  of  the�r  cho�ces  are  e�ther  �nd�v�dual-centered  or 

 �nteract�on-centered.  However,  only  one  of  the  lecturers  reported  that  she  chooses  to  use 

 �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  Qual�tat�ve  data  �nd�cated  that  those  from  the 

 B�ology  department  prefer  mostly  teacher-centered  and  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  When  two  departments  are  compared,  the�r  preferences  do  not  d�ffer 

 dramat�cally. 

 In  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  when  two  departments  are  compared,  two  out  of 

 the  f�rst  ten  mater�als  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  the  department.  The  overall  results  �nd�cated  that 

 EMI  lecturers  regardless  of  the  department  generally  prefer  to  use  v�sual  mater�als  �n  the�r 

 classes.  The�r  cho�ces  are  d�scussed  �n  the  l�ght  of  the  l�terature  above.  Qual�tat�ve  data 

 show  that  PowerPo�nts  and  v�deos  are  the  most  preferred  by  EMI  lecturers.  EMI  lecturers 

 confuse  about  what  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  are  and  what  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  are  dur�ng  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews.  Th�s  m�ght  be  because  of  the  lack  of 

 pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  knowledge  s�nce  they  do  not  take  any  tra�n�ng  about  how 

 to  teach  �n  the  EMI  context  (Beltrán-Palanques,  2021).  Also,  the  f�nd�ngs  show  that  the 

 EMI  lecturers  do  not  use  language-spec�f�c  mater�als  to  support  content  teach�ng.  Th�s 

 reveals  that  they  do  not  take  the  dual  respons�b�l�ty  of  teach�ng  content  and  language 

 s�m�lar to the f�nd�ngs of A�rey (2012). 

 As  for  students’  op�n�ons,  e�ght  out  of  ten  methods  and  techn�ques  are  the  same 

 although  the�r  rank�ng  �n  the  l�st  d�ffers  depend�ng  on  the  department.  The  major�ty  of  the 

 students  from  both  B�ology  and  MBG  sa�d  that  the  lecture  method  and  quest�on  and  answer 

 method  are  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  In  the  B�ology  department,  out  of  the  f�rst  ten 

 methods  and  techn�ques,  the  f�ve  methods  and  techn�ques  are  teacher-centered,  wh�ch 

 places  students  �n  a  pass�ve  role.  When  the  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’  op�n�ons  are 

 compared,  f�ve  of  the  f�rst  ten  methods  and  mater�als  match  each  other.  Further 

 �nvest�gat�on  �s  needed  to  see  the  exact  �mplementat�on  of  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the 

 classroom.  As  for  the  MBG  department,  the  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  students’  op�n�ons 

 �n  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  overlap  w�th  each  other.  Only  two  of  the 

 f�rst  ten  methods  and  techn�ques  d�ffer  between  these  two  data  sets.  F�nally,  the  major�ty  of 

 the  students  from  both  departments  th�nk  that  the  acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge  and  sk�lls  and 

 Engl�sh  language  development  are  affected  by  the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  As  for  part�c�pat�on,  less  than  half  of  the  part�c�pants  �n  the  B�ology  department 
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 sa�d  that  they  do  not  affect  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson.  In  contrast,  those  from  the 

 MBG  department  sa�d  the  oppos�te.  Most  of  the  students  reported  that  the  methods  and 

 techn�ques  are  appropr�ate  for  the�r  language  prof�c�ency  and  they  do  not  exchange  any 

 �deas  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers.  Bes�des,  the  major�ty  of  the  part�c�pants  �n  the  B�ology  and 

 MBG  departments  asserted  that  they  do  not  expect  the  EMI  lecturer  to  �mplement  other 

 methods and techn�ques �n the classroom. 

 As  for  mater�als,  when  the  data  are  compared,  even  though  the�r  rank�ng  d�ffers, 

 n�ne  out  of  the  f�rst  ten  mater�als  used  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  both  departments  are 

 compat�ble  w�th  each  other  accord�ng  to  the  students.  EMI  lecturers’  and  students’ 

 op�n�ons  �n  the  Department  of  B�ology  show  that  they  have  a  one-to-one  match  w�th  each 

 other.  When  the  data  sets  of  students'  and  lecturers’  cho�ces  from  the  Department  of  MBG 

 are  compared,  only  two  of  the  mater�als  �n  the  l�st  do  not  match  the  lecturers’  cho�ces.  On 

 the  other  hand,  although  one  of  the  students  sa�d  �n  open-ended  quest�ons  that  onl�ne/web 

 tools  should  be  used  more  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  classroom  and  EMI  lecturers  from 

 both  MBG  and  B�ology  departments  reported  that  these  tools  are  one  of  the  most  frequent 

 ones  �n  the  l�st,  EMI  lecturers  do  not  expla�n  how  they  use  them  �n  the  quest�onna�re  or 

 ment�on  them  �n  the  �nterv�ews.  Accord�ng  to  Tan  (2021),  the  acqu�red  behav�ors  m�ght  be 

 supported  and  re�nforced  by  these  web  tools.  They  m�ght  prov�de  opportun�t�es  for 

 rev�ew�ng  the  lesson  outs�de  the  classroom,  and  pract�c�ng  what  �s  learned.  S�nce  these 

 tools  requ�re  �nd�v�dual-centered  or  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques,  they 

 m�ght  help  lecturers  to  reduce  the  personal  d�fferences  of  the  students  and  prov�de  a 

 platform  for  them  to  learn  by  do�ng  (Tan,  2021).  F�nally,  the  major�ty  of  the  students  from 

 both  departments  reported  that  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge 

 and  sk�lls  and  Engl�sh  language  development.  Yet,  �n  terms  of  part�c�pat�on,  half  of  the 

 students  from  the  MBG  and  B�ology  departments  sa�d  that  the  mater�als  affect  the�r 

 part�c�pat�on.  More  than  half  of  the  EMI  students  from  both  departments  asserted  that 

 �nstruct�onal  mater�als  are  appropr�ate  to  the�r  language  prof�c�ency.  Most  of  the  students 

 do  not  exchange  the�r  �deas  w�th  the  EMI  lecturers  regard�ng  the  cho�ce  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als. They do not want the EMI lecturers to use any other mater�als. 

 In  conclus�on,  there  are  sl�ght  d�fferences  between  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and 

 B�ology  (30%)  departments  �n  terms  of  the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques.  The�r  cho�ces  are  roughly  the  same.  In  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  s�m�lar 

 to  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  the�r  cho�ces  are  nearly  the  same  as  each  other. 
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 When  students’  op�n�ons  and  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques 

 from  the  B�ology  department  are  compared,  they  do  not  support  each  other  whereas  the 

 MBG  department  �s  the  exact  oppos�te  of  th�s  f�nd�ng.  As  for  the  mater�als,  �n  terms  of 

 students’  op�n�ons,  both  departments’  data  sets  are  compat�ble  w�th  each  other.  Yet, 

 students'  and  lecturers’  cho�ces  from  the  MBG  department  have  two  d�fferences  w�th  each 

 other whereas those from the B�ology department are a one-one match. 

 5.6. Conclus�on 

 Th�s  study  a�ms  to  f�nd  out  the  cho�ces  of  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal 

 methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  �n  the  department  of  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  B�ology 

 (30%  Engl�sh)  at  the  Faculty  of  Art  and  Sc�ence  �n  Canakkale  Onsek�z  Mart  Un�vers�ty,  the 

 factors  affect�ng  these  cho�ces,  how  they  rev�ew  and  rev�se  them,  the  cr�ter�a  that  they 

 th�nk  of  wh�le  des�gn�ng,  select�ng  and  us�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  methods.  Bes�des,  the 

 students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  EMI  lecturers’  cho�ces  and  whether  the  students’  op�n�ons 

 and  lecturers’  cho�ces  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  the  departments  are  �nvest�gated  to  f�ll  the  gap 

 �n the l�terature. 

