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ABSTRACT

This study attempts to investigate graduate students' needs
and problems in the academic use of English, their wants and their
subject-specific instructors' expectations concerning the prospective
English program for graduate students at the Faculty of Science,
Mahidol University. The procedure for collecting the data involved
administering questionnaires to graduate students and instructors.
One hundred and fifty-four students and ,seventy-one instructors

participated in the present study.

The findings indicate widespread use of English in many
academic settings. In extent of use, reading ranked first and next
came writing and listening, with speaking at the bottom of the list.

In general, the productive skills, speaking and writing, were
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considered the worst skills of students. With regard to wants and
expectations, students usually preferred the aural-oral skills
(listening and/or speaking) whereas their instructors demanded
skills and activities which were more likely to be relevant to the
needs in the target situation. Among the three main disciplines
(Life Sciences, Physical Sciences and Applied Linguistics), there are
some clear distinctions: Life Science students had to use English
in a somewhat wider range of activities than those in the other
disciplines; Applied Linguistics students were considerably more
proficient in English than those in the other disciplines. This
study concludes with implications for develppment of several
prospective English courses in response to the demands of each

particular situation.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Students attending various graduate programs at the Faculty
of Science, Mahidol University, have to use English extensively for
their academic purposes, for example, in reading texts, writing
theses and attending seminars. This study investigates the students'
immediate needs for the academic use for English, their English language
problems and wants. Questionnaires were administered at the Faculty
of Science, Mahidol University, to the teaching staff of the graduate
programs on the one hand, and graduate students on the other. From
the completed questionnaires, data were tabulated, categorized and
analyzed to identify the nature of students' needs, problems, wants

and instructors' expectations.

The presentation of this study is divided into five chapters.
Chapter One discusses the background, the rationale for the study, the
statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, the significance
of the study and the limitation of the study. Chapter Two explores
and reviews the literature and research related to the present study.
A brief review of needs analysis and models for identifying language
needs is included to provide the reader with a framework for this study.
Chapter Three explains the procedure of the study and the analysis of
the data. Chapter Four presents and discusses the data obtained.
Chapter Five contains the conclusions together with suggestions for

implementation and future study.



Background

It is commonly accepted that the English language plays a
prominent role in higher education all over the world. Allen and

Widdowson (1978:56) remark:

Recently, however, a need has arisen to specify
the aims of English more precisely as the language
has increasingly been required to take an auxiliary
role at the tertiary level of education. English o
teaching has been called upon to provide students
with the basic ability to use language and receive
and (to a lesser degree) to convey information
associated with specialist studies. This is parti-
cularly so in developing countries where essential
textbook material is not available in the vernacular
language.

As the need for eduaction in general is expanding rapidly,
even literate adults who do not adequately know English may be
academically deprived. A knowledge of English can be regarded as
indispensible especially at the graduate level, which implies the
ability to extend one's knowledge independently. To take full
advantage to graduate education, students must go beyond the infor-
mation given by their instructors. Since the majority of academic
resources at this level are available in English, high English
profigiency seems essential. For example, graduate students, ideally,
should be able to read textbooks with a competence akin to that of
educated native readers of English. If there is a large gap between
the English reading competence of students and the level required to be
able to read with ease and efficiency, the development in their studies

may be restricted or adversely affected. Ewer and Latorre (1967) state:



Success in graduate work is becoming more
and more related to the ability to read the
appropriate literature in English and take part
in international conferences where the great
part of contact take place through the medium
of English.

The Faculty of Science, Mahidol University, has offered
graduate programs leading to a master's degree and a doctorate
degree for more than ten years. Chantrupanth (1985:57), giving a
brief history of the graduate programs, states that the Faculty was
once an important center in Southeast Asia for research and graduate
training in many fields of science, especially life sciences, and was
assisted by various international organizations such as the Rockefeller
Foundation, the Columbo Plan, SEATO, WHO, etc. For this reason,
candidates of all nationalities were eligible for admission to the
graduate programs and all courses in life sciences were taught in
English. At present a large source of scholarships in Southeast Asia
has been terminated and the number of foreign students has markedly
decreased. Most lectures are now delivered in Thai. However, there
are three departments (Pharmacology, Biochemistry and Physiology)
which maintain the old policy of using English throughout the curriculum.
For example, seminars in these departments are conducted in English.
Another strong language policy at the Faculty is that theses must be
written in English. It is also an undeniable fact that texts in
Thai are very rare at this level. The researcher's interviews with
students and instructors have indicated that more than 90% of reading

materials are available only in English.



Rationale for the Study

In the field of curriculum development, according to Pratt
(1978: 2), an instructional program, if it is to be successful, must be
systematically organized and implemented with the guidance of rational
principles. Pierson and Fierson and Friederichs (1981:30) further
suggest that the instructional program should contain a set of clear
objectives generated from data that identify the societal and individual

needs of the students.

This is also the case with language planning. Mackay (1978 :24)
jndicates that in order to design and teach effective courses, the
teacher and planner must investigate the use to which language will be
put. When needs are clear, they should be translated into linguistic
and pedagogic terms. Hence, needs identification can be considered
as a necessary preliminary to language course design. As Wilkins
(1976: 51) notes, the first step in the construction of any language
syllabus is to define objectives based on an analysis of the learner's
needs which, in turn, will be expressed in terms of the particular
type of communication in which the learner will need to engage in the

future.

If no systematic survey of needs is conducted before course
design, most decisions about what and how to teach are likely to be
left to the personal judgement of teachers. Administratively, the
course may be considered as a waste of time because the efforts and

finances invested connot be accounted for. Pedagogically, this may
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lead to learning failures because the course may seem demotivating to

adult students who are highly conscious of what they need and want the

language for.

This point is well illustrated by Kroll (1979: 219-227), who
conducted a survey of writing needs of foreign and American college
freshmen and found that the traditional composition class assignment,
the personal essay, was not considered important by students for present,
past or future needs. Identified as most useful instead were business
letters of request and persuasion and reports (survey and technical).

Kroll (1979: 227) concludes:

I do not think it is difficult to motivate
students to perform writing tasks which they feel
have some practical application to their lives.
What has always been difficult has been motivating
them to perform tasks they consider far removed
from the reality of their other courses, to say
nothing of their outside lives.

At Mahidol University there has been very little work done on
the systematic survey of graduate students' English language needs.
Although the accepted aim of the existing English program for graduate
students (the intensive remedial English course) has been to help
graduate students to improve their English, this aim is too general and
therefore has provided little assistance in course design. The syllabus
inventory drawn up by the teachers is based on intuition rather than an

objective assessment of students' situation. Without appropriate
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information about students' needs, there would be no criteria for
evaluating the degree to which the English language program responds
to students' real purposes. Furthermore, in this situation, if the
planner wants to revise the program or offer any new service course,
there would be a very small amount of reliable information to base his

decisions on.

Under these circumstances, it would seem advisable to
investigate students' academic English language needs, wants and
problems. The findings from this study will possibly add some insights
helpful to the administration and evaluation of the English program for

graduate students at the Faculty of Science, Mahidol University.

Statement of the Problem

It has been the policy of the Graduate School of Mahidol
University to make a sound knowledge of English a prerequisite for
graduation. According to the Graduate School Bulletin on English
Proficiency of Graduate Students, February 14, 1983, students should be
proficient in English to such an extent that they are able to read
textbooks and technical journals and write academic papers in English.
Students, therefore, are required to pass an English proficiency test
before they can graduate. Those who have failed are required to re-take
such a test or alternatively take a standardized English proficiency
test such as TOFEL, scoring at least 500. As a help, the Department
of PForeign Langusges annually provides an intensive English course for

these students.



Despite this English language policy, there was growing concern
among many students that they were linguistically unable to cope with
their academic work in English satisfactorily. In the investigator's
interviews with students who took the intensive English course, some
remarked that they needed no more such English training as provided by
the Department of Foreign Languages and after finishing the course they
were continuing to have language problems in their studies. Some students,
including those who had passed the English proficiency test, admitted
that their English was still not adequate for their academic needs.
Some reported substantial difficulty even in the fundamental tasks of
reading textbooks and journals. Even more important, graduate work in
all programs at the Faculty of Science terminated in a thesis in which
a student's ability to write English competently was likely to have a
marked effect on his adademic success; therefore, there were frequently

requests for help on writing theses.

In addition, some students complained that the unrealistic
language policy of the Graduate School was a hindrance rather than a
help in the pursuit of their education. The most unfortunate part of
the affair was that a few students, by some means or another, had prepared
their theses in English but had not even passed an English proficiency

test.

Consequently, some students saw English as a source of difficulty
rather than a means of intellectual communication. The negative attitudes
toward English that they were gradually developing might diminish their
academic perspectives. There was widespread demand that steps should bd
taken ﬁo improve this situation and the present study was a response to

the demand.



This study was conducted, therefore, to investigate graduate
students' needs for academic English, their language problems and wants.
Some changes based on the results of this study would be recommended, where
possible, to the existing English language program for graduate students.
This could lead to an improvement in its overall operation and
effectiveness with reference to the language needs of graduate students,
and could also serve as a starting point for better communication among

students and subject-specific instructors and planners involved.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to identify the degree to which
graduate students at the Faculty of Science, Mahidol University, need
English for academic purposes. It also seeks to determine the degree
of language difficulty in the target situation. Furthermore, the
researcher's intent is to 1dentify the nature of the students' and
instructors' backgrounds as related to English language learning.

This study also attempts to specify some factors of the learning
situation which may constrain the syllabus implementation. These factors
include: time, willingness to make use of English program, students'’
wants and instructors' expectations regarding skills, activities and

instructional mode.

This study then is designed to answer the following research

questions:



1. What are graduate students' and their instructors' backgrounds
with regard to English language learning and practice of the former?

2. Do graduate students have academic English language needs
and to what extent do they have these needs?

3. Do graduate students have academic English language problems
and to what extent do they have these problems?

4, What type of English course do graduate students want and

their instructors expect?

Significance of the Study

This study is concerned with the identification of graduate
students' academic needs, problems, wants and their instructors'
expectations and some implementational constraints. This study has a
policy orientation. In other words, the study is supposed to provide
some suggestions which may affect the decision of the planners.
Implications of the present study will be of assistance in the planning
and evaluation of the English program of graduate sutdents at the Faculty
of Science, Mahidol University. With the information obtained, the
planners may gain a better understading of the academic importance of
English and have a general idea of how to improve or expand the existing
English program in terms of content, timing, etc. This will also
initiate a discussion among students, subject-specific instructors,
English instructors and course planners so that a more effective English

program for graduate students can be developed in the future.



Students

Instructors

Needs

Problems

Wants

Expectations
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Definiton of Terms

First, second and third year graduate students
studying for a master's or a doctorate degree at the
Faculty of Science, Mahidol University, in the second

semester of academic year 1985.

Full-time, subject-specific instructors with permanent
positions teaching graduate students at the Faculty

of Science, Mahidol Unviersity, in academic year 1985.

English language requirements of what students have
to do in the academic target situation (in the four

skills and a veriety of activities.)

Difficulties caused by the gap between students'
present English competency and the level required in

the academic target situation.

English language learning factors that are desired by
students but without which students may be able to do

their work in the academic target situation.

English language learning factors that are demanded

by instructors for their students.
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Limitation of the Study

This study investigates the nature of academic English language
needs, problems, wants and expectations. In using questionnaires, this
study is limited to the opinions of the informants. There are some

1imitations which should be taken into consideration.

1. Part-time or temporary instructors and visiting lecturers
from other institutes who taught students at the Faculty of Science
were not included in this study. This was because such people usually
taught here for a short period of time and therefore had relatively
little acquaintance with students, their needs and problems. Instructors
employed on a permanent basis, on the other hand, knew a lot about their

students, who might also in some cases be their advisees.

2. A few students at the Faculty were foreigners with
educational backgrounds very different from those of Thai students.
Therefore, foreign students, who made up an insignificant part of the

student population, were not included in this study.

3. Since students of all classes (i.e. first year, second year
and third year) had to answer the same questionnaire, some students,
especially those in their first year, could not actually answer about
activities they had not yet started (such as thesis writing). Thus,
they were asked about their own perception of what they would need.

If they were uncertain of it, they were asked to skip an item concerning

such matters so that their opinion would not yield too gpeclative results.



4. This study did not invclve graduate students at the other
faculties of Mahidol University. Therefore, findings for the study

cannot be grneralized.

Bassic_Assumption

It was assumed that all students and instructors in this study

responded honestly to all items on the questionnaires.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

This study intended to investigate graduate students' needs
for academic English, their language problems, wants, their subject-
specific instructors' expectations and other implementational constraints.
In order to put this study into a proper theoretical perspective, it
seems worthwhile to look at different aspects of needs analysis:models,
sources of information, types of information (in relation to the target

situation and the learning situation) and data collection.

Previous studies on language needs serve as background for
this survey leading to the research questions of the present study.
The review of research and literature relevant to this study is

presented in the following section of this Chapter.

Needs Analysis

1. Terminology

The term 'needs analysis' is defined by Finnochiaro and
Brumfit (1983:220) as, "the analysis of the purposes for which students

may require language'.

A more detailed definition of 'needs analysis' is offered by

Brumfit and Roberts (1983: 199):
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An investigation, in light of specification of
the tasks a learner or group of learners will be
required to perform in the target language, of what
particular aspects of the target language need to be
learnt in order to bring about proficiency in these
particular tasks. The results of needs analysis can
be used to determine a syllabus and suitable teaching
techniques.

‘Needs analysis', as defined above, is, as Bloor (1984:16)
putsit, 'target-centered'; that is, it looks at the learner's role(s)
and attempts to specify what language skills or linguistic knowledge
the learner needs in order to perform the role(s) adequately in the

target situation.

Alternatively, needs analysis may be 'learner-centered’
(Bloor:1984:16-17), which is to say that it examines the learner
variables and other constraints of the learning situation. In order
to specify an adequate teaching syllabus, it is desirable to operate
both target-centered and learner-centered needs analyses. Hutchinson
and Waters (1984:111-112) remark that although analysis of the target
situation may guide us when we decide what to teach, how we teach it
and what materials we use to do so must be decided by reference to
the constraints and potential of the teaching-learning situation.

We need to take into account not only the requirements of the target
situation, but also the needs and constraints of the ESP learning

situation, and the general pedagogic approach they determine.

Many factors concerning the learning situation are taken into

consideration in the approach to needs analysis developed by Richterich
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for the Council of Europe Modern Language Project. Trim (1980:63)
points out that this approach has increasingly recognized the crucial
relevance of learner variables and the inadequacy of a specification
which simply identifies objectives in respect of eventual behaviour.
Therefore, the term 'needs analysis' has taken on a wider meaning.

As Trim (1980:63) notes:

In this perspective, 'needs analysis' comes to
mean the whole cluster of techniques which lead to
an understanding of the parameters of the learning
situation: ego, fellow learners, teacher(s), adminis-
trators, course writers, producers, social agencies,
career expectations and job satisfaction, social
dynamics, learner-type and resource analysis, etc.,
are relevant factors in addition to the original
predicated communicative hehaviour. Since none of
these are constant, analysis becomes a central aspect
of course management and a most important part of the
long climb to that self-reliance and autonomy which,
we hope, eventually allow the learner to take charge
of his own learning.

For the purpose of this review, the term 'needs analysis' is
thus used in this broader sense, encompassing both the target and
learning situations. In this study the researcher investigated the
target situation in terms of needs and problems. This study also
examined some factors constraining syllabus- implementation such as
students' wants, previous learning of English, instructors' expec-

tations, time, etc.

2. Models for Specifying Language Needs

This section deals with different facets of needs analysis.
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It also discusses, in relation to the present study, two particular
needs analysis models: one as presented by Munby (1978); the other by
Richterich and Chancerel (1977). The researcher used some part of both
models in this study and considered them as complementary rather than

contradictory.

Both models claim to be systematic but they represent
philosophically very different approaches. Munby's model, a work in
the teaching of English for Specific Purposes, is specially intended
as an immediate tool for course designers who would like to select
their language material. Munby believes that-the syllabus specification
can be derived directly from the prior identification of the communi-
cation needs of the particular participant (learner) or participant

stereotype.

Richterich and Chancerel's model is a work of experts appointed
to develop a unit/credit system for learning languages and construct
syllabuses for international use. It places itself firmly with a
learner-centered approach. In the ‘'systemic approach' Richterich and
Chancerel's model does not provide a finished product or a system for
drawing up syllabus specification but the instruments to construct one.
It is up to the user to adapt the instruments to his circumstances and

possibilities.

Munby's model represents a rigid process that is not to be
changed as time goes on. His approach implies that needs analysis

is only preliminary (coming before the course) although only one of
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the elements concerned - the type of communicative performance -

seem to be a constant, but the others - the learner's needs - may be

subject to change.

For those who favour a more flexible approach to needs analysis,
Richterich and Chancerel's model can provide a useful guidance.
According to Robinson (1980:28), Richterich and Chancerel suggest that
needs analysis is an ongoing process and is certainly not confined to
the beginning of the course. (Indeed they even suggest that it may
not occur until after a course has begun.) They recognize that a
learner's needs may change even during the course, because of such
diverse factors as a change in financial resources, a change in job,
or a modification of objectives due to progress or lack of it in the

course.

Munby's model seems to be an end in itself whereas Richterich
and Chancerel's is a means of seeking compromise and deciding on the
methods of contributing, discussing, negotiating and participating
between the learner and other parties involved. Instead of being
descriptive and analytical like Munby's, it is designed to make all
parties appreciate certain facts and define the role to play by each
party in making decisions about the choice of objectives, methods of
assessment and curricula in conformity with the available resources.
Therefore, it is proposed that needs cannot always be fixed in advance
but must be a matter of negotiation as part of the actual educational

process.
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The present study is meant to be what Richterich (in Trim:1S80

:62-63) recognizes as 'the first type of analysis’, which

... is primarily designed to serve producers,
course designers, writers and educationists; in short,
all those responsible for suggesting content and
learning strategies as well as teaching material and
methods. This sort of analysis should enable work
to be done on some other basis than intuition, prec-
tice, experience and imitation. But rather than
using a top-heavy, cumbersome structure and taking
up a lot of time, such analysis should draw on light,
rapid techniques that can provide the necessary data
punctually and in accordance with particular circums-
tances and situations. Moreover, it should always,
at the same time, define the policy for change.

Realizing the transience of needs and the importance of
compromise (although this study does not include what Richterich calls
*the second type of analysis', which is carried out during the course to
serve the learner directly), the researcher based this study mainly on
Richterich and Chancerel's model, which intends to improve communication
among the parties concerned rather than to seek a ready-made answer to
problems of syllabus specification. This study is an exploratory effort
to provide a rough outline of students' language needs, problems and
wants. It does not go into great depth; nor does it attempt a compre-
hensive target specification. 1In using Richterich and Chancerel's model,
the researcher adjusted the degree of detail and explicitness to the
possibilities and requirements of the situation. At the same time, much
of Manby's complicated process had to be drastically reduced and modified
in this study partly because of its inappropriateness for the direct
application in the field, and partly because of the limitation of the

instruments and the scope of the study.
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Against this philosophical background, this section will
examine, in connection with the present study, three aspects of needs
analysis: sources of information, types of information (in relation
to the target situation and the learning situation) and data

collection.

2.1 Sources of Information

Munby (1978) does not indicate exactly what party should be
responsible for determining the learner's needs. However, he claims
that it is possible to begin with the learner and work systematically
forward to the syllabus specification that represents the target

communicative competence.

