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1. Introduction: Background & Purpose 

In 2015, in cooperation with Turkish Economic Policy Research Foundation (TEPAV), 

British Council (BC) conducted a study investigating the tertiary level English language 

teaching in Turkey. Being one of the largest studies done at tertiary level, the study included 

38 universities located in 15 different cities in Turkey. Around 400 teachers and 4,300 

students were given surveys, 65 lessons were observed, more than 350 teachers were 

interviewed in focus groups and over 72 interviews were done with senior managers. To share 

the findings of the study, BC published the report (The State of English in Higher Education 

in Turkey) revealing some systemic and pedagogic problems along with relevant 

recommendations including ones that focus on bridging the identified gaps.  

 

The British Council Report presents many questions and explores the strengths of and the 

challenges faced by teachers and learners of English in higher education institutions in 

Turkey. In terms of its impact, the report stands as a contribution to the development of 

national quality standards for language teaching, and a support for the formation of the local 

accreditation board for language teaching (DEDAK). It also leads to policy changes initiated 

by YÖK through putting out a call for recommendations on how to improve the processes 

around Foreign Language Education in the higher education context, and through introducing 

new standards for EMI lecturers in English Medium Universities (British Council, nd).  

 

Upon reading the report, we planned to conduct a study which focuses on the main findings 

and recommendations in the BC report by exploring the opinions of the Turkish academics 

from different universities. Our study aims not only to provide insiders’ reflections 

highlighting certain contextual factors but also to expand the recommendations that might 

guide policy makers in improving tertiary level English language teaching. Besides, it intends 

to formulate an action plan and to provide a data triangulation baseline for institutional 

program evaluation studies. Thus, this study has two research questions: (i) What are 

participants’ opinions regarding the main recommendations included in the British Council 

Report: The state of English in higher education in Turkey? (ii) What other recommendations 

do participants offer? 

 

2. Method of Data Collection: Participants, Instruments and Analysis 

The participants of the study were 11 present and former directors and assistant directors who 

had experience working at English Language Schools and/or Foreign Language Education 

Departments both at state and private universities in Turkish higher education institutions. 

Their teaching experience ranged from 13 to 50 years, while their administrative experience 

was between 4 years and 23 years. Eight of the 11 interviews were conducted face to face, 

whereas three of the participants responded to our questions in a written format due to 

locational constraints to conduct a face-to-face interview.  

 

The semi-structured interviews were in English. The interviews lasted about an hour and they 

were all audio-recorded to be transcribed. The interview questions were designed based on the 

discussion and recommendations of the report. The questions and the online link of the report 

were electronically sent to the participants prior to the interviews. The relevant pages of the 

report were indicated for each interview question (Appendix A). After the interviews, the 

transcription of the audio data was e-mailed to the interviewees for participant approval. In 

order to observe anonymity, names, affiliation or any other information revealing participant 



identity was not shared in any stage of the study. The participants were also informed that the 

findings of the study would be presented in Towards Higher Education (THE) Conference in 

Boğaziçi University in April 15, 2017.  

 

The data was analyzed carrying out content analysis in accordance with Huberman and Miles’ 

qualitative data analysis approach (1994). MAXQDA was used while coding and clustering 

the data as the qualitative data analysis software. The three researchers took part in different 

phases of the data analysis procedure to achieve interrater reliability in the interpretation of 

the data.    

 

3. Findings 

In her introductory speech at the fourth British Council Dissemination Event, Güven, the head 

of English and Higher Education at British Council in Turkey, summarized the key 

recommendations of the report in six main titles. We organized the findings of our research 

study following her suite. Below, the key recommendations are given with the numbers of the 

corresponding questions in our interview. As seen, there were no questions exploring the 

methodology related recommendations made in the BC Report.  

 

1.  Quality at all levels (5, 6, 7, 8, 9) 

2.  Medium of instruction (1, 2, 3, 4) 

3.  Curriculum: GE        EGAP-ESAP-EOP (10, 11) 

4.  Curriculum: Change in distribution, frequency and weighing of English (12) 

5.  Curriculum: Passive        active methodology 

6.  Professional development opportunities (13, 14) 

 

For each question, emerging themes were classified as agreements, concerns and suggestions. 

When presenting the findings, we provided the number of the participants in cases we 

identified a polarization. We also included representative quotations to reflect the 

participants’ voice.  

 

3. 1 Quality at all levels 

The recommendations under this title were divided into two categories: proficiency and 

assessment.  

