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Abstract 

 

The aim of this study is to design a new evaluation model for evaluating 

PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education at the Aden University in Yemen. To achieve 

this aim, a new evaluation model, EPEETSEM Model (Educational Purposes, 

Educational Experiences, Teaching Strategies and Evaluation Methods), is designed 

based on reviewing the literature on programme evaluation and procedures of the 

PELTEPs using the recognised methods of programme evaluation to evaluate the 

PELTEPs. This model focuses on the strengths and weaknesses of the PEFLTEP 

through answering seven main research questions as follows:  

1. What are the standards that should be followed for evaluating PEFLTEPs? 

2. What are the standards applicable in the curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the 

Aden University? 

3. To what extent are the standards of educational purposes applicable in the 

aims and the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden 

University?  

4. To what extent are the standards of educational experiences applicable in 

the content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

5. To what extent are the standards of teaching strategies in the teaching 

methods used in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

6. To what extent is the standard of evaluation methods applicable in the 

evaluation procedures used in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 
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7. What is an appropriate balance among the four components of PEFLTEPs: 

linguistic, ELT Methodology, literature and General Education? 

This model consists of four major domains as follows: 

The first domain, educational purposes, is an important part of the educational 

process. It assists in clarifying the relationship between the student and the educator. 

This domain can be divided into three types. The first type, aims, is a statement in 

broad terms like strategy concerning the overall goals, ends or intentions of teaching 

that describes what students are expected to learn. Aims guide students to be aware of 

what is expected from them and help them study important information. They are 

usually written in amorphous terms using words like learn, know, understand and 

appreciate. These words are not directly measurable. For example: 

Students will understand and become proficient in identifying the 

different types of spoken English. 

The second type, goals, is a statement of educational end or intention and is 

more specific than aims. Goals too may encompass an entire programme, subject area 

or multiple grade levels. They may be in either amorphous language or in more 

specific behavioral terms. For example: 

Students will be able to identify and use American slang terms and 

phrases. 

The third type, Instructional or behavioural objectives, is a statement in 

specific, consistent, achievable, measurable and broad learning outcomes like tactics 

describe what the student will be able to do as a result of engaging in a learning 

activity. Instructional or behavioural objectives guide for selection of content, 
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development of an instructional strategy, development and selection of instructional 

materials and construction of tests and other instruments for evaluating and also 

evaluating student‟s instructional outcomes. In addition, Objectives are the individual 

stages that students must achieve on the way in order to reach these goals. Currently, 

most objectives are written in behavioural terms. Behavioural objectives can be 

divided into specific domains; cognitive (knowing), psychomotor (doing) and 

affective (feeling).  

1. Cognitive: Students will be able to identify and list 6 slang terms they have 

heard from their peers. 

2. Psychomotor: Students will be able to create expressive gestures to go with 

their favorite slang terms. 

3. Affective: Student will be able to choose 4 of the most offensive slang terms 

from a list developed by the entire class. 

These types of objectives are the majority of ones used in creating today‟s lesson plans 

and they usually specify behavior that students must demonstrate to indicate that 

learning has occurred. 

The second domain, educational experiences, refers to what educators need to 

know about what they teach (including what they know about language teaching itself) 

and it constitutes knowledge that would not be shared by educators of other subject 

areas. Educational experiences consist of courses in language analysis, learning 

theory, methodology, a teaching practicum and practical skills of language teaching. 

They aim at evaluating and analysing content of curriculum. In addition, the resources 
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which are available in how they use and procedures followed to revise periodically 

curriculum.  

Educational experiences distinguish between three kinds of knowledge as 

follows:  

Disciplinary knowledge (DK) is a part of professional education and does not 

translate into practical skills. It refers to knowledge that presents a basis for the 

language teaching profession. Such knowledge is acquired by special training. And 

possessing knowledge of this kind leads to professional recognition and status. It 

could include the coursework in areas such as history of language teaching methods, 

language acquisition, sociolinguistics, phonology and syntax, discourse analysis, 

theories of language, critical applied linguistics and so on. 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) is a knowledge that is drawn from the 

study of language teaching and language learning itself which can be applied in 

different ways to the resolution of practical issues in language teaching. It refers to the 

knowledge that provides a basis for language teaching. Moreover, it could include 

coursework in areas such as curriculum planning, assessment, reflective teaching, 

classroom management, teaching children, teaching the four basic skills and so on.  

Cultural Content knowledge (CCK) is a knowledge that provides student-

teachers with general information in science education and discipline-culture structure 

of theory. Moreover, it could include coursework in areas such as application 

computer, history of education, school management, philosophy and so on.  

Third domain, teaching strategies, refers to the strategies or processes used in 

implementing curriculum. Teaching strategies aim to identify how well general aims 
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are translated into actions to achieve specific learning objectives for daily lessons. 

Curriculum authorities have the responsibility to look at the ways to improve the 

arrangement of course content and skills to be covered at all levels. 

The last domain, evaluation methods, aims at identifying the evaluation 

methods used to achieve the educational objectives in which the aims of programme 

are attained. Evaluation methods guide the teacher-educators to make decisions about 

the learning process as well as the student-teachers to get information on their 

progress. 

In summary, the evaluation in this model is conducted at the whole programme 

level. 

This model is tested to evaluate the effectiveness of five PEFLTEPs selected 

randomly out of nine colleges of education at the Aden University. Data are collected 

from 206 fourth-year student-teachers attending the PEFLTEPs in the academic year 

2012-2013 and 56 teacher-educators teaching these five programmes in the same 

academic year, (99) out of (103) student-teachers studying in Aden College of 

Education, (55) out of (66) student-teachers from Zingbar College of Education, (12) 

out of (28) student-teachers from Louder College of Education, (25) out of (43) 

student-teachers from Radfan College of Education, (15) out of (16) student-teachers 

from Yafea College of Education and (15) out of (18) teacher-educators from Aden 

College of Education. (15) out of (15) teacher-educators from Zingbar College of 

Education, (10) out of (11) teacher-educators from Louder College of Education, (7) 

out of (10) teacher-educators from Radfan College of Education and (10) out of (10) 
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teacher-educators from Yafea College of Education. Thus, the sample of this study 

represents 100% of the total amount.  

The data, both quantitative and qualitative, are collected through 

questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, open-ended questions, essay questions and 

content analysis. Data are analysed quantitatively using SPSS descriptive statistics and 

qualitatively using exploratory content analysis. The findings of the study reveal that 

the PEFLTEPs have some major shortcomings that need to be addressed. The 

shortcomings are related to the educational purposes, especially aims and objectives, 

educational experiences and teaching strategies of the PEFLTEPs. Aims and 

objectives are not clearly and specifically identified and they are not consistent with 

the rest of the elements of the curriculum (educational experiences, teaching strategies 

and evaluation methods). They are not realistic and achievable and also not broad. 

More specifically, the PEFLTEPs fail to realise the objectives which are related to 

English language skills (reading, writing, listening and speaking). In terms of 

educational experiences, the results of the study indicate that the curriculum is not 

periodically revised and outdated. Disciplinary Knowledge Standard is partially 

available in the content of curriculum of the PEFLTEPs. In Disciplinary knowledge, 

the content of curriculum provides the student-teachers with the knowledge of 

language (phonological, morphological, syntactic and/or semantic systems). In 

Pedagogic Content Knowledge, the content of curriculum does not employ authentic 

materials in teaching such as menus, newspapers, magazines and advertisements. In 

Cultural Content knowledge, the content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs does not provide 
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the student-teachers with classroom management methods and modern theories of 

curriculum.  

In terms of Teaching Strategies, they are found to be traditionally oriented, 

applying a teacher-centred approach. Moreover, the results of the study show that 

Teaching Strategies do not focus on encouraging student-teachers to reflect on what 

they learnt and how they learnt it. The results of the study also indicate that the 

materials are not sufficient for all skills. Regarding Evaluation Methods, the findings 

of the study reveal that the evaluation does not focus on learning through various 

methods of evaluation such as continuous, formative and summative. In addition, 

Evaluation Methods do not probe the student-teachers‟ abilities to demonstrate depth, 

flexibility and application of learning. In other words, the findings of the study show 

that student-teachers are extremely critical of the traditional evaluation methods used 

by their teacher-educators which depend on a final exam that tests rote-learned 

materials. The study suggests that, though the PEFLTEPs achieve some of the aims, 

they fail to achieve all of them as far as the student-teachers and teacher-educators are 

concerned. 

      The study concludes by making suggestions for the improvement, and 

development of the PEFLTEPs. In addition, it proposes the evaluation model, 

EPEETSEM Model (Educational Purposes, Educational Experiences, Teaching 

Strategies, and Evaluation Methods), for evaluating PEFLTEPs/ PESLTEPs, which 

can be applied and modified depending on the specifications of any given context. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
 

1.0 Introduction 

 

This chapter comprises five sections. The first section provides background to 

the study, education system in Yemen, history of English language teaching in Yemen 

and Pre-service English Language Teacher Education Programmes (PELTEPs) 

inYemen. The second section describes the statement of the problem. The third section 

introduces the aims of the study and the research questions. The fourth section presses 

on the significance of the present study. The final section addresses the operational 

terms used throughout the study.  

 

1.1 Background to the Study 
 

In the recent years, the use of English language has increased rapidly and 

become more popular in the world as a means of communication across borders. It 

provides a great opportunity in getting jobs and university admissions. In addition, 

English is the language of our social, political, socio-cultural interactions and the 

language of business, education, industries, media and library. It is also a key subject 

in the curriculum of our education system. Moreover, it is the second/foreign language 

for many countries in the world. Thus, Englishis now considered to be an international 

language. It is estimated that over a billion people in the world speak English at least 

with basic level of proficiency. For many, the benefits of English learning entail the 

opportunities to become respectable citizens. For example, a person is interested to 
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studying in a university in US; he/she should be able to speak English or to be able to 

pass its test. For this reason, many countries teach English as a requirement course in 

schools. This increases the need for English Language teachers‟ professional 

development to ensure effective English language teaching. To achieve this, English 

language teachers need to undergo pre-service and in-service education programmes. 