Richterich and Chancerel (1977) suggest sources of information
much more explicitly. They note that the learner never learns in
isolation and has to learn under the pressure of demands made by the
society outside as well as inside the teaching establishment. Hence,
they propose that the identification of the learner's needs should be
taken by three separate bodies: the learner himself, the teaching
establishment (establishment providing language instruction: Richterich
and Chancerel's definition:1977:30) and the user-institution (any
structuralized social unit making use of one or more foreign languages
to enable it to operate properly:Richterich and Chancerel's

definition:1977:43).

A similar view is held by Chambers (1980:29), who argues in
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support of the view that the learner should not be the only main source
of data to establish the aims of the course and course planning must
also take account of the needs of the other participants, for example,

the social groups to which the learner belongs and the institutions

that provide the resources.

Furthermore, in some cases, the learner may be rather ignorant
of his futyire needs. Thus, the user-institution could be expected to
make decisions concerning activities which the learner has not yet

started. As Richterich (1983:3) points out:

Experience shows that in general the learner is
little aware of his needs and, in particular, that he
is unable to express them, g&specially if they are
interpreted as the reflection of the language skills
and content which he will use in the future when he
has learnt the language. It is therefore the institu-
tion and their representatives who, with the knowledge
they possess and the power they wield, will arbitrari-
ly determine them for him.

At Mahidol University the parties who were highly conscious of
students' academic needs, in the researcher' opinion, were graduate
students themselves (learner, to use Richterich and Chancerel's term)
and subject-specific instructors (who could be considered to belong to
user-institution according to Richterich and Chancerel's definition).
Graduate students were generally aware of their immediate academic
needs and subject-specific instructors knew a lot about both immediate
and future needs of their students. The English teachers of the
intensive program (who could be regarded as representatives of teaching

establishment according to Richterich and Chancerel's definition) seem



to know roughly about the students' needs in general, but may not be
well aware of the extent of the needs in specific academic activities
probably because they have been preoccupied with courses for undergra-
duate students and most graduate students have not yet participated in
the English language program at Mahidol University. Taking all these
points into consideration, the researcher therefore elicited information
from two main sources: graduate students and their subject-specific

instructors at the Faculy of Science, Mahidol University.

2.2 Types of Information

2.2.1 Information about the Target Situation

Munby (1978) suggests that the field of needs analysis should
be described as 'language plus situational context', thus distinguish-
ing between different types of needs according to the target situation.
He pays meticulous attention to the different linguistic and socio-
linguistic dimensions of communication in which the learner will

eventually have to engage.

At the beginning, a minimum amount of relevant information about
the prospective learner (e.g. age, sex, mother-tongue, proficiency in
the target language etc.) is fed into the Communication Needs Processors
(C.N.P.). The C.N.P., then, operates by building up a profile of needs,
and next by converting these needs into syllabus content. Munby tries
to separate needs from language and regards the C.N.P. as pre-language

(Davies:1981:335). The C.N.P. consists of eight variables - four apriori
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and four aposteriori. The apriori parameters are:

1. purposive domain (i.e. type of ESP involved and purpose
for which the target language is required.)

2. setting (physical and psychological)

3. interaction (role or social relationship involved)

4. instrumentality (medium, mode and channel of communication)

The aposteriori parameters, which depend on the apriori, are:

5. dialect (Standard/non-Standard etc.)

6. target level (required proficiency for the participant)

7. communicative event (what the participant has to do,
both activity and subject matter.)

8. communicative key (how the participant should carry out

the communicative event.)

Munby brings in language at the next stage (the Language
Skills Selector, the Meaning Processor and the Linguistic Encoder).
At this stage a profile of needs is realized in actual language forms
by means of the specification of the language skills needed and the
language functions. As Hawkey (1981:89} summarizes it, Munby gives a
detailed list of micro-skills and micro-functions, from which a selection
can be made. Certain kinds of communicative activity are described in
terms of micro-functions rather than skills. In general, the model
encourages the course designer to do some socio-semantic processing in

activities which involve interaction. Finally, skills, functions and



language forms together give syllabus content.

Unlike Munby, Richterich and Chancerel do not go very far into
matters of language. According to Robinson (1980:28), when considering
what use a learner may make of a language, Richterich and Chancerel
distinguish language activities (e.g. telephoning, writing letters),
language functions (e.g. asking for information, arguing, explaining),
language situations (e.g. face to face, in a working group) and the four
language skills. They also list some of the different referential
objects of language (e.g. everyday communication, scientific language)

and leave it at that.

Munby claims that his work is a rigourous dynamic processing
model and this is open to serious challenge. Richterich and Chancerel,
on the other hand, do not make such a strong claim and the open-ended
nature of their model (or rather list) allows room for further

elaboration and modification, thereby avoiding controversy.

Some of the categories in Munby's C.N.P., are controversial.
For example, Davies (1981:473) criticizes the setting and interaction for
being vague. Furthermore, the communicative key is, to use Davies'

expression, 'a slippery variable'.

There are also cogent arguments against Munby's claim that the
variables in his model are 'logically sequenced’'. Hawkey (1980:91)
states that in the C.N.P. the target lvel should not come before the

communicative event and the communicative activity. This is because
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it is difficult to make statements about the target text without looking
forward to the activites and subject matter that may be involved. It
might, therefore, be more logical to place target level parameters last,
after activities and subject matter have been investigated. This point
is, perhaps, connected with the whole idea of socio-semantic processing,
that is, creating actual language out of micro-functions marked for

attitudinal tone.

Davies (1981:473), reviewing Munby, raises skepticism of the
second stage of Munby's model and doubts whether there is a means of
validating the claim that the Language Skills Selector, the Meaning
Processor and the Linguistic Encoder will work. This is because there
are no principled reasons for the inclusion or exclusion of items in

the inventory.

However, Munby's model could be very useful if used with common

sense. As Hirayama-Grant and Sedgwick (1978) observe:

Through placing our syllabus design project in
retrospect, we have become aware of the great import-
ance of intuitive factors in design work ... in real-
ity - ad hoc decision-making, intuitive and educated
guesses provided much of our momentum and direction.

The researcher regards Munby's work as a static but valuable
checklist, rather than an automatic processing model. Munby's work
could provide guidance to a detailed target situation analysis. 1In
this study the researcher, however, collected data about only part of

two C.N.P. parameters - the verbal medium of the instrumentality
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{whether language will be used as spoken or written, and whether commu-
nication will be receptive or productive) and the communicative event
(what the learner will have to do in English). In the researcher's
view, these C.N.P. variables could probably form a proper starting point
for more complex categorization of the target communication. In other
words, such information as gathered in the present study could serve as
a kind of springboard from which future studies could take off into

more detailed areas of target specification.

In the researcher's opinion, all of Richterich and Chancerel's
language categories correspond to Munby's. For example, the language
activity can be compared to the communicative event; the language
situation to the channel (of the instrumentality); the language skill
to the verbal medium (of the instrumentality); and the referential
object to the subject matter (of the communicative event). Because of
these equivalents, the researcher did not refer to Richterich and

Chancerel's categories when analyzing the target situation.

2.2.2 Information about the Learning Situation

In Munby's approach, consideration of the actual facts of life
(individual learner characteristics, resources, methodology etc.) are
deliberately omitted. They belong, in Munby's view, to later stages

of the program design process. In Communicative Syllabus Design Munby

(1978) limits his discussion of these 'constraints' to a short epilogue

and lists them under the following headings:
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1. Socio-political

2. Loyistical (largely, resources)

3. Administrative

4. Psycho-pedagogic (learner factors such as motivation,
expectations and learning style)

5. Methodological

Unlike Munby, Richterich and Chancerel are not limited in their
aim. In their approach, information is sought regarding resources
(the financial and technical resources of the learner and the teaching
establishment), methods of assessment, curricula, syllabuses and teaching
methods (both those preferred by the learner and those used by the teaching
establishment). Robinson (1980:28) observes that in this way the learner
is encouraged to find out as much as possible about available language
courses and to see how these match up against his resources, experience,

objectives and inclinations.

Constraints are often very real. Therefore, Munby's model could
be regarded as an inadequate instrument because it can provide explicit
information about only one aspect of the whole teaching/learning process.
Some background information about the learner, for example, his previous
learning of English and age should not be ignored if it is available.
Such factors will probably affect the course implementation. For
instance, students who have not studied a foreign language for a long
time may have forgotten the language, which, as Trim (1980:50) puts it,

"is not a fixed asset, but degenerates with disuse".
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Time is another factor which should be taken into account in
designing an ESP course. The time available for ESP courses is always
going to be severely limited. Thus, the designer of a particular ESP
program usually has time constraints, no matter how useful the program
may be in its own right. Fitzjohn (1974) notes that an ESP course is
a subsidiary contribution to another main interest, and that there will
usually be pressure to achieve the required level of linguistic com-

petence in the minimum amount of time.

One of the most important variables of the learning situation
may be the learner's want. Crofts (1976: 12-13), reviewing Jupp and
Hodlin, complains that ESP courses are usually, in his words, "so
deadly serious, so earnestly work-oriented - so dull". This may hold
true especially if the courses are based on target situation analysis
alone. When the learner's wants are not taken into consideration, he
may be forced into a learning situation to which he may not be suited,
and may reject what is offered. This point is well demonstrated by
Mead (1980) in his research into the motivation of students in ESP
courses in the faculties of medicine, agriculture and veterinary
science at a university in the Middle East. Mead discovered that only
the medical students were adequately motivated to study the subject-
matter of their specialism: what the agricultural and veterinary
students were really interested in was studying to be medical doctors
instead. Thus, the subject-specific ESP text for the agricultural and

veterinary students probably had a de-motivating effect.

McDonough (1984:36) points out the importance of the learner's
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wants (or, in her words, 'wishes'):

To view the learners' interests and wishes as
‘constraints' would be very unproductive. Armed with
our goal-oriented specification of needs we could, of
course, ignore anything that did not fit into the
tidy picture. It is obvious, however, that motivation
for learning will be ignored along with everything
else, and the net effect is quite likely to be less
learning. So talking of individual ‘'perceptions' and
'wishes' shows the very close relation between the
process of learning and the terminal goal of that
learning.

McDonough (1984:36) then suggests what to do with the

learner's wants:

For instance, learners' wishes can be set along-
side terminal goals and given equal status. A teacher
might instead decide to focus on those wishes in the
early part of a programme and regard them as a set of
motivating short- or mid-term goals, to be used as
stepping-stones to the longer-term objectives. Again,
they could be retained as short-term objectives through-
out the programme, running in and parallel to the needs
specified by target situation analysis.

Needs analysis is likely to be influenced not only by the
wants of the learner himself, but also the expectations of the user-
institution. There can be conflict among the objectively analysed
needs, the learner's wants and the user-institution's requirements.
McDonough (1984:37) suggests a way to settle potential disagreement
between the user-institution's requirements (or, to use her expression,
'external demands') and other factors, which is similar to the procedure
mentioned in her earlier discussion of the learner's wants. As

McDonough (1984:37) observes:
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External demands, depending on their nature,
might be set alongside goals, and taken account of
throughout, or they might be seen as a set of short-
term objectives. Furthermore, they might be included
in the wider aims of a programme or, conversely,
might act as a framework for specifying aims. Either
way, if put into their correct perspective, they are
best thought of as integral and modifying factors,
rather than as irritating 'constraints’.

In this study the researcher also wanted to determine
expeetations and some resources (such as time) and learner factors
(such as wants, motivation or interest and learning style). Therefore,
the questionnaires asked about some backgrounds of the informants and
some aspects of instruction which they desired. Such information will
contribute to better understanding about some constraints and help to
make the course(s) interesting and suitable to students in conformity

with the available resources.

2.3 Data Collection

Munby (1978) gives no indication as to how the data for the
actual learner might be collected. His model is a tool for the course
designer, not a questionnaire for direct use with the learner or any
other parties concerned. He only indicates that ‘authoritative
sources and some familiarity with the situation’ can provide information

about the learner's needs (Munby:1978:152).

Richterich and Chancerel, on the other hand, demonstrate
verious method of gathering information. The final part of their work

is a comprehensive survey of all the different methods of collecting
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data for a needs analysis. These range from surveys, questionnaires,
interviews through language and intelligence tests to attitude scales
to job and content analysis. Examples are given of each method and
their relative values assessed. Of the methods suggested by Richterich
and Chancerel, the most commonly applied seems to be the questionnaire

(Robinson:1980:29).

Ideally, information should also be gained from content
analysis and direct observation of the actual language use in the
target situation. However, this presupposes that the investigator
has both sufficient time and easy access to the target situation. It
is in fact desirable to employ several methods, e.g. observations,
interviews, questionnaires; some of them used to crosscheck others.

So far, no single method has yet been agreed upon (Vijchulata and Lee:
30:1985). Richards (1984:6) states that determining needs is not an
exact science ..., since it involves both quantitative and qualitative
data, requires the use of a variety of formal and informal data
gathering procedures, and seeks to clarify needs that may by nature be
changing or imprecise. In practice, many needs analyses are carried

out on an informal basis depending on the time and resources.

Familiarity with the learner and the user-institution can
contribute to an intuitive understanding of the learner's needs.

Halliday and Cooke (1982:137) reveal their experience:
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... we were able to predict very accurately the
target situation needs and existing language abilities
of certain groups of post-graduate students without
going through the full gamut of the Needs Analysis
ritual. Even the interviews carried out with the deans
of faculties and random groups of half-a-dozen or so
prospective students were opportunities to test out
hypotheses about needs rather than to find them out
from scratch (as the Munbyan instrument seems to require).
What in fact was happening was that the course designer
already had a stock of knowledge about this sort of
Participant in this sort of institution, heading for
this sort of target situation.

Therefore, before developing the questionnaires, the reseacher
familiarized himself with students and their instructors by interviewing
them to identify the general nature of the academic needs in their

programs.

Based on the information from the interviews, questionnaires
were then developed and used as the main data-gathering instrument.
This study was concerned with the establishment of academic needs at N
some gross level. In an exploratory study such as this, the questionnaire
was likely to be a suitable investigatory tool, since what was sought
was a broad spectrum of general information from a considerable number
of respondents, in order to establish statistically significant trerds.

In general, the scope and objectives of this survey determined the

nature of the investigation, and hence the choice of the most

appropriate instrument.

Thus far the models for specifying language needs have been
reviewed and compared to determine their relative strengths and weaknesses

and to see which one should be applied to a particular situation. As can
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be seen, Richterich and Chancerel's model covers a much wider area of
needs analysis than Munby's, which is detailed and exhaustive only in
respect of the target situation. ‘The researcher considers that, to

get the whole picture of needs, Richterich and Chancerel's model should
be used. Therefore, this study follows their principles. For example,
in this study information is also sought regarding some factors in the
learning situation such as wants and expectations from two perspectives:
the learner (students) and the user-institution (subject-specific

instructors).

Munby's model provides a useful check-list for target situation
analysis but, in the researcher's opinion, it is very time-consuming
and difficult to cover all of the variables in the model in one study.
Because of the limitation of the instrument and time, a very large
number of Munby's parameters remain unfilled in this study. However,
the needs for language skills and activities as identified in this
study can point to more detailed areas for further investigation about

the target situation.

Related Research

Kreemaha (1972) surveyed the opinion of second year engineering
students at Chulalongkorn University concerning technical English.
The findings revealed that most students were interested in technical
English because it was relevant to their needs and interests. Reading

was the skill which was needed most because many textbooks in this



field were in English.

Roongrojdee (1977) administered questionnaires to teachers and
heads of mechanical and electrical engineering departments at various
vocational colleges. The findings indicated that both parties wanted

an ESP program because it was likely to serve their students' purposes.

Chulalongkorn University Language Institute (1981) surveyed the
opinion of instructors and graduate students at Chulalongkorn University.
The results indicated that English was necessary for academic and
professional purposes and reading was the most needed skill. Translation

and writing were less important.

Pongpun and Wongbiasaj (1983) compared the views of first=year
medical students with those of first-year science students at Mahidol
University concerning their English language needs. It was found that
both groups felt the need for English for both present and future uses.
Medical students needed to use English more immediately than science
students because the former had to use English in their first year at
the university. Science students recognized English as an impor tant
international language, but their needs for the language was not so

immediate.

Siriwong (1984) conducted a survey on needs, wants, expectations
and problems in the use of English of nursing students at Mahidol
University. The data were collected from four parties: nursing students,

nurses, teachers and co-ordinators. It was found that reading was the

11956 STEISELE
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most needed skill. With reference to problems, nursing students and
nurses regarded speaking and listening as the worst skills while
teachers perceived the greatest difficulty in writing and co-ordinators
indicated weaknesses in all skills. In the learning situation the
English courses for nursing students were considered to need more

improvement.

Pleansaisurb (1984) distributed questionnaires to first year
medical students, lecturers, interns, residents and administrators of
the medical schools and hospitals of Mahidol University. According to
the findings, reading was the skill most needed for both academic and
professional purposes. Medical students did not have great needs for
English in writing, listening and speaking. However, it was also

discovered that listening and speaking are thegkills most wanted by

medical stndents.

Frankel and Dunlop (1980) did a survey of English language
needs at the Asian Institute of Technology. They administered gues-
tionnaires to students and members of the faculty staff (instructors)
and then conducted follow-up interviews. The results showed that
reading was a very important skill but was not a major problem and
there were more urgent needs for instruction in listening comprehension,
interacting in speech and writing. While there was general agreement
between students and instructors about the need to improve students'
English, disagreement remained about methods of doing so which related
to the standard of English proficiency to be expected from AIT graduates.

That is to say, instructors usually set a fairly high standard and had
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a relatively low opinion of students' English but students tended to
overrate their level of competency. This study has a policy orienta-
tion and therefore concludes with implications for testing and program

development.

According to Ostler (1980), at San Diego State University an
Academic Skills Questionnaire was distributed to 200 randomly selected
instructors from all departments in order to determine which skill
(reading, writing, speaking or listening) was most essential to non-
native speaker success in university classes. The receptive skills,
reading and listening, were ranked first by instructors teaching both
lower division and upper division/graduate classes. The instructors
of all departments but engineering ranked General English above Specific
Purpose English. This study concludes with implications for testing,

literacy requirements and curriculum development.

Schutz and Derwing (1981) conducted a survey of English
language needs of educated Taiwanese. More than half of the informants
reported that English was useful in their studies and professions.
Particularly interesting is the interpretation of the results. Since
the informants of the survey worked or studied in the areas of science
and technology, they rated speaking the least important of the language
skills in terms of needs. However, they ranked speaking first 'in case
of desired command'. In other words, there is a conflict between

objective needs and personal wants.

John (1981) reported on a study conducted at the American
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Language Institute of Southern California concerning their students'
assessments of both what academic skills they expected to need in
order to successfully complete their studies and self-assessments of
their success in using English in varied social and business

settings. Johns (1981:51) summarizes the findings:

There is a clear distinction between the academic
skills needed by graduate and undergraduate students;
many students were concerned over the inability to
read complex academic material; some of the skills
assessed were major-specific and, although students
felt quite comfortable in some language settings,
their confidence decreased sharply in those settings
requiring creative language skills.

Vijchulata and Lee (1985:27-48) investigated students' needs
for English at Universiti Pertanian Malaysia (UPM). A questionnaire
was built to ask about what students expected from the English courses
they took. In general, students preferred small classes of 10-19
students. Most of them ranked oral English as the most preferred
skill and reading comprehension as the second most preferred. With
regard to the writing skill, report-writing was ranked as the most
important activity. Apparently, students were not in favour of the
course content which is related to general science only. They
preferred courses based on a combination of 'general English', English
'related to their field of study', and English ‘'related to general
science'. Most students agreed that proficiency in English was necessary
for them to do well in their examinations at the University and that
the English language was useful in their studies. However, based on

students' self-evaluation, their ability to read and comprehend



materials in English seemed to be rather low, though the frequency of

students reading materials in English was found to be high.