 In  the  present  study,  a  m�xed  methods  explanatory  sequent�al  des�gn  was  followed. 

 There  are  seven  EMI  lecturers  and  81  EMI  students  who  voluntar�ly  attended  the  study. 

 Yet,  one  of  the  EMI  lecturers  d�d  not  f�ll  out  the  quest�onna�re  whereas  the  other  one  d�d 

 not  want  to  attend  the  sem�-structured  �nterv�ew.  F�rstly,  the  quant�tat�ve  data  were 

 gathered  through  the  quest�onna�res  from  the  s�x  EMI  lecturers  and  81  students.  Follow�ng 

 that  process,  sem�-structured  �nterv�ews  were  conducted  w�th  s�x  EMI  lecturers.  The  results 

 were exam�ned through both SPSS 22.0 and content analys�s. 

 W�th  the  quant�tat�ve  and  qual�tat�ve  data  analyses  of  th�s  study,  the  conclus�ons  of 

 the study are as follows: 

 ●  The  overall  f�nd�ngs  of  the  f�rst  research  quest�on  reveal  that  the  f�rst  cho�ces  of 

 EMI  lecturers  are  �nd�v�dual  and  �nteract�on-centered  methods  and  techn�ques.  Yet, 

 they  also  prefer  to  use  teacher-centered  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  EMI  context 

 accord�ng  to  the  qual�tat�ve  data  even  �f  the�r  rank�ng  �n  the  quant�tat�ve  data  �s  not 

 h�gh. 
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 ●  There  are  many  factors  affect�ng  the  cho�ces  of  EMI  and  these  factors  can  be 

 clustered  under  the  hyper-categor�es  of  pos�t�ve  factors  and  negat�ve  factors.  Some 

 of the factors such as EMI are only subject-spec�f�c to the top�c of the present study. 

 ●  Accord�ng  to  the  EMI  lecturers’  explanat�ons,  they  do  not  follow  a  systemat�c  way 

 to  consult  the�r  colleagues  and  students.  They  do  the  summat�ve  evaluat�on,  wh�ch 

 means  that  they  cont�nue  �f  the  �mplementat�on  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and 

 techn�ques  goes  successfully  or  they  avo�d  us�ng  them  �f  someth�ng  does  not  go 

 properly. 

 ●  It  can  be  sa�d  that  the  most  preferred  mater�als  are  v�sual  mater�als  and  aud�o-v�sual 

 mater�als such as PowerPo�nts and v�deos. 

 ●  There  are  many  factors  affect�ng  the  des�gn,  select�on  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  �n  the  EMI  context.  These  factors  can  be  exam�ned  under-three  hyper 

 categor�es,  namely  pos�t�ve  and  negat�ve  factors.  EMI  �s  ment�oned  both  as  one  of 

 the pos�t�ve and negat�ve factors by the EMI lecturers. 

 ●  When  �t  comes  to  rev�ew�ng  and  rev�s�ng  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  the  major�ty  of 

 the  EMI  lecturers  focus  on  the  outcomes  of  the  mater�als.  They  abandon  or 

 cont�nue us�ng these mater�als depend�ng on these outcomes. 

 ●  There  are  several  cr�ter�a  reported  by  the  EMI  lecturers.  These  cr�ter�a  can  be 

 clustered  under  three  hyper-categor�es,  namely  cred�b�l�ty  of  the  resources, 

 fac�l�tat�on  of  the  students’  learn�ng,  and  features  of  the  resources.  Only  one  of  the 

 part�c�pants  reported  that  language  �n  relat�on  to  EMI  �s  an  �mportant  cr�ter�on  for 

 h�m. 

 ●  The  EMI  lecturers  confuse  about  what  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  refer 

 to  and  what  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  refer  to  dur�ng  the  �nterv�ews.  Th�s  m�ght  be 

 because of the lack of pedagog�cal and methodolog�cal knowledge. 

 ●  The  major�ty  of  the  EMI  students  reported  that  the  lecture  method,  quest�on  and 

 answer  method,  case  study  method,  bra�nstorm�ng  techn�que,  d�scuss�on  method, 

 and  demonstrat�on  techn�que  are  employed  by  the  EMI  lecturers  �n  the  EMI 

 context.  Except  for  the  lecture  method  and  demonstrat�on  method,  all  the 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  that  they  select  are  e�ther  �nd�v�dual-centered 

 or �nteract�on-centered methods and techn�ques 
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 ●  As  for  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  accord�ng  to  the  EMI  students,  EMI  lecturers  use 

 v�sual  mater�als  mostly.  However,  v�deos,  as  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als,  are  among  the 

 most chosen ones. 

 ●  Most  students  th�nk  that  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal 

 mater�als  affect  the�r  acqu�s�t�on  of  knowledge  and  sk�lls,  Engl�sh  language 

 development  and  the�r  part�c�pat�on  �n  the  lesson  depend�ng  on  d�fferent  factors  and 

 the type of methods and techn�ques used �n the classroom. 

 ●  Students  exchange  �deas  w�th  lecturers  about  how  to  plan  lessons.  They  prefer 

 lecturers  to  use  �nteract�on-centered  or  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods  and  techn�ques. 

 In  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  they  prefer  v�suals  to  be  used  by  the  EMI 

 lecturers  s�nce  they  make  the  top�c  understandable,  attract  the�r  attent�on  and 

 pract�ce the language. 

 ●  Overall  f�nd�ngs  show  that  there  �s  a  two-way  relat�onsh�p  between  �nstruct�onal 

 methods, techn�ques and mater�als. 

 ●  There  are  sl�ght  d�fferences  between  MBG  (100%  Engl�sh)  and  B�ology  (30%) 

 departments  �n  terms  of  the  cho�ces  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  The�r 

 cho�ces are roughly the same. 

 ●  In  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  the�r  cho�ces  are  nearly  the  same  as  each  other 

 even though the�r rank�ng �n the l�st changes depend�ng on the department. 

 ●  When  students’  op�n�ons  regard�ng  lecturers'  cho�ces  and  lecturers’  cho�ces  of 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  from  the  B�ology  department  are  compared, 

 half  of  the  f�rst  ten  methods  and  techn�ques  d�ffer  depend�ng  on  the  data  sets 

 whereas  more  than  half  of  the  f�rst  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  MBG  department 

 are the same �n two data sets. 

 ●  As  for  the  mater�als,  �n  terms  of  students’  op�n�ons,  both  departments’  data  sets  are 

 compat�ble  w�th  each  other.  In  add�t�on,  students'  and  lecturers’  cho�ces  both  from 

 the  MBG  department  and  from  the  B�ology  department  are  compat�ble  w�th  each 

 other. 

 5.7. Impl�cat�ons 

 In l�ne w�th the results of th�s study, the follow�ng suggest�ons are developed: 
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 5.7.1.  Impl�cat�ons  for  the  Implementat�on  of  Instruct�onal  Methods  and 

 Techn�ques �n the EMI programs 

 The  f�nd�ngs  of  the  present  study  have  s�gn�f�cant  suggest�ons  for  the  departments 

 where EMI �s adopted. For th�s purpose, the follow�ng recommendat�ons can be made: 

 ●  There  should  be  a  nat�onw�de  fore�gn  language  pol�cy  and  pract�cal 

 �mplementat�ons.  S�nce  EMI  lecturers  are  one  of  the  key  stakeholders,  the�r 

 pedagog�cal, methodolog�cal, and l�ngu�st�c sk�lls should be �ncreased. 