 

3.1.1 Proficiency level 

Voluntary preparatory schools available only to EMI students  

One of the suggestions in the BC report is that preparatory schools be available only to EMI 

students. Eight participants in the study agreed with this recommendation, as they believed it 

is related to motivation and sustainability. The participants indicated that students who are to 

study in TMI departments were not motivated enough to study English, and thus these 

programs being voluntary would have a positive effect on student motivation. They also 

emphasized that there was a lack of sustainability regarding English language learning. 

Students learning English in the preparatory year and then starting their TMI departments do 

nothing related to English in the following years. Therefore, this is not considered to be 

beneficial. Despite agreeing with this recommendation, these eight participants raised an 

important question: Where will TMI students who do not attend preparatory school learn 

English? One suggestion offered in response to this question was that these students be 

offered some English courses throughout their education. Students would have the freedom to 

choose whichever course they are interested in. 

 



A2 as the threshold to enter preparatory schools  

The recommendation to increase the threshold of acceptance to preparatory schools as A2 

level was favored by four participants who believed if this was the case, the English 

proficiency level expected by the end of one year would be more easily attainable. 

Nevertheless, six participants considered this suggestion to be unrealistic because it entailed a 

drastic reform in K-12 education. They believed that before plans are made based on this 

recommendation, the changes should be made and their results should be evaluated in K-12 

level education. They added that they have to plan according to the current circumstances and 

student profile.  A number of other concerns were listed with the first one being related to 

equal rights to education. Participant 10 stated that the recommendation is against students’ 

rights to education:  

This suggestion also implies that students should graduate from high schools with 

CEFR A2 level. If this is not possible, then the students are deprived from attending an 

EMI university. This does not seem to be an equitable suggestion. 

 

Some participants argued that achieving the desired exit level is possible with a proper 

preparatory program. Participant 4 exemplified this with success stories from her own 

students: 

I don’t think it is necessary... I had about 30 students, so about half of those students 

had to go on to their second year but now they are finishing. I can see one of them and 

how he has nicely improved. He needed time and we have the program to cater his 

needs. Considering my own experience, I can’t see why we should not accept students 

below A2.  

 

3.1.2 Assessment  

A standard university entrance exam assessing all 4 skills 

BC report suggests introducing a standard university exam assessing students’ English 

language proficiency in four skills. It is stated that this is likely to improve student motivation. 

Two of the participants challenged the motivation argument in this recommendation. 

Participant 10 criticized using exams to motivate students: 

This is an unfortunate suggestion - using exams to motivate students is not a 

pedagogically sound recommendation.  

 

Participant 2 also believed that this was not the right kind of motivation. She stated that 

studying English to pass an exam was not likely to help students to learn the language: 

It would motivate students to a certain level. They will learn how to pass the test but 

they wouldn't learn the language. So the techniques, and how to pass. I assume that's 

what they are doing with YDS exam.  

 

There were also concerns whether such a scheme would increase the power of international 

testing institutions. Some participants were skeptical of the possibility of preparing an exam 

that would meet the needs of individual institutions. It was stated that currently most EMI 

universities gave their institutional exams catered for their own contextual needs Therefore, 

they questioned whether a standard exam would work in each and every context. Would a 

standard exam work? They also pointed out that preparing such an exam would require 

collaboration between Council of Higher Education (YÖK), Ministry of Education (MEB), 

universities and Inter University Council (ÜAK), and added that it was not common practice 

for these bodies to work in harmony. Computerized testing was suggested as a possible 

solution to implement this recommendation.  

 



Validly testing all 4 skills exit and entry levels 

The participants focused on the exit level assessment when answering this question. Despite 

raising the challenges posed by the limited resources and student numbers, six participants 

agreed that this was what preparatory programs should be aiming for. This stance is reflected 

in Participant 10’s comment: 

This should be an objective the universities should work towards. They should aim to 

develop their own reliable and valid assessment systems in accordance with their 

language goals.  

 

Computerized testing was suggested as a solution to deal with the logistical problems. On the 

other hand, two participants criticized the BC report for failing to consider the potential of 

alternative and formative assessment.  

It is a pity there isn’t any recommendation in this report that refers to the importance 

of formative assessment. I think that would hold true not just for EMIs but also for 

TMIs. Midterm and final altogether or formal exams are no more than 50 percent in 

our school. All the others come from things like learning portfolio, homework and 

participation grade, open book exam in writing, short answer exam in writing, oral 

assessment, project work. (Participant 4) 

 

Different preparatory school exit standards for different departments 

The report recommends setting different exit levels for preparatory schools for different 

programs. For linguistically-demanding programs, CEFR B2 in all skills is suggested as the 

threshold level. For linguistically less-demanding programs, CEFR B1+ is recommended.  