Zughoul and Hussein (1985) investigated the needs for English
at Yarmouk University in Jordan. For this purpose separate questionnaires
for students and the teaching staff of the facplties were developed,
piloted and distributed. The questionnaires determined three major
aspects: the extent of English lanugage use at the university;
perceptions of students' lanugage abilities; and perceptions of English
language needs. Results reveal widespread use of English in most
educational settings except for class descussion and raising questions
in lectures. There is also evidence that students tend to overstimate
their abilities in different language skills, while a more realistic
estimate is reflected in the responses of the instructors. Both
students and instructors agree on the primary importance of the listening
skill; thereafter their opinion tend to diverge. Implications for the
teaching situation at Yarmouk University and comparable institutions are

discussed and a stronger orientation to ESP is reinforced.

So far, surveys of needs for academic English have been
conducted at many educational institutions to provide suggestions for
English language programs. At Mahidol University, however, there has
not been adequate work on students' needs at the graduate level. Thus,
this study was conducted to identify academic needs, problems, wants
and some backgrounds of graduate students at the Faculty of Science,
Mahidol University. It is anticipated that the results of the present

investigation will offer practical implications for the development
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of the English program for graduate students at the Faculty of

Science, Mahidol University.



39

CHAPTER 1III

METHODOLOGY

This study investigates the extent of graduate students'
academic English language needs, problems wants, expectations and
some possible constraints on syllabus implementation. The method
employed is a survey with self-administered and mailed questionnires.
Preliminary interviews and a pilot study were conducted to obtain
prerequisite information relevant to the design of the final

questionnaires.

Chapter Three explains the procedures for collecting the data.
It includes information on the respondents, the construction,
development, distribution and collection of the questionnaires, the
analysis of data and statistical procedure and the validity and

reliability of the study.

Population

Two groups of informants were used in this study. One group
consisted of graduate students studying for a master's or a doctorate
degree at the Faculty of Science, Mahilol University, in the second
semester of academic year 1985. The other was made up of subject-
specific instructors teaching graduate students at the Faculty of
Science, Mahidol University, in academic year 1985. Lists of graduate

students and their insturctors were obtained from the Graduate School



40

Office of Mahidol University. All 228 students and 145 instructors

were use for the present study.

The researcher restricted this inquiry to the Faculty of
Science because of the great extent of students' academic use of
English at the Faculty. For instance, all graduate students at
the Faculty were required to write their theses in English.
Students in some programs also had to listen to lectures in English
because their instructors were foreigners or because there were
foreign students in the classroom. Furthermore, in some seminar
courses,students were required to speak English even among fellow
Thais. In addition, they routinely had to read numerous textbooks
and journals to keep abreast of new developments in their fields
of study. Hence, the nature of their academic English language

use was of primary interest to the present study.

Construction and Development of the Questionnaires

Prior to the development of the questionnaires, some
research and literature on needs analysis were reviewed. Initial
questionnaires were first prepared on the basis of preliminary
interviews with students and instructors at the Faculty of Science,

Mahidol University.
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1. Preliminary Interviews

Twenty-five students and fifteen instructors from all
graduate programs at the Faculty of Science were interviewed
by the investigator. If they did not have time for an interview,

they were asked to complete an open-ended questionnaire instead.

Students were requested to identify academic activities
in which they had to use English. They were also asked about their
language needs, problems and preferences. Intructors were
invited to determine academic situations where their students
had to use English. They were also asked about their students'’

language needs, problems and their own expectations.

The information from the preliminary interviews were
then used in the design of two separate questionnaires for
a pilot study. One questionnaire was constructed for students

and the other for instructors.

2. Pilot Study

A pilot study using questionnaires as research devices
was designed to obtain further information relevant to the final

questionmaires. These pilot questionnaires were used as a
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preliminary study as well as a pretest of the effectiveness of the final
questionnaires and the level of cooperation of students and instructors.
The questionnaires were administered to forty students and twenty
instructors of all graduate programs at the Faculty of Science,

Mahidol University. These respondents were requested to answer the
questionnaires, to express any other opinions concerning the present
study in general, and to evaluate the questionnaires as to content,
wording, arrangement and ordering of the items. From the information

obtained, tentative questionnaires were then developed.

The revision of the questionnaires was based on suggestions
and assistance of experts and the thesis advisor. Amendments were

made to items which had been poorly or ambiguously phrased.

The Questionnaires

Each question included in the questionnaires was designed
in relation to the purposes and analysis method of the present study.

The copies of the questionnaires used in this study are reproduced

in APPENDIX A.

The questionnaires were specifically designed to obtain the

following information:
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1. TItem 1 in both questionnaires provided information about
the respondents and serves as a basis for classifying them into three
major groups according to discipline or field of study. In this item
students and instructors were asked to indicate their respective

programs.

Students and instructors were classified into three main

groups on the basis of discipline:

Life Sciences - Anatomy, Bicochemistry, Environmental Biology,
Microbiology, Pathobiology, Pharmacology,

Physiology and Toxicology

Physical Sciences - Applied Mathematics, Chemical Physics,

Physical Chemistry and Organic Chemistry

Applied Linguistiecs

Other sub-items in Item 1 provided biographical data.
These sub-items were compiled to obtain a profile of current student
and instructor population as related to students' English learning and
practice, e.g. students' age, English learning experience, educational

backgrounds',etc.

2. This studywas designed to determine the extent of students’

needs for the academic use of English in the four traditional language
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skills and a variety of language activities. Items 2 and 3 in both
questionnaires asked students and instructors to rank the needs for

academic English on a scale of 1-5 as follows:

very extensively = 5
extensively = 4
moderately = 3
rarely = 2
never = 1

l:\dean'scores derived from this scale were interpreted on the

following ranges:

very extensively = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2.4-1.5
never = 1.4-1.0

The four traditional language skills were listed in Item 2:

a. Listening
b. Speaking
c. Reading

d. Writing

In addition, a list of nineteen academic activities in

which students had to use English was included in Item 3:



45

a. Listening to lectures

b. Answering/asking questions in class

c. Making oral presentations in class

d. Attending seminars

e. Presenting papers at conferences

f. Discussing academic issues privately with foreign
instructors or foreign fellow students

g. Defending a thesis

h. Reading te#tbooks

i. Reading academic journals or research papers

J. Reading examination questions

k. Taking notes from lectures

1. Taking notes from textbooks, journals or research papers

m. Taking essay examination

n. Writing reports or term papers

o. Writing research proposals

p. Writing a thesis

g. Writing academic articles for publication

r. Writing academic letters

s. Any other

3. Items 4 and 5 in both questionnaires sought to identify
the degree of language difficulty which confronted students in their
studies. The four language skills (the same as in Item 2) and activities
(the same as in Item 3) were listed in the questionnaires. First,
students and instructors were to rate the adequacy of their own and their
students' English respectively in each skill and activity according to

the following criteria:
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adequate

fairly adequat
inadequate

very inadequate

completely inadequate

not applicable (because English is never used) = missing value

Scores from the adequacy scale were then re-interpreted in

terms of difficulty and put on the following ranges:

adequate = no difficulty = 0 = 0.0-0.4
fairly adequate = little difficulty = 1 = 0.5-1.4
inadequate = some difficulty = 2 = 1.5=2.4
very inadequate = much difficulty = 3 = 2.5-3.4
completely inadequate = total difficulty = 4 = 3.5-4.0

Furthermore, Item 6 in the student questionnaire identified
the adequacy of English which some students learned in the intensive
English course. Students who had taken the course were requested to
indicate to what extent the knowledge of English gained from the course
was adequate for their study purposes. For this item, the adequacy

scale and re-interpretation above were also used.

4, Item 7 in the student questionnaire and Item 6 in the
instructor questionnaire determined whether they wanted an academic

English language course for graduate students.
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5. Items 8 and 9 in the student questionnaire and Items 7
and 8 in instructor questionnaire specified students' wants and
instructors expectations concerning focus on language skills and
activities. Students and instructors were invited to rank the skills
and activities in the order they thought these should be emphasized

in an English course for academic purposes.

6. Items 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 in the student questionnaire
and Items 9 and 10 in the instructor questionnaire asked the
respondents to identify some aspects of time, course content and
instructional mode they considered appropiate. In some items they had

to rank these in order of preference.

T. Item 15 in the student questionnaire and Item 11 in the
instructor questionnaire were open-ended questions which provided space
for the respondents to write any other comments on the coursefs) "

they would 1like.

Administration of the Final Questionnaires and Collection of Data

The'questionnaires were given to students and instructors
toward the end of the second semester, that is, in January and February,
1986. The researcher presumed that at that time students had attended
their graduate programs for at least six months and this was probably
long enough for first year students to have a sense of their academic

needs.
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Each student or insturctor received a questionnaire package

which contained:

a. a questionnaire (either for a student or an instructor)

b. a cover letter from the Head of the Department of Foreign
Languages asking for cooperation in completing the
questionnaire (for an instructor only)

c. an addressed and stamped envelope (for a student who had

finished his course work and no longer attended class)

Three weeks later the researcher collected these questionnaires
from students and instructors at the Faculty of Science. Students who
no longer attended class could return the questionnaires to the

researcher's address by mail.

Validity and Reliability of the Questionnaires

This study investigates, by means of questionnaires, the
factors relevant to graduate students' needs, problems, wants and
expectations. Face validity is the justification for relying on
self-report questionnaires since all questions were directed to the
distinguishing quality or characteristic which is the subject of
study. That is to say, the information desired is the extent of
English language needs, wants and expectations and the questionnaires

asked repondents to identify these.
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To ascertain the reliability of the questionnaires, the Alpha
Reliability Coefficients were calculated for the items which used the
five point Likert Scale (Items 2-5 on each questionnaire). The Alpha
Reliability Coefficient of the student questionnaire was 0.9743 and

that of the instructor questionnaire was 0.9061.

Analysis of Data and Statistical Procedures

After receipt of the completed questionnaires, data were
interpreted, categorized and tabulated on computer sheets and a
program was run to calculate the statistical values. All data
analysis was completed by means of the Statistical Package for Social

Sciences (SPSS).

The following statistical procedures were employed in the

study:

1. Five Point Likert Scale

A five point Likert Scale was used to determine the extent of
students' needs for academic English and the degree of language

difficulty in their studies. The scale used for scoring was:
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a. the extent of needs (use of English)

very extensively = 5
extensively = 4
moderately = 3
rarely = "
never =i 1

Mean scores obtained from this scale were then put on the

following ranges:

very extensively = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2.4-1.5
never = 1.4-1.0

b. the extent of problems

In this study the researcher was interested in the existing
proficiency of the students in relation to the target requirements
rather than the proficiency in its absolute sense. In other words, he
just wanted the respondents to match the present proficiency of the
students against the target proficiency and would regard the gap between
the two as the students' problems. The scale used to identify language
problems in this study was slightly adapted from the one developed by

Frankel and Dunlop (1980: 100)

Following is the scale which the researcher adapted and used

in the questionnaires:
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adequate

fairly adequate
inadequate

very inadequate

completely inadequate

In this type of scale, the scale point 'adequate' was regarded
as the zero degree of inadequacy. 1In order to answer Research Question
3, the researcher re-interpreted the scale in terms of difficulty.

Each scale point was then given a value and put on ranges as follows:

adequate = no difficulty = 0 = 0.0-0.4
fairly adequate = 1little difficulty = 1 = 0.5-1.4
inadequate = some difficulty = 2 = 1.5-2.4
very inadequate = much difficulty = 3 = 2.5-3.4
completely inadequate = total diffculty = 4 = 3.5-4.0

2. Arithmetic Mean, Percentage and Frequency_ Distribution

The arithemetic mean and percentage were used to provide
a single summary of the average extent of students' needs and problems.
Frequency distributions and percentages were also calculated for
students' and instructors' backgrounds as related to English learning,
their willingness to make use of the English program, their preferred

timing for an English instruction and other wants or expectations.
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5. Weighted Scores

Weighted scores were used to rank students' wants and instructors’
expectations concerning focus on skills and activities as well as
vreferred topics. A specific weight was assigned for each specific
rank (the first rank = the highest weight; the last rank = the lowest

weight). The total weighted scores were defined as the summation of

weighted scores received from each response.

Description of Respondents

The number of responses received in the study was 225 out of
373, representing 60.32 percent of the target population. In the
event 154 out of 228 students (67.54%) and 71 out of 145 instructors

(48.97%) completed and returned the questionnaires.

Item 1 in both questionnaires asked students or instructors
to identify their programs. The information obtained from this was
used for the purpose of categorizing and grouping the informants

according to their discipline or field of study.

The informants were classified into six main groups:

1. Lift Sciences students = students studying Anatomy,

Biochemistry, Enviroumental

Bigloagy, Microbiology,
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Pathobiology, Pharmacology,

Physiology and Toxicology

2. Physical Sciences students students studying Applied
Mathematics, Chemical
Physics, Physical

Chemistry and Organic

Chemistry

]

3. Applied Linguistics students students studying Applied

Linguistics

4. Life Sciences instructors = instructors teaching Life
Sciences students

5. Physical Sciences instructors = 1instructors teaching

Physical Sciences students

instructors teaching

6. Applied Linguistics instructors
Applied Linguistics

students

The groupings of students and instructors are shown in TABLE A

and TABLE B respectively.
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TABLE A

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS BY DISCIPLINE

Discipline Number %
Life Sciences students 112 72.7
Physical Sciences students 23 14.9
Applied Linguistics students 19 12.3
Total 154 100
TABLE B

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF INSTRUCTORS BY TO DISCIPLINE

Discipline Number %

Life Sciences insturctors 55 77.5
Physical Sciences instructors 11 15.5
Applied Linguistics insturctors 5 7.0

Total 71 100
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TABLE C shows the number of students in each graduate program

which is arranged alphabetically.

TABLE C

NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY GRADUATE PROGRAM

Graduate Program Number
Anatomy 6
Applied Linguistics 19
Applied Mathematics 8
Biochemistry 19
Chemical Physics 0
Environmental Biology 14
Microbiology 19
Organic Chemistry 8
Pathobiology 12
Pharmacology 8
Physical Chemistry 7
Physiology 15
Toxicology 19

Total 154
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TABLE D shows the number of instructors in each graduate

program which is arranged alphabetically.

TABLE D

NUMBER OF INSTRUCTORS BY GRADUATE PROGRAM

Graduate Program Number
Anatomy 4
Applied Linguistics 5
Applied Mathematics 1
Biochemistry 8
Chemical Physics/Physical Chemistry 7
Environmental Biology 8
Microbiology 17
Organic Chemistry 3
Pathobiology 5
Pharmacology/Toxicology 7
Physiology 6

Total n
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CHAFTER IV

FINDINGS

Chapter Four reports the results of the study. The research
questions raised in Chapter One serve as the framework for the presen-
tation of the findings. Each answer is based on the data collected
from students and instructors by means of questionnaires which were

later tabulated and analyzed.

Research Question One

What are graduate students' and their instructors' backgrounds

L 3
as related to the English learning and practice of the former?

The information obtained from Item 1 in both questionnaires
was used to identify the informants' backgrounds in terms of students'
education, age and English learning experience as well as instructors'

academic contact with students.

The results are shown in TABLES 1.1-1.9

Finding One

As to students' class standings, it was found that a large

number of them (42.9%) were in their first year in the programs.
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Second-year and third-year students accounted for 29.9% and 27.3% of
the student respondents respectively. The numbers, percentages and

distribution are shown in TABLE 1.1.

The vast majority of students (95.5%) studied for a master’s

degree and the rest (4.5%) for a doctorate degree (see TABLE 1.2).

The age of students maninly ranged from 21 to 30, that is,
45.4% and 42.8% of the students were at the ages of 21-25 and 26-30

respectively (see TABLE 1.3).

With regard to education at entry to the graduate programs,
an overwhelming number of students (82.4%) held a bachelor's degree
in science-related field. Those who had a bachelor's degree in an
arts-related field accounted for 13% of the student population. The

remaining 4.6% had a master's degree in a field related to science.

As can be seen from TABLE 1.5, a fairly high percentage of
students (43.3%) had studied English for 11-15 years. About a
quarter (28) of them had studied 1t for 16-20 year and another

quarter (25.3%) had done so for 6-10 years.

For most students (80.7%), it was no more than five years

since they had last studied English (see TABLE 1.6). Those who had

studied it 6-10 years ago represented 15.2% of the students.

The majority of instructors (66.7%) taught graduate students
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in both master's and doctorate programs while the remainder (33.3%)

taught in a master's program only (see TABLE 1.7).

As shown in TABLE 1.8, most instructors (62.1%) had taught 1-2
graduate courses altogether and a quarter of them (25.8%) had taught

3-4 courses.

Accourding to TABLE 1.9, the amount of time allottoted to

teaching graduate students tends to vary among instructors.

A relatively large number of them (29.6%) taught for 1-10 hours in a
semester. Those who did so for 11-20 hours accounted for 18.5% of
the respondents. Those who had a class contact time of 21-30 hours
per semester made up 14.8% of the instructor population. Another

14 .8% taught for 51 hours or more. Those who taught for 31-40 hours
represented 13% of the instructors. The remaining 9.3% allocated

41-50 hours to graduate classes in a semester.



60

TABLE 1.1

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT POPULATION ACCORDING TO CALSS STANDING

Class Standing Number %
First-year students 66 42.9
Second-year students 46 29.9
Third-year students 42 27.3
n = 154

Note: Henceforth, 'n' will refer to the number of informants

responding to the question.

TABLE 1.2
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT POPULATION ACCORDING TO

LEVEL OF GRADUATE PROGRAM

Level of Graduate Program Number %
Students studying for a master's degree 147 95.5
Students studying for a doctorate degree 7 4.5

n = 154
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TABLE 1.3

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT POPULATION ACCORDING

TO AGE

Age Number %
<~20 1 .7
21-25 69 45 .4
26-30 65 42.8
31-35 12 7.9
36-40 4 2.6
41-45 1 .7

n = 152

TABLE 1.4
DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT POPULATION ACCORDING TO LEVEL AND
FIELD OF STUDY ON ENTREING THE PROGRAM

Level and Field of study on Number %
Entering the Program

Bachelor's degree in a science-related field 117 82.4
Master's degree in a science-related field 7 4.6
Bachelor's degree in an arts-related field 20 13.0

n = 153
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TABLE 1.5

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT POPULATION ACCORDING TO NUMBER

OF YEARS OF PREVIOUS ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNING EXPERIENCE

Number of Years of Previous English Number %

Language Learning Experience

1-5 years 2 1.3
6-10 years 38 25.3
11-15 years 65 43.3
16-20 years 42 28.0
21-25 years 3 2.0
n = 150

TABLE 1.6

DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT POPULATION ACCORDING TO TIME

THEY LAST STUDIED ENGLISH

Time They Last Studied English Number %
1-5 years ago 117 80.7
6-10 years ago 22 15.2
11-15 years ago . 5 3.4
16-20 years ago 1 .7

n = 145
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TABLE 1.7

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR POPULATION ACCORDING TO LEVEL OF

PROGRAM THEY TEACH

Level of Program Number %
Only master program 23 33.3
Both master and docterate programs 46 66.7
n = 69

TABLE 1.8

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR POPULATION ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF

GRADUATE COURSES THEY HAVE TAUGHT

—_—
Number of Courses Number %
1-2 courses 11 62.1
3-4 courses 17 25.8
5-6 courses 7 10.6
7-8 courses 1 1.5

n = 66
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TABLE 1.9

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTRUCTOR POPULATION ACCORDING TO

NUMBER OF HOURS SPENT IN TEACHING GRADUATE STUDENTS

IN ONE SEMESTER

Number of Hours Number %
1-10 hours 16 29.6
11-20 hours 10 18.5
21-30 hours 8 14.8
31-40 hours 7 13.0
41-50 hours 5 9.3
> 50 hours 8 14.8
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Research Question Two

Do graduate students have academic English language needs

and to what extent do they have these needs?