 ●  H�gher  educat�on  �nst�tut�ons  where  EMI  programs  are  go�ng  to  be  adopted  need  a 

 certa�n  tra�n�ng  program  based  on  pedagog�cal  and  methodolog�cal  knowledge  and 

 how  th�s  knowledge  can  be  used  together  w�th  language  sk�lls  and  academ�c  subject 

 matter for the lecturers who can teach through EMI. 

 ●  Depend�ng  on  the  reports  of  the  lecturers,  they  need  to  g�ve  a  heavy  load  of 

 �nformat�on  �n  a  short  t�me.  Even  �f  they  reported  that  they  use  onl�ne/web  tools  at  a 

 moderate  level  �n  the  quest�onna�re,  they  need  to  learn  how  to  conduct  fl�pped 

 classroom  where  the  lesson  content  �s  �ntroduced  to  the  students  at  home  and  then 

 d�scussed and pract�sed �n the classroom under the superv�s�on of the lecturers. 

 ●  There  �s  a  need  for  EFL  and  EMI  lecturers  to  work  collaborat�vely  to  support  the 

 EMI  students’  language  development.  Students  should  cont�nue  tak�ng  EAP  and 

 ESP courses after enroll�ng on the�r department. 

 ●  To  be  able  to  �ncrease  students’  �nteract�on,  mot�vat�on  and  �nterest  �n  the 

 classroom,  EMI  lecturers  should  choose  �nteract�on  or  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods 

 and techn�ques �n the classroom. 

 ●  Several  EMI  lecturers  reported  that  students’  language  prof�c�ency  levels  h�nder 

 the�r  �mplementat�on  of  �nteract�on  or  �nd�v�dual-centered  methods.  Therefore,  they 

 need  to  be  �nformed  how  the  �mplementat�on  of  these  methods  and  techn�ques 

 m�ght  be  helpful  for  them  to  check  the  mean�ng  and  fac�l�tate  convey�ng  mean�ng 

 and construct�ng mean�ngful commun�cat�on �n L2. 

 ●  The  EMI  lecturers  do  not  plan  a  formal  lesson  plan.  They  just  prepare  a  general 

 curr�culum  for  the  lesson.  Yet,  prepar�ng  a  lesson  plan  �s  a  need  for  them  to  th�nk 

 systemat�cally  about  the  content  and  language  and  to  match  the  language  �nput  w�th 

 students’  capab�l�t�es.  If  they  do  not  plan  a  lesson  plan,  they  m�ght  not  aware  of  the 

 d�fference  between  not  understand�ng  the  content  be�ng  conveyed  and  not 
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 understand�ng  the  language  used  to  convey  the  contents.  Therefore,  by  plann�ng, 

 they  m�ght  have  a  deeper  understand�ng  of  language  �ssues  that  the  students  face 

 dur�ng the learn�ng process. 

 ●  The  EMI  lecturers  should  take  �n-serv�ce  tra�n�ng  on  how  to  rev�ew  and  rev�se 

 �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques.  In  do�ng  so,  they  m�ght  �ncrease  the  qual�ty 

 and  effect�veness  of  the�r  teach�ng  process.  Also,  they  m�ght  real�ze  the  students’ 

 l�ngu�st�c needs. 

 ●  Also,  for  EMI  lecturers,  Profess�onal  Learn�ng  Commun�t�es  should  be  planned  to 

 make  lecturers  come  together  and  work  collaborat�vely  so  that  they  can  �mprove 

 the�r  teach�ng  sk�lls  and  students’  academ�c  performance.  They  m�ght  share  the�r 

 academ�c expert�se. 

 ●  Even  �f  �n  the  f�nd�ngs,  there  are  sl�ght  d�fferences  between  programs  run  fully  and 

 run  part�ally  �n  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques,  �n  the  program  run 

 part�ally,  students  m�ght  need  more  support  from  EMI  lecturers  because  they  only 

 have  one-hour  two  or  three  lessons  �n  Engl�sh  and  then  the  others  are  �n  Turk�sh. 

 They  need  to  know  the  subjects  both  �n  Turk�sh  and  Engl�sh  s�nce  these  lessons 

 actually  support  each  other.  Therefore,  the  lecturers  of  these  lessons  should  also 

 work  together  to  support  students’  comprehens�on,  language  sk�lls,  and  content 

 knowledge and sk�lls. 

 5.7.2.  Impl�cat�ons  for  the  Des�gn,  Select�on  and  Use  of  Instruct�onal  Mater�als 

 �n the EMI programs 

 ●  As  for  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  the  EMI  lecturers  reported  that  the  only  mater�al  that 

 they  prepare  �s  PowerPo�nts.  However,  for  the  EMI  context,  s�mply  translat�ng  or 

 us�ng  fore�gn  resources  �s  not  enough  to  strengthen  the  comprehens�on  of  the 

 students.  They  need  to  take  �n-serv�ce  tra�n�ng  to  des�gn,  select  and  use  mater�als, 

 wh�ch  support  students’  language  sk�lls  and  acqu�s�t�on  of  subject-matter 

 knowledge and sk�lls. 

 ●  EMI  lecturers  should  also  take  tra�n�ng  on  how  to  des�gn,  select  and  use 

 d�sc�pl�ne-spec�f�c mater�als �n the EMI context. 

 ●  The  EMI  lecturers  generally  focus  on  the  content  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  but  not 

 the  appropr�ateness  of  the  language  to  the�r  students’  language  prof�c�ency  levels. 
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 However,  awareness  of  EMI  lecturers  should  be  ra�sed  that  when  students  are 

 exposed  to  comprehens�ble  �nput  wh�ch  �s  a  b�t  beyond  the  students’  current 

 knowledge, the mater�als m�ght �mprove students’ language ab�l�t�es. 

 ●  V�sual  mater�als  and  aud�o-v�sual  mater�als  are  mostly  preferred  mater�als  by  EMI 

 lecturers.  Even  �f  onl�ne/web-based  �nstruct�onal  tools,  wh�ch  are  one  of  the  v�sual 

 mater�als,  are  chosen  �n  qual�tat�ve  data,  what  they  use  or  how  they  use  them  are 

 not  ment�oned  �n  qual�tat�ve  data.  To  be  able  to  �nvolve  students  act�vely  �n  the 

 learn�ng  process,  �ncrease  the�r  mot�vat�on  and  engagement  and  prov�de  them  w�th 

 a  platform  to  pract�ce  what  they  have  learned  outs�de  of  the  classroom, 

 onl�ne/web-based �nstruct�onal tools m�ght be �ntroduced to the EMI lecturers. 

 ●  As  �t  �s  seen  �n  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  current  study,  EMI  lecturers  do  not  consult 

 formally  w�th  the  students,  and  colleagues  (content  experts  and  PYP  lecturers) 

 about  the  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  that  they  are  go�ng  to  use  �n  the  classroom.  To 

 real�ze  the  d�ff�cult�es  that  the  students  face  �n  terms  of  content  and  language  and 

 �ncrease  the  effect�veness  of  these  mater�als,  they  need  to  rev�ew  and  rev�se  the 

 mater�als. 

 ●  Even  �f  �n  the  f�nd�ngs,  there  are  sl�ght  d�fferences  between  programs  run  fully  and 

 run  part�ally  �n  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  �n  the  program  run  part�ally, 

 students  m�ght  need  more  support  from  EMI  lecturers  because  they  are  exposed  to 

 Turk�sh  and  Engl�sh  mater�als  at  the  same  t�me.  These  lessons  and  mater�als  are  �n 

 connect�on  and  follow  one  another.  They  need  to  know  both  Turk�sh  and  Engl�sh 

 equ�valences  of  the  subject  matter.  Therefore,  the  lecturers  of  these  lessons  should 

 also  work  together  to  support  students’  comprehens�on,  language  sk�lls,  and  content 

 knowledge and sk�lls. 