Hence, all countries pay a great attention to the development of the English Language 

Teacher Education Programmes as one of the teacher education programmes (e.g. 

physics, mathematics, chemistry, biology, history, geography, psychology, etc.) 

provided by different universities in the world.  

In the Arab world, English is the first foreign language taught as a subject in 

schools, and as a medium of instruction in some universities. Therefore, English 

teacher education programmes were developed in the Arab countries to prepare 

English language teachers to cope with the demands (Mahwari, 2012). In Yemen, one 

of the Arab countries, B.A. English Language Teacher Education Programmes 

(ELTEPs) prepare student-teachers of English by equipping them with the necessary 

theoretical and practical knowledge as well as professional skills. The (ELTEPs) 

curricula are in compliance with the standards and requirements of the Council of 

Yemeni Universities. The courses in the PEFLTEPs curricula are organised into four 

components as follows:  

1. Linguistic component includes language skills, linguistics, etc. 

 2. ELT Methodology component consists of courses related to ELT 

methodology, practice teaching...etc. 
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3. Literature component includes courses related to English literature such as 

Novel, Drama, Poetry, etc. 

4. General education component comprises courses taught in Arabic such as 

Arabic language, Computer Applications, Measurement and Evaluation, Psychology 

and History of Education in Yemen and so on.  

In addition to this brief thematic background to the study, there is a need to provide 

some brief information about the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education at the Aden 

University. 

 Education in B.A PEFLTEPs began in the Faculty of Arts and Education in 

Aden since the foundation of the Aden University in 1970. In 1978, the College of 

Arts and Education/Zingbar was established in Abyan governorate for granting two-

year Diploma in Arts and Education in different subjects and it prepared teachers to 

teach in primary schools. In 1979, College of Arts and Education/Saber was 

established in Lahj governorate for the same purpose. The language improvement 

courses were designed and the teacher-educators are responsible for implementing the 

courses. The same syllabus is used in different PEFLTEPs of colleges of Education at 

the Aden University.  

Therefore, it is very important for PEFLTEPs to have a structured evaluation 

system so that the necessary changes can be made to the programme (Coskun and 

Dalogu, 2010). In other words, the evaluation of PELTEPs is necessary to identify to 

what extent student-teachers can develop their competencies with the time.  

The evaluation of PEFLTEPs is not an easy task to carry out. For some 

reasons, the nature of the teaching-learning process and the high number of variables 
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influencing the educational process pose difficulties in assessing the usefulness of 

such evaluation. In general, the purpose of designing an evaluation model was to 

evaluate the effectiveness of PEFLTEPs in keeping up with the latest trends in 

updating educational resources.  

 

1.1.1 History of Education System in Yemen 

 

In the present world with advancement in science and technology, the structure 

of education system varies from one country to the other. Generally speaking, there 

are three stages of education system: primary education, secondary education and 

higher education. The syllabus and curriculum also vary for these stages of education 

system. This requires immediate attention to be paid for the development of functional 

teacher education programme at this stage. 

Yemen was divided into two countries, the Northern part and the Southern part 

till the proclamation of unification in1990, in Southwest Asia. The Northern part was 

called Mutawakili Kingdom of Yemen from 1918-1962, and the Southern part was 

called South Arabia, which was occupied by the British from 1839-1967. The modern 

history of South Arabia and North Yemen began in 1918 when North Yemen got 

independence from the Ottoman Empire. Between 1918 and 1962, Mutawakili 

Kingdom of Yemen (North Yemen) was a monarchy ruled by the Hamidaddin family. 

In 1962, after revolution against the monarchy ruling system, it became a republic 

called Yemen Arab Republic (Y.A.R) and the first educational system started. This 

educational system started with three stages of education: 6 years of elementary, 3 

years of preparatory and 3 years of secondary school (Saif, 2013). 
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In South Arabia (South Yemen), during the British occupation before 1967, the 

education started in the early thirties of the 19th century by the British, which was 

available only in Aden. During this period, the educational system consisted of three 

stages of education: 4 years of primary, 4 years of intermediate, and 4 years of 

secondary school. Primary, intermediate, and secondary schools existed in each small 

township of Steamer Point, Craterand Shaikh Ottoman. There was only one girls‟ 

secondary school in Khormaksar and two private schools were in Crater and Steamer 

Point (Noman, 2002).  

 In 1967, South Arabia obtained its independence from Britain and became 

South Yemen. In 1968, the former educational system changed into 6-3-3: 6 years of 

integrated schools, 3 years of preparatory and 3 years of secondary school. During the 

1970s, several education plans were made for the new republic called the People‟s 

Democratic Republic of Yemen (PDRY) and the educational situation really took off. 

In the North Yemen, which was called Yemen Arab Republic (Y.A.R) pre-unification, 

the first educational system started in 1963, which adapted 6-3-3 (6 years of primary 

school, 3 years of preparatory, 3 years of secondary). However, in the 1976-1977 

school year, the South Yemen which was called as People‟s Democratic Republic of 

Yemen (PDRY) pre-unification adopted 8-4 (8 years integrated school, 4 years of 

secondary school), (Al-Amri, Annuzaili and Al-Deram, 2003). Secondary education 

had a choice of academic for 4 years, Vocational for 5 years, technical or teacher 

training education for 2 years. This binary education system continued till the 

proclamation of unification of Yemen in the year 1990. 
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Since, there was a certain disparity in education system between North and 

South. Both the parts adopted very different education policies until their unification 

in 1990. 

 During the Post-unification of North and South Yemen in 1990, the two 

education systems were integrated into a single system, which consisted of two stages, 

the first stage basic education comprising 9 years of basic compulsory education for 

children aged between 6-14 years, and the secondary education comprising 3 years. 

Along with that, the enrolment was diversified into the science and literary tracks in 

grades 11 and 12. 

Tertiary education is generally the responsibility of Ministry of Higher 

Education and Scientific Research, which was established in 2001. The purpose of its 

foundation is to meet the demands for social development. Only community colleges 

and technical institutes are managed by the Ministry of Technical Education and 

Vocational Training (MoTEVT). University education is for about 4 years except 

Engineering and Medicine, which require 5 to 6 years respectively. There are 7 public 

universities in Yemen: Sana‟a, Aden, Hodeida, Taiz, Hadramaut, Ibb, and Dhamar; 

and 5 private universities, and religious universities. There are also two community 

colleges in Sana‟a, and Aden. The majority of teachers in primary and secondary level 

get their pre-service training at different Yemeni universities. Any university graduate 

from the colleges of Education is eligible to join a school as a teacher either in the 

primary, or secondary level except some vocational schools, which require technicians 

to work as trainers. Education colleges in different Yemeni universities offer the same 

kind of pre-service training for all the teachers. One of the main shortcomings of these 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sana%E2%80%99a
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aden
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Taiz
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programmes is the absence of well-designed programmes for each level, and the pre-

service teachers are not expected to have high language proficiency at the time of 

enrolment. As such, they are involved in an intensive language learning programmes 

in the first 2 years as ordinary EFL student-teachers. Afterthat, they undertake 

advanced content courses in Theoretical and Applied linguistics, Literature, and 

educational preparation. 

 

1.1.2 History of Teaching English Language in Yemen 

 

For the ease of tracking down the history of English language teaching in 

Yemen, it can be divided into two stages, pre-unification and post-unification. 

1.1.2.1 Pre-unification 

 

During the British colonial period in South Yemen in January 1838 to 

November 1967, the English language was used as an official language in all the 

governmental departments, laws, and regulations. English also gained an internal 

status because its use as a means of communication between the Yemeni people, and 

the British. As far as schools were concerned, English was taught as a compulsory 

school subject in primary, intermediate and secondary schools. 

English language was the medium of instruction in secondary schools. English 

teachers were British, Indians, Sudanese, and a few Yemenis. The materials used were 

imported from Britain, and most of which were not particularly written for Yemeni 

students (Bahmaid, 1985; cited in Al-Tamimi, 2006). After the Independence on 30
th

 

November 1967 from Britain, the southern Yemen witnessed many changes in all 
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aspects of life (Shahabi, 2007). In 1968, English was introduced in the fifth class up to 

twelfth class by the textbooks of the Michael West Series “New Method Header”. 

These books were used during 1960s and 1970s. In the school year 1976-1977, the 

Michael West series was replaced by textbooks series known as “English for Unity 

School” and were used at the primary school level. These textbooks series comprised 

four books along with workbooks and supplementary materials of stories and rhymes. 

They were designed by an eminent scholar of ELT in Yemen Omer Basunbol in 1978. 

In the secondary education, the textbooks series called “Yemen English Reader” were 

used. These books consisted of four books accompanied by supplementary materials, 

workbooks and grammar books. They were published by some Yemenis experts in 

collaboration with the well-known Indian linguist professor N. Krishnaswamy of 

CIEFL, Hyderabad. These syllabi continued till 1990.  

To sum up, in South Yemen, English language was used as a second language 

during the British Colonial period and as a foreign language after independence. It was 

taught as a foreign language from the fifth class in primary school up to twelfth class 

in secondary school. Although Arabic is the national, and official language, English 

was used as a medium of instruction and particularly in the faculties of medicine, 

engineering, and science sections in the colleges of Education.    