Items 2 and 3 in both questionnaires asked the respondents to
indicate the extent of students’' academic English language needs in

the four skills and a variety of activities respectively.

The scale of the extent of needs to use English was weighted

according to the following criteria:

very extensively = 5
extensively = 4
moderately = 3
rarely = 2
never == 1

Mean scores derived from this scale was then defined on the

following ranges:

very extensively = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2.4-1.5
never = 1.4-1.0
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The mean scores of students' needs for English were tabulated

and the results are presented in TABLES 2.1-2.4

Data on needs were analyzed separately among the six groups:
Life Sciences students, Physical Sciences students, Applied Linguistics
students, Life Sciences instructors, Physical Sciences instructors

and Applied Linguistics instructors.

™
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I
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Finding Two

.

1. Needs in the Four Skills According to Students

Results from TABLE 2.1 reveal that Life Sciences students
used English very extensively in reading (mean = 4.58), extensively
in listening (mean = 4.23) and writing (mean = 4.16) and moderately

in speaking (mean = 3.42)..

Physical Sciences students perceived extensive use of English
in reading (mean = 4.39), writing (mean = 3.83) and listening (mean
= 3.56). They had to speak English to a moderate degree (mean =

2.74).

Applied Linguistics students expressed an extremely strong
need for reading (mean = 5.00). They reported extensive use of
English in writing (mean = 4.37), listening (mean = 3.95) and

speaking (mean = 3.68).
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2. Needs in the rFour 3iklls According to Instructors

TABLE 2.2 shows instructors' perceptions of the needs for the
four skills. Life Sciences instructors indicated very extensive use of English
in reading (mean = 4.69), extensive use in listening and writing
(mean = 4.16 for both skills) and moderate use in speaking (mean =

3.54).

Physical Sciences instructors saw very extensive use in
reading (mean = 4.55). They perceived moderate needs in writing and
listening (mean = 3.09). They thought that their students rarely

had to speak English for academic purposes (mean = 2.18).

Applied Linguistics instructors seemed to completely agree
with their students that the greatest need was in reading (mean = 5.00).
In their view, students had to use English extensively in writing
(mean = 3.50) and moderately in listening (mean = 3.40) and speaking

(mean = 2.75).

3. Needs in Activities According to Students

As illustrated by TABLE 2.3, Life Science students perceived
very extensive use of English in writing a thesis (mean = 4.74),

reading textbooks (mean = 4.69), reading academic journals or research

papers (mean = 4.65). Extensive use was reported in defending a

thesis (mean

4.49), reading examination questions (mean = 4.37),

listening to lectures (mean = 4.17), attending seminars (mean = 4.01),
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taking notes from textbooks, journals or research papers (mean = 3.97},
making oral presentations in class (mean = 3.89), presenting papers
at conferences (mean = 3.84), writing research proposals (mean = 3.82)

taking notes from lectures (mean = 3.78), writing reports or term
papers (mean = 3.69), writing academic articles for publication

(mean = 3.64) and taking essay examinations (mean = 3.50). Moderate
needs for English were expressed in answering/asking questions in class
(mean = 3.23), writing academic letters (mean = 3.926), and discussing
academic issues privately with foreign instructors or foreign fellow

students (mean = 2.56).

Physical Sciences students perceived very extensive use of
English in reading academic journals or research papers (mean = 4.70).
writing a ihesis (mean = 4.68) and reading textbooks (mean = 4.61).
They generally desicribed the use of English as extensive in reading
examination questions (mean = 4.04) and taking notes from textbooks,
journals or research papers (mean = 3.91). Moderate needs to use
English were expressed in writing academic letters (mean = 3.32),
listening to lectures (mean = 3.30), taking notes from lectures
(mean = 3.30), writing academic articles for publication (mean = 3.23),
writing research proposals (mean = 3.19), attending seminars (mean =
3.17), defending a thesis (mefin = 3.00), presenting papers at
conferences (mean = 2.59) and taking essay examinations (mean = 2.56).
The activities in which they rarely participated include answering/
asking questions in class (mean = 2.43), witting reports or term papcrs
(mean = 2.43), making oral presentations in class (mean = 2.35) and

discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or
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foreign fellow students (mean = 2.30).

Applied Liguistics students reported very extensive use of
English in reading textbooks (mean = 5.00), writing a thesis (mean
= 4.94), reading academic journals or research papers (mean = 4.84),
and writing research proposals (mean = 4.82). Extensive use was
indicated in writing reports or term papers (mean = 4.21), taking
notes from textbooks, journals or research papers (mean = 4.10), taking
essay examinations (mean = 3.95), reading examination questions
(mean = 3.89), making oral presentations in class (mean = 3.84),
defending a thesis (mean = 3.71), listening to lectures (mean = 3.68)
and taking notes from lectures (mean = 3.53). English was used to a
moderate degree in answering/asking questions in class (mean = 3.42)
and discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students (mean = 2.79). The activities in which Applied
Linguistics students rarely had to engage include attending seminars
(mean = 2.47), writing academic letters (mean = 2.44), presenting
papers at conferences (mean = 2.35) and writing academic articles for

publication (mean = 1.80).

4. Needs in Activities According to Instructors

TABLE 2.4 shows instructors' perceptions of the needs in a
variety of academic activities. Life Sciences instructors indicated
very extensive use of English 1n reading academic journals or research
papers (mean = 4.83), reading textbooks (mean = 4.73), writing athesis

(mean = 4.67), reading examination guestions (mean = 4.64) and
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defending a thesis (mean = 4.54). Extensive use was reported in
writing research proposals (mean = 4.18), writing academic articles
for publication (mean = 4.44), attending seminars (mean = 4.11),
listening to lectures (mean = 4.09), presenting papers at conferences
(mean = 3.85), taking notes from textbooks, journals or research
papers (mean = 3.84), taking essay examinations {(mean = 3.81), making
oral presentations in class (mean = 3.74) and taking notes from
lectures (mean = 3.59). English was used to a moderate extent in
writing reports or term papers (mean = 3.37), answering/asking questions
in class (mean = 3.29), discussing academic issues privately with
foreign instructors or foreign fellow students (mean = 2.98) and

writing academic letters (mean = 2.77).

Physical Sciences instructors perceived very extensive use

of English in reading academic journals or research papers (mean

Il

4.73), reading textbooks (mean = 4.54) and writing a thesis (mean
4.54). They thought that English was used extensively in reading
examination questions (mean = 4.18L writing academic letters ( mean

= 3.91) and taking notes from textbooks, journals or research papers
(mean = 3.73). Perceived as moderately used were writing academic
articles for publication (mean = 3.33), writing research proposals
(mean = 3.11), participating in seminars (mean = 3.00), taking notes
from lectures (mean = 3.00), defending a thesis (mean = 2.82),
discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students (mean = 2.73), writing reports or term papers
(mean = 2.73), taking essay examinations (mean = 2.64), listening- to

lectures (mean = 2.63) and presenting papers at conferences ( mean = 2.56).
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They considered English to be rarely used in making oral presentations
in class (mean = 2.18) and answering/asking questions in class

(mean = 2.09).

According to Applied Linguistics instructors, English was
used very extensively in reading textbooks (mean = 5.00), writing
research proposals (mean = 5.00), writing a thesis (mean = 5.00) and
reading academic journals or research papers (mean = 4.60). They
saw extensive use in writing reports or term papers (mean = 4.00),
reading examination questions (mean = 3.80) and taking notes from
textbooks, journals or research papers (mean = 3.60). Moderate needs
include writing academic articles for publication (mean = 3.20),
writing academic letters (mean = 3.20), listening to lectures (mean =
3.00), answering/asking questions in class (mean = 3.00), making oral
presentations in class (mean = 3.00), taking essay examinations

(mean 3.00), defending a thesis (mean = 2.80) and attending seminars

(mean 2.60). They considered that students rarely had to use

English in taking notes from lectures (mean = 2.40), presenting papers
at conferences (mean = 2.00) and discussing academic issues priveately

with foreign instructors or foreign fellow students (mean = 1.80).
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TABLE 2.1

MEAN RATINGS OF NEEDS IN THE FOUR SKILLS

ACCORDING TO STUDENTS

LSS ' PSS N AlS
Skills ] .
MEAN (7 S.D. ; MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.
Listening| 4.23 0.77 3-56 0.95 3.95 0.78
Speaking 3.42 0.93 2.74 0.96 3.68 0.89
Reading 4.58 0.68 4.39 0.84 5.00 0.00
Writing 4.16 0.8t1 3.83 0.72 4.37 0.68
n=112 { n = 23 n = 19
Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:
LSS = Life Sciences students
PSS = Physical Sciences students
ALS = Applied Linguistics students
2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:
very extensively = 5 = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4 = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3 = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2 = 2.4-1.5
never = 1 = 1.4-1.0
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TABLE 2.2

MEAN RATINGS OF NEEDS IN THE FOUR SKILLS

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

LSI — PSI_ ] A_LIM“-—_‘——*
Skills ’
MEAN | S.D. MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.
Listening] 4.16 1.01 3.09 0.83 3.40 1.52
Speaking 3.54 1.00 2.18 0.75 2.75 0.96
Reading 4.69 0.57 4.55 0.52 5.00 0.00
Writing 4.16 0.86 3.27 0.79 3.50 0.58
n = 55 n = 11 n = 5
Notes: 1. Key to abkreviations:
LSI = Life Sciences instructors
PSI = Physical Sciences instructors
ALI = Applied Linguistics instructors
2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:
very extensively = 5 = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4 = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3 = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2 = 2.4-1.5
never = 1 = 1.4-1.0
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TABLE 2.3

MEAN RATINGS OF NEEDS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO STUDENTS

LSS PSS ALG
Activities
MEAN| S.DJj MEAN| S.D.|{MEAN | S.D.
Listening to lectures 4.1710.87{3.30 i1.11 |3.68 | 0.67
Answering/asking questions in clasg 3.231.01{2.43 [0.99 }3.42 |0.69
Making oral presentations in class [ 3.8910.94 {2.35 |0.98 [(3.84 [0.90
Attending seminars 4.0110.93{3.17 |0.65 |2.47 |1.17
Presenting papers at conferences 3.8411.16{2.59 |1.33 [2.35 |1.37
Discussing academic issues private- 2.56|1.04 [2.30 {1.22 {2.79 |1.13
ly with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students
Defending a thesis 4.49(0.78|123.00 |1.48 [3.71 [1.49
Reading textbooks 4.69/0.50 [4.61 {0.58 |5.00 |0.00
Reading academic journals or 4.65(0.534.70 |0.47 |4.84 | 0.37
research papers
Reading examination questions 4.3710.74 (4.04 |1.07 }3.39]0.87
Taking notes from lectures 3.78|0.8513.30 {1.06 {3.53 | 0.70
Taking notes from textbooks, 3.9710.82(3.91 |0.85 ]4.10 | 0.74
journals or research papers
Taking essay examinations 3.50(1.16]2.56 |1.31 }3.95 |0.85
Writing reports or term papers 3.69(1.15(2.43 11.17 {4.21 {0.85
Writing research proposals 3.8211.16 [3.19 |1.40 }4.82 {0.39
Writing a thesis 4.7410.50 |4.68 [(0.57 |4.94 ;0.24
Writing academic articles for 3.6411.3413.23 (1.48 |1.80 |1.37
publication
Writing academic letters 3.1111.42 13.32 [1.36 |2.44 [1.63
n =112 n = 23 n =19
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Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:
LSS = Life Sciences students
PSS = Physical Sciences students
ALS = Applied Linguistics students

2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:

very extensively = 5 = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4 = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3 = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2 = 2.4-1.5

never = 1 = 1.4-1.0
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TABLE 2.4

MEAN RATINGS OF NEEDS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

LS1 PSI ALT
Activities
MEAN | S.D.| MEAN| S.D.|MEAN |S.D.
Listening to lectures 4.0911.13 |2.63 |0.81 [3.00 pn.23

Answering/asking questions in clasg 3.29 [1.05 [2.09 {0.83 |3.00 i.58
Making oral presentations in class | 3.74 [1.02 |2.18 |0.87 |3.00 f1.58
Attending seminars 4.11 10.99 [ 3.00 0.45 {2.60 [1.52
Presenting papers at conferences 3.8511.03 ]2.56 [0.88 |2.00 0.70
Discussing academic issues privated 2.98 {1.12 |2.73 [1.10 {1.80 b.84

ly with foreign instructors or

foreign fellow students

Defending a thesis 4.541.02 {2.82 |0.98 | 2.80 {0.45
Reading textobbks 4.7310.56 {4.54 [0.52 |5.00 [0.00
Reading academic journals or 4.84(0.42 1 4.73 §0.47 {4.60]0.89

research papers

Reading examination questions 4.64(0.62 14.18 |0.98 | 3.8010.84
Taking notes from lectures 3.5910.98 | 3.00 (0.63 ] 2.401]0.55
Taking note from textbooks, 3.8410.883.73 [1.10]| 3.601(0.55

journals or research papers

Taking essay examinations 3.8111.10 2.64 | 0.92( 3.00(1.23

Writing reports or term papers 3.7711.27 ] 2.73 [0.91 ]| 4.00|1.41

Writing research proposals 4.18(0.98| 3.11 |1.45 5.00/0.00

Writing a thesis 4.7610.72| 4.54 1 0.93| 5.00(0.00

Writing academic articles for 4.44)10.94 | 3.33|11.23| 3.2011.30
publication

Writing academic letters 3.96(1.06] 3.91 | 0.54| 3.20(1.79
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Notes: 1. Key to abtreviations:
LSI = Life Sciences instructors
PSI = Physical Sciences instructors
ALI = Applied Linguistics instructors

2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:

very extensively = 5 = 5.0-4.5
extensively = 4 = 4.4-3.5
moderately = 3 = 3.4-2.5
rarely = 2 = 2.4-1.5

never = 1 = 1.4-1.0
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Research Question Three

Do graduate students have academic English language problems

and to what extent do they have these problems?

Items 4 and 5 in both questionnaires asked the respondents to
indicate the extent of students' academic English language problems
(in terms of inadequacy) in the four skills and a variety of
activities respectively. 1In addition, Item 6 in the student questionnaire
asked students who had taken the intensive English course to identify
the adequacy of English they had learnt during the course provided by

the Department of Foreign Languages.

The scale of the extent of problems (inadequacy of English)

was used in the questionnaires as follows:

adequate

fairly adequate
inadequate

very inadequate

completely inadequate

The scores derived from this scale Weve'then re-interpreted

in terms of difficulty and put on the following ranges:
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adequate = no difficulty = 0 = 0.0-0.4
fairly adequate = little difficulty = 1 = 0.5-1.4
inadequate = some difficulty = 2 = 1.5-2.4
very inadequate = much difficulty = 3 = 2.5-3.4

completely inadequate total difficulty = 4 = 3.5-4.0
The mean scores of students' academic English language problems

were tabulated and the results are presented in TABLE 3.1-3.5.

Data on problems in the four skills and a variety of actvities
were analyzed separately among the six groups: Life Sciences students,
Physical Sciences students, Applied Linguistics students, Life Sciences
instructors, Physical Science instructors and Applied Linguistics

instructors.

Finding Three

1. Problems in the Four Skills According to Students

TABLE 3.1 indicates that Life Sciences students had some
difficulty in speaking (mean = 2.33), writing (mean = 1.99) and
listening (mean = 1.75). They generally indicated little difficulty

in reading (mean = 1.26).

Physical Sciences students were confronted with some difficulty

in speaking (mean = 2.39), listening (mean = 2.13) and writing

(mean = 1.48). They nad little difficulty in reading (mean = 1.48).
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Compared with students of the other disciplines, Applied
Linguistics students seemed to have a relatively high opinion of
their English proficiency. That is, Applied Lingquistics students saw
little difficulty in all of the four skills (mean = 1.42 in speaking,

1.37 in listening, 1.15 in reading and 1.10 in writing).

2. Problems in the Four Skills According to Instructors

TABLE 3.2 shows the degrees of difficulty in instructors'
opinion. Life Sciences instructors indicated some difficulty in
writing (mean = 2.18), speaking (mean = 2.13) and listening (mean =

1.67). They perceived little difficulty in reading (mean = 1.36).

Physical Sciences instructors thought that their students had
much difficulty in speaking (mean = 2.90) and writing (mean = 2.73)
and some difficulty in listening (mean = 1.82). 1In their view, their

students had little difficulty in reading (mean = 1.46).

According to Applied Linguistics instructors, students had
some difficulty in speaking and writing (mean = 1.80 for both skills).
They thought that their students had little difficulty in reading

(mean = 1.40) and listening (mean = 0.60).

3. Problems in Activities According to Students

TABLE 3.3 shows students' perception of their own difficulty
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in different academic situations. Life Sciences students encountered
some difficulty in writing academic articles for publication (mean =
2.23), writing academic letter (mean = 2.21), discussing academic

issues privately with foreign instructors or foreign fellow students
(mean = 2.16), presenting papers at conferences (mean = 2.08), answer-
ing/asking questions in class (mean = 1.99), attending seminars

(mean = 1.98), taking essay examinations (mean = 1.93), writing a thesis

(mean 1.93), making oral presentations in class (mean = 1.92) defending

a thesis (mean = 1.88), writing research proposals (mean = 1.88),
writing reports or term papers (mean = 1.85), listening to lectures
(mean = 1.62) and taking notes from lectures (mean = 1.51). Activitits
in which there was little difficulty included taking notes from
textbooks, journals or research papers (mean = 1.35), reading academic
journals or research papers {(mean = 1.29), reading textbooks (mean =

1.24) and reading examination questions (mean = 1.18).

Physical Sciences students were confronted by some difficulty
in making oral presentations in class (mean = 2.37), presenting
papers at conferences (mean = 2.37), attending seminars (mean = 2.29),
discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students (mean = 2.29), taking essay examinations
(mean = 2.15), writing academic articles for publication (mean = 2.15),
ansﬁering/asking questions in class (mean = 2.14), defending a thesis
(mean = 2.14), listening to lectures (mean = 2.09), writing reports
or term papers (mean = 2.00), writing academic letters (mean = 1.86),
writing research proposals (mean = 1.84), taking notes from lectures

(mean = 1.70) and writing a thesis (mean = 1.55). They saw little
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difficulty in reading textbooks 1.13), reading academic journals or
research papers (mean = 1.13), taking notes from textbooks, journals
or research papers (mean = 1.13) and reading examination questions

(mean = 0.96).

Applied Linguistics students reported some difficulty in writing
academic articles for publication (mean = 2.21), presenting papers at
conferences (mean = 2.13), attending seminars (mean = 1.82), defending
a thesis (mean = 1.75) and writing a thesis (mean = 1.61). In their
opinion, there was little difficulty in writing research proposals
(mean = 1.47), writing academic letters (mean = 1.32), listening to
lectures (mean = 1.26), making oral presentations in class (mean = 1.26),
discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or foreign
fellow students (mean = 1.21), answereing/asking questions in class
(mean = 1.11), reading academic journals or research papers (mean = 1.11),
writing reports or term papers (mean = 1.11), taking notes from lectures

(mean = 1.06), reading textbooks (mean = 1.05), taking essay examinations

{mean 1.00), reading examination questions (mean = 0.84) and taking

notes from textbooks, journals or research papers (mean = 0.84).