 5.8. Suggest�ons for Further Research 

 In  the  related  l�terature,  there  �s  not  any  research  found  on  the  �ssue  of  the 

 �mplementat�on  of  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als  �n  the  EMI  context. 

 Thus,  s�nce  th�s  study  �s  a  descr�pt�ve  one,  a  study  can  be  conducted  w�th  classroom 

 observat�ons  to  see  the  �mplementat�on  of  EMI  lecturers  �n  terms  of  �nstruct�onal  methods, 

 techn�ques, and mater�als. 
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 Bes�des,  an  �ntervent�on  study  m�ght  be  conducted  w�th  EMI  lecturerers.  A  tra�n�ng 

 based  on  what  EMI  �s,  how  EMI  should  be  �mplemented,  and  what  EMI  lecturers’  role  �s  �n 

 EMI context m�ght be g�ven to EMI lecturers. 

 Also,  accord�ng  to  the  f�nd�ngs  of  the  current  study,  there  �s  a  two-way  �nteract�on 

 between  �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  mater�als.  However,  �n  the  current  study, 

 how  they  develop  mater�als  are  not  �nvest�gated.  To  be  able  to  see  the  �nteract�on  between 

 �nstruct�onal  methods,  techn�ques,  and  �nstruct�onal  mater�als,  a  study  can  be  conducted 

 w�th a mater�al development protocol and sem�-structured �nterv�ews. 

 In  add�t�on,  the  current  study  was  conducted  w�th  m�cro-level  �mplementers. 

 Further research �s requ�red to see the vo�ces of un�vers�t�es/ facult�es and pol�cymakers. 

 Lastly,  an  emp�r�cal  study,  wh�ch  �s  based  on  the  top�c  of  collaborat�ve  work  of 

 Engl�sh  language  teachers  and  content  experts,  m�ght  be  conducted  to  see  how  the 

 collaborat�on  m�ght  support  students’  prof�c�ency  levels  and  lecturers’  dec�s�ons  regard�ng 

 �nstruct�onal methods and techn�ques. 

 5.9. Chapter Summary 

 In  th�s  chapter,  the  d�scuss�on  of  each  research  quest�on,  conclus�on,  �mpl�cat�ons 

 and  suggest�ons  for  further  stud�es  are  presented.  All  of  the  f�nd�ngs  �n  relat�on  to  the 

 research  quest�ons  were  d�scussed  �n  the  l�ght  of  related  l�terature.  Follow�ng  that, 

 conclus�ons  emerged  as  a  result  of  th�s  d�scuss�on.  In  relat�on  to  these  conclus�ons, 

 �mpl�cat�ons  for  the  �mplementat�on  of  �nstruct�onal  methods  and  techn�ques  �n  the  EMI 

 programs  and  for  the  des�gn,  select�on,  and  use  of  �nstruct�onal  mater�als  �n  the  EMI 

 programs  were  reached.  Lastly,  recommendat�ons  for  further  research  were  proposed  �n 

 order to address the gaps �n the present study. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

EMI LECTURERS' QUESTIONNAIRE ON INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS, 

TECHNIQUES, AND MATERIALS 

 

Dear Lecturer, 

This questionnaire was developed for a thesis which is carried out in the department of 

English Language Teaching Master Degree program at Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University 

with the aim of investigating instructional methods and techniques and instructional 

materials used in an undergraduate face to face education environment (except  laboratory 

courses) where English Medium of Instruction is adopted. 

This questionnaire consists of two main parts. The first part is prepared to learn about 

personal information whereas the second part is prepared to learn about the instructional 

methods and techniques and instructional materials used in the classroom. 

The information that you will share will only be used for academic purposes and will not be 

shared with third parties. 

If you have any questions or comments about the study, you can contact us at the e-mail 

addresses below.  

Thank you for your time and support.  

Sibel Can ACAR 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart 

University, Master Degree 

Student 

Prof. Dr. Ece ZEHİR 

TOPKAYA (Thesis Advisor) 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart 

University   
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PART I 

 

A. Personal Information 

1. Age: 

2. Gender: Female ( ) Male ( )  

3. What is your department? You can choose more than one. 

Biology ( )  Molecular Biology and Genetics ( ) 

4. Have you ever studied as a student at an educational institution where EMI policy is 

adopted?  Yes (  )  No ( ) 

If your answer is YES, please mark which level or levels you have studied 

below. You can choose more than one.  

 

Bachelor Degree (  ) Master’s Degree (  ) PhD (  ) 

5. The duration of your job experience: 

6. Please specify your job experience and its duration in the EMI context.  

 

Education Level EMI Experience (Year / Month) 

Bachelor Degree  (     )  

Master’s Degree (    )  

PhD   (     )  

 

7. What is the educational level of the students whom you teach in the EMI context? 

You can choose more than once. 

Bachelor’s degree (  ) Master’s degree ( ) PhD ( ) 

8. Do you have any international students in the EMI context? 

Yes ( )  No ( ) 

9. If you don’t graduate from the faculty of education, do you have a pedagogical 

formation certificate? 

Yes ( ) No ( ) 

10. If you don’t graduate from the faculty of education, have you ever attended in an 

training (e.g. webinar, seminar, workshop etc.) related to instructional methods and 

techniques or/and material development? 

Yes (  ) No (  ) 

If YES, please fill in the table below.  

 

 

 

 



III 
 

 

The name of the 

training that you 

have attended. 

The content of the 

training that you 

have attended. 

The year when 

you have 

attended in the 

training  

The your role in 

this training or 

these trainings  

If there is/ are, the 

contribution/s of 

these/this training/s to 

your teaching process. 

     

     

 

11.  Have you ever attended training on EMI policy? 

Yes ( )   No (  ) 

If your answer is YES: 

 

The name of the 

training that you 

have attended. 

The content of the 

training that you 

have attended. 

The year when 

you have 

attended in the 

training  

The your role in 

this training or 

these trainings  

If there is/ are, the 

contribution/s of 

these/this training/s to 

your teaching process. 
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PART II 

 

A. INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS AND TECHNIQUES USED IN THE EMI 

CONTEXT 

Below, there is a part which aims to find out the instructional methods and techniques you 

use in the undergraduate EMI learning environment except for laboratory courses. By means 

of explaining, the definitions/ descriptions of instructional methods and techniques are given. 

Please read carefully.  If you use them, please mark the instructional methods and techniques 

and the frequency of your use. 

 

Instructional Methods and Techniques 

 

 Mark the Frequency of the Use  

Never Rarely Sometim

es  

Often 
Always 

Lecture: It is a traditional method where 

lecturers convey autocratically the content to 

the learners who sit and listen to the lecturers 

passively (Küçükahmet, 2000). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/nczdz8b9 

     

Question-Answer: Questions that are formed 

by lecturers beforehand are asked to learners 

verbally and are expected to be answered by 

learners in the process. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/2rrxaz78 

     

Demonstration-Practice: In this method, the 

target skills are demonstrated and explained 

by lecturers. Then, learners are asked to do 

the same procedure as lecturers demonstrate 

them (Tan, 2011). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/tprcf6mz 

     

Demonstration: It is a method where lecturers 

show how to use a tool or explain the related 

principle of a tool.  

     

Case Study: This method is the analysis of 

real or imaginary problems in the classroom. 

Example: https://tinyurl.com/8w3vjm5c 

     

Discussion: The meaning of discussion is to 

exchange ideas and opinions in a group or 

individually to be able to reach the intended 

goals of a lesson (Akdeniz, 2016). 