After Revolution against monarchy ruling system in 1962 in Yemen (North 

Yemen), the Ministry of Education was established (Alansi, 2012). Besides, formal 

schooling started systematically, and English language was brought into schooling 

curriculum by a group of Egyptian teachers during the school year 1963-1964 (Al-

Mekhlafi, 1999). It was taught as a compulsory school subject from the seven-year-
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preparatory stage of education. In this stage, it was introduced through Egyptian 

school textbooks “The progressive Nile Course of English and English for Use” until 

late 1960s. By 1970, “The Nile Course of English and English for Use” course was 

replaced by “Living English for the Arab World” which was taught in the 

neighbouring Arab Gulf countries at that time. Afterward, a special textbook series 

called „English for Yemen’ (EFY) was developed by the Ministry of Education in 

collaboration with British Council in Yemen in 1980 as a part of its technical 

cooperation with Yemen. This textbook series was used in Yemeni elementary schools 

until 1994 and in secondary schools until 1999. They were replaced by a new textbook 

series called Crescent: English Course for Yemen, (AL-Wasy, 2002; cited in Al-

Tamimi, 2006). 

1.1.2.2 Post-unification  

 

Post-unification of North, and South Yemen in 1990, English language was 

taught as a foreign language and as a compulsory school subject in Yemeni public 

schools at the seventh grade up to twelfth grade level with an average of three hours 

per week. It was taught in private schools starting from kindergarten. It became the 

medium of instruction in a few academic disciplines at the tertiary level. The 

Government presented by the Ministry of Education made a great effort to improve 

English teaching in the basic education in Yemen since 1994 and outlined the aims of 

teaching English in public schools as follows: 

- To enable the students to listen and understand English used in day-to-day life. 

- To enable the students to speak with clarity and use simple English with people 

who are not Arabic speakers in order to communicate with them. 
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- To enable the students to read and understand newspapers, books, written in 

simple English for the purpose of acquiring information. 

- To enable the students to write in English mainly for academic purposes. 

- To motivate the students to learn English further at the higher education level, 

if necessary. 

- To enable the students to acquire common vocabulary to use, when necessary. 

To achieve these aims, the ministry of education then decided to replace “English for 

Yemen” (EFY) with the new currently in use textbook series which is called Crescent: 

“English Course for Yemen”. The current English textbook series is prescribed for 

both elementary and secondary schools, which was introduced at the Yemeni 

elementary schools in1994 and at the secondary schools in 1999. This textbook series 

was published by Oxford University Press for English teaching in the Arab world 

(O‟Neill et al., 1996). However, some problems were faced during the implementation 

of these textbookssuch as: lack of effective instructional media, teaching aids, shortage 

of qualified English teachers and supervisors, limited resources of the school, 

handicapped exposures of the environment, invalid techniques of evaluation and 

unreliable strategies of student assessment. 

 

1.1.3 Current English Language Teacher Education Programmes (ELTEPs) 

 

Pre-service teacher education programmes (PTEPs) in many countries in the 

world focus mainly on completing university-based course work, teaching theory, and 

providing school-based practicum experience in a variety of educational situations. 
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Furthermore, these programmes must also provide student-teachers with the basic 

knowledge of the teaching methods that they need to begin their professional activity.  

The PTEPs in Yemen aim at preparing student-teachers to teach different 

subjects such as Arabic language, English language, Biology, Chemistry, Physics, 

Mathematics, Geography and History in public schools.  

The teacher education programmes in these colleges are structured around the 

academic background of their teaching staff and focus more on the theory of the 

subjects rather than on preparing competent teachers in their fields. Therefore, the 

courses offered in the departments or programmes for teacher education should differ 

from those offered in the faculty of arts because PEFLTEPs should concentrate on 

pedagogic knowledge and its application in addition to subject matter knowledge. 

Moreover, the 4-year English programmes provided by the faculty of arts aim at 

preparing students to become experts in English. In Yemen, however, the arts 

graduates can teach English in the secondary school system without acquiring a 

diploma in pedagogy because such a course is not available in Yemen. The difference 

between PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education and those in the faculty of arts is that 

the colleges of Education prepare students to become English teachers emphasising 

the pedagogical aspects of their preparation, whereas the English language 

departments or programmes in the faculty of arts prepare students to become experts 

in either English or English translation. 

The 4-year PEFLTEP one of the programmes offered by colleges of Education 

at different Yemeni universities aims at preparing students to teach English language 

in Yemeni secondary schools. During the programme, student-teachers receive 
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intensive courses in English related to language proficiency skills, linguistics, 

literature, and teaching methods, along with numerous of courses in general 

knowledge and teaching practice (practicum).  

The new PEFLTEP curriculum in the colleges of Education at the Aden 

University has been in practice since the academic year 2005-2006. The University 

modified the aims and the curricula of the colleges of Education in response to the 

changing demands and needs of the social, educational, and political domains as well 

as local, national, and international requirements. This new PEFLTEP curriculum aims 

to achieve the following goals: 

1. To provide student-teachers with apptopriate knowledge of English, it 

particularly aims to improve their skills in listening, speaking, reading and 

writing. 

2. To train student-teachers in the pedagogy of English, particularly at the 

school level. 

3. To raise the awareness of student-teachers to facilitate a principled 

approach to learning and teaching a foreign language. 

4. To improve and extend the range of grammatical competence of student-

teachers. 

5. To equip student-teachers with the knowledge and understanding of usage 

of language by offering them relevant courses in linguistics. 

6. To sharpen student-teachers‟ understanding of the difference between 

English and Arabic language, particularly with a view to help them with 

the translation from one language to another. 
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7. To foster literary appreciation for enabling student-teachers to comprehend 

literary discourses in English, and 

8. To promote an attitude for enabling student-teachers to appreciate the role 

of English as an international language.  

In conclusion, the new PEFLTEP curriculum in the colleges of Education at the Aden 

University includes numerous mandatory courses. The PEFLTEPs comprise linguistic 

competence, pedagogic competence, general knowledge and teaching practice. 

According to these modifications, compared to the previous programme, which was in 

use between 1999 and 2005, the new PEFLTEPs appear to emphasise more on 

teaching methodology and practice components in the curriculum. The courses include 

a total of 136 hours. Of these, 130 hours are allotted for teaching the theory-based 

courses during the first seven semesters; 3 hours for teaching practice-based courses, 

including computer applications, special teaching methods, and teaching aids; and 3 

hours for teaching practice-based course, including the actual teaching practice 

(practicum) in secondary schools for an entire semester (eighth semester), along with 

other teaching activities. (Workshop Curricula Evaluation of Aden College of 

Education, Aden University, 2005).  

In the first year, the focus is on the improvement of language specific 

competencies of the student-teachers, namely four language skills. Hence, the first-

year might be regarded as an adjustment period for the student-teachers. As they 

progress towards the sophomore, junior, and senior levels, the courses vary and 

become increasingly professionally oriented to equip the student-teachers with general 

and pedagogical knowledge along with the linguistic competence. In the seventh or 
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eighth semester, the student-teachers have to observe classes in secondary schools and 

then take the actual teaching practice. The student-teachers take the actual teaching 

practice by planning and teaching the lessons each week for one entire semester, as per 

the requirement of the programme under the supervision of two teacher-educators. 

One of the two teacher-educators is from the English department of the college of 

education and the other is from Education department of the same college of 

education. 

         The course assessments within the programme are based on a midterm and a 

final exam. In addition, in most of the similar programmes in Yemen, the programme 

includes compulsory courses that provide student teachers with knowledge of usage of 

English from different perspectives (e.g., Grammar I/II, Listening I/II, Reading I/II 

and Writing Skill I, Selected Literature Readings, Introduction to English Literature, 

Arabic and Developmental Psychology) are included. In the first year and in the 

second year, the student-teachers are provided with academic courses (e.g. Reading 

skill III, Speaking II, Writing II, English Phonetics & Phonology I/II, The short story, 

Poetry, The Novel, and Study Skills), pedagogic courses (e.g., Foundations of 

Education, Educational Psychology, and Curricula), and general knowledge courses in 

Arabic (e.g., History of Education and Education of the System in Yemen, Islamic 

Culture and Computer Skills). In the third and fourth years, they are provided with 

academic courses (e.g., General Linguistics I/II, Translation I/II, Drama, Small-Scale 

Research, and Advanced Composition I/II) and more professional expertise (e.g. ELT 

Methodology I/II, Teaching School Texts, Theory & Practice of Materials Production, 

and Second Language Learning). In the Practice of Teaching course that is offered in 
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the final semester of the fourth year, student-teachers perform teaching practice in 

schools for an entire semester (minimum four months). During this semester, student-

teachers are expected to observe and teach lessons that reflect the competence that 

they have acquired in their 4-year education during the university.  

The PEFLTEPs accept full-time undergraduate students who desire to teach 

English in secondary schools, or universities. The student-teachers belong to different 

governorates of Yemen; a majority of the student-teachers who study at the Aden, 

Zingbar and Saber colleges of Education are from Aden, Abyan and Lahj 

governorates.  

Enrolment in the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education at the Aden 

University primarily depends on secondary certificate grades. If the number of 

applicants exceeds capacity of the university, the admission is awarded on the basis of 

the scores obtained in an entrance test that comprises multiple-choice questions and 

assesses the applicants‟ level of English proficiency.  