4. Prcblems in Activities According to Instructors

TABLE 3.4 shows the mean scores of difficulty in various
academic activities in the opinion of instructors. Life Sciences
instructors indicated some difficulty in writing academic letters
(mean = 2.23), writing academic articles for publication (mean = 2.19),

taking essay examinations (mean = 2.10), writing research proposals
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(mean = 2.02), answering/asking questions in class (mean = 1.98),
discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or foreign
fellow students (mean = 1.98), writing reports or term papers (mean =

1.98), presenting papers at conferences (mean = 1.94), attending

seminars (mean = 1.91), making oral presentations in class (mean = 1.89),
writing a thesis (mean = 1.89), taking notes from lectures (mean = 1.71),
listening to lectures (mean = 1.59) and defending a thesis (mean = 1.57).

According to Life Sciences instructors, little difficulty was found in
taking notes from textbooks, journals or research papers (mean = 1.46),
reading academic journals or research papers (mean = 1.46), reading
academic journals or research papers (mean = 1.42), reading textbooks

(mean = 1.35) and reading examination questions (mean = 1.30).

Physical Sciences instructors indicated that much difficulty
existed in presenting papers at conferences (mean = 2.78) and writing
academic articles for publication (mean = 2.57). Some difficulty was
perceived in answering/asking questions in class (mean = 2.44),
writing research proposals (mean = 2.44), making oral presentations
in class (mean = 2.40), discussing academic issues privately with
foreign instructors of foreign fellow students (mean = 2.40), attending
seminars (mean = 2.36), writing a thesis (mean = 2.36), defending a
thesis (mean = 2.25), writing reports or term papers (mean = 2.25),
taking essay examinations (mean = 2.00), writing academic letters
(mean = 2.00), listening to lectures (mean = 1.91), taking notes from
lectures (mean = 1.88), taking notes from textbooks, journals or
research papers (mean = 1.60) and reading academic journals or research

papers (mean = 1.55). The activities in which there was little
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difficulty were reading textbooks )mean = 1.36) and reading examination

papers (mean = 1.10).

Applied Linguistics instructors perceived some difficulty in
writing academic articles for publication (mean = 2.40), presenting
papers at conferences (mean = 2.20), attending seminars (mean = 2.00),
discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students (mean = 2.00), making oral presentations in
class (mean = 1.80), taking essay examinations (mean = 1.80), writing
academic letters (mean = 1.75), defending a theses (mean = 1.60),
reading textbooks (mean = 1.60), reading academic journals or research
papers (mean = 1.60), writing reports or term papers (mean = 1.60) and
writing a theses (mean = 1.60). They indicated little difficulty in
taking notes from lectures (mean = 1.40), taking notes from textbooks,
journals or research papers (mean = 1.40), writing research proposals
(mean = 1.40), answering/asking questions in class (mean = 1.20),
listening to lectures (mean = 0.80) and reading examination questions

(mean = 0.80).

5. Academic English Language Difficulty Encountered by

Graduate Students Who Had Finished the Intensive Course

In Item é on the student questionnaire, respondents who had
taken the intensive English course provided by the Department of
Foreign Languages were asked to indicate how adequate the knowledge
of English gained during the course had been for their studies in

general. The frequency distribution and percentage are used in the
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presentation of the results in TABLE 3.5. Data from Life Sciences and
Physical Sciences students were analyzed together. (No Applied
Linguistics students had taken the course.) The scale of inadequacy

in this item was also re-interpreted in terms of difficulty.

On the question of the value of the intersive course in
developing an adequate command of English, the answer was rather
negative. That is,after finishing the course, 57.8%, 15.6% and 11.1%
of the students still reported some difficulty, much difficulty and

total difficulty respectively. Only 15.6% indicated little difficulty.
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TABLE 3.1

Skills LSS PSS ALS
MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.
Listening 1.75 1.07 2.13 1.22 1.37 0.68
Speaking 2.33 0.99 2.39 1.03 1.42 0.69
Reading 1.26 0.96 1.48 0.95 1.15 0.50
Writing 1.99 0.97 1.91 0.84 1.10 0.57
n= 112 n = 23 n=19
Notes : 1. Key to abbreviations:
LSS = Life Sciences students
PSS = Physical Sciences students
ALS = Applied Linguistics students
2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:
total difficulty = 4 = 4.0-3.5
much difficulty = 3 = 3.4-2.5
some difficulty = 2 = 2.4-1.5
little difficulty = 1 = 1.4-0.5
no difficulty = 0 = 0.4-0.0




87

TABLE 3.2

MEAN RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN THE FOUR SKILLS

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

LSI PSIT ALI
Skills
MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.
Listening 1.67 0.97 1.82 0.75 0.60 0.55
Speaking 2.13 1.11 2.90 0.74 1.80 0.84
Reading 1.36 0.84 1.46 0.52 1.40 0.89
Writing 2.18 0.98 2.73 0.77 1.80 0.84
n = 55 n =11 n=>5
Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:
LSI = Life Sciences instructors
PSI = Physical Siences instructors
ALI = Applied Linguistics instructors

2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:

total difficulty = 4 = 4.,0-3.5
much difficulty = 3 = 3.4-2.5
some difficulty = 2 = 2.4-1.5
little difficulty = 1 = 1.4-0.5
no difficulty = 0 = 0.4-0.0
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TABLE 3.3

MEAN RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO STUDENTS

Activities LSS PSS ALS
MEAN |S.D. |[MEAN |S.D. [MEAN |S.D.
Listening to lectures 1.62 10.90{2.09 {1.07{1.26 ]0.65
Answering/asking questions in class 1.99 10.9212.14 {1.0111.11 [0.74
Making oral presentations in class 1.91 10.9912.37 [1.12|1.26 |0.87
Attending seminars 1.98 10.9412.29 10.78(1.82 [(0.88
Presenting papers at conferences 2.08 {0.88(2.37 {1.07(2.13 |1.09
Discussing academic issues privately 2.16 |0.9512.29 |10.96|1.21 [0.86
with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students
Defending a thesis 1.88 |1.05]2.14 !0.79]1.75 |1.00
Reading textbooks 1.24 {0.8811.13 [0.63)1.05 | 0.52
Reading academic journals or 1.29 10.86(1.13 |0.63|1.11 |0.46
research papers
Reading examination questions 1.18 10.8110.96 |{0.56(0.84 | 0.50
Taking notes from lectures 1.51 {0.87|1.70 |1.02]1.06 [0.54
Taking notes from textbooks, 1.3510.87|1.13 [0.69]0.84 j0.50
journals or research papers
Taking essay examinations 1.93 10.92}2.15 {0.93]1.00 | 0.58
Writing reports or term papers 1.85 10.9412.00 |1.06}(1.11 | 0.58
Writing research propsals 1.87 10.13(1.84 |1.02(1.47 | 0.80
Writing a thesis 1.93 |11.08|1.55 |0.96(|1.61 | 0.98
Writing academic articles for 2.23 11.03{2.15 |0.99(2.21 ] 0.89
publication
Writing academic letters 2.21 {0.96|1.86 |0.96]1.32 | 0.67
n =112 n = 23 n =19
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Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:

LSS = Life Sciences students
PSS = Physical Sciences students
ALS = Applied Linguistics students

2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:

total difficulty = 4 = 4.0-3.5
much difficulty = 3 = 3.4-2.5
some difficulty = 2 = 2.4-1.5
little difficulty = 1 = 1.4-0.5
no difficulty = 0 = 0.4-0.0
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TABLE 3.4

MEAN RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

LSI PSI ALTI
Activities MEAN |S.D. |MEAN |[S.D. |MEAN {S.D.
Listening to lectures 1.59 [(0.94 [1.91 0.70(0.80 |0.84
Answering/asking questionsin class [1.98 |0.96 [|2.44 0.73(1.20 |1.10
Making oral presentations in class|1.89 j0.91 |2.40 1.27]1.80 |0.84
Attending seminars 1.91 [0.92 }2.36 1.03(2.00 {1.23
Presenting papers at conferences 1.94 10.87 |2.78 0.97|2.20 [1.30
Discussing academic issues private}1.98 |[0.85 [2.40 0.70}12.00 {1.41
ly with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students
Defending a thesis 1.57 |0.88 |2.25 0.89(1.60 |0.55
Reading textbooks 1.35 |0.82 |1.36 | 0.67|1.60 {0.89
Reading academic journals or 1.42 [0.85 |1.55 0.68|1.60 |0.89
research papers
Reading examination questions 1.30 |0.72 |1.10 0.57/0.80 {1.30
Taking notes from lectures 1.71 |0.72 | 1.88 0.64]1.40 |0.55
Taking notes from textbooks, 1.46 [0.73 {1.60 0.70|1.40 |0.89
journals or research papers
Taking essay examinations 2.10 |0.87 j2.00 1.00/1.80 {0.84
Writing reports or term papers 1.98 {0.90 {2.25 0.7111.60 | 1.14
Writing research proposals 2.02 10.91 | 2.44 0.88(1.40 | 0.89
Writing a thesis 1.89 [1.01 2.36 | 0.51}1.40 {1.14
Writing academic articles for 2.19 |1.03 | 2.57 | 0.54{2.40 |1.14
publication |
Writing academic letters 2.23 12.77 1] 2.00 0.78}1.75 | 0.95
n = 55 n =1 n=>5
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Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:
LSI = Life Sciences instructors
PSI = Physical Sciences instructors
ALI = Applied Linguistics instructors

2. Rating scale and assigned ranges:

total difficulty = 4 = 4.0-3.5
much difficulty = 3 = 3.4:22.5
some difficulty = 2 = 2.4-1.5
little difficulty = 1 = 1.4-0.5
no difficulty = 0 = 0.4-0.0
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TABLE 3.5

ACADEMIC ENGLISH LANGUAGE DIFFICULTY ENCOUNTERED BY

GRADUATE STUDENTS WHO FINISHED THE INTENSIVE COURSE

Degree of difficulty Frequency Percent
Total difficulty 5 11.1
Much difficulty 7 15.6
Some difficulty 26 57.8
Little difficulty 7 15.6
No difficulty 0 0.0
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Research Question Four e

What type of English course do graduate students want

and their instructors expect?

Items 7-15 in the student questionnaire and Items 6-11 in the
instructor questionnaire were designed to elicit information about
the respondents' demands for an academic English course. The frequency,
percentage and weighted scores were used to calculate answers to this
research question. Data about desired skills and activities were
analyzed separately among the six groups. Information on the other
wants or expectations, however, was analyzed together in one group of

students or instructors.

Finding Four

1. Students' Acceptance of an Academic English Course(s)

Which Would Serve Their Needs

TABLE 4.1 shows whether students were willing to take an
English course which would serve their academic needs. The majority
of students (72.4%) indicated interest in taking such a course while

21.7% could not tell. Only 5.9% did not want to take it.
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2. Instructors' Acceptance of an Academic English Course(s)

Which Would Serve Their Students' Needs

As illustrated by TABLE 4.2, an academic English course to meet
students' academic needs would also be welcomed by most instructors.
Half of the instructors (50%) thought that all students should take
such a course. A considerable number of them (31.4%) considered that
some students should take it. A relatively low percentage of them
(15.7%) were undecided and only 2.9% regarded it as unnecessary for

their students.

3. Skills to Be Emphasized According to Students

TABLE 4.3 shows the ranking of the four skills to be emphasized
according to students' wants. For Life Sciences students, speaking
ranked at the top of the list and just below it came listening.

Writing ranked third and reading was rated lowest in case of desired

command.

Physical Sciences students rated listening highest. The
second-rated skill was speaking. Writing and reading ranked third and

fourth respectively.

For Applied Linguistics students, the first-ranked skill was

speaking. Next came writing. Listening ranked third and reading last.

It is interesting to note that, despite the variability of the
position of listening, speaking and writing, students of all disciplines
placed reading at the bottom of the list; in other words, they

considered reading to be the least desirable skill to be taught in an
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academic English course.

4., Skills to Be Emphasized According to Instructors

Instructors' opinion about skills to be focused on in an
academic English course is preéented in TABLE 4.4. For Life Sciences
instructors, listening outweighed all other skills. They ranked
writing and speaking second and third respectively. Like their

students, they rated reading lowest among the other skills.

Physical Sciences instructors gave the highest rating to
writing. Listening, reading and speaking ranked second, third and

fourth respectively.
Applied Linguistics instructors ranked writing first.
Reading ran a close second. Listening ranked third-and speaking

fourth.

5. Activities to Be Emphasized According tc Students

Item 9 in the student questionnaire asked respondents to
specify and rank five activities they desired most strongly in the
English course. Results from TABLE 4.5 indicate how much emphasis
should be placed on each academic activity in the opinion of students.
Life Sciences students ranked listening to lectures at the top of the
list. The second-ranked item was making oral presentations in class.

Writing a thesis ranked third and presenting papers at conferences
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fourth. Attending seminars came in the fifth place.

Physical Sciences students rated listening to lectures highest.
Attending seminars ranked second. The third-rated item was writing
a thesis. Making oral presentations in class came in the fourth place.
Given the fifth rating were answering/asking questions in class and
discussing academic issues privately with foreign instructors or

foreign fellow students.

Applied Linguistics students attached the greatest weight :to
making oral presentations in class. Writing a thesis ranked second.
The third-ranked activity was writing reports or term papers.

Attending seminars came in the fourth place. Writing research

proposals was rated fifth.

6. Activities to Be Emphasized According to Instructors

In Item 8 on the instructor questionnaire, respondents were
asked to identify and rank five activities which should be given
highest priorities in their opinion. The results are presented in
TABLE 4.6. Like their students, Life Sciences instructors focused
a lot of attention on listening to lectures and ranked it first on
the list. Writing a thesis was rated second in importance. Reading
textbooks was given the third place. Making oral presentations in

class ranked fourth and taking essay examinations fifth.

For Physical Sciences instructors, writing a thesis led the
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list of preferred activities. Reading academic journals or research
papers held the second place. Reading textbooks ranked third and
listening to lectures fourth. Making oral presentations in class

came in the fifth place.

Applied Linguistics instructors rated making oral present-
ations in class above the other activities. Just below it came
reading academic journals or research papers and writing research
proposals. The third-ranked items included listening to lectures,
taking notes from textbooks and writing a thesis. Immediately
following them in the fourth place were answering/asking questions
in class and writing reports or term papers. Reading textbooks

ranked fifth.

7. Teaching Activities Which Students Wanted

As can be seen from TABLE 4.7, students strongly urged that
the English teaching activities be expanded to serve their needs.
An overwhelming number of them (88.9%) thought that instructional
language materials such as textbooks and cassettes should be lent to
them. Most students (65.2%) also wanted subject specialists to take

part in the teaching activities.

8. Teaching Activities Which Instructors Expected

As the figures stand in TABLE 4.8, instructors expressed

views similar to their students'. The majority of them (86%)
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approved of lending instructional language materials and about half
of them (52%) wanted subject specialists to take part in the teaching

activities.

9. The Best Time to Provide an Academic English Course

According to Students.

TABLE 4.9 shows the preferred timing of an academic English
course from students' point of view. A considerable number of the
students recommended a time which was not regular class hours. That
is, 37% preferred an in-sessional course during long vacation and
32.9% were in favour of a pre-sessional course in summer. A quarter
of the surveyed student population (25%) thought that the most
desirable time for the English instruction would be in-sessional in
the late afternoon after usual classes of the academic program. Only
16.4% considered that the best time would be an in-sessional .course

running concurrently with the full-time academic program.

10. The Best Time to Provide an Academic English Course

According to Instructors

Results from TABLE 4.10 indicate that 38.5% of the instructors
preferred a pre-sessional course in summer and 32.3% were in favour
of an in-sessional course during long vacation. One fifth (20%) of
them expressed a preference for an in-sessional course in accompaniment
with full-time academic program and 16.6% considered that the most

appropriate time would be in-sessional in the late afternoon after
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usual classes of the academic program.

11. Topics Which Students Preferred

Item 12 in the student questionnaire asked student to choose
and rank topics they would prefer in order of interest. The results
are presented in TABLE 4.11. Topics specific to the students' field
of study were given the top priority. General topics ranked second

and general science immediately followed it.

12. Class Size Which Students Wanted

It is obvious from TABLE 4.12 that students preferred a small
class of no more than 20 students. That is, 47.1% of them recommended
that there should be 11-20 students in a class and 40.6% were in
favour of 1-10 students per class. Only 11.6% considered that the

desirable class size would be 21-30 students per class.

13. Instructional Mode Which Students Preferred

TABLE 3.13 indicates that students tended to like an in-class
instruction. Just over half of them (56.3%) preferred an in-class
instruction. Only 4.2% preferred self-study out of class while 39.4%

liked both instructional modes equally.
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14. Other Wants and Expectations Concerning the English

Program for Graduate Students

In Part II on both questionnaires, a few respondents wrote
their answers to specify some wants or add further advice about the
English program. Presented here are the suggestions which are often
offered and which, conseguently, had relatively wide support among
students and instructors. Most of the suggestions are from the

open-ended questions (Item 15 in the student questionnaire and Item

11 in the instructor questionnaire).

. ~
t ) ~
P Y
14.1 Timing 8 W !
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Seven students suggested that continual service should be
provided for graduate students. In other words, the English program
should not be confined to any particular time and more courses should

be offered on a continual basis both pre-sessionally and in-sessionally.

14.2 Types of Students Who Should Take an Academic

English Course

In Item 6 on the instructor questionnare, seven instructors
generally specified students who should take the course as "those
who have low English proficiency”. Three instructors described
students who should take the course as “"those who are interested in

studying it".

14.3 Skills and Activities

Twenty-six students and ten instructors proposed that a lot of
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attention should be given to the development of students' ability to
write for academic purposes. The suggested activities included
writing reports or term papers, writing research proposals and
particularly writing a thesis. A few instructcrs also mentioned
writing academic articles for publication and writing academic letters.
A few respondents thought that there should be training in writing ir
ap in-sessional course. Four Applied Linguistics students added that
they should get practice in writing reports or term papers early in
the program, that is, in the first semester of the first year of their

study.

According to twenty-five students and eight instructors, a
large amount of time should be spent on developing speaking skills.
The course should include conversation practice and also prepare

students to give talks in class.

Sixteen students and six instructors in Physical Sciences and
particularly Life Sciences recommended training to improve listening
comprehension. The emphasis should be on listening to lectures.

Five students and three instructors suggested that video facilities
could be exploited to provide practice in listening as well as

entertainment.

One further small point of interest in that a relatively
small number of respondents (4 students and 6 instructors) expressed
their desire for reading. Three instructors thought that students

should get more practice in reading academic articles which were
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specifically related to their fields of study.

14.4 Content and Teaching Activities

Four instructors suggested that grammar should also be taught
in the course so that students' academic writing would be acceptable

in terms of language.

Six students asked for language help with their academic work:
on an individual tutorial basis. They thought that graduate students
should have opportunity to consult English instructors in the
Department of Foreign Languages concerning activities which mainly
involved productive skills. For example, they would like some advice

when writing their theses or preparing to present papers at conferences.
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TABLE 4.1

STUDENTS ' ACCEPTANCE OF AN ENGLISH COURSE

WHICH WOULD SERVE THEIR ACADEMIC NEEDS

Opinions

Frequency

Percent

Students who would not take an English
course which would serve their academic
needs.

Students who were undecided

Students who would take an English course

which would serve their academic needs.

33

n = 152

TABLE 4.2

INSTRUCTORS' ACCEPTANCE OF AN ENGLISH COURSE

WHICH WOULD SERVE THEIR STUDENTS' ACADEMIC NEEDS

Opinions

Frequency

Percemt

It is not necessary for their students
to take an English course which would
serve the academic needs.