     

Problem Solving: It has five phases: 

identifying the problem, formalizing the 

hypothesis, gathering, organizing, evaluating 

and explaining the data, reaching to results 

and testing the results. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/4xzs7npa 

     

Field Trip: To attain educational goals, 

learners take a trip and observe what they are 

supposed to learn in the real world instead of 

a closed-classroom environment 

(Küçükahmet, 2000).  
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Project-based learning: It is to make a project 

related to a topic. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/c2b6je7e 

     

Experiment Technique: In this technique, 

lecturers or learners try to prove or 

demonstrate a scientific fact (Tan, 2011). 

     

Observation Technique: It is a technique that 

learners monitor and examine indications of 

objects, cases or facts in a planned manner by 

means of eyes or visual tools step by step 

(Binbaşıoğlu 1983 cited in Yıldızlar 2013). 

     

Brainstorming Technique: It is a technique in 

which learners share new ideas without 

differing on what is wrong and right 

regarding a given topic.Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/2escuvs5 

     

Concept-Map Technique: It is a technique 

where the related concepts in a subject are 

extracted and the relationship between these 

concepts is shown in a two-dimensional way. 
Example: https://tinyurl.com/37k2emp8 

     

Fishbone Technique:  It is the technique in 

which a problem related to a topic is 

identified and tried to be solved by making 

cause and effect relations.  

Example:https://tinyurl.com/sews5axh 

     

Analogy Technique: It is a decision making 

process about one’s unknown features with 

reference to one’s known features by 

comparing two phenomenons, incidents or 

objects. (Example, human brain and computer 

functioning system). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/7nd5dbzc 

     

Seminar or Conference Technique: It is the 

presentation of a topic in front of audiences 

by expert speakers (Küçükahmet, 2000). 

Example: https://tinyurl.com/s25fehkd 

     

Forum Technique: It is the technique where a 

group of experts give information about the 

different sides of a specific topic and 

audiences ask questions at the end. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/yphypuzt 

     

Panel Technique: Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/yynaanak 

     

Opposite Panel Discussion:It is a discussion 

type of a subject by dividing the class into 

groups: a question group and an answer group 

(Tan, 2011). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/v33zmcen 

     

Workshop: Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/enbkasmj 

     

Buzz Groups Technique:  These groups are 

formed by dividing large groups into small 

groups. Groups are divided into groups 

depending on the duration of the speech. 

They report what they have discussed at the 

end.(For example, If there are 4 people in the 
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group, each member will make a speech for 4 

min.). Example: https://tinyurl.com/53bynvvb 

Reciprocal Questioning Technique: It is the 

technique where after the lecturer presents a 

subject, the class is divided into small groups 

and these groups prepare open-ended 

questions related to the subject. Each group 

asks these questions to each other. 

     

Interview Technique: It is meeting with 

experts on a subject and collecting data. 

     

Simulation Technique: It is a hypothetical and 

artificial experience where learners can 

engage with an activity that reflects real life. 

Example: https://tinyurl.com/3sczwm75 

     

Station Technique: In this technique, learning 

stations where a subject is repeated and 

discussed by means of different activities are 

created (Tan, 2011).  Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/5288rzc5 

     

The Six Thinking Hats Technique: It is a 

technique where learners discuss a topic by 

looking from different perspectives ( 

objective, emotional, pessimistic, creative, 

evaluation). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/5aybddfm 

     

Team Games Technique      

 

Please write below the instructional methods and techniques that you use in your 

classes but are not written on the table and add the frequency of the use.  

Instructional Methods and Techniques 

 

 Mark the Frequency of the Use  

Never Rarely Sometim

es  

Often 
Always 

      

      

 

1. What are the factors that affect your choice of instructional methods and 

techniques that you mark on the table? 

a. Content  

b. Time 

c. Physical conditions 

d. Instructional technologies 

e. Learners’ language skills 

f. The size of the class 

g. Instructional goals of the lesson 

h. Lecturers’ familiarity with the method 

i. Economical resources 

j. Other: Please mention below 

……………………………………………………. 

 i. Please explain briefly how these factors affect your choice of instructional 

methods and techniques.  
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………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

2. Does EMI policy have an impact on your choice of instructional methods and 

techniques? 

YES (  )  NO (  ) 

i. If YES, please explain briefly how EMI affects.  

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

3. Do you think there is any similarity or difference between the programmes 

which are run fully in English (%100 English) and run partially in English 

(%30 English) in terms of the use and the choice of instructional methods and 

techniques? 

 YES (  ) NO (  ) 

i. If YES, please explain briefly the similarity or the difference. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

ii.  Why do you think this similarity or difference emerges? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

4. Do you evaluate the instructional methods and techniques that you use? 

YES (  ) NO ( ) 

i. If YES, what is your method of evaluation? 

1. Self-reflection 

2. Expert evaluation 

3. Learner evaluation 

4. Other: Please mention below 

a. ……………………………………… 

5. Please explain briefly what you do after your evaluation process.  

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………
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………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

 

B. INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS PRODUCED AND USED IN THE EMI 

CONTEXT 

Below, there is a part which aims to find out the instructional materials you use or/ and 

produce in the undergraduate EMI learning environment except for laboratory courses. If 

you use them, please mark the instructional materials and the frequency of your use. 

Instructional Materials 

 

Please mark the frequency of the use  

Never Rarely Sometimes  Often Always 

Written resources (articles, periodical 

publications, resource books)  
     

Books      

Handouts      

Slides      

Worksheet      

Online/ Web-based instructional 

materials 
     

Videos      

Realias and models      

Posters       

Graphics      

Tables(Anlam Çözümleme Tabloları 

vs.) 
     

Photos      

Drawings      

Audio records      

 

Please write below the instructional materials that you use in your classes but not 

written on the table and add the frequency of the use.  

Instructional Materials 

 

 Please mark the frequency of the use. 

Never Rarely Sometim

es  

Often 
Always 

      

      

 

 

 

1. What are the factors that you take into consideration while you are using, 

producing or selecting the instructional materials? 
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a. Content  

b. Time 

c. Physical conditions 

d. Instructional technologies 

e. Learners’ language skills 

f. The size of the class 

g. Instructional goals of the lesson 

h. Lecturers’ familiarity with the method 

i. Economical resources 

j. Other: Please mention below 

……………………………………………………. 

 i. Please explain briefly how these factors affect your process of production, 

selection and use of instructional materials.  

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

      2.  Are there any criteria that you take into consideration while you are producing 

or/and selecting? 

YES (  )  NO (  ) 

i. If YES, please explain briefly what the criteria is and how they affect. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………… 

 

      3. Do you think there is any similarity or difference between the programmes 

which are run fully in English (%100 English) and run partially in English (%30 

English) in terms of the use, production and the choice of instructional materials? 

 YES (  ) NO (  ) 

i. If YES, please explain briefly the similarity or the difference. 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

ii.  Why do you think this similarity or difference emerges? 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………
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………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

     4. Do you evaluate the instructional materials that you use? 

YES (  ) NO ( ) 

iii. If YES, what is your method of evaluation? 

1. Self-reflection 

2. Expert evaluation 

3. Learner evaluation 

4. Other: Please mention below 

a. ……………………………………… 

i. Please explain briefly what you do after your evaluation process.  

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 

If you have any suggestions and opinions regarding the survey and the study itself, 

please write your comment below.  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………… 

The survey has finished. Thank you for your support and participation.  
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APPENDIX 2 

 

EMI STUDENTS’ QUESTIONNAIRE ON THE USE OF INSTRUCTIONAL 

METHODS, TECHNIQUES, AND MATERIALS IN THE EMI CONTEXT 

 

Dear Students, 

This questionnaire was developed for a thesis which is carried out in the department of 

English Language Teaching Master Degree program at Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University 

with the aim of investigating instructional methods and techniques and instructional 

materials used by EMI lecturers in an undergraduate face to face education environment 

(except laboratory courses) where English Medium of Instruction is adopted. 