The 1998 reform of the teacher education programme at the Aden University 

was basically the result of the need to standardise pre-service teacher education and to 

ensure compatiblity with social, economic, technological and communication 

development. The new PEFLTEP curriculum has been designed to reduce the 

theoretical load on teacher education courses, thereby enabling the incluision of 

literary courses such as Selected Literature Readings, Introduction to English 

Literature, The Short Story and The Novel. This new programme curriculum also 

heavily emphasised the teaching practicum by introducing four courses, namely, 

„Teaching School Text‟, „ELT Methodology I, ELT Methodology II‟, „Second 



16 
 

Language Learning, and „Teaching Practice‟, which require student-teachers to visit 

secondary schools to observe and experience „real‟ teaching in different semesters (see 

Appendix XIII). 

Some new courses were added and some were removed, whereas in some 

courses, terms were changed and in some others, the class hours were increased or 

decreased. The courses were also coded as department requirement, including all 

courses related to language and pedagogical knowledge, and college requirement, 

including all courses that are taught in Arabic and are related to general teaching 

methods. The courses coded as university requirement are taught in Arabic and are 

related to general culture (see Appendix XI& XII). These changes are summarised in 

the following table: 

Table 1-1 Changes in the 2006 PEFLTEPs 

Re-sequenced Courses          Added Courses Removed Courses 

1. Listening I(Listening I 

course is merged and 

placed in the 1st  and 2nd  

terms) 

2. Poetry (from 5th  to 3rd  

term) 

3. Translation I (from 6th  

to 5th  term) 

4. Translation II (from 6th  

to 5th  term) 

5. Advanced Composition 

I (from 7th  to 5th  term) 

6. Advanced Composition 

II (from 8th  to 6th term) 

7. Drama (from 5th  to 7th  

term) 

1. English Phonetics  and 

Phonology I, II 

2. Study Skills 

3. Computer Applications 

4. ELT Methodology I, II 

5. The Short Story 

6. Teaching School Text 

7. Theory & Practice 

Materials Production 

8. Small-Scale Research 

Project 

9. Second Language 

Learning 

10. Reading III 

1. Poetry II 

2. Phonetics I, II 

3. Survey of English  

4. Grammar III, VI 

5. School Administration 

6. Fiction I, II 

7. Methods  

8. Non-British lit. I, II 

9. Non-Fiction Prose 

10. Teaching Secondary 

School Text 

11. Materials Production 

12. Drama II 

13. Fundamentals of 

Teaching 

 

As seen in Table 1-1, while some courses such as „Poetry II‟, „Phonetics I, II‟,  

„Survey of English‟, „Grammar III, VI‟, „School Administration‟, „Fiction I, II‟, 

„Methods‟, „Non-British Literature I, II‟, „Non-Fiction Prose‟, „Teaching Secondary 



17 
 

School Text‟, „Materials Production‟, „Drama II‟, and „Fundamentals of Teaching‟ 

were removed. „Materials Production‟ was modified to „Teaching Secondary School 

Text I, II‟, and „Phonetics I, II‟ was modified to „English Phonetics and Phonology I, 

II‟. The new courses that were introduced to the PELTEP included „Study Skills‟, 

„Reading III‟, „Drama‟, „Second Language Learning‟, „The Short Story‟, „The Novel‟, 

„Small-Scale Research Project‟, and „Computer Applications‟. Furthermore, the 

sequence and the teaching hours of some courses were altered, for example, „Poetry 

II‟, „Survey of English‟, „Grammar III, VI‟, „School Administration‟, „Fiction I, II‟, 

„Methods‟, „Non-British Literature I, II‟, „Non-Fiction Prose‟, „Teaching Secondary 

School Texts‟, „Materials Production‟, „Drama II‟, and „Phonetics I, II‟ ( see appendix 

XIII). 

In these programmes, the courses that student-teachers take in the prescribed 

curriculum for first 2 years of education, for instance, „Advanced Reading 

Composition I, II‟, „Grammar I, II‟,  and „Language Acquisition‟, are mostly allocated 

for learning content and obtaining pedagogical knowledge in theory.  Pedagogical 

content knowledge, which concerns how to teach English, is delivered in the 3rd and 

4th years. The teaching practicum is placed in the 4
th

 year. The following table 1-2 

summarises class-hour changes and modified courses in the 2006 PELTEPs: 
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Table 1-2: Class hour changes and modified courses in the 2006 PEFLTEPs 

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem 

 

In recent years, PEFLTEPs have encountered numerous changes. Some of 

which are related to external factors such as the declining number of teaching 

positions, school reorganisation and budget deficiencies. Others are related to internal 

factors such as raising or maintaining standards for admission into the PEFLTEPs. 

Furthermore, these changes may be due to the political, social and economic 

circumstances of the country. Moreover, Velez-Rendon (2002) asserts that the 

language teacher education programmes do not pay sufficient attention to the process 

of preparing language teachers and providing them conceptual and practical 

knowledge that they may need later. 

In summary, these programmes are criticised for a number of shortcomings. 

First, they do not take into account the student-teachers‟ previous knowledge and 

beliefs. Second, they do not pay sufficient attention to the school realities. Third, they 

are „extremely theoretical‟ and not „academic‟ learning experiences. Fourth, they 

prepare student-teachers to conform to existing schools and not to act as agents of 

Class 

hour 

changes 

1. Teaching Practice (from 2 class hours to 3 class hours). 

2. Translation I (from 3 class hours from 6th term to 2 class hours to 5th 

term). 

3. Translation II (from 3 class hours from 7th term to 2 class hours to 6th 

terms. 

Modified 

Courses 

         1998 ELTEP             2006 ELTEP 

1. Phonetics I, II 

2. Methods 

3. Teaching Secondary 

School Texts 

4. Materials Production 

1. English Phonetics and Phonology I, II 

2. ELT Methodology I, II 

3. Teaching School Texts 

4. Theory& Practice Materials Production 
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change. Furthermore, a majority of the evaluation studies on PEFLTEPs do not 

employ the systematic evaluation models that are described in literature regarding 

programme evaluation.  

Although many aspects of PEFLTEPs have been addressed in different 

published studies, from different perspectives on student-teacher performance, 

relatively few studies evaluate PEFLTEPs using new procedures. In addition, there are 

few detailed descriptions regarding the overall evaluation of PEFLTEPs. 

Consequently, assessing the effectiveness of PEFLTEP for internal programme 

evaluation is necessary. Furthermore, a mechanism for obtaining feedback from the 

student-teachers and teacher-educators on individual courses as well as entire 

programme should be included. Therefore, it is extremely crucial to design a new 

model for evaluating the effectiveness of PEFLTEPs that is not typically based on data 

but on output that can make necessary changes to improve such programmes. Another 

critical reason for designing the new evaluation model is to contribute to the 

improvement of PEFLTEPs, in particular, and the improvement of PESLTEPs, in 

general.  

Thus, designing the new model for evaluating PEFLTEPs may help to improve 

and update these programmes. Moreover, this model also may facilitate in identifying 

the aspects of PEFLTEPs that should be maintained, strengthened, added, or deleted.  

 

 

 

 



20 
 

1.3 Purpose of this Study 

 

The purpose of this study is to design a new model for evaluating the effectiveness of 

PEFLTEPs, according to the principles of teacher education programme evaluation, 

and to assess the effectiveness of these programmes in other contexts.  

1.4 Aims of the Study 

 

This study aims to achieve the following aims: 

1. To test a new evaluation model designed across a global internal evaluation of 

five programmes in the colleges of Education at the Aden University, Yemen. 

2. To explore the strengths and weaknesses of PEFLTEPs of the colleges of 

education at the Aden University. 

3. To identify the extent to which the standards of new evaluation model are 

applicable to these programmes. 

4. To identify the extent to which PEFLTEPs of the colleges of education at the 

Aden University, Yemen achieve their aims. 

5. To investigate the extent to which the components of PEFLTEPs in the 

colleges of education at the Aden University are successful in helping the EFL 

student-teachers gain competencies of an English language teacher.  

 

1.5 Research Questions 

 

This study attempts to answer the following questions: 

1. What are the standards that should be followed for evaluating PEFLTEPs? 
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2. What are the standards applicable in the curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the 

Aden University? 

3. To what extent are the standards of educational purposes applicable in the 

aims and the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden 

University?  

4. To what extent are the standards of educational experiences applicable in 

the content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

5. To what extent are the standards of teaching strategies applicable in the 

teaching methods used in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

6. To what extent is the standard of evaluation methods applicable in the 

evaluation procedures used in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

7. What is an appropriate balance among the four components (Linguistic, 

ELT Methodology, Literature and General Education)? 

 

1.6 Significance of the Study 

 

This study investigates the strengths and weaknesses of PEFLTEPs in the 

colleges of Education at the Aden University in Yemen through designing a new 

evaluation model. The findings of this study may contribute to the improvement and 

development of PEFLTEPs in addition to PEFLTEPs. 

The significance of this study is summarised as follows: 

- It is one of the new studies in the area that addresses the designing of a new 

evaluation model for evaluating the curriculum of PEFLTEPs in the colleges of 
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Education at the Aden University in relation to the development of the student-

teachers‟ specialist competencies. 

- It provides feedback from the student-teachers‟ and the teacher-educators‟ 

perspectives of the efficacy of the programme for preparing the student-

teachers. 

- It can enrich the growing body of research in the area of PEFLTEPs by 

providing a new evaluation model of PEFLTEPs.  

- It may contribute to both the PTEPs in the contexts of ESL and EFL.  

- It may present some information to the other PEFLTEPs in Yemen or in other 

countries where English language is being taught as a second or foreign 

language.  