Some students should take an English
course which would sdrve the academic
needs.

All students should take the course which
would serve the academic needs

Instructor respondents were undecided

22

35

11

2.9

31.4

50.0

15.7
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TABLE 4.3

SKILLS TO BE EMPHASIZED

ACCORDING TO STUDENTS

LSS PSS ALS
Skills
Weight rank weight rank weight rank
Listening 314 2 57 1 39 3
Speaking 325 1 53 2 43 1
Reading 166 4 33 4 27 4
Writing 265 3 47 3 41 2
n = 107 n = 19 n = 15

Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:

LSS = Life Sciences students
PSS = Physical Sciences students
ALS = Applied Linguistics students

2., The skills are ranked in order of preference, with 1

as most strongly desired.




TABLE

SKILLS TO BE EMPHASIZED

4.4

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

2.

LST

PSI

ALI

The skills are ranked

Life Sciences instructors

LSI PSI ALI

Skills

weight rank weight rank weight rank
Listening 139 1 26 2 9 3
Speaking 122 3 21 4 8 4
Reading 87 4 24 3 15 2
Writing 129 2 29 1 16 1

n = 48 n = 10 n = 5
Notes: 1 Key to abbreviations:

Physical Sciences instructors

Applied Linguistics instructors

in order of .preference., with 1

as most strongly desired.
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TAELE 4.5

ACTIVITIES TO BE EMPHASIZED

ACCORDING TO STUDENTS

. LSS PSS ALS
Activities n
weight| rank jweight| rank|weight| rank
Listening to lectures 232 1 47 1 5 12
Answering/asking questions in class 112 6 25 5 8 10
Making oral presentations in class 214 2 27 4 36 1
Attending seminars 133 5 42 2 23 4
Presenting papers at conferences 134 4 14 7 16 6
Discussing academic issues privately 27 12 25 5 0 -
with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students
Defending a thesis 84 8 7 12 14 8
Reading textbooks 52 10 20 6 13 9
Reading academic journals or 91 7 9 10 15 7
research papers
Reading examination questions 5 16 1 16 0 -
Taking notes from lectures 34 11 13 8 4 13
Taking notes from textbooks, 9 5 2 15 6 1M
journals or research papers
Taking essay examinations 52 10 6 13 6 11
Writing reports or term papers 19 14 8 11 25 3
Writing research proposals 61 9 5 14 17 5
Writing a thesis 154 3 39 3 30 2
Writing academic articles for 52 10 11 9 6 11
publication
Writing academic letters 23 12 14 7 1 14
n =107 n =19 = 15
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Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:

LSS = Life Sciences students
PSS = Physical Sciences students
ALS = Applied Linguistics students

2. The activities are ranked in order of preference, with 1

as most strongly desired.
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TABLE 4.6

ACTIVITIES TO BE EMPHASIZED

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

Activities LSI PSI ALI
weight| rank |weight| rank {weight| rank
Listening to lectures 100 1 18 y 5 3
Answering/asking questions in class 4y 7 8 7 y 4
Making oral presentations in class 68 4 12 5 7 1
Attending seminars 24 11 7 8 0 -
Presenting papers at conferences 38 8 6 9 0] -
Discussing academic issues privately 6 15 2 11 0 -
with foreign instructors or
foreign fellow students
Defending a thesis 27 10 0 - 0 -
Reading textbooks 73 3 19 3 2 5
Reading academic journals or 46 6 23 2 6 2
research papers
Reading examination questions 10 14 1 12 0 -
Taking notes from lectures 18 12° 4y |10 0 -
Taking notes from textbooks, 6 15 2 11 5 3
Jjournals or research papers
Taking essay examinations 53 5 1 12 1 6
Writing reports or term papers 17 13 8 7 4 Yy
Writing research proposals 34 9 0 - 6 2
Writing a thesis 75 2 28 1 5 3
Writing academic articles for 38 8 9 6 0 -
publication
Writing academic letters 5 16 1 12 0 -
i
n = 46 n= 10 n=3
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Notes: 1. Key to abbreviations:

LSI = Life Sciences instructors
PSI = Physical Sciences instructors
ALI = Applied Linguistics instructors

2. The activities are ranked in order of preference, with 1

as most strongly desired.




TABLE 4.7

TEACHING ACTIVITIES WHICH STUDENTS WANTED

Teaching Activities Frequency Percent

Having subject specialists take part 88 65.2

in teaching activities

Lending instructional language materials 120 88.9

such as textbooks and cassettes

n = 135

Note: The respondents could have more than one choice.

TABLE 4.8

TEACHING ACTIVITIES WHICH INSTRUCTORS EXPECTED

Teaching Activities Frequency Percent

Having subject specialists take part 26 52

in teaching activities

Lending instructional language materials 43 86

such as textbooks and cassettes

Note: The respondents could have more than one choice.




TABLE 4.9
THE BEST TIME TO PROBIDE AN ACADEMIC ENGLISH COURSE

ACCORDING TO STUDENTS

Preferred Timing Frequency Percent
Pre-sessional course in summer 46 32.9
In-sessional course during long vacation 52 37.1
In-sessional course in accompaniment with 23 16.4

‘the full-time academic programs

In-sessional course in the late afternoon 35 25.0
after usual classes of the academic

programs

n = 1)40

Note: The respondents could have more than one choice.




TABLE 4.10

THE BEST TIME TO PROVIDE AN ACADEMIC ENGLISH COURSE

ACCORDING TO INSTRUCTORS

Preferred Timing Frequendy | Percent

Pre-sessional course in summer 25 38.5

In-sessional course during long vacation 21 32.3

In-sessional course in accompaniment with 13 20.0
the full-time academic programs

In-sessional course in the late afternoon after 1 16.9

usual classes of the academic programs

Note: The respondents could have more than one choice.




TABLE 4.11

RANK OF TOPICS WHICH STUDENTS PREFERRED

Topics weight rank
General o2 2
General science 400 3
Topics specific to students' field of study 468 1
Other specific topics 38 y
n = 1”3
TABLE U4.12
CLASS SIZE WHICH STUDENTS WANTED

Number of students per class Frequency Percent
1-10 56 40,6
11-20 65 47.1
21=30 16 11.6
41-50 1 -7

n = 138




TABLE 4.13

INSTRUCTIONAL MODE WHICH STUDENTS PREFERRED

Instructional Modes Frequency Percent
In-class instruction with a teacher 80 56.3
Self-study out of class 6 4.2
Equally both 56 39.4

n = 142

s
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATIONS

AND FUTURE STUDIES

Chapter Five presents a summary of the study and a discussion
and interpretation of the findings. Following this, the implications
for the planning of the English program for graduate students are

explored and recommendations for future studies are put forward.

Summary of the Study

English has been widely used among graduate students at
Mahilol University. In recognition of this fact, students are required
to pass an English proficiency test before graduation and an intensive
English course is provided by the Department of Foreign Languages for
those who need help. Despite this provision, strong dissatisfaction
with students' English has been voiced among students themselves and
the teaching staff of the graduate programs at the Faculty of Science,

Mahidol University.

Apart from the intensive English summer course, there has been
very little help for students who need further improvement in their
English proficiency for academic purposes. So far, there has not been
enough work done on the English language needs of graduate students
at the Faculty of Science, Mahidol University. Therefore, it is hoped

that this study will provide a certain amount of information useful
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to the planner in deciding what to do about this situation

The purpose of this study is to investigate graduate students'
needs, problems, wants and instructors' expectations. It also intends
to identify the backgrounds of students and instructors as related to

the English learning and practice of the former.

In this study questionnaires were sent to 228 graduate students
and 145 instructors at the Faculty of Science, Mahidol University. Then,
154 students (67.54%) and 71 instructors (48.97%) turned in the ques-
tionnarires. Data obtained were presented in tables with statistical

procedures and explanation of the findings in Chapter Four.

Interpretation and Discussion of the Findings

1. Backgrounds of Students and Instructors in Relation to

English Learning and Practice of the Former

All students had received undergraduate or higher education.
Most of them were in the age range of 20-30. It was no more than 5
years since they last studied English. Apparently, many of them had
recently graduated from college. They had generally studied English,
presumably at school and college, for over 10 years altogether. A
reasonable conclusion to draw from this data might be that graduate
students are quite familiar with English and are probably ready to

take an intermediate or advanced English course.



1

Most instructors had taught 1-2 graduate courses altogether.
The majority of them taught graduate students more than 10 hours in
a semester. Because of this considerable class contact, they should
be able to provide quite accurate information about their students'
needs and problems in most or all skills and activities. However,
their perceptions should also be weighed against by what is offered
by the other party-the students-who were more directly exposed to

language in use.

2. English Language Skills and Activities

This section discusses needs, problems, wants and expectations
in the four skills and a variety of academic activities as perceived
by students and instructors and then sets these perceived factors in
some order of priority. That is, attention will be foecused on skills
and activities in which there were: strongest needs, severest problems
and greatest wants or expectations. This information would provide
some guidance as to which skills and activities should be emphasized
in an English course. As the data about these factors were analyzed
separately among the three disciplines, this would help in deciding
whether there should be one common course or many separate courses
for all disciplines, depending on the similarities and differences in
thses factors. The discussion mainly takes the form of a comparative

evaluation of student and instructor responses.
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2.1. Relative Extent of Use of English

2.1.1 Needs in Specific Skills and Activities

In this discussion, needs will be arranged in order of extent
of use. Activities in which needs are described as more than moderate
( with a mean above 3.5) will be regarded as significant or worth
considering in course design. Significant needs will then be examined

in relation to problems, wants and expectations in the later sections.

It is obvious form GRAPHS 1.1-1.3 that, according to all groups
of informants, reading ranked highest and speaking lowest in terms of
extent of use. The general order was: first, reading; second, writing

or listening; third, speaking.

The observation that reading is the most needed skill in the
area of English for academic purposes can be reinforced by many
parallel situations in Thailand, for instance, in the studies conducted
by Kreemaha (1972), Siriwong (1984) and Pleansaisub (1985) on under-
graduate students and particularly in the survey undertaken by CULI

(1981) on graduate students and instructors.

GRAPHS 2.1-2.3 also support the view that reading was the most
important skill in terms of needs. That is, activities which involved
reading were rated very high (generally above Scale Point 4). These
activitiés includé the reading of textbooks, academic journals or
research papers and examination papers. Overall, there seems to be a

unity of views about the reading needs within and between disciplines.
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GRAPH 2,4
MEAN RATI{IGS OF NEEDS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO LIFE SCLENCEZS STUDEMTS AND INSTRUCTORS
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Taking notes from lectures
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Making oral presentations in class
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GRAPH 2,2
MEAN RATINGS OF NEZDS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO PHYSICAL SCIEIC
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GRAPH 2.3
MEAl RATINGS OF NEEDS IN ACTIVITIES

ACCORDING TO APPLIELD LINGUISTICS STUDENTS A!ID INSTRUCTORS
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As shown in GRAPHS 1.1-1.2, writing could be regarded as the
second most essential skill, especially for Physical Sciences and
Applied Linguistics students. GRAPHS 2.1-2.3 reflect a general trend
consistent with this observation. For example, an extremely strong
need for thesis writing was expressed by all groups of respondents.

Other significant needs for writing activities include:

Taking notes frem lectures - according to Life Sciences students

and their instructors and Applied Linguistics students

Taking notes from textbooks, journals or research papers -

according to all groups of informants

Taking essay examinations - according to Life Science students

and their instructors and Applied Linguistics students

Writing reports or term papers - according to Life Sciences
students and their instructors and Applied Linguistics
students and their instructors.

Writing research proposals - according to Life Science
students and their instructors and Applied Linguistics

students and their instructors

Writing academic articles for publication - according to Life

Sciences students and their instructors

Writing academic letters - according to Life Sciences and

Physical Sciences instructors

From the above listing, an interpretation may be that Life
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Sciences and Applied Linguistics students had to write English in a

wider range of academic activities than Physical Sciences students.

A careful look at GRAPHS 1.1-1.3 indicates that for Life
Sciences writing and listening were of almost equal inportance. For
Physical Sciences and Applied Linguistics, however, listening

followed a little down the scale.

GRAPHS 2.1-2.3 reveal the fact that in the area of aural-oral
skills, Life Sciences students generally used English in a wider
variety of activities than those in the other disciplines. To illus-
trate, Life Sciences students and their instructors gave high ratings
to several activities which involved listaning and/or speaking. These
include listening to lectures, making oral presentations in class,
attending seminars, presenting papers at conferences and defending
a thesis. Applied Linguistics students seemed to listen and speak in
a narrower range of activities, that is, only in listening to lectures,
making oral presentations in class and defending a thesis. (Note that
these needs were indicated by Applied Linguistics students rather than
their instructors.) English was used in listening and speaking to the
least degree by Physical Sciences students. Their needs for aural-oral

activities were all below 3.50.

2.1.2 Comparison of Students' and Instructors' Views

on Needs for Academic English

A. Areas of agreement:
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It can be inferred from GRAPHS 1.1-1.3 that there was some
general agreement about the relative extent of the use of English
in reading between students and their instructors within each discipline.
In general, both sides agreed that English was used most éxtensively
in the area of reading. Complete agreement was found in the Applied
Linguistics groups, where all respondents unanimously placed reading
on Scale Point 5. The views about reading needs are also reflected
in GRAPHS 2.1-2.3, which show slight differences of opinion about
needs for the reading activities between students and instructors

within each discipline.
According to GRAPHS 2.1-2.3, there appears to be more
agreement between students and instructors in Life Sciences and

Physical Sciences than in Applied Linguistics.

B. Areas of Disagreement

GRAPHS 1.1-1.3 implies that, in general, Life Sciences students
and their instructors had similar views about the use of all of the
four skills but within the Physical Sciences and Applied Linguistics
groups, there seems to be considerable difference of opinion between
students and their instructors with regard to listening, speaking

and writing.

GRAPH 2.1 shows that Life Sciences students and their
instructors differed in very few activities, for example, in writing

academic letters, where instructors perceived considerably greater
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5

needs than their studerts. &
g
GRAPH 2.2 indicates few differences of opinicorn, hcwever,
within the kroad ereas of agreemernt between Physicel Sciences students
and their instructors. For example, instructors perceived stronger

needs in writing zcademic letters and writing repcrts or term papers.

There zre mcre ccnsiderable discreparcies ketween students
and instructors in Applied Linguistice than in the cther disciplines.
Ac can ke seen from CGRAPH 2.3, students ranked their needes somewhat
higker than their instructors in some activities, for instance, in
listering to lectures anrdé meking orsal presentatiéns in class.
Instructors, or the other bard, rated reeds sukstantially higker than

studerts in some activities like writing ecademric letters, writing

ezcaderic erticles for puklicatior and reading exarination questions.

This may be explained Ly differerces in perspective lketweer
students ard instructors. Fcr example, scme needs mey occur late in
the program. These may include suck activities as writing acedemic
articles for puklicatior and writing academic letters. Therefore,
students, meny of whcm were in their first yeer, did rnot perceive
thece needs. As Richterich (1983: 3) pcints cut, students gererally
have little or no kncwledge of their future needs and the user-institution
(sukject-specific instructors, in this cese) shculd determine these

rneeds for them.
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2.2 Relative Degree cf Difficulty in the Use cf English

This study is designed to identify sigrificant needes ard set
them in crder of priority. Special impcrtance was attacked to skills
or activities in which respcrdents reported rct only extersive use
kut also sukstantial wezkness in English. Therefore, activities in
which sigrnificant difficulty was repcrted (mean abcve 1.5) would ke

regerded &s worth corsidering in course design.

GRAPHE 3.1-3.3 indicate that instructors rated language
Qifficulty higker in the procductive skills (specking ard writing)
thar in the receptive skills (listering erd reading). This view
corrcbcrates the findings of the study ccrducted by Siriwong (1984).
From this, it might be gereralized that Thai students are lecs

proficient in the procductive ekills.

Perhaps, it cculd &lsc ke inferred that instructors usually
set a hight standard for what their students had to @c while students
terd to cverrate their own level of ccmpetency. This cculd ke
supported by the studies carried cut ke Frarkel and Dunlop (1980) and
Zughkoul and Pussein. In reccgritior cf this okservatiorn, the reseercher
corsiders that, in the crez cf English for acaderic purpcses, it is
the instructors who shculd evaluate studerts' proficiercy and set the
expected standerd that studerts have to meet. Therefore, in this
discussior the judgement of instructors wculd be ccrsidered to weigh

mcre heevily than the self-evaluctior ¢f students.
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GRAPH B 1

MZAN RATINGS OF P
ACCORDING TO LIRE SCIENCES STUDENTS AilD INSTRUCTORS

ROBLEMS IN ACTIVITIES

129

L

—+

total difficulty &4

much difficulty 3L

some difficulty 2}
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Writing academic letters

Writing academic articles for publication
Writing a thesis

Writing research proposals

Writing report or term papers

Taking essay examinations

Taking notes from textbooks, journals
or rescarch papers

Taking notes from lectures

Reading examination questions

Reading academic journals or research papers

Reading textbooks

Defending a thesis

Discussing academic iscues privately with
foreign instructors or foreign fellow students

Presenting papers at conferences
Attending seminars

Making oral presentations in class

Answering/asking questions in class

Listening to lectures
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Students =
Instructors
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GRAPH 4,3
MEAN RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN ACTIVITIZS

D LINGUISTICS STUDENTS AND INSTRUCTORS
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GRAPHS 3.1-3.3 shcw how the respcrdernts judged studerts'
language ckilities in the four skills. Life Scierces students regerded
speaking &s the mcst sericus problem &rd writing the seccné mcet
serious wherezs their instructors reversed the order. Both agreed on

rarking listening third and reading last in difficulty.

Physiczl Scierices students and their instructors perceived the
greatest inadequacy in specking and slightest difficulty in reeding.
Physical Sciences studerts rated listering seccnd &rd writing third

in difficulty while their instructors did it the other way around.

In Applied Linguistice, studernts' and instructors' views &bout
larguage problems follow quite & different pattern ard tend to diverge
ccnsiderably. As illustrated by GRAPH 2.3, Applied Linguistice
students ranked spezking first, listerning seccnd, reading third ard
writing last in difficulty. Their instructors, on the cther bard,
rated speaking and writing equally as the most sericus problems and
reading as the seccrd most serious. Applied Linguistics instructors
judged their students as most ccmpetent in listening and therefore
ranked listening remarkably low in terms of difficulty. It is also
interesting to note that, ccmpared with studerts in the cther
disciplines, Aprlied Linguistics studerts seemed to be the most
proficiert in English, especially acccrding to studqnts themselves.
Applied Linguistice students generally had & relatively high cpinion
of their own English. Their mezen sccres fall below Scale Pcint. 1.5

in all of the four skills, that is, they typically reported little
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difficulty on the whole. However, their views about problems are not
very congruent with those of their instructors, who perceived consi-

derably higher degrees of difficulty in speaking, reading and writing.

GRAPHS 4.1-4.3 show the extent of students' problems in a
vast range of academic activities. In this section the researcher
would mainly deal with activities in which there is both a significant
need (mean above 3.5) and a significant problem (mean above 1.5) and

would touch on the most obvious points in the broadest terms.

A. Life Sciences. The following are activities in which

both a significant need (mean above 3.5) and a significant problem

(mean above 1.5) were indicated:

a) Listening to lectures

b) Making oral presentations in class
¢) Attending seminars

d) Presenting papers at conferences
e) Defending a thesis

f) Taking notes from lectures

g) Taking essay examinations

h) Writing reports or term papers

i) Writing research proposals

j) Writing a thesis

k) Writing academic articles for publication

1) Writing academic letters
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Activities in which Life Sciences students had little

difficulty include: reading textbooks, reading academic journals or

research papers and reading examination questions.