This questionnaire consists of two main parts. The first part is prepared to learn about 

personal information whereas the second part is prepared to learn about the instructional 

methods and techniques and instructional materials used in the classroom. 

The information that you will share will only be used for academic purposes and will not be 

shared with third parties. 

If you have any questions or comments about the study, you can contact us at the e-mail 

addresses below.  

Thank you for your time and support.  

Sibel Can ACAR 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart 

University, Master Degree 

Student 

Prof. Dr. Ece ZEHİR 

TOPKAYA (Thesis Advisor) 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart 

University 
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PART I 

 

A. Personal Information 

1. Age: 

2. Gender: Female (   )   Male (   )  Belirtmek istemiyorum (   ) 

3. Department: Biology ( )  Molecular Biology and Genetics ( ) 

4. Grade: 2nd Grade (   )  3rd Grade (  )  4th Grade(   ) 

5. Did you attend in Preparatory Year Program?    YES (  )  NO (  ) 

IF YES, do you think the prep-year program prepare you for your 

department?  

i. YES  (    )   PARTIALLY(    )  NO (   )  

ii. Please explain the reason behind your answer briefly. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………... 

 

BÖLÜM II 

 

A. INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS AND TECHNIQUES USED IN AN EMI 

CONTEXT 

Below, there is a part which aims to find out the instructional methods and techniques the 

EMI lecturers use in the undergraduate EMI learning environment except for laboratory 

courses. By means of explaining, the definitions/ descriptions of instructional methods and 

techniques are given. Please read carefully. Please mark the instructional methods and 

techniques that are used by EMI lecturers in the lessons you take. 

 

Instructional Methods and Techniques 

Mark the instructional 

methods and techniques 

used by the EMI lecturers 

Lecture: It is a traditional method where lecturers convey autocratically the 

content to the learners who sit and listen to the lecturers passively 

(Küçükahmet, 2000). Example: https://tinyurl.com/nczdz8b9 

 

Question-Answer: Questions that are formed by lecturers beforehand are 

asked to learners verbally and are expected to be answered by learners in the 

process. Example: https://tinyurl.com/2rrxaz78 

 

Demonstration-Practice: In this method, the target skills are demonstrated 

and explained by lecturers. Then, learners are asked to do the same procedure 

as lecturers demonstrate them (Tan, 2011). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/tprcf6mz 

 

Demonstration: It is a method where lecturers show how to use a tool or 

explain the related principle of a tool.  
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Case Study: This method is the analysis of real or imaginary problems in the 

classroom. Example: https://tinyurl.com/8w3vjm5c 

 

Discussion: The meaning of discussion is to exchange ideas and opinions in a 

group or individually to be able to reach the intended goals of a lesson 

(Akdeniz, 2016). 

 

Problem Solving: It has five phases: identifying the problem, formalizing the 

hypothesis, gathering, organizing, evaluating and explaining the data, 

reaching to results and testing the results. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/4xzs7npa 

 

Field Trip: To attain educational goals, learners take a trip and observe what 

they are supposed to learn in the real world instead of a closed-classroom 

environment (Küçükahmet, 2000).  

 

Project-based learning: It is to make a project related to a topic. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/c2b6je7e 

 

Experiment Technique: In this technique, lecturers or learners try to prove or 

demonstrate a scientific fact (Tan, 2011). 

 

Observation Technique: It is a technique that learners monitor and examine 

indications of objects, cases or facts in a planned manner by means of eyes or 

visual tools step by step (Binbaşıoğlu 1983 cited in Yıldızlar 2013). 

 

Brainstorming Technique: It is a technique in which learners share new ideas 

without differing on what is wrong and right regarding a given 

topic.Example: https://tinyurl.com/2escuvs5 

 

Concept-Map Technique: It is a technique where the related concepts in a 

subject are extracted and the relationship between these concepts is shown in 

a two-dimensional way. Example: https://tinyurl.com/37k2emp8 

 

Fishbone Technique:  It is the technique in which a problem related to a topic 

is identified and tried to be solved by making cause and effect relations.  

Example:https://tinyurl.com/sews5axh 

 

Analogy Technique: It is a decision making process about one’s unknown 

features with reference to one’s known features by comparing two 

phenomenons, incidents or objects. (Example, human brain and computer 

functioning system). Example: https://tinyurl.com/7nd5dbzc 

 

Seminar or Conference Technique: It is the presentation of a topic in front of 

audiences by expert speakers (Küçükahmet, 2000). Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/s25fehkd 

 

Forum Technique: It is the technique where a group of experts give 

information about the different sides of a specific topic and audiences ask 

questions at the end. Example: https://tinyurl.com/yphypuzt 

 

Panel Technique: Example: https://tinyurl.com/yynaanak  

Opposite Panel Discussion: It is a discussion type of a subject by dividing the 

class into groups: a question group and an answer group (Tan, 2011). 

Example: https://tinyurl.com/v33zmcen 

 

Workshop: Example: https://tinyurl.com/enbkasmj  

Buzz Groups Technique:  These groups are formed by dividing large groups 

into small groups. Groups are divided into groups depending on the duration 

of the speech. They report what they have discussed at the end.(For example, 

If there are 4 people in the group, each member will make a speech for 4 

min.). Example: https://tinyurl.com/53bynvvb 

 

Reciprocal Questioning Technique: It is the technique where after the lecturer 

presents a subject, the class is divided into small groups and these groups 

prepare open-ended questions related to the subject. Each group asks these 

questions to each other. 

 

Interview Technique: It is meeting with experts on a subject and collecting data.  



XIV 
 

Simulation Technique: It is a hypothetical and artificial experience where 

learners can engage with an activity that reflects real life. Example: 

https://tinyurl.com/3sczwm75 

 

Station Technique: In this technique, learning stations where a subject is 

repeated and discussed by means of different activities are created (Tan, 

2011).  Example: https://tinyurl.com/5288rzc5 

 

The Six Thinking Hats Technique: It is a technique where learners discuss a 

topic by looking from different perspectives ( objective, emotional, 

pessimistic, creative, evaluation). Example: https://tinyurl.com/5aybddfm 

 

Team Games Technique  

Please write/describe below the instructional methods and techniques that are used in 

your classes but are not written on the table. 

 

I. Opinions regarding Instructional Methods and Techniques   

Do you think the instructional methods and techniques used by EMI 

lecturers in the EMI context (e.g. Lecture, Q&A, Demonstration and 

Practice etc.) affect your acquisition of knowledge and skills related to the 

academic subject matter (e.g. learning the knowledge, skills, 

understanding and attitude related to your job)? 

EFFECTIVE(   )     

PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE 

(  ) 

NO EFFECTIVE(   ) 

If your answer to the question above is EFFECTIVE or PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE, please explain 

briefly how it affects. 

Do you think the instructional methods and techniques used in the EMI 

context (e.g. Lecture, Q&A, Demonstration and Practice etc.) affect your 

English language development (e.g. listening, reading, speaking, writing, 

grammar and vocabulary)? 

EFFECTIVE(   )     

PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE 

(  ) 

NO EFFECTIVE(   ) 

If your answer to the question above is EFFECTIVE or PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE, please explain 

briefly how it affects. 

 

 

If your answer to the question above is NO EFFECTIVE, please explain briefly why you think it does not 

affect. 

 

 

Do you think the instructional methods and techniques used in the EMI 

context (e.g. Lecture, Q&A, Demonstration and Practice etc.)  affect your 

participation in the lesson?  

EFFECTIVE(   )     

PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE 

(  ) 

NO EFFECTIVE(   ) 



XV 
 

If your answer to the question above is EFFECTIVE or PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE, please explain 

briefly how it affects. 