- Thus, the findings of this study may help the members of the departments of 

English in the colleges of Education at the Aden University to maintain, 

improve, redesign, delete, or combine some of the courses, depending upon the 

competencies addressed, to enable the prospective teacher-educators to gain 

competencies of an English teacher. Other English language education 

departments may also develop their programmes using the findings of this 

study. In addition, the results of this study may act as a source of feedback for 

all the departments of Foreign Language Education in Yemen to improve their 

programmes. This study may assist the newly established EFL departments in 

designing and structuring their programmes for implementation. It may also 

contribute to presenting a flexible and adaptable evaluation model design for 

evaluating PEFLTEPs which could be applied in different contexts. Finally, it 
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expects that, this new evaluation model may fill up the gaps that are not well 

addressed by previously published evaluation models and research. 

1.7 Operational Terms 

 

The definitions of the following terms are limited to how they are employed in 

this study. 

1.7.1 Model 

 

It is a new design including lists of standards that should be followed in the 

evaluation of PEFLTEPs. 

 

1.7.2 Evaluation 

 

It is a tool, which is used to identify the strengths and weaknesses of 

PEFLTEPs. 

 

1.7.3 Pre-service EFLTEPs 

 

PEFLTEPs are the EFL departments offered in the colleges of Education in 

Yemeni universities after completing the secondary (class XII) stage of school 

corresponds with twelfth class. The students who join these EFL departments in the 

colleges of education undergo training to become qualified English teachers to work in 

secondary school. They should meet the requirements of profession to overcome the 

challenges related to teaching English. It encompasses teaching skills, sound 
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pedagogical theory and professional skills. Teacher Education = Teaching Skills + 

Pedagogical theory + Professional skills. 

 

1.7.4 Teacher-educators 

 

They are university English teachers attending the PEFLTEPs in the colleges 

of Education at the Aden University. 

 

1.7.5 Student-teachers 

 

They are fourth-year students studying in the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of 

Education at the Aden University who took the actual teaching practice for entirely 

one semester under the supervision of two teacher-educators. 

 

1.7.6 Colleges of Education 

 

Colleges of Education are educational institutions, which are responsible for 

preparing student-teachers in different school subjects to become qualified teachers to 

work in secondary schools. 

 

1.8 Organisation of the Study 

 

The background of the study, such as educational system, and teaching English 

language in Yemen is presented in chapter 1. It also includes statement of the problem, 

significance of the study, the purpose of the study, the operational definitions, and a 



25 
 

brief conclusion of the chapter. Chapter 2 covers two areas of the study. The first one 

deals with the theoretical framework and the second part discusses the previous 

studies on this area. It focuses on reviewing the theoretical and empirical studies 

related to PEFLTEPs. Chapter 3 deals with the conceptual frame work of the study. 

Methodology is discussed in chapter 4, including the sample, instruments used and 

methods of data collection. Chapter 5 states data analysis and interpretation. The last 

chapter, chapter 6, presents a summary of findings, implications and suggestions for 

further studies. 

 

1.9 Conclusion 

 

This chapter deals with the background to the study followed by the history of 

education system in Yemen, history of teaching English language in Yemen, and 

current PEFLTEPs. Next, it presents statement of the problem, purpose of the study, 

aims of the study, significance of the study, operational definitions, and conclusion. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

2.0 Introduction 

 

This chapter provides the literature related to this particular study. It is divided into 

four sections. Firstly, background information on components of EFL teacher 

education is offered. Secondly, programmes evaluation is provided. Thirdly, 

programmes evaluation models, and approaches are discussed. Finally, previous 

studies on the evaluation of EFL teacher education programmes are presented. 

 

2.1 Components of EFL Teacher Education Programmes 

 

General speaking, Tamaney and Palmeri (2011) compare teacher education 

programme to a journey which is undertaken by both teacher-educators and teacher 

candidates together, and which is in line with the developmental principles, and 

programme policies. 

To gain foreign language teacher competencies, foreign language teacher 

education programmes provide sets of courses which prepare student-teachers to one 

or more of these competencies. However, the division of the programme components 

and the content of the teacher education programmes are varied.  

Despite the differences in the shape and size of the language teacher education 

programmes, Berry (1990) argues that all the programmes have the same five 

components: (1) skills component, (2) methodology component, (3) theory 
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component, (4) subject matter component and (5) language improvement component. 

The skills component involves the observation and teaching practice, in other words, 

the practice of language teaching; methodology component is about the philosophy of 

language teaching. In addition, courses on language teaching methods, language 

testing and materials adaptation. Methodology component is, to some extent, 

theoretical. The theoretical component, on the other hand, is in a stronger sense theory 

based and focuses on theories of language, learning and teaching. The study of 

language, its culture and its literature and the knowledge of teaching form the subject 

matter component. Lastly, language improvement component aims to advance 

proficiency in the target language. 

According to Shulman (1987), teacher knowledge base should be varied, and 

included content knowledge (the subject matter), general pedagogic knowledge 

(classroom management and strategies), curriculum knowledge (using specific 

programs and materials), pedagogical content knowledge (the product of the 

interaction of the first three), knowledge of learners and their characteristics, 

knowledge of educational contexts, and knowledge of educational ends (knowledge of 

values and purposes of teaching). 

Thomas (1987) divides language teacher competence into two main 

components: Linguistic, and pedagogic. Linguistic or language competence involves 

the two major divisions: system/grammar division, and contextual/discourse division. 

System/grammar division consists of two components: formal component, and 

conceptual component. Formal component can be further sub-divided into 
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phonological, syntactic and lexical well-formedness while conceptual component (i.e. 

whether an isolated sentence is conceptually well-formed).  

Lastly, contextual/discourse division contains three components: functional 

appropriacy, stylistic appropriacy and informational appropriacy components. 

Pedagogic competence, on the other hand, is consisted of four components. Firstly, 

management component includes information of skills of classroom management. 

Secondly, teaching component includes pedagogic skills employed in communicating 

language to learners. Thirdly, preparation component addresses skills involved in 

preparing for teaching. Lastly, assessment of component includes teacher‟s ability to 

assess his or her performance of the various skills mentioned.  

In this regard, Bear (1992) classifies foreign language teacher education 

programme into five elements: Language development, literature and culture, 

linguistics, methodology and practice teaching, and foundations of education. 

American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) (2002) 

categorises the components of a foreign languages education programme into six 

types. These components include information of language, linguistics, comparisons, 

awareness of cultures, literatures, cross-disciplinary concepts, knowledge of language 

acquisition theories and instructional practices, integration of standards into 

curriculum and instruction, assessment of languages and cultures and professionalism. 

Accordingly, the council describes a competent foreign language teacher as a teacher 

who 1) demonstrates language proficiency, understand linguistics and identify 

language comparisons, 2) demonstrates cultural understandings, understands literary 
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and cultural texts, and integrates other disciplines in instruction, 3) understands 

language acquisition, creates a supportive classroom and develops instructional 

practices that reflect language outcomes, and learner diversity, 4) understands and 

integrates standards in planning and instruction, and selects and designs instructional 

materials, 5) knows assessment models and uses them appropriately, reflects on 

assessment, reports assessment results, and 6) engages in professional development 

and knows the value of foreign language learning.  

Richards (2008) identifies two factors affected Second Language Teacher 

Education (SLTE) viz internal, and external. The internal factors include the need for 

improvement through trends and advances in language teaching, while the external 

factors such as the need of English as a global language. In addition, there are two 

kinds of knowledge in the field of SLTE, one of which is “knowledge about” and the 

other is “knowledge how”. The first one is related to teaching skills, and pedagogic 

knowledge, while the other is about knowledge of language, and language learning. 

Ur (1992) classifies the components of ELT education programme into two 

kinds. The first one is theoretical, and the second one is practical. She indicates that an 

ELTEP should neither be purely theoretical nor purely practical. This lies in two 

reasons: First, the English language teacher should be an educated person and the 

theoretical component of the ELT programmes is necessary for professional learning. 

Second, the practical components are employed to assist the language student-teachers 

in developing their own personal theories of action. Hence, the theoretical and 

practical components should be integrated. 
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The components of ESL programmes should be different from the components 

of the English language teacher education programmes. That is because a native 

speaker‟s child can use and understand most of the sounds and grammatical forms in a 

communicative context immediately after joining school. Therefore, an ESL teacher 

must know more than how to speak English, and ESLTEPs must cover studies in 

English linguistics, anthropology, psychology, sociology and education (Kreidler, 

1987). 

Day (1991) identifies four basics of ESL teacher education programmes: 

Content knowledge (knowledge of subject matter), pedagogic knowledge (knowledge 

of generic teaching strategies, beliefs and practices), pedagogic content knowledge 

(specialised knowledge of how to teach), and support knowledge (the knowledge of 

various disciplines such as SLA, sociolinguistics, research methods).  

Despite the difference in the shape, and size of teacher training courses in 

English as a foreign language around the world at both pre-service and in-service 

levels, Cullen (1994) classifies them into four components: the first component is 

methodology/pedagogical skills. In this category, the courses give practice in different 

methods, and techniques of English language teaching, and various classroom skills. 

Methodology, micro-teaching and practice teaching are the sub-components of this 

category. The second component, on the other hand, is linguistics, which includes 

theories of language and language learning, awareness of language systems such as 

phonology and the place of English in the curriculum, in the society or in the world. 

The third is literature component, which is more common in pre-service language 
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teacher education programmes. This component aims not only to increase trainee‟s 

knowledge of the texts, but also helps them use these texts for language teaching. 

Finally, the fourth component is language improvement, which aims to improve the 

general proficiency of the trainees. 

            Pre-service English language teacher education programmes aim to educate 

effective and competent language teachers. To achieve this aim, English language 

teacher education syllabus includes the following types or categories of teacher 

knowledge (Roberts, 1998):  

1. Content knowledge: It refers to teachers‟ knowledge of target language 

systems, their target language competence and their analytic knowledge.  