Four participants partially agreed with this recommendation. It was stated that it would be 

reasonable to have higher expectations for certain departments like Foreign Language 

Teaching. These participants indicated that if such an action was to be taken, the departments 

should be involved in the decision making process. They added that there is need for a well-

defined set of criteria to answer the question of what a linguistically demanding program was. 

Finally, despite the progress made in using the CEFR, the difficulty of defining B1 and B2 

levels and inconsistencies among institutions in this respect were mentioned. Seven 

participants were critical of the recommendation. The reasons they expressed are listed below.  

• Setting lower expectations for certain programs may have a negative impact on 

student motivation. 

• Different exit levels are not suitable in universities with a liberal arts approach.  

• Regardless of their field of study, students take non-technical elective courses where 

they need advance English skills. 

• Interdisciplinary programs are gaining popularity which makes the linguistically more 

and less demanding distinction pointless. 

• Such a distinction may conflict with the future goals of students. 

 

3.2 Medium of instruction 

More investment in TMI universities to increase their prestige & quality of higher education 

in Turkey 

This recommendation was taken with a grain of salt because participants did not want this 

resource allocation to be at the expense of EMI institutions. It was also pointed out that TMI 

and EMI institutions should be considered separately. Participants emphasized that there is a 

fixed mindset regarding prestige. It can be seen from the current situation in Turkey that the 

trend is towards establishing EMI universities. According to the participants, prestige is not 

regarded as something that could be easily changed. The undeniable role of English in science 

and technology was also mentioned. 



 

Eliminating mixed medium programs 

General skepticism was prevalent regarding mixed medium instruction programs. The 

participants questioned what was going on in these programs and issues such as who decides 

on the percentages of English and Turkish. Participant 9 even referred to these programs as ‘a 

commercial trap’.   

 

Introducing parallel programs 

Another recommendation in the BC report was to introduce parallel programs in which 

students could choose whether to study in English or Turkish. Many participants had 

reservations about this and questioned its feasibility, since this required a lot of resources. 

Among the resources stated was faculty members capable of teaching both mediums of 

instruction or having two separate faculty groups for each medium of instruction. Financial 

resources needed to maintain enough faculty members for such a system was also highlighted. 

Participants suggested finding a middle way by offering elective courses to students in TMI 

programs. In this way, students would be able to continue their English language learning 

throughout their university education, even though they are studying at a TMI program.  

 

No new EMI programs until secondary schools produce B1 level students 

When answering the question related to this suggestion, participants mainly focused on the 

level specified rather than the debate on the establishment of EMI programs. Two participants 

gave the examples of Anatolian high schools which successfully taught English to students. 

These institutions were abolished a number of years ago as it was claimed that students were 

not successful in science and mathematics (Dearden, 2014). The two participants in favor of 

this recommendation believed that it was done successfully before and thus could be done 

again. However, the main concern of others was once again the recommendation being based 

on the quality of secondary education. Because all other participants were skeptical of the 

success expected from secondary schools in preparing B1 level students, they questioned the 

feasibility of the recommendation. Starting with success stories, Participant 4 expressed 

concern for students who are in state schools:  

What it is suggesting I think is not possible, and so utopic and unrealistic. Instead of 

suggesting this, we should be looking for bettering and furthering foreign language 

instruction. There are so many good practices out there. This recommendation is 

assuming that students are not at this level. There are students at this level and higher 

than that level. Not just in Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir in other places, there are good 

schools whose students are higher than this level. How achievable is producing such 

graduates? It is already happening. We can wish for more schools to have students at 

higher proficiency, but there are state schools that English is not much focused on for 

various reasons including the curriculum. You can’t expect this from them. So what 

are we going to do, are we going to leave those students aside and take only the 

students from private schools? 