 

Do you think the instructional methods and techniques used by EMI lecturers in the 

EMI context (e.g. Lecture, Q&A, Demonstration and Practice etc.) are appropriate for 

your English language level (e.g. your proficiency level in terms of listening, reading, 

speaking, writing, grammar and vocabulary)? YES (   )   NO(   ) 

   i. If YES, please explain briefly why you think it is appropriate for your level. 

 ii. If NO, please explain briefly why you think it is not appropriate for your level. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

….………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

…………….……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………….  

 

Have you ever exchanged your ideas with EMI lecturers about the instructional 

methods and techniques (e.g. Lecture, Q&A, Demonstration and Practice etc.) used in 

the EMI context? (the issues about what the instructional methods and techniques are 

appropriate for you, how they can be developed or which methods and techniques can 

contribute to your development) 

 YES (   )   NO(   ) 

i. IF YES, in terms of what did you exchange your ideas? Please explain 

briefly how it affected. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….. 

Except for the instructional methods and techniques that you have marked above, are 

there any instructional methods and techniques that you want to be implemented by 

EMI lecturers in the EMI context?  YES ( ) NO (  ) 

i. If YES, please write/ describe briefly instructional methods and techniques. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….. 
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ii. How do you think these instructional methods and techniques affect your 

English language development and the knowledge and skills of academic 

subject matter in the EMI context? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

B. INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS USED IN AN EMI CONTEXT 

Below, there is a part which aims to find out the instructional materials EMI lecturers 

use in the undergraduate EMI learning environment except for laboratory courses. Please 

mark the instructional materials that are used in the EMI context. 

Instructional Materials 

Mark the Instructional Materials 

used by EMI lecturers in the 

classes 

A. Instructional Materials used in the classes 

Written resources (articles, periodical publications, resource books)   

Books  

Handouts  

Slides  

Worksheet  

Online/ Web-based instructional materials  

Videos  

Realias and models  

Posters   

Graphics  

Tables(Anlam Çözümleme Tabloları vs.)  

Photos  

Drawings  

Audio records  

Please write/ describe below the instructional materials that are used in your classes 

but not written on the table and add the frequency of the use. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

I.  Opinions regarding Instructional Materials 

Do you think the instructional materials used in the EMI context 

(e.g. written resources, worksheets, handouts, tables etc.) affect 

your English language development (e.g. listening, reading, 

speaking, writing, grammar and vocabulary)? 

EFFECTIVE(   )     

PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE (  ) 

NO EFFECTIVE(   ) 
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If your answer to the question above is EFFECTIVE or PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE, please explain 

briefly how it affects.. 

Do you think the instructional materials used in the EMI context 

(e.g. written resources, worksheets, handouts, tables etc.) affect 

your English language development (e.g. listening, reading, 

speaking, writing, grammar and vocabulary)? 

 

If your answer to the question above is EFFECTIVE or PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE, please explain 

briefly how it affects. 

 

 

If your answer to the question above is NO EFFECTIVE, please explain briefly why you think it does 

not affect. 

 

 

Do you think the instructional materials used in the EMI context 

(e.g. written resources, worksheets, handouts, tables etc.)  affect 

your participation in the lesson?  

EFFECTIVE(   )     

PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE (  ) 

NO EFFECTIVE(   ) 

If your answer to the question above is EFFECTIVE or PARTIALLY EFFECTIVE, please explain 

briefly how it affects.. 

 

Do you think the instructional materials used by EMI lecturers in the EMI context (e.g. 

written resources, worksheets, handouts, tables etc.) are appropriate for your English 

language level (e.g. your proficiency level in terms of listening, reading, speaking, 

writing, grammar and vocabulary)? YES (   )   NO(   ) 

   i. If YES, please explain briefly why you think it is appropriate for your level. 

 ii. If NO, please explain briefly why you think it is not appropriate for your level. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………..  

Have you ever exchanged your ideas with EMI lecturers about the instructional 

materials (e.g. written resources, worksheets, handouts, tables etc.) used in the EMI 

context? (the issues about what the instructional methods and techniques are 
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appropriate for you, how they can be developed or which methods and techniques can 

contribute to your development)  

YES (   )   NO(   ) 

   i. IF YES, in terms of what did you exchange your ideas? Please explain briefly 

how it affected. 

 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….. 

Except for the instructional materials that you have marked above, are there any 

instructional materials that you want to be implemented by EMI lecturers in the EMI 

context?  YES ( ) NO (  ) 

iii. If YES, please write/ describe briefly instructional materials. 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….. 

iv. How do you think these instructional materials affect your English language 

development and the knowledge and skills of academic subject matter in the 

EMI context? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……….. 

If you have any suggestions and opinions regarding the survey and the study itself, 

please write your comment below.  
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………… 

The survey has finished. Thank you for your support and participation.  
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APPENDIX 3 

A CASE STUDY ON INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS, TECHNIQUES, AND 

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS USED IN THE ENGLISH MEDIUM 

INSTRUCTION (EMI) CONTEXT: INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 

Dear Lecturer, 

This interview protocol was developed for a thesis which is carried out in the department of 

English Language Teaching Master Degree program at Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University 

with the aim of investigating instructional methods and techniques and instructional 

materials used in an undergraduate face to face education environment (except laboratory 

courses) where English Medium of Instruction is adopted. 

For this purpose, this interview prepared to learn about the instructional methods and 

techniques and instructional materials used in the classroom, the factors affecting EMI 

lecturers’ choice of instructional methods, techniques and materials, how they review and 

revise them, the criteria considered by EMI lecturers while designing and selecting the 

materials. 

Dear lecturer, before starting the interview, do you allow me to record the interview?  

YES ( ) NO ()  

Thank you. 

If there is something you do not want me to record, please ask me to stop recording.  

If there is anything you want to ask or clarify, I am happy to answer your questions.  

Thank you for your time and support.  

Sibel Can ACAR 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart 

University, Master Degree 

Student 

Prof. Dr. Ece ZEHİR 

TOPKAYA (Thesis Advisor) 

Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart 

University 
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INTERVIEW (EMI LECTURERS) 

A. Background Knowledge 

1. Gender: Female (  )   Male (  ) 

2. The duration of your job experience: 

3. The duration of your job experience in the EMI context: 

4. How many years do you work for this department?:  

5. Have you ever had experience in EMI as a student? 

a. If yes, can you tell me about your experiences? 

6. Have you ever attended any training related to EMI? 

a. If yes, what is the content of the training? 

7. Have you ever attended any training on Education Pedagogy? 

a. If yes, can you tell me about the content of the training, the duration and your 

position in the training?  

b. Does this training contribute to your teaching process?  

i. How? 

B. Transition Questions 

1. How can you define instructional methods? 

2. How can you define instructional techniques? 

3. How can you define instructional materials? 

C. Main Questions 

a. Instructional Methods and Techniques in an EMI Context 

1. What are the instructional methods and techniques you prefer to use in your classes? 

a. Why do you prefer to use these methods and techniques? 

2. Can you give an example of how you use instructional methods and techniques while 

teaching a topic or/and skills in the EMI context? 

a. What is the role of the students while you are implementing these 

instructional methods and techniques? 

3. Does working in the EMI context influence your choice of instructional methods and 

techniques?? 

a. If it influences, why and how does it influence? 

b. If it does not influence, why do you think it does not influence? 

4. Have you ever taught in the Turkish Medium Instruction context?  

i. If you have taught, when you compare it with the EMI context, do the 

instructional methods and techniques you prefer to use change?  

1. If they change, what are the factors that lead you to this 

change? 