2. Pedagogic content knowledge: It is the knowledge of language to be taught. It 

contains adapted content and means of communicating linguistic knowledge 

according to learners‟ needs. 

3. General pedagogic knowledge: It includes principles and strategies for 

classroom management, repertoire of ELT activities, the use of aids and 

resources, and formal assessment of learning.  

4. Curricular knowledge: It refers to the knowledge of the official language 

curriculum (exams, textbooks, etc.) and the knowledge of resources.  

5. Contextual knowledge: It refers to the awareness of the characteristics of 

learners, schools and the wider system, i.e. community.  

6. Process knowledge: It comprises a set of skills and attitudes (i.e. ability relates 

to learners, peers and parents, study skills, team skills, observational skills, 
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classroom inquiry skills, and language analysis skills) that enables the 

development of the teacher. 

In Yemen, the division of PEFLTEP components is not different from those put 

forward for ESL and PEFLTEPs in the world. A curriculum of the four-year 

PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education can be categraised into four components viz 

ELT Methodology, Literature and General Education. 

 

2.2 Programmes Evaluation 

 

There are many definitions of the term „evaluation‟ in the literature. All the 

definitions indicate that evaluation aims at gathering information about certain aspects 

using many different methods to make decisions. These methods are either qualitative 

or quantitative. According to these two methods, evaluation can be conducted as a 

formative or a summative form. 

Patton (2000) defines evaluation as systematic collection of information about 

the activities, characteristics and outcomes of programmes to make judgements about 

the programme‟s effectiveness and/or inform decision about future programming. 

Payne (1994), on the other hand, compares formative evaluation with summative 

evaluation in relation to their purpose, audience, evaluators‟ role, characteristics, 

measures, frequency of data collection, sample size, questions asked, and design 

constraints. 

Programme evaluation, on the other hand, is an important method in measuring 

whether a programme is being functioned in reality as it is planned. It helps ensure 
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programme quality as it allows a programme to be improved when weaknesses are 

identified, and it keeps a strong and successful programme untouched by verifying its 

successes (Rosenbusch, 1991). Its purposes may differ in number depending on the 

reasons for conducting this kind of evaluation. Despite the variety of purposes, 

programme evaluation has two broad functions or aims. The first aim is to help 

improve the programme which is also called formative evaluation. The second aim is 

to decide whether a programme should be continued which also called summative 

evaluation.  

The essential differences between these two kinds of evaluation, formative and 

summative, are defined in the purpose of the information collected and how it is used. 

In formative evaluation, programmes are typically evaluated during their 

implementation of process for progress monitoring of ongoing programmes. The aim 

of this kind of evaluation is to provide information about how best to revise and 

modify these programmes for improvement. In summative evaluation, programmes are 

evaluated at the end of an operating cycle to judge and decide on the effectiveness of 

these programmes. In this type of evaluation, findings typically are used to help decide 

whether a programme should be adopted, continued, or modified for improvement 

(Alderson and Beretta, 1992). 

Besides these two kinds of evaluation, there is a third kind of evaluation, which 

is called illuminative suggested by Richards (2001). The purpose of this kind of 

evaluation is to find out how different aspects of the programme work or are being 

implemented. In addition, it aims to provide a deeper understanding of the processes 
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of teaching and learning that occur in the programme, without necessarily seeking to 

change the course in any way. 

    In this regard, Posavac and Carey (2003) define six purposes of programme 

evaluation. They are as follows: 

1. To assess unmet needs. 

2. To document implementation. 

3. To measure results. 

4. To compare alternative programmes. 

5. To provide information. 

6. To maintain and develop quality 

 

       The aim of these six purposes is to plan and improve programmes, to assess 

their worth and to make corrections in the on-going service. 

      For Kirkpatrick (1998), there three reasons for evaluating programmes. They are 

defined as follows: 

1. To justify the existence of the training department by showing how it 

contributes to the organisation‟s objectives and aims. 

2. To decide whether to continue or discontinue training programmes. 

3. To get information on how to improve future training programmes. 
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2.3 Programmes Evaluation Models and Approaches 

 

Many different evaluation models have emerged because using one model or approach 

to evaluate a programme has advantages and disadvantages. Although each model has 

different components, they seem to cause confusion in this field. That is why various 

models and approaches are specialised in particular area.  

         There is a consensus that the use of one model or approach may not be effective. 

The preference is given to eclectic models (combinations of different components of 

various approaches). Because of experience and the results of research over the past 

five decades, the influence and efficiency of evaluation has become inevitable in the 

field of programmes evaluation.  

       In 1918, the concept of developing curriculum was addressed by Bobbitt while in 

1924, a job analysis method to establish curriculum is used by Charters as responding 

to Bobbitt rationale.  

        By the 1930s, research methods focused on evaluating social programmes in a 

variety of areas (Rossi, Lipsey & Freeman, 2004). In other words, systematic 

evaluation activities were typically categorised as applied social research.  

       By the 1940s, more attention was paid for educational programmes on 

determining the extent to which a programme meets its stated objectives. During this 

period, the first model, the behavioural objectives, was established by Tyler (1942) in 

the field of curriculum development. By the 1950s, and 1960s, the most widely used 

educational evaluation models emerged in the USA and represented in the works of 

Taba (1962), Wheeler (1967) and Kerr (1968). Tyler‟s model is still the basis for 
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many other models of curriculum development in spite of the fact that these models 

have developed and gone beyond Tyler‟s original conception of evaluation. They 

expand, improve, and recognize newly identified needs according to Tyler‟s principle 

of using objectives as “organisers”. 

          In curriculum development, models of Taba (1962), Wheeler (1967), and Kerr 

(1968) contribute greatly to develop Tyler‟s model. Taba (1962) suggests seven steps 

of curriculum design and development. She tries to develop Tyler‟s model to enhance 

thinking skills of students. Her model can be considered as a further elaboration of 

Tyler‟s model.  

In the late 1960s, and the early 1970s, programme evaluation earned full 

recognition as a specialty field in the social sciences. Because of its applications 

contributed not only to a science of social planning and a more rationally planned 

society but also to the perfection of social and psychological theories of change.  

Programme evaluation had not methodological or theoretical base. Its cognate 

disciplines such as ethnography and psychometrics have been borrowed from the 

social sciences when it had been for many years as a subfield of it (Worthen, 1994). 

During this period, the discrepancy evaluation model was proposed by Provus (1972).  

Another approach was developed by Weiss (1972) which is known today as 

theory-based evaluation, theory-driven evaluation, or Programme Theory Evaluation 

(PTE). This approach consists of two basic elements: an explicit theory or model of 

how the programme causes the intended or observed outcomes and an actual 

evaluation that is at least guided by the model (Rogers et al., 2000). This approach 
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forces evaluators to go beyond treating the programme as a black box and leads them 

to examining why observed changes arisen from an existed programme. In addition to 

that other models focused on how evaluators could help educational decision makers 

in the evaluation process. For example, the decision-making model of programmes 

evaluation was developed by Stufflebeam (1973). This model consists of four types of 

evaluation activities: context, input, process, and product. 

Context evaluation assesses the problems, needs, and opportunities presented 

in the educational programme‟s setting. Input evaluation assesses competing 

strategies, the work plans and budgets. Process evaluation monitors, documents, and 

assesses programme activities. Product evaluation examines the impact of the 

programme on the target audience, the quality and significance of outcomes, and the 

extent to which the programme is sustainable and transferable.  

Stufflebeam‟s model is also reconciled with Scriven‟s formative and 

summative evaluation by explaining that formative evaluation focuses on decision 

making, and summative evaluation on accountability. Scriven develops the goal-free 

evaluation model, noted that an evaluator should not be influenced or biased by the 

programme developer‟s goal statements and should remain as objective as possible. At 

the same period, Owens (1973) develops the “adversary” approach which is based on 

advocacy: groups of evaluators debate their opposing points of view, and tried to 

prove their assumptions by presenting stronger cases. Stake (1976) develops the 

responsive evaluation model in which the information about the background 

conditions, ongoing events, and outcomes was examined. Eisner (1977) suggests an 
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“educational connoisseurship” concept which is also known as “art criticism” model in 

which evaluation is only based on qualitative data collection. Two concepts are major 

key factors to Eisner‟s model: educational connoisseurship, and educational criticism.  

Educational connoisseurship involves the appreciation of the finer points of an 

educational programme, a talent that derives from the evaluator‟s experience and 

background in the area. Educational criticism relies on the evaluator‟s ability to 

verbalise the features of the programme, so those who do not have the level of 

appreciation that the connoisseur can fully understand the programme‟s features. The 

second approach is called ethnographic evaluation, whose proponents believe that it 

can yield a more meaningful picture of an educational programme than would be 

possible using traditional scientific methods (Guba, 1978).  

Another popular approach is established by Patton (1978), which is called 

utilisation-focused evaluation. This approach deals with the concern often ignored in 

the evaluation findings by decision makers. It probes evaluation programme sponsors 

to understand why this happens and how the situation could be improved. 

In the 1980s, a number of evaluation researchers advocated a new form of 

process: formative, naturalistic (Lincoln and Guba, 1985), ethnographic (Fetterman 

and Pitman, 1986), and qualitative (LeCompte and Goetz, 1982) evaluation. Cronbach 

(1980) focused on the political context of decision-making process. He advocated that 

the evaluator should be a teacher, educating the client group throughout the evaluation 

process by helping them refine their evaluation questions and determine what 

technical and political actions are best for them. During this educative process, the 
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evaluator should constantly give feedback to the clients, and the final evaluation report 

is only one more vehicle for communicating with them. He does not believe that the 

evaluator should determine the worthiness of a programme nor provide recommended 

courses of action. At the same time these researchers develop approaches focused on 

how evaluation results are used, others concentrated on developing methods that place 

few, if any, constraints on the evaluator. Known as naturalistic or qualitative, these 

approaches give the evaluator freedom to choose the methods used to collect, analyse, 

and interpret data. Bellon and Handler (1982) design an evaluation modelaims to 

improve educational programmes. They argued that their model can make a unique 

contribution to those interested in developing and improving educational programmes. 