 

New EMI programs to be offered only at the graduate level 

The recommendation which was opposed by all participants was opening up new EMI 

programs only at the graduate level. The main argument proposed was that learning English at 

the graduate level is too late in terms of the age for language learning. It was mentioned that 

even the age of 18 is too late. Moreover, with this recommendation the time allocated for a 

graduate education would increase by about two years. It was stated that not everyone could 

spare this time and learn English at that stage of their lives. This is believed to affect one’s 

motivation to obtain a degree in an EMI institution. This was also linked to equality of 



educational opportunities because the majority of applicants would be those who had already 

mastered English prior to their graduate degree. Especially, graduates of private schools were 

said to be at an advantage. Participant 8 approached the issue from a rather different 

perspective underlining that high-quality English education is available in Turkey: 

These suggestions, I believe, are based on the assumption that high-quality EMI 

cannot be offered in undergraduate levels. I do not agree with such a defeatist attitude 

to the problem.  

 

Participant 10 also talked about the academic skills students would need for their graduate 

education: 

This suggestion assumes that graduate students have the necessary language skills to 

follow their studies in English. Where/when would they develop their academic 

English skills if they were not given the opportunity to improve such skills at the 

undergraduate level? 

 

3.3 Curriculum 

A shift towards EGAP & ESAP-EOP  

The report recommends a shift in the curriculum from English for general purposes to English 

for academic purposes and more field specific programs. It is also stated that such a shift is 

likely to increase student motivation. Three participants agreed with this recommendation. On 

the other hand, some participants argued that EGP was the basis of an EAP program and 

students at lower levels would not be able to cope with the demands of an EAP program. 

Thus, they were in favor of a gradual shift. The link between a curriculum shift and 

motivation was challenged by a number of participants: 

Since we are doing it, at least we are trying to do it, I don’t really believe that it 

increases student motivation. If they don’t want to be motivated, they just aren’t... 

Academic or general, after a while of course all of them get bored. (Participant 6) 

 

Student motivation is a very complex subject and it cannot be reduced to language 

teaching/learning only. The crux of the matter here is to deliver language programs in 

accordance with the university strategic plans. Students should be able to see the 

relevance of the curriculum to their academic studies. (Participant 10) 

 

Until they come to university, they hate English anyway, and their motivation level is 

low anyway. So, no matter what we do, I don’t think it's very possible to boost their 

motivation. It’s not the EGAP that will improve the students’ motivation, it’s a variety 

of ...there's a myriad of factors... [EMI students’] greatest motivation should be “I have 

to learn, otherwise I won’t be able to follow my courses. (Participant 1) 

 

Distribution of credit-bearing English language courses throughout university education  

The final curricular change recommended in the report was offering credit-bearing language 

courses to EMI students throughout their university education. Most of the participants, 

though not all, agreed that such a change would increase language proficiency. However, 

some of the participants shared their skepticism whether this would increase student 

motivation. Some participants highlighted the credit conflict between the English programs 

and departments and stated that the departments would not be willing to give away more 

credits to English courses. A number of suggestions were made to adopt a more sustainable 

English development approach: 

• offering a pool of elective courses whose content and methodology are determined by 

conducting a thorough needs analysis 



• introducing a writing in the disciplines program which is jointly designed and 

managed by the English Language Schools and faculties.  

 

3.4 Professional development opportunities 

 

3.4.1 Training for EMI English instructors 

While praising the English proficiency levels and qualifications of English teachers in Turkish 

universities, the report claims that teachers lack training in teaching EAP/ESP and that there 

are some problems in creating opportunities for students to interact with each other. To 

overcome this, having greater opportunities for professional development is suggested in the 

areas of EAP/ESP and teaching speaking skills. Participants mainly provided their own 

suggestions on how to make the most in terms of training. The main issues that came up were 

creating a national body with a pool of trainers, providing incentives for trainers, and 

obtaining international certifications such as CELTA and DELTA. The need to share one’s 

expertise and to collaborate with each other was one of the important points highlighted. 

Participant 4 also suggested extending this sharing and collaboration to secondary schools to 

improve English language teaching in Turkey. 

 

3.4.2 Training for EMI academics 

In response to the question about whether EMI academics were responsible for catering for 

students’ language needs, only one participant disagreed saying that they necessarily did not 

need to do this. The general consensus was that EMI learning should not just be the English 

instructors’ responsibility. Five participants considered encouraging students to speak in 

English as crucial in EMI institutions. The BC report also suggested that EMI academics be 

required to receive training in using a range of language and technological strategies to 

facilitate learning. Stating that their own faculty did not need language related training, 

participants agreed that some pedagogical support was needed. However, Participant 2 noted 

that academics working at some other universities might need language training in addition to 

the pedagogical training. She stated that their faculty had graduate degrees from international 

universities, but she believed academics in some other EMI institutions might need to polish 

their English. Despite agreeing with the recommendations, participants also underlined that 

changing academics’ mindset in terms of accepting and attending such training programs was 

difficult. Participant 9 suggested starting with the Rectors so that it would be easier to 

implement such programs. Successful examples of similar programs currently being 

implemented at universities were provided. One example was given by participant 1 of a 

training program currently being implemented at their university. This program included 

providing pedagogical training to their newly hired academics.   