2. If they do not change, why do you think they do not change?  

5. Are there any similarities or differences between the 30% EMI program and the 

100% EMI program in terms of the choices and the use of instructional methods and 

techniques?  

a. If there are, what are these similarities and differences? 

i. Why do you think these similarities and differences emerge? 
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6. Do your choices of instructional methods and techniques in the EMI context change 

during the process? 

a. If yes, how does it change? 

7. Do the instructional methods and techniques you use influence the use of Turkish or 

English?  

i. If they influence, why do you think they influence? 

8. Do the instructional methods and techniques you use in the EMI context influence 

the students’ language development?  

a. If yes, how does it influence? 

9. Do you exchange ideas with the lecturers in your department or/and English 

Language Teacher or/ and the respective people in terms of instructional methods 

and techniques?  

a. If yes, how and in terms of what do you exchange ideas? 

i. How does it influence your choices? 

10. Do you face problems while implementing instructional methods and techniques?  

a. If you do, what are these problems? 

b. What are the reasons behind these problems? 

c. Do these problems influence your following choices? 

i. If they influence; how do they influence your choices? 

d. If you do not face any problems while implementing, what are the good parts 

of the implementation? 

i. How do these good parts influence the following choices? 

11. Do you evaluate the instructional methods and techniques that you use? 

i. If YES, what is your method of evaluation? 

1. Self-reflection 

2. Expert evaluation 

3. Learner evaluation 

4. Other: Please mention below 

a. ……………………………………… 

b. In terms of what do you evaluate them? 

c. What do you do after you evaluate them?  

12. Are there any instructional methods and techniques you want to try in the EMI 

context?  

a. If yes, what are these methods and techniques?  

13. Do you want to attend any training on instructional methods and techniques?  

a. If yes, how do you want the content of the training to be? 

b. By whom is the training given?  

c. How do you think this training might contribute to your teaching process? 

 

b. b. Instructional Materials in an EMI Context 

 

1. What instructional materials do you prefer to use in your lesson/s? 

a. Why do you prefer these instructional materials?  
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b. Can you give an example of how you use these instructional materials? 

2. Do you produce instructional materials by yourself? 

a. If yes, can you give an example of the instructional materials you produce? 

3. What are the factors that you take into account while producing, choosing and 

using the instructional materials?  

i. Content:  (  ) 

ii. Instructional technologisi: (  ) 

iii. EMI: (  ) 

iv. Learners’ language skills: (  ) 

v. The size of the class: (  ) 

vi. Instructional goals of the lesson: (  ) 

vii. Time: ( ) 

viii. Physical conditions: (  ) 

ix.  Economical resources(  ) 

x. Other: Please mention below 

b. Why do you think these factors influence your production, choices and use 

of instructional materials? 

4. Are there any criteria that you take into consideration while you are producing 

or/and selecting? 

a. If yes, what are these criteria? 

b. What are the conditions that influence you to constitute these criteria? 

c. Does EMI have any effect on these criteria?  

i. If it does, how does it affect? Why? 

ii. If it does not, why do you think it does not affect? 

5. Do you exchange ideas with the lecturers in your department or/and English 

Language Teacher or/ and the respective people in terms of instructional materials?  

a. If yes, how and in terms of what do you exchange ideas? 

i. How does it influence your choices? 

6. Do you suggest to your students any Turkish instructional materials in the EMI 

context?  

a. If yes, why? 

b. How do you think these materials influence the teaching process?  

7. Are there any similarities or differences between the 30% EMI program and the 

100% EMI program in terms of the choices and the use of instructional materials?  

b. If there are, what are these similarities and differences? 

i. Why do you think these similarities and differences emerge? 

8. Do the instructional materials you use in the EMI context influence the students’ 

language development?  

a. If yes, how does it influence? 
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b. How do you make sure that these instructional materials support your 

students’ language development? 

9. Do you face problems during the process of production, the choice and the use of 

instructional materials?  

a. If you face, what are these problems? 

b. What are the reasons behind these problems? 

i. Does EMI have any effect on these difficulties? 

1. If yes, what are they? 

c. Do these problems influence your following choices? 

i. If they do; how do they influence the choices? 

d. What are the good parts of the implementation, if you do not face any 

problems during implementation?  

i. How do these good parts influence your following choices? 

10.  Do you evaluate the instructional materials that you use? 

i. If YES, what is your method of evaluation? 

1. Self-reflection 

2. Expert evaluation 

3. Learner evaluation 

4. Other: Please mention below 

a. ……………………………………… 

11. In terms of what do you evaluate? 

a. What do you do after the evaluation process? 

b. How do you understand whether the instructional materials realize 

effectively your aim of using them? 

i. If they realize or do not realize it, how does this situation influence 

your following choices of instructional materials? 

12. Do you want to attend any training on instructional materials?  

a. If yes, how do you want the content of the training to be? 

b. By whom is the training given?  

c. How do you think this training might contribute to your teaching process? 

D. Closing Question 

1. Before finishing the interview, do you want to add something about instructional 

methods and techniques and instructional materials?  

 

Our meeting ended here. Thank you for your participation and contribution. If there is 

anything you want to ask, you can ask now or you can contact me later by e-mail. 

Thank you for your time and participation. 
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Table 1. Interview Protocol Matrix 
 

 Background 

Information 
RQ1:  
Choices of 

instructional 

methods and 

techniques 

RQ1.1: 
Factors 

affecting 

these 

choices 

RQ1.2: 
Review and 

revise 

instructional 

methods and 

techniques 

RQ2: 
The 

instructional 

materials 

designed, 

selected and 

used 

RQ2.1: 
Factors considered 

by EMI lecturers 

while designing, 

selecting and 

using instructional 
materials 

RQ2.2: 
Criteria considered 

by EMI lecturers 

while designing, 

selecting and using 

instructional 
materials 

RQ2.3: 
Review and 

revise 

instructional 

materials 

RQ5: 
Whether EMI 

lecturers’choices and 

students opinions 

differ depending on 

the department 

I. Transition 

Questions 
         

Interview 

Question 1 
X         

Interview 

Question 2 
X         

Interview 

Question 3 
X         

II.Main 

Questions: 

Instructional 

Methods and 

Techniques 

 

Interview 

Question 1 
 X        

Interview 

Question 2 
 X        
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Interview 

Question 3 
  X       

Interview 

Question 4 
  X       

Interview 

Question 5 
  X      X 

Interview 

Question 6 
  X       

Interview 

Question 7 
  X       

 Background 

Information 
RQ1:  
Choices of 

instructional 

methods and 

techniques 

RQ1.1: 
Factors 

affecting 

these 

choices 

RQ1.2: 
Review and 

revise 

instructional 

methods and 

techniques 

RQ2: 
The 

instructional 

materials 

designed, 

selected and 

used 

RQ2.1: 
Factors considered 

by EMI lecturers 

while designing, 

selecting and 

using instructional 
materials 

RQ2.2: 
Criteria considered 

by EMI lecturers 

while designing, 

selecting and using 

instructional 
materials 

RQ2.3: 
Review and 

revise 

instructional 

materials 

RQ5: 
Whether EMI 

lecturers’choices and 

students opinions 

differ depending on 

the department 

Interview 

Question 8 
  X       

Interview 

Question 9 
   X      

Interview 

Question 10 
   X      

Interview 

Question 11 
   X      

Interview 

Question 12 
   X      
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Interview 

Question 13 
   X      

Main Questions: Instructional Materials 

Interview 

Question 1 
    X     

Interview 

Question 2 
    X     

Interview 

Question 3 
     X    

Interview 

Question 4 
      X   

Interview 

Question 5 
       X  

Interview 

Question 6 
     X    

Interview 

Question 7 
        X 

Interview 

Question 8 
     X    

Interview 

Question 9 
       X  

Interview 

Question 10 
       X  

Interview 

Question 11 
       X  
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