B. Physical Sciences. The following are activities in which

both a significant need (mean above 3.5) and a significant problem

(mean above 1.5) were indicated:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Reading academic journals or research papers. (This difficulty

was perceived by instructors rather than students).

Taking notes from textbooks, journals or research papers (This

difficulty was perceived by instructors rather than students).
Writing a thesis

Writing academic letters

Activities in which little difficulty was reported are

reading textbooks and reading examination questions.

C. Applied Linguistics. The following are activities in

which both a significant need (mean above 3.5) and a significant

problem (mean above 1.5) were indicated:

a)

b)

Making oral presentations in class (This difficulty was perceived

by instructors rather than students).

Defending a thesis
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c) Reading textbooks (This difficulty was perceived by instructors

rather than students).

d) Reading academic journals or research papers (This difficulty was

perceived by instructors rather than students).

e) Taking essay examinations (This difficulty was perceived by

instructors rather than students).

f) Writing reports or term papers (This difficulty was perceived by

instructors rather than students).

g) Writing a thesis

Activities in which Applied Linguistics Students encountered
little difficulty include: listening to lectures, reading examination
questions, taking notes from lectures, taking notes from textbooks,

journals or research papers and writing research proposals.

2.3 Priorities to Be Given to Skills and Activities

According to Needs, Problems, Wants and Expectations

In this section, significant needs and problems (see above
sections, pp. 117-135) are discussed in connection with the priorities
of wants and expectations established by students and their instructors
(see Chapter Four, pp. 94-97). Comparisons of needs, problems, wants
and expectations would be made between students and instructors and
among the three disciplines and this will provide a basis for sugges-
tions about focus on language skills and activitites in the next

section.
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With regard to the situation at the Faculty of Science,
Mahidol University, the researcher considers that the most important
factor is the urgency of needs in the target situation. Students
should be trained to cope with their academic work in English and
achieve the required proficiency in the minimum of time. As Fitzjohn
{(1974) notes, when students need to take a language course for specific
purposes, there is usually pressure of time to reach the adequate

level of linguistic competence.

At Mahidol University the time available for an English
course for graduate students is likely to be limited because they
already have another, main interest, that is, studies in their own
academic programs. In addition, some students have to work for a

living.

In the researcher's opinion, the sense of urgency could be
gained by matching needs against problems in the target situation.
Activities in which needs and problems clearly correspond to each
other should be given special attention. 1In terms of priorities, the
researcher would attach more importance to the opinion of instructors
than that of students. This is because instructors generally have
more experience with problems in the target situation and could

s

express more realistic views about what should be taught (see p.127)

Students' wants, however, are not entirely ignored here.
Students' wants which correspond to instructors' expectatiors‘could

help to reinforce a common point. The wants of students which, on
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the other hand, conflict with the expectations of instructors could
also be exploited as suggested by McDonough (1984:36). That is to
say, students' wants can be regarded as motivating, short-term
objectives and set alongside termainal goals based on the objectively
analysed needs and instructors' expectations (, both of which usually
correspond to each other). with reference to wants and expectations,
special focus will be on the activities which were given the first

five priorities.

2.3.1 Reading:

In extent of use, reading was rated highest, for example, in
the reading of textbooks and academic journals or research papers.
On the other hand, it was not a major problem. Reading was obviously
the only skill in which students and, in most cases, instructors
reported only little difficulty. In terms of wants and expectations,
reading did not rank first and it was even placed at the bottom of
the list by students. It may be that, as the most frequent and
familiar skill, reading could be improved by students themselves so
practice and activities which involve reading might seem uninteresting
to them. It may be concluded that students will not take kindly to
English courses which provide them principally with training in

reading.

However, while students seemed to be content to get by with
only a mediocre performance in reading English, their instructors

were possibly urging that students should read well or very well.
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Instructors tended to acknowledge that students' reading was quite
satisfactery in general but further improvement was needed in some
reading subskills. This is probably why instructors still gave high
priorities to such common activities as reading textbooks, academic

journals or research papers.

In the researcher's view, reading should also be included in
the English program for graduate students, but not as a single, main
focus. In other words, reading should not be an end in itself and
should serve as an input to the other skills. It is the skill in
which students feel most confident and therefore reading activities
could be a back-up service which helps to prepare students for class-
work in the other skills. The reading activities which should serve
to reinforce the other skills are reading textbooks and reading
academic journals or research papers. The reading assignments may
be done outside the classroom. However, some effective techniques to
improve reading comprehsion and speed could be introduced in the classroom
so that students can gain the maximum benefit from reading in preparation

for the tasks.

2.3.2 Writing:

In general, writing ranked second in extent of use, after
reading. Presumably, this relatively great scope nf use could be
attributed to the graduate thesis reqgirement. Thesis writing was

rated particularly high in terms of needs, almost at the level of
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reading textbooks, journals or research papers. The need for taking
notes from textbooks, journals or research papers was also significant
in all disciplines and this is probably related to the reading
activities which students most frequently engaged in. Needs for the
other writing activities tended to vary from one discipline to another.
on the whole, Life Sciences and Applied Linguistics students had
considerably stronger needs to write than Physical Sciences students,

especially in writing research proposals and writing reports or term

papers.

Unlike reading, writing is a skill in which substantial
weakness was indicated, especially according to instructors. Life
Sciences and Physical Sciences students also had a rather low opinion
of their writing ability. But Applied Linguistics students thought
that their writing was quite satisfactory in general. 1In this
discussion the researcher would rather rely on the views of instructors,

who had a low opinion in most cases concerning writing.

There seems to be general agreement about the need for major
improvement in students' writing ability. As an expectation,
instructors ranked writing very high, even above reading. Predictably,
thesis writing was chosen as one of the top priorities by all groups
of respondents. Wants and expectations for writing reports or term
papers and writing research proposals were relatively strong in
Applied Linguistics. 1In Life Sciences, although there were significant
needs for some writing activities, the wants and expectations for other

writing activities besides thesis writing were not clearly expressed.
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This may be due to the fact that Life Sciences students already had
more urgent needs for soue aural-oral activities and there was no room

for giving priorities to other writing activities.

while more motivated by the aural-oral skills, students, to
a certain degree, seemed to acknowledge the importance of writing in
their academic progress. Instructors tended to indicate this urgent
need for writing much more clearly. In the researcher's view, it is
possible to say that writing is the only skill in which all of the
decisive factors (needs, problems, wants and expectations) closely
correspond to each other. It could be concluded that writing should
deserve the strongest emphasis in program design and one of the
ultimate goals of the program should be to train students in all of

the three disciplines to write academic papers, especially theses.

2.3.3 Listening

As is obvious from GRAPH 1.1, a great need for listening
existed in Life Sciences. In Physical Sciences the use of English in
listening could be described as ‘moderate’ rather than 'extensive’
possibly because there were not many seminars and lectures in English
to attend (see GRAPH 2.2). In Applied Linguistics the use of the
listening skill could be regarded as 'extensive' in only one activity,

namely listening to lectures (see GRAPH 2.3).

GRAPHS 3.1-3.3 indicate that Applied Linguistics students had
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little difficulty in listening while Life Sciences and Physical
Sciences students were confronted with some difficulty in this skill.
This implies that Applied Linguistics students were rather proficient
in English and therefore this receptive skill was relatively easy

for them.

In terms of wants and expectations, respondents in Life
Sciences and Physical Sciences ranked listening quite high. Listening
to lectures scored very high as a preferred activity in both disciplines.
This may be because students in these disciplines still had low
competency in listening and needed more improvement. In listening,
English was needed by Life Sciences students and (to a lesser extent)
by Physical Sciences students. Both groups encountered some difficulty
and desired further practice in listening, with particular reference
to lectures. In Applied Linguistics, however, training in listening
may not be as welcomed because students already have a fair perfor-

mance and this receptive skill alone may seem too easy for them.

It can be concluded that for Physical Sciences and particularly
Life Sciences a main focus should also be on listening comprehension.
In Applied Linguistics, on the other hand, listening could serve as
a reinforcement or preparation for the productive skills, which are

more difficult to acquire.

2.3.4 Speaking:

Among the four skills, speaking was the slightest need but
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the most serious problem. Significant needs for speaking existed in
Life Sciences and Applied Linguistics. However, the needs to speak
English among Applied Linguistics students were found significant in
only two activities ,viz. making oral presentations in class and defend-
ing a thesis. In Life Sciences, the needs to speak English were great
in a broader range of activities, which also include attending

seminars and presenting papers at conferences. Substantial difficulty
was reported in all speaking activities by the Life Sciences and
Physical Sciences groups and in some activities by the Applied

Linguistics groups.

Speaking ranked high in terms of students' wants rather than
instructors' expectations. This can be observed in the pattern of
rank order set by students, who tended to give high ratings to such
activities as making oral presentations in class and attending
seminars. The only speaking activity on which both students and
instructors seemed to agree in terms of priority was making oral

presentations in class.

Speaking is likely to be the skill most strongly desired by
students despite its limited extent of use. This observation can
be supported by the studies conducted by Schutz and Derwig (1981),
Pleansaisurb (1984} and Vijchulata and Lee (1985). According to the
present study, speaking was not a very great need, but it was a skill
which students would like to improve. Thus, speaking practice could

serve as a potential source of motivation for students of all disciplines
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and at the same time could be a focus of an English course.

However, speaking should not be isolated from the other
skills in course design. An instruction in speaking could be provided
in combination with the other skills such as listening and readingy
which are more relevant to the needs. These different skills could
be integrated and serve to reinforce each other. The most popular
speaking activity, making oral presentations in class, should be

included in an integrated course as one of the main focuses.

Implications for Course Design

As indicated in Item 7 on the student questionnaire and Item
6 on the instructor guestionnaire, most respondents requested more
service from the English program for graduate students. Furthermore,
Item 6 on the student questionnaire shows that the training which
some students received during the intersive English course is not
adequate for academic purposes. Therefore, further language instruction

should be considered.

Findings Two and Three and some parts of Finding Four lead to
implications for focus on skills and activities. Finding One and
some parts of Finding Four provide hints regarding some aspects of

course arrangement and instructional activities.
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1. Focus on Language Skills and Activities

In comparing the listing of needs, problems and wants or
expectations among the three disciplines, there are some general
differences which should be taken into consideration. It is apparent
that the range of activities to be participated in tends to vary
considerably among the three disciplines. Life Sciences and Applied
Linguistics students have to engage in a wider range of activities
than Physical Sciences students and therefore may need more language
training. Another variation is that Applied linguistics students
seem to be more competent in English than Life Sciences and Physical
Sciences students and this implies that they should take separate
courses suitable to their respective language abilities. Although
Life Science students could generally be regarded as better at English
than Physical Sciences students, the differences in proficiency are
not very great. Thus, Life Sciences and Physical Sciences students
may attend the same class in cases where their needs approximate to
each other. With reference to wants and expectations, Applied
Linguistics respondents have a stronger desire for the productive
skills than those in Life Sciences and Physical Sciences. From these
differences, it may be concluded that several courses should be

provided in answer to the demands of each particular situation.

In the light of the findings, the researcher would propose
two course programs - one for Life Sciences and Physical Sciences
students (referred to henceforth together as 'Science students') and

the other for Applied Linguistics students.

Each course program would consist of three main components.
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These are:

Core Courses. These should include instruction in activities

which ranked high with reference to all of the three factors:
needs, problems and wants or expectations. These core courses
should be regarded as the ultimate goal of the program and
could be established atan advanced level. To qualify for a
core course, students could be required to pass a test in the
relevant skills. If they fail such a test, they would them
be required to take a prerequisite course which would prepare

them for the core course.

Prerequisite Courses. Since the core courses are generally

advanced and may involve highly complicated activities, some
students may not be ready for them. The prerequisite courses
are thus designed to train students to master the basics 6f

the essential skills and prepare them for the more difficult

instruction.

Elective Courses. Since the core courses could not respond

to all of the needs, wants and expectations in the vast range
of activities, additional courses should be offered to cover
all of these. Therefore, the elective courses are designed
to train students in narrowly specialized activities which
may not take much time to learn. At the same time, the

elective courses could serve as a reinforcement for the core
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courses. Elective courses which involve rather complicated
activities may require students to pass a test or a prere-

quisite course first.

The following are the two English programs which the researcher

would recommend:

1.1 English Program for Science Students

Science students should get some practice in writing,
especially thesis writing. Life Sciences students should also be

specifically encouraged to take courses in listening and speaking.

The researcher considers that different types of courses
should be systematically integrated into a meaningful structure
best suited to realize the objectives of the program. DIAGRAM 1
shows a series of interlocking events, which require the students to
engage in a wide range of activities. Each course serves to feed or
i# fed into by another one'and the activities of the courses should

be considered interdependent.
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DIAGRAM 1

COURSES FOR SCIENCE STUDENTS

Prerequisite

Basic Classroom
Interaction
(L/S/R}

Elective

Information Gathering
Skills (L/R/W/S)

Elective Core Elective
Academic Thesis Lectures/ Oral Presentation/
Article/ |®——| uriting | Seminars €——>| conference Skills
Letter 3 (W) (L/S/R) (8/L/R)
Writing
(W)
Elective

Term Paper/Proposal
Writing (W/R)

Prerequisite

Argumentative
Writing (W)

Note: L = Listening, S = Speaking, R = Reading, W =-Writing
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Here are general descriptions of the courses for Science

students:

a)

Basic Classroom Interaction. This is a presequisite,

remedial course for students who do not meet the requirements
of the core course in lectures and seminars. Here students
may be allocated to groups on the basis of degrees

of difficulty and not in terms of their specialist field of
study. It could be a short, intensive course designed to
train students to be good respondents and able to follow
question-answer interchange between the instruetor and other
students. The course should equip students with basic
expressions needed for classroom interaction, for instance,
in answering or asking questions, asking for repetition or
an explanation expressing agreement or disagreement, etc,
Students might be expected to do some reading assignments
and give short talks about what they have read. Listening
practice could also be given on a sentence or short

discourse basis.

Information Gathering Skills.This is an elective, integrated

course which primarily concentrates on the comprehension
skills required at the early stage of the academic programs.
In this course the written and oral texts for practice may
be selected from many disciplines of science. Students may

alse” be trained to follow short lectures on topics which
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are not highly specialized. Writing could be included in
the course as a check-up activity which would enable English
teachers to learn about the comprehension problems of
individual students. Note-taking techniques and summary
writing could be introduced to reinforce the comprehension
skills. Occasionally, students may have to extract infor-
mation from reference books, tapes and a video and then
present it to the rest of the class in the form of a short
talk and finally some may ask questions and evaluate the

arguments.

Lectures and Seminars. This is a specialist language core

course. Here students should be allocated to groups on a’
Department or Program basis. This course specially caters
for the needs of Life Sciences students and is organized
around specialized topics. It might also include lectures
and seminar sessions led by subject-specific instructors
from the particular disciplnes. Students are expected to
read some materials and prepare discussion points for
seminars and lectures. The instruction may center around
a given activity or post-activity analysis using video-

and audio-tape recordings of lectures and seminars.

Oral Presentations and Conference Skills. This is an elective

course which aims at giving practice in oral delivery from
notes and without notes. In this course there would be

practice in presenting papers at conferences and making oral
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presentations before a small and large audience. Students
should be given topic titles which they would have to research
and prepare in their own time. They then give the presenta-
tion to their peers and teachers, and this would be followed
by evaluation and advice. Specific needs like defending a
thesis might also be catered for within this framework.

Here the classes would be more effective with small groups,

organized on Department or Program basis.

Argumentative Writing. This is a prerequisite, remedial

course for students who have not qualified for the core course
in thesis writing. Here classes may be organized on the basis
of students' proficiency rather than field of study. The
course ought to focus on developing ability in terms of
general language mastery and the logical organization and
clear presentation of information. Writing practice could

be done on a sentence, paragraph or short discourse basis.

Term Paper and Proposal Writing. This is an elecive course

which focuses on developing appropriate writing skills with
particular reference to reports, term papers and proposals.
This course should include in-class instruction, individual
assignment and private consultation. At first students

could be given instruction in techniques for academic writing
and then have to do a certain amount of private work which
involves reading and writing. Their work will be evaluated

by the English teacher to provide feedback. Finally, there
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may be private consultation sessions which allow the teacher
to discuss the problems of individual students, to hand back

the work and give some advice.

Thesis Writing. This is a core course which concentrates on

improving students' ability in writing a thesis. Like the
course in term papers and proposal writing, this course should
include three types of sessions: in-class instruction, individual
assignment and private consultation. Students are first trained
in techniques for thesis writing in class and then are given

some assignments, which are to be handed in to the English
teacher. In the private consultation session, the teacher
discusses the problems of individual students and give some

advice.

Academic Article and Letter Writing. It is an elective course

designed to serve the needs of sfudents who are in the later
stage of their academic programs or those who are studying
for a doctorate degree. This may be a short course which
provides training in the narrowly specialized techniques for
writing academic articles for publication and writing letters
for academic purposes (e.g. asking for catalogues and appli-
cation forms, applying to universities abroad, applying for

scholarships, etc.).



152

1.2 English Program for Applied Linguistics Students

Distinction should be made between the situation in Applied
Linguistics and that in the other disciplines. First, a very high
standard of English is expected by Applied Linguistics instructors in
many activities where there are significant needs. This is implied by
the relatively large gap of opinion between students and instructors
regarding problems (see TABLE 4.3 and pp. 134-135). It may be inferred
that Applied Linguistics students, who already have a fair knowledge
of English in all skills, may require more advanced instruction than
Science students. Another point which is not a direct result of the
study but should be made in this discussion is that, unlike Science
students, Applied Linguistics students are already receiving some kind
of language instruction provided by the Department of Foreign Languages
in some elective or required courses of their graduate program. It
may well be that the courses which the researcher would propose could
be incorporated into the existing skill courses with some kind of
adaptation. Some of the suggestions may have been in place for a few
years, but the researcher would like the courses to be part of an

integrated system, not separate chunks, as shown in DIAGRAM 2.
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DIAGRAM 2

COURSES FOR APPLIED LINGUISTICS STUDENTS

Prerequisite

Basic Classroom Interaction
(s/L/R)

£i .
Elective v

Information Gathering
Skills (L/R/W/S/)

Core

v

Thesis Writing [Oral Presentations

\4

!

Elective

Term Paper/Proposal Writing
(W/R)

A

Prerequisite

Argumentative Writing
(w)

Note: L = Listening, S = Speaking, R = Reading,

| %

(W) (S/L/R/) \ '

W = Writing-
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In Applied Linguistics there
the courses into the system: firstly
tions into the present skill courses

suggested courses as non-credit ones

seem to be two ways to integrate
by incorporating the recommenda-
and secoundly by offering the

outside the regular class hours.

For Applied Linguistics students the prerequisite courses

should be regarded as preparatory rather than remedial because they

already have a fair performance.

Here are general descriptions of the courses for Applied

Linguistics students:

a. Basic Classroom Interaction.

This is a prequisite course

which aims to train students to understand and express basic

communicative functions required in the classroom situation,

for instance, in answering or

repetition, or an explanation

asking questions, asking for

expressing agreement or

disagreement, etc. Students might be required to read or

listen to some texts and then

which could serve as a source

orally present the information

of input for discussions at

group or class levels. This could be a short, pre-sessional

course. If there is not sufficient time for the course, it

may be combined with the course in information gathering

skills.

b. Information Gathering Skills.