 

Encouraging collaboration between English instructors and EMI academics in certain courses 

was also highlighted. Especially programs such as writing in the disciplines in which English 

instructors work in collaboration with the relevant course instructors were suggested as an 

efficient way to foster this collaboration. Participants believed that all parties benefit from this 

experience. It was also considered as a way around problems related to departments not 

willing to give their course credits to English courses.  

 

4. Discussion 

Our research aimed to gain insight into the EMI perspective into the main recommendations 

of the BC report. Based on the findings, it can be said that as intended, the report constitutes a 

baseline study, and there is need for further discussion in order to take action.  

 



Some of the recommendations in the BC report are based on a reform to be achieved in the 

secondary education. However, it is not reasonable to wait for the results of such a reform, 

and EMI institutions need to take immediate action using and sharing whatever resources they 

already have in their hands and what they can realistically obtain in the near future. In the 

meantime, any action that may put certain groups of students at a disadvantage should be 

refrained from. Also, it should be noted that the report does not provide any suggestions on 

how TMI students will learn English, which is food for thought. 

 

The report’s conclusion that there is a big motivation problem is not new to the practitioners. 

However, the cause and effect relationships identified in the report and recommendations 

need further research. The recommendations regarding the curriculum changes require the 

establishment of effective collaboration between English instructors and academics, and how 

this can be done needs to be discussed among relevant parties.  

 

Limiting our scope to the EMI perspective revealed that there are significant differences even 

among them, and we should acknowledge the fact that “one size does not fit all”. Contextual 

factors should be taken into consideration both by institutions and policy makers when 

implementing any changes. It is of special importance to be sensitive to the autonomies of 

universities. On the other hand, there are commonalities and definitely there is need for more 

effective communication among EMI institutions. Such communication can be established 

through an action-oriented sharing platform which goes beyond sharing problems and focuses 

on sharing best practices to solve these problems. Dissemination of what actually works 

should be encouraged. One way to do this may be organizing a best practices in higher 

education conference. Research and Development and Professional Development units in 

EMI institutions can collaborate and seek answers to issues such as increasing student/ teacher 

motivation, and how to design and execute writing across the disciplines programs. 

Universities who have the resources can create a trainer pool from which secondary schools 

can also benefit.  

 

In conclusion, the issues and recommendations the BC research identified in “the State of 

Higher Education in Turkey” are a good place to start with; however, they need to be screened 

with a critical stance and be expanded for successful implementation. 
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Appendix: The Interview Questions  

Reflections on the British Council Higher Education Report: Interview Questions 

 

A. Demographic Questions 

1. How long have you been teaching English? 

2. How long have you been an administrator/faculty member/academician/instructor? 

a. In which institutions have you worked so far?  

b. What types of administrative positions have you held? 

3. What’s the highest educational degree you have received? 

4. Do you have any experience studying or working aboard?  

5. Is your English preparatory program accredited to any national/ international standard or organization? If yes, 

which one and when? 

 

B. Questions on the British Council Report (BCR)   

1. The report suggests that the status and resources given to Turkish Medium Instruction (TMI) programmes 

should be increased “because the current English proficiency levels of both academic staff and students restrict 

effective learning” (p.110). To what extent is investing more in TMI programmes and increasing their prestige 

likely to improve the quality of higher education in Turkey? 

 

2. BCR distinguishes different kinds of programmes in relation to the status of English as the medium of 

instruction. One is “parallel programmes” delivering the same content in Turkish and in English as in the case of 

Hacettepe University English and Turkish medical schools. Another is vertical programmes in which the two 

languages are used side by side (typically 70% TMI and 30% EMI).  BC suggests that instead of introducing 

new English Medium Instruction (EMI) and mixed medium T-EMI programmes, “parallel TMI and EMI 

programmes should be introduced” (p.110). To what extent do you agree with this recommendation? 

 

3. According to BCR, new EMI programmes “should not be introduced until secondary schools produce 

graduates with intermediate (CEFR B1) levels of English proficiency” (p.110). 

a. Considering most EMI universities offer preparatory programmes, how necessary is it to graduate 

high school with B1 level English?  

b. How achievable is this goal of producing high school graduates with B1 level English? 