In the 1990s numerous evaluation models emerged to evaluate programmes. In 

the early 1990s, Nunan (1992) proposed a framework for programme evaluation 

includes eight key questions to be answered:  

1. What is the purpose of the evaluation?  

2. Who is the audience for the evaluation?    

3. What principles of procedure should guide the evaluation?  

4. What tools, techniques, and instruments are appropriate?  

5. Who should carry out the evaluation?  

6. When should it be carried out?  

7. What is the time frame and budget for the evaluation?  

8. How should the evaluation be reported?   
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There two models of evaluation were presented by Hager and Butler (1996):  

1. Scientific model, in which the evaluation is theory focused.  

2. Judgmental model, in which evaluation focuses on the integration of 

theory and practice.  

The scientific model (a traditional model) plays the most important role in 

educational evaluation, while the judgmental model is new, has more advantages, is 

better elaborated and provides more qualitative evaluation.  

In the late 1990s Wilkes (1999) developed four general approaches to educational 

evaluation: 

1. Student-oriented approach focuses on measurements of student performance. 

2. Programme-oriented approach compares the course as a whole in terms of its 

overall objectives. In addition, it describes curriculum or teaching activities 

and brings together reasoned accounts of how a particular course dimension 

contributed to the whole.  

3. Institution-oriented approach aims at grading the quality of teaching for 

comparative reasons. 

4. Stakeholder-oriented approach takes into consideration the concerns and 

claims of those involved and effected by the educational programme (e.g. 

students). 

In the same year, Wallace (1999) listed out three principal models of teacher 

education. First one is the craft model approach which symbolises the traditional 

apprenticeship approach in which the trainee works with the master and gains the 



41 
 

 
 

 

skills necessary for the job by observing, questioning and practicing. Second one is the 

applied science model approach in which teachers, based on the discoveries made in 

human sciences such as chemistry, physics, biology, and linguistics are told what to do 

in pedagogic practice. Last one is the reflective practitioner model which depends on 

both scientific theory and practice, and encourages trainees to reflect on them. Via 

reflection, one can bring theoretical knowledge to practice or vice versa so that 

professional development takes place. 

In the 2000s, Cook (2000) argues that programme theory evaluators used in 

qualitative methods cannot establish that the observed programme outcomes are 

caused by the programme itself, as causality can only be established through 

experimental design.  

Priest (2001) describes five models or purposes of programme evaluation:  

1. Needs assessments measure the gap between “what is” (the present state of 

affairs) and “what should be” (the target state that is aimed at). 

2. Feasibility studies measure if the programme is likely to succeed or not, by 

searching for alternative approaches that might help the programme 

delivery.  

3. Process evaluations measure the gap between the aims of the programme 

and its actual implementation. The programme is examined in order to 

determine if the existing programme delivery matches its design. This 

information is used to make the required adjustments to the programme 

during its delivery.  
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4. Outcome evaluations measure if the learning objectives were achieved and 

if the stakeholders are satisfied with the products.  

5.  Cost analysis measures the worth of a programme in comparison with 

other approaches. The decisions are being made whether this programme 

should continue or not. 

The most predominant approaches available are as follows: 

 

1. Product-Oriented Approaches 

 

These approaches focus on the goals and instructional objectives of a programme. 

The purpose of these approaches is to determine the extent to which the goals and 

instructional objectives are attained. The best-known supporters of these approaches 

are Tyler, Hammond, Metfessel and Michael.  

 

2. Static Characteristic Approaches 

 

In these approaches, external experts evaluate the programme to determine its 

effectiveness.  

 

 

 

 



43 
 

 
 

 

3. Process-Oriented Approaches  

 

These approaches focus on evaluation procedures, which along with goals and 

objectives can change curriculum and contribute to its improvement (Brown, 1989). 

 

4. Decision Facilitation Approaches  

 

In these approaches, curriculum evaluation should serve the purpose of decision-

makers, who are typically administrators. Examples of these approaches are 

Stufflebeam‟s CIPP model (1971), the CSE (the Center for the Study of Evaluation at 

the University of California Los Angeles) model, and Provus‟s Discrepancy model 

(1971). Baker and Herman (2003) proposed an approach, which was called distributed 

evaluation, to enable a large-scale longitudinal evaluation of technology. 

Grenfel, Kelly, and Jones (2003) propose the Competence-Based Teacher 

Education Approach (CBTE Model) as a response to the three approaches proposed by 

Wallace (1999). Moreover, this model advocates creating a list of competencies in 

order to specify „what to do‟ and „what is being done‟ to „meet the definition of a 

teacher‟. Therefore, trainees and trainers should be aware of the competencies that one 

should possess to become an effective teacher and should be able to identify the 

assessment criteria of trainees‟ performance. This approach is now being applied as a 

modified version of the CBTE model by Britain, Germany, and some European 

countries in their teacher education programmes. It includes a list of competencies and 
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subbing skills that a teacher should possess. Therefore, the framework of teacher 

education programmes are generally based on at least four interrelated areas, including 

subject matter knowledge, understanding of learners and learning, conceptions of the 

practice and profession of teaching, and an initial repertoire in curriculum, instruction, 

management and assessment. 

Richards (2008) suggests a collaborative approach for teacher education 

through teachers can improve themselves through collaboration with their colleagues, 

students, researchers, and other people involved in teaching and learning process, such 

as principals and parents. 

Peacock (2009) designs an evaluation of a foreign-language teacher education 

programme model which focuses on determining the strengths and weaknesses of the 

programme, and assesses how well it meets the students‟ needs.  

Johnson (2009), on the other hand, criticises Wallace‟s applied science model, 

which simply assumes that one can apply the knowledge of language and SLA to the 

classroom. He believed that the activity of teaching L2 itself is extremely crucial and 

requires combination of not only subject matter knowledge but also the content of L2 

teaching, in other words, the way of teaching L2 in the classroom. 

Two more approaches have emerged in the Yemeni EFL teacher educator 

context. The first one is Al-Anbari‟s (2014) two-stage dialogic sociocultural approach 

to academic writing for teaching writing in the pre-service EFL teacher context. Al-

Anbari‟s approach is based on three dialogic criteria: intersubjectivity, situatedness, 

and responsivety. The second is Ba-Udhan‟s (2014) three-phase listening 
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comprehension approach, which aims to raise the student-teachers‟ awareness of 

listening comprehension problems and their causes, and listening strategies. 

These models can be classified into two major types: 

 

1. Objective-Based Evaluation  

It identifies the goals and determines if those goals are attained. It assesses the extent 

to which programmes meet predetermined goals. The models related to this type are 

discussed below: 

 

a. Bobbitt‟s Model 

This model is designed by F. Bobbitt (1918). It addresses the concept of developing an 

objective-based curriculum. Bobbitt believed that a human being‟s life is an 

implementation of every specific activity. In addition, if the objective of education is 

to prepare an individual for his/her future careers, then the specific activities and 

curriculum plan should help develop skills and knowledge in order to enable students 

to successfully enter the job market. He used an activity analysis method to divide 

human being‟s life as falling under ten activities: 

 1. Language activity, 2. Health activity, 3. National activity, 4. Social activity, 5. 

Mental health activity, 6. Leisure activity, 7. Religious activity, 8. Relative activity, 9. 

Occupational activity, 10. Non-occupational practical activity. 

Other relative curriculum design and development have been derived from this model. 
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b. Charters‟s Model 

This model is established by Charters (1924) to develop in response to Bobbitt‟s 

model, depends on a job analysis method to establish curriculum. Charters‟s model 

consists of four main steps. The first is to decide an educational ideal; the next step 

is to ensure that the goal has been established. Next, these activities need to be 

carefully analysed. The fourth step is to develop job units based on those analysed 

activities, ensuring that the curriculum progresses in the direction of the objective 

of education. 

 

c. Tyler‟s Behavioural Objectives Model  

 

This model is first introduced by Tyler (1942). This model includes the students‟ 

emotions, feelings, intellect, and beliefs. This model consists of four parts: (1) 

defining objectives of the learning experience; (2) identifying learning activities for 

attaining the defined objectives; (3) organising learning activities for attaining the 

defined objectives; and (4) evaluating the learning experiences (Tyler, 1949). 

In Tyler‟s model, the focus is only on the degree to which teaching and the 

objectives of a programme, product, or process serve as a basis for devising elements 

and reflect on the degree of achievement of the objectives. The major question 

addressed in this type of evaluation is, “Is the programme, product, or process 

achieving its objectives?” 
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Tyler‟s model aims to develop students‟ behaviour as the target goal of 

teaching. Furthermore, it compares intended outcomes with actual outcomes. This 

evaluation model relies mainly on summative evaluation in measuring students‟ 

achievements and ignores process; the emphasis on test outcomes and the product 

diverts attention from the „black box‟ of the treatment that is received. In other words, 

Tyler‟s model is based on the objective-oriented theory. This model considers 

curriculum as a means to achieve educational objectives. Therefore, this model is also 

called means-objective model. Even though Tyler‟s straight line model is well 

developed, it has been criticised (Huang & Yang, 2004) and is not ideal for evaluation. 

This model does not have a feedback mechanism to tell people how to rectify it; it 

appears to lack a procedure between evaluation and the organisation and evaluation. 

Moreover, the objective of Tyler‟s straight line model has a behavioural orientation. 