This could be an elective,
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follow-up course provided just after the course in basic
classroom interaction. It should give further practice in
study skills and comprehension skills. The texts for
listening and reading practice may be selected from the
field of Applied Linguistics. Instruction in note-taking
strategies and summary writing could be provided as
reinforcement of the comprehension skills. Some Students
may be asked to orally summarize a written or spoken text

and others may ask questions and evaluate the arguments.

oral Presentations. This is core course designed to follow

on from the course in information gathering skills. This

course would give practice in oral delivery from notes

and without notes. Specific needs like defending a thesis
might also be catered for within this framework. Reading

assignments could be given as preparation for the talks.

Argumehtative Writing. This is a prerequisite course to

train students in basic academic writing. The course
ought to focus on developing ability in terms of general
writing language mastery and the logical organization and
clear presentation of information. Writing practice could

be done on a paragraph or short discourse basis.

Term Paper and Proposal Writing. This is an elective course

to provide training in writing reports, term papers and
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proposals. This course should include three types of sessions:
in-class instruction, individual assignment and private

consultation (see section Term Paper and Proposal Writing,

p.f50 ). This course should be offered in the first semester
because Applied Linguistics students have to write reports

and term papers in an early stage of the program.

f. Thesis Writing. This is a core course which focuses on the

development of students' ability in writing theses. The
course should include three types of sessions: in-class
instruction, individual assignment and private consultation

(see section Thesis Writing, p. 151).

2. Courses Arrangement and Instructional Activities

2.1 The Timing of the Courses

With reference to the preferred timing of the courses,
respondents generally expressed a desire for a time which is not
regular class hours, for example, in summer, during long vacation and
in the late afternoon after usual classes of the academic program.
This implies that the courses may have to be intensive ones. Some
respondents chose more than one type of timing, suggesting that the
English program should not be limited to any particular period and
English service course should be provided from time to time as
appropriate to the demands of the situation. A general suggestion

may be that the prerequisite courses could be provided in the early
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stages (, for instance, pre-sessionally or in the first semester) and

the core course might be offered later.

2.2 Class Size, Class Arrangement and Topics to Be

Included in the Courses

Student generally recommended a small class of no more than
20 students. A pragmatic suggestion would be that small classes
may be held occasionally to practise some activities, particularly
those involving spoken interaction. For other activities,
implementational constraints such as staffing and time-table should

be taken into consideration.

As students' wants concerning topics show a rather strong
orientation toward their own field of study, English classes should
be arranged on the basis of discipline or, if possible, program or
department. Topics presented should be related to their specialties.
However, in the prerequisite courses students from different programs
may be in the same class. 1In addition, students from different
programs may share common interests and therefore could attend the
same class. In the writing courses students from different programs
may attend the same class but could be given private assignments which

are specifically related to their own field of study.
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2.3 Instructional Mode, Supplementary Activities and Materials

All courses should involve in-class instruction. Many
respondents suggested that subject-specialists should be invited to
take part in the teaching activities. This implies a need for close
liason between the Department of Foreign Languages and the other
departments at the Faculty. Perhaps the teaching materials may also
include live recordings (video, if possible) of lectures and seminars
given or led by subject-specific staff at the Faculty, including Thai
instructors. Subject-specific instructors may be requested to take
part in teaching some of the core courses and specialized elective
courses and to provide assistance in terms of technical content.
Furthermore instructional material such as language textbooks and

cassettes should be provided on loan.

'

Recommendations for Further Study

On the basis of this study, some needs for future research

are suggested:

1. More in-depth work needs to be attempted, using other
techniques such as interviews, direct observation of actual language
uses and content analysis of texts used in each field of study. This
will help gauge more reliably the needs, problems, wants and expectations
identified in this study and provide more detailed information about
course content and materials to be used in the English program for

graduate students at the Faculty of Science, Mahidol University.
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2. Further research should be undertaken in this area to
determine the nature of the academic English language needs, problems,
wants and expectations in graduate programs at the other faculties of
Mahidol University. The results then should be considered in relation
to those found out in the present study so that shared characteristics
of their needs may be identified and common courses can be developed

for them.

3. An investigation of the graduate entrance examination
procedures, including the English proficiency test, should be
conducted to determine whether they evaluate the real language
requirements according to the policy of the Graduate School of
Mahidol University. This would indicate whether the screen%ng
measures and the language test accurately assess the language
ability of the candidates to function effectively in academic
settings at Mahidol University and whether any change is needed
to enhance the validity of the screening measures and the test

battery.
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APRENDIX A

SUUDEIT QUESTIONNAIRD

4 SUsVEY OF ACADEMIC ENGLISH LANGUAGE MZZDS OF GRALUATE STUDZITS AT TE

F.CULTY oF SCIENCE, HAHIDOL URIV.LRSITY

Instructions’ Wnere .applicable,'please put a tick (/) in the Lox provided.

S ——p————

Please write your auswer where & broken line is provided.

General Backyround

1.
1.1. You aTe iD YOUF .cecescces~: yoar of study for a [} gaster's
T} docterate degree in (specify your Profram) secesceeccsscs

1.2. YOUT BEE eeevecevsesen=ss

4.3, Your highest education bsiore stuéyin;; here 36 cecseovesssssovs
in the field of (specity yowr {former 1ajor or.-dicciplipe).ees
..............-................,.............-....-,.......-.

1.4. £nglish learning experience
1.4.1. You (bave) studied English for ALOUT .ecceccce years.
1.4.2, It is about ceccecee yea.r(u)' since you last studied

English.’

PART I KEEDS
Items 2 and 3 ask about your Englisb language necids.
Pleuse ipdicate by 2 tick the gxtent of

the use of Ep.,lish on & scale 1=5 a8 follous:

1) = never 2 = rarely 3! = woderately

1= extensively )= very extensively

2. To wkat extent go you bave to use English {or study purposes in the
following Skills?

3 b 15 very extensively

T

2.1. Listening never a

2.2. Speaking h 2 3 ¥ 5
2.3, Reading p, 2 3 Ak 2
2.b. writing 4 o2 3 & 2
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3, To what extent do you
purposes in the following

activity.which you way not

3.1,

3.2.

9030

3.7,
3.8.

3-9.

3.10.
3,11,

30120

3.13.
3.%.
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Listening to lectures never

Answering/asking questions

in class

naking oral presentations

in class

Attending seminars
Presenting papers at
conferences

Discussing academic issues

privately with foreign instructors
or foreign fellow students

Defonding a thesis

Reading textbooks

Reading academic journals

or research paparg

nReading exapiation questions
Taking notes from lectures
Taking notes Irouw textbooks,
joursiuls or research papers
‘‘alting essay examinations

Jriting reports or terc papers

3:15:“Hritins”rosearct proposals

3.16.

5.17.

3.10.

3.15.

Writing a thesis

Writing academic articles for
publication

Wwriting -academic letters

Any other: pleasespecity

and rank .--cee s o0

yet have started,

¥
"

B
&
S|

B
)
&8

B BB B8

N EBRERB

B

al

have to use or expect to use

activities? (If you ure

73
(2

]

()

E B

Gl
G

G

&2

e R8 88

B
&

pE R RS
BB R G

B
&

&
&l

]

&

English for study
pot .certaiu about an

you can skip the item).

very extensively
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PART II PROBLE#S
Iteas 4, 5 aud 6 ask about probleas in the use of English.
Please indicate by a tick the--degree of adequacy of your
English on the following scale:
'4) = coupletely inadeguate 2 = very inadequate
2
G

inadequate @ = fairly adequate

adequute ©) =" not applicable (becauwe

English is not used)

4, How adequate has your English been Ior study purposes in the following skill's?
4,1. Listening completely inadequate [ [@ [ & ) adequate

pot applicable (O]

4.2. Speaking 0o @B 2

4.3, Reading Doz 4 B

4.4, writing IR DB A
Jo)

5. How adequate bhas your English been for the following acadeaic activities?

5.1, Listening to lectures completely inadequate 0 B8 B B [5) adequate

not applicable [}

5.2. Answering/asking questions ngE o B
in class B
5.3, naking oral presestations in 0D g3 8 2
class 2
5.4, Attending seminars. oD 3B 2
0
5.5. Presenting papers at _conferences n oz B L —
5.6. Discuasing acadeuic issuss Do o ‘ »’”
privately with foreign instructors B ., ’
or foreign fellowv students - "=
5.7. vefending a thesis i - O 1 O S I
5.8, Reading textbooks il B B B

(]
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5.G. Heading acadewic journals completely inadequaie 0 & B ) adequaté
or research papers pot applicable- j o))
5.10. .Reading exawination il B B &
questio'ns
5.11. Taking botes from A 2B 3 o
lectures ©
5.12. Taking note fron textbooks, ] T T = R L O
journals or research papers B
5.13. Taking essay examinations a3 I 57 I Y Y
5.14. #riting reports or a9 B B &8
teru papers 0
5.15. Writing research proposals D3y L
o
5.16. Writing a thesis A p B33 & B
5,17, Writing academic articles DR 3 8 B
for publication 0
5.18. Mriting academic letters o2 3 e 8
%)
5.19. Any other: please specify A 2 & B 3

28d TADK <cvoccovsscsecse

How.adwquatehas the knowledge of English you gained during the Intensive Englisu
Course beeu for your studies? (If you lave never taksn the Course, pleane
skip this itew).
_completely inadequate._ B R B & 5 -adequate
i1f a pev pon-cradit English courss were offered to serve the acadenic needs of
graduate students, would you take the course?
O o
U Undecided

0 Yes
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Instructions: If your answer to Itew 7 is 'No', please omit all guestions iD
Padl III. But if your answer is ‘undecided' or 'Yes', pleasc

coaplete the rest of the questioupaire.

PART III EnGLISH COURSE WANTED
8. Of the four wsajor skilis; which should be mast bmpha;ized in the course?
Please puwber cnoices from 1-4, with 1 as most important.
Listening eeeee
SpoakiDE -seee
Reading cosss
¥riting csose
9. Of the acadeaic activities in Itam 3 on page 2, which sbould be nost
emphasized in the course? Please rank choices by specifying the 1teus.
Activity which should be given the 1st priority in Iten 3 e
Activity which should be given the 2nd priority in Item 3. _ _ _
Activity which should be given the 3rd priority in JItea 3e _ -
Activity which should be given the 4th priority in Iteu By, _ N
Activity which sbould Dbe Ziven the 5tk priority in Itea 3. o _
10. What would be the best time to provide an acadenic English course for
those who nead it?
O pre-sessional course in sunmer -
O jin-sessional course during long vacation
O in-sessional course in accompaniment with your full-time academic program
[ in-sessional coursc in late afternoon after class of you¥ academic program
O any other (please SPECITY) seecescessosssessanasossssasntasocacsossocass
41. How sbould English teaching activities be wxpanded-to Serve graduate
students? (You can‘check more than one,)
(O by baving subject specialists take part in teaching activities
Cloy lending instructional language aaterials such as textbooks and
cassettesn

[Qany other (please Epecify) cecsescrovosnosssonsncsnranneroaseness
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12. Rank the following topics in terms of which you.vould prefer 3D the

13.

English course, Please puuber choices from 1-3 (or &) .in erder of interest.

General cevee
Geperal science ceoss
Topics specific to your field of study eeeece

Any other (please specity) cosee

How many students should there be in an English class?

-‘o..o.’.-’o.-.c...00..0"*-..QQ.-‘O..OQ.-Q....O...o.c.4--0010000-

44, Mhich instructional mode do you prefer?

5.

Dain class with teacher

() self-study out of class
0O equally both

This is the end of the questionnaire. Blease write any other comments

on the course you ~want below.

o.c-oo.ouoeoo'ooaoo-ooccooooo-.-. oooo-oo-oooooo-ooo-o-coo..-o--ao-o.cooooo

PRREEE LS A esseveeesaee ccoooaooooooaoao.o. ‘00.'0.0-0.0'0.0.. PR D dada i

.-ooo.oooog'ooao -4..-.0..00.0.00.-.-...04.0C.CC..Q.C..vooo.co...o. PR RS

-0-00.01.!0.-..0.0'000'410.0--'.-.09000'-.'o.

.o..-oo.‘oo..-.-..0..0.0...‘.0.0..-.cc'n...-.

oa:oo-.o-oo..-o\o-.o-o-oo--oooonao-o.o.oo.4.c.o-oo-oooo. '0..¢0..4‘.4...

oo.o.ooo-~c..oo.vo.q.ooc.o‘vaooooo -oo--oo..o-vo--.-o.oo....-o<..-o s

Ocoooc'oooo.oo.oo-.o-o.ooovoooo-..aoa.-ooqa-o--o.-uoo.oa-.-.o.-cooo-.

o-o'co.--ooao~'o---o.oooooo-.o-.'."-‘-..oc--cﬂ.

P -o.-ooo...ooooo.oo.

wcoooc-o-o-<oooa--..'o..oooo.ooc a-“.'ovcoo.-onooo.oa . vessssesres=s

Jpank you for your cooperation.
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INSTRUCTOR LUESTIONNAIRE

A SURVEY OF ACADzdIC ENGLISH LANGUAGE NEEDS OF GRADUATE STUDENTS AT THE

FACULTY OF SCIENCE, MAHIDOL ULIVERSITY

. 3 . R .
Instructions: snere applicable, please put a tick (V') in the box orovided.

Please write your ansuer where a broken line is provided.

General Background

1.1. Your Departuent ..,........................-.................
Your graduate progran(s) R i

1.2. You teach students .who study for a O saster's {J doctorate

degreeo.
1.3. How many graduate courses have you taught?..
-...........-.......;. course(s).
1.4. On average how many hours do you typically teach graduate students*

eees NOUTS.

iD w.9emoSter 1. cccooeosrasesoeeoneonenoosnt

PART I «EEDS
JItems 2 and 3 ask about your graduate students' needs. Please

ipdicate Ty a tick the exteat of use of English on the following
i ’ scale:

rarely (3) « woderately

{i] = spever
@

2. To what extent do your graduate students have to use English fer study

extensively {5} = very extensively

purposes in tne following skills?

2.1, Listening never [ E 1B B [ very extepsively
2.2. Speaking m e 68 e
2.3. Reading A p &R

2.4, Writing n e B & B



3. To what extent do your graduate stude
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pte have to use English for study

purposes in the following activities?

..

3.2

3.4,
3.5.

Listéning to lectures never
Answering/asking

guestions in class

Making oral presentations

in class

Attending seminars

Presenting papers at

conferences

3.6, Discussing academic issues

@
1)

a8

privately with foreign instructors

or foreign fellow students

3.7. De!qnding a thesis

3.8. Reading textbooks

3.9. Reading academic journals

3.10.
3.9,

3.12.

3.13.
3.14.
3.15.

T80
3.17.

3.18.
3.19.

or research papers

Reading exauination‘quostions
Taking notes from lectures
Taking notes from textbooks,
journals or research papers
Taking essay examipations
Writing reports or term papers
wWriting research proposals
Writing a thesis

writing academic articles

for publication

Writing academic letters

Any other: please specily

and rank...

ass 00 v * 000 b o sa

B B8
()

B B8

E BB 8B

@
2

g8

B B8

B B8

3

&3

G

9]

E B EB8 B

B &

very extensively
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Itsms 4 and 5 ask about your graduate students' probleas in

the use of English. Pleuse indicate oy a tick the degree of

alequacy of your students' English on the following scale:

o
]
@

inadequate

adequate

4, In general, how adeguate is the

conpletely inadequate

&
o

English is not used)

study purposes in the following skills?

L.,

L.2.

4.3,

b.b,

5. In general, ho

Listening

not applicable

Speaking

Reading

Writing

completely inadequate

@

BP0 BE B BB
Y

study purposes in the following activities?

5.%.

5.2,

5.5.

Listening to lectures completely inadequate

Answering/asking questions
in class
Making oral presentations
in class

Attending seminars

Presenting papers

at conferences

pot applicahle

@

=)

B e e @

G BE B8

@) = very inadequate

fairly adequate

2

i2)

o

)

1]

B

not applicable (because

English of your graduate students for

adequate

&

v adequate is the English of your graduate students for

@

adequate



5.6.

5.7.

5.8,

5.59.

5.10.

S.11.

.12,

5.13.

5.1k,

5.15.

5.16.

5.17.

5.18.

5.15.

175

Discussing academic completely ingdeguate

icsues privately with
foreign imstructors or
foreign fellow students

Defendiug & thesis

Reading textbooks

Reading acadenic
journals or
researcn papers
Reading examipation
questions
Taking notes
from lectures
Taking notes Iroc
textbooks, journals
or research papers
Jaking essay
examinations
VWriting reports
or tera papers
Hritihg research
proposals

-Writing a thesis

Writing acadeuic

articles for publication
Writing academic

letters

Auy other: please specify

and TADK coececcoscnscvese

not applicable

Xl
©

2 B B8 @ e g B

B B B

9 B BB B

BB B B B

B B8

6]

&

)

&

adequate
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PART TI1 LEHGLISH COURSE WANTED

if a new pon-credit &nglisb course wevc offered to serve the acadenic needc
of your graduate students, how would you like them to participate in
the course?
Ti1t 15 not pecessary for them to tale the course
O some students shound take the course (please specify the type

of student who B5hoUld)ecceccoscccccoceacrasssansssscsscnosonacons
O 11 students should ;ake the course

0O undecidea

lostructiong; If your answer to Item 6 is "It is not reccessary for thew to

7.

\n
.

take the course", please omit all following questions. dut

if your answver is otherwise, please complete the

rest of the questionnaire.
0f the four major sxills, wbich should be wost emphasized in tbhs Englash
course for your graduate students? Piuaso pumber choices from 1-k, with
1 am most important.
Listening <ceecccce=e
Speakinyg cecesssoss
Reading veesvsveese

writing ecovevssee

Of the academic activities in Item 3 on page 2, which spould be wust
strongly emphasized in the English course for your sraduate students?
Please rank choices by specifying the Items.

Activity wbich should be given tae st priority in Item 3. _ _ _
hctivity which should be given the 2pd priority iz Iten 3. _
Activity which should be giveh the 2rd priority'ih Itew 3. _ _ _
Activity which should be given the 4th priority inItes 3. ___ _

Activity which should be giveu the 5th prioraty dn Item 3. _ _ _

ybat do you consider the best tiue to provide an academic English

languagye course for your graduate students?
[ sre-sessizal course in suumer

O in-sessional course during long vacation

0 ir-sess1ona> course in accompaniment with your full-time academac progran

ol

O 1n-sessional cource in late afternoon after class of your academic progran

T any other (please 3pecify  cecencicecerctaneccrcneereccccce sesesesemencan



o.

11.

177

How should English teaching activities be expanded to serve greduate
students? (You can check more than one).
E]by having subject-specialists take part in knglish teaching activities
O by lending instructional language waterials such as textbooks

and cassettes
E]zny other: please BPecily cecevscccescscsecccccccccacnccscncoos
This is the end of the questionnaire. Please write any other comuents
on the course you want below.
DR R P T L LR R R R R R R L PR L PR LR
RSP IPUApIPIPRR I PRRP R E L A LR E R R R
ot ocsctssseeseseseoossssetnsesseests0sesseesesssasesssssr i s st
IR S S SR A RS C R EE L L B
PSPPSRI DR R T S8 2 L AR R E L
PRSI PR DS S SIS e B
tevoscssecenseeccaresasttssoescsetssssessoseesettesetesvsenasaanonTo
SRR S AL LA ERE R R TR L X
B R LA SR R ERE L LES A AR RS AL AR
ovewsee PP Y R L P TR R P PP R R R X R LR A A Ll it PN IS T E R N b B

.00.«0..0...-.0.0QQQOQQ‘Q.-n..-..o‘oo.-ooa.oo‘.co.o.ao..oooocc-nac--o.oo-.

‘hank you for your cooperation.
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