 

4. BCR also suggests that new EMI programmes should be offered “at the graduate rather than undergraduate 

level” (p.110). What do you think about this suggestion? 

 

5. According to the BCR, low proficiency levels and motivation are major obstacles.  

a. BCR suggests that “preparatory classes should normally be available only to EMI students” (p.115), 

which will improve student motivation. What is your opinion of this suggestion?   

b. BCR suggests that “the threshold for entry to preparatory school should be CEFR A2” (p.111). How 

do you think this can be achieved? 

 

6. BCR suggests that “the entry level should be assessed through valid university entrance examinations 

assessing all four skills” (pp.115-116). In this way, “the university entrance examinations will provide a 

motivating target for candidates” (p.115).  

a. What is your interpretation of this suggestion?   

b. How can this be implemented in the Turkish context? 

 

7. The report also suggests that “the exit standards for preparatory schools should be raised to CEFR B2 in all 

skills for linguistically-demanding programmes and CEFR B1+ for linguistically less-demanding programmes” 

(p.117). What are your opinions on these suggested levels? 

 

8. BCR suggests that at the preparatory school, all four skills (including speaking and writing) should be 

assessed validly at exit and entry levels (pp.115, 117).  

a. What is the set of criteria for completing the preparatory program at your institution? Does it vary 

depending on students’ department? 

b. How are your students assessed currently at the entry and exit levels of your preparatory program? 

c. How feasible is the BCR’s suggestion in your context? 

 



9. It is also suggested that students who do not meet the required proficiency levels be redirected to TMI 

programmes or universities (p.117). What is your opinion regarding this suggestion? 

 

10. BCR recommends that “the curriculum should be shifted away from English for General Purposes (EGP) 

towards English for General Academic Purposes (EGAP), and EGAP classes should be customised to cater for 

students’ specialist academic fields” (p.116). In light of these recommendations, do you believe your institution 

needs a curriculum update? 

 

11. BCR claims that a shift towards EGAP will improve students’ motivation because “students would not be 

repeating what they failed to learn several times in school, and because they will now see the relevance of the 

curriculum to their academic studies” (p.116). To what extent do you agree with this claim? 

 

12. The report suggests that “credit-bearing English language courses should be maintained throughout all 

undergraduate and graduate programmes. These courses should be requirements for all EMI students” (p.117). 

Do you believe such a spread of English courses will help increase student motivation and proficiency?  

 a. If, no. Why not? 

 b. If yes. Do you have any suggestions regarding the focus and content of these courses? 

 

13. BCR report states that “English teachers should have greater opportunities to access professional 

development (p.111). Two areas are highlighted: training in EAP/ ESP (developing needs-based EGAP curricula 

or customising materials and activities to fit the specialist academic disciplines of students), and teaching 

speaking skills.  

 a. How can such professional development opportunities be organized and delivered? 

i. Who should organize and give the training (International bodies, national bodies, institutions 

themselves, etc.)? 

ii. When and how often should training be offered? 

 b. How can teachers be motivated to attend such training?  

 

14. BCR indicates that “EMI academics do not generally accommodate students’ language difficulties and 

regard EMI learning as the students’ responsibility” (p.112). This is mostly due to the lack of training in EMI 

teaching.  

a. To what extent are academics responsible for adopting a range of language and technological 

strategies to cater for students’ language needs? 

b. BCR recommends CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning), “in which the lecturer uses 

strategies which take account of students’ language limitations” as an approach to English-mediated 

education (p.118). How applicable is CLIL in the Turkish context? 

c. How can such professional development opportunities for academics be organized and delivered? 

i. Who should organize and give the training (International bodies, national bodies, institutions 

themselves, etc.)? 

ii. When and how often should training be offered? 

d. How can teachers be motivated to attend such training? Can academics be required to attend them as 

suggested the BCR?  

 

15. In the conclusion part of the report, it is stated that the recommendations are mostly plausible as seen below. 

How far do you agree with this conclusion? 

The most positive finding is that wherever a shortcoming has been identified, there is nearly always a 

readymade solution at one or more universities elsewhere in the system which has addressed the issue 

and devised and implemented a solution. For this reason, it can be stated with confidence that the 

recommendations contained in this report are feasible and practical, and, in most cases, already in 

operation at one or more institutions. (p. 119) 

 

 

 

 