Behavioural objectives have many advantages if applied to curriculum design, but 

their execution has some limitations. For example, they are not applied to all subjects 

or the design of a subject‟s content. Besides, they are too restricted because they judge 

the outcomes as successful or not based only on whether an objective is achieved or 

not. Another weakness or disadvantage is the limitation of choices of objectives. The 

objectives are often limited to some behaviour that can be easily quantified, but 

exclude some objectives that cannot be quantified. For example, some objectives such 

as an increasing sense of respect for others in children cannot be objectively 

quantified. Thus, much of what makes people moral or ethical cannot be included in 

measurable objectives.  
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Tyler recommends that curriculum planners should identify general objectives by 

gathering data from three sources: 

1. The learners. 

2. Contemporary life outside the school. 

3. Subject matter.  

After identifying numerous general objectives, the planners should refine them by 

filtering through two screens:  

1. The philosophical screen. 

2. The psychological screen. 

In Tyler‟s model, the general objectives that successfully pass through the two 

screens become what are now popularly known as instructional objectives. This shows 

that the planning considers the long-term outcomes for the students. Second, it 

carefully manages the objectives. Therefore, it is easy to observe the outcomes of 

attained objectives. In addition, it is easy to find the suitability of subject‟s content, 

activity, and teaching methods based on the objective evaluation. Overall, many of the 

functions in further analysis of the model are useful for the integrity of the curriculum, 

and for forecasting final results. Finally, the steps in the Objective model‟s application 

are precise and logical, and thus, can be easily followed. 
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d. Taba‟s Model 

 

This model is developed by Taba (1962) to enhance the thinking skills of students. Her 

model is known as “interactive model” or “Instructional Strategies Model”. It mainly 

focuses on the notions of multiple educational objectives and the planning of 

instructional strategies. It is considered the basis of the curriculum design. To Taba, 

objectives can be divided into four distinct categories (basic knowledge, thinking 

skills, attitudes and academic skills).  

Taba‟s model includes five mutually interactive elements of teaching and learning 

system: (i) Objectives, (ii) Contents, (iii) Learning experiences, (iv) Teaching 

strategies and (v) Evaluative measures. In this model, there are seven steps, including 

diagnosis of needs, formulation of objectives, selection and organisation of content, 

selection and organisation of learning experience, determination of what to evaluate 

and the ways and means of doing it. These seven added steps are somehow similar to 

Tyler‟s model; however, it is further divided into two parts-content and learning 

experiences. Her model gives due consideration to external factors that may affect 

various components of a curriculum, including the vicinity and community of school's 

location, the school district's educational policies, the goals, resources, administrative 

strategies of the school, teachers' personal style characteristics and  the nature of the 

student population.  
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e. Wheeler‟s Spherical Model 

 

Wheeler (1967) modifies Tyler‟s straight line model as spherical model. Wheeler‟s 

circular model consists of five key elements, including initial situation analysis, 

identification of aims and objectives, selection and organisation of contents, selection 

and organisation of learning activities and the assessment/evaluation process 

(Wheeler, 1967, cited in Huang & Yang, 2004). 

Wheeler‟s spherical model appears much more progressive than Tyler‟s straight 

line model since it has two advantages. First, this model has a feedback mechanism 

which provides students with ways to measure their progress or accuracy. It also sets 

the school objective as a final step as well as the first. Thus, the curricular model 

makes educators identify their objectives in their evaluative stage. This model is 

divided into many details as middle objectives. The aggregation of middle objectives 

comprises the final objective. Middle objectives can further lead to the near future 

objective which can be achieved within a short period. Eventually, based upon near-

future objectives, could also lead to the concrete objective. This model clearly calls for 

the setting up of objectives. Even though Wheeler‟s spherical objective model 

progresses beyond Tyler‟s straight line model, this model also receives some 

criticisms. The objective under this model includes behavioural characteristics. 

Behavioural objectives have many advantages if applied to curriculum design, but 

they also have some limitations on execution. How can one measure a student‟s 

increased smoothness in writing, for example? Furthermore, this model seems to lack 
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a procedure between organising and integrating learning experience content and 

evaluation. According to Huang & Yang (2004), this procedure is the execution of this 

integrated content. 

 

f. Kerr‟s Model 

 

This model is developed by Kerr (1968). It consists of four elements: objective, 

knowledge, school learning experience and evaluation. In this model, the objective 

means the students‟ expected behavioural changes after learning; these changes 

include perception, affection, and skills. The second element, knowledge, means to 

choose and organise curriculum content so as to achieve school‟s objectives. 

Moreover, a curriculum development design should first focus on the objective to be 

reached. In addition, the three elements needed to establish curriculum knowledge are 

unity, repetition, and order. In this context, unity means to establish a connection with 

the field of knowledge. Repetition means repeating of certain curriculum elements 

while order means every continuous experience that are established on prior 

experience. Together, these three elements become the leading principle for organising 

effective curriculum. The third element in Kerr‟s model, learning experience, means 

the interactive effect between the learners and various environmental elements. It 

includes social opportunities from the school‟s arrangement, the influence of the 

school community‟s character, and relationships between teachers and students. 

Evaluation as the final element is meant to ensure the degree to which the objective is 
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achieved. The standard of evaluation contains objective feasibility, content and 

method‟s suitability, students‟ needs and achievement, as well as the efficiency of 

teachers‟ preparation. Many standard evaluations need to be modified for collecting 

information. In addition to objective examinations and paper commentary for 

evaluation, Kerr includes attitudinal scale, interview, aptitude test, multiple 

evaluations, investigated skills and group observations as ways to measure progress. 

 

g. Kirkpatrick‟s Model 

 

This model is the most influential model classified under the goal-based evaluation 

approach proposed by Kirkpatrick (1959), (Carneval & Schulz, 1990; Dixon, 1996; 

Gordon, 1991; Philips, 1991, 1997).  

This model is most widely used and popular for evaluating training and 

development programmes. It focuses on measuring four levels of training outcomes: 

reactions, learning, behaviour, and results that should result from a highly effective 

training programme (Kirkpatrick, 1994).  

Kirkpatrick (1998) identifies four levels of outcomes of training which are 

hierarchically ordered: reaction, learning, behaviour and results. This model is 

especially suited the training contexts where specific outputs are of interest right from 

the outset. The main strength of the Kirkpatrick evaluation approach is the focus on 

behavioural outcomes of the learners involved in the training. The four levels of the 

model are: 
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The first level, reaction, programme evaluation includes two general 

approaches; formative evaluation which is also known as internal evaluation and 

summative evaluation which is also known as external evaluation. Reaction can also 

be summative in nature. In such cases, the aim of reaction evaluation is to determine 

the value, effectiveness or efficiency of a training programme and to make decisions 

concerning programme continuation, termination, expansion, modification or adoption 

(Worthen & Sanders, 1987). Summative evaluation provides programme decision 

makers and potentials customers with judgements about a programme‟s worth or merit 

(Worthen, Sanders & Fitzpatrick, 1997).  

The main purpose of reaction evaluation is to enhance the quality of training 

programmes, which in turn leads to improve performance by measuring the 

participant‟s reactions to training programme. This should be measured immediately 

after the programme. Level one evaluation should not just include reactions towards 

the overall programme (e.g. Do you like the programme); it should also include 

measurement of participant‟s reactions or attitudes towards specific components of the 

programme such as the topics, contents, methodology, instructor etc.  

The second level, learning, the purpose of evaluation is to differentiate 

between what they knew prior to training and what they actually learned during the 

training programme. In other words, learning evaluation is the measurement of the 

increase in the knowledge or intellectual capability from “before” to “after” the 

learning experience. Learning outcome can include changes in knowledge, skills or 

attitudes.  
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The third level, behaviour, aims to measure the change that occurs in the 

student‟s behaviour/job performance due to the training programme. This performance 

testing is to indicate the student‟s skill to apply what he/she learns in the classroom. It 

involves testing the participants‟ capabilities to perform learned skills while on the 

job, rather than in the classroom. Change in the job behaviour is difficult to measure 

because people change in different methods at different times and also it is difficult to 

quantify and interpret than reaction and learning evaluation. Observation and 

interview over time are required to assess change, relevance of change and 

sustainability of change in the behaviour of participants.  

The fourth level, result, includes any outcome that most people would agree is 

“good for the business”. Outcomes are either changes in financial outcomes (such as 

positive ROI or increased profits) or changes in the variables that should have a 

reliability direct effect on financial outcome at the same point of the future. It includes 

other major results that contribute to the well functioning of an organisation.  

The intention at this level is to assess the costs vs. benefits of training 

programme, i.e. organisational impact in terms of reduced costs, improved quality of 

work, higher productivity, reduction in turnover, improved human relation, increased 

sales, fewer grievances, lower absenteeism, higher work morale, fewer accidents, 

greater job satisfaction, etc. Collecting, organising and analysing level four 

information can be difficult, time consuming and more costly than the other three 

levels, but the results are often quite worthwhile when viewing in the full context of its 

value to the organisation.  
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Today, many evaluators point out that while the Kirkpatrick‟s model is useful to 

evaluate a) whether learners like their instruction, b) whether they learn something 

from it, and c) whether it has some positive effects for the organisation, its weakness is 

that it cannot be used to determine the cost-benefit ratio of training (ROI). These 

modern evaluators consequently recommended adding the so-called fifth level to 

Kirkpatrick‟s model, at least for some programmes. 

 

h. Phillips Return on Investment (ROI) 

 

Phillips (1994) adds a fifth level to Kirkpatrick‟s model. Training in this model moves 

from satisfying trainees to improving organisational performance. Training/ 

fellowships are carried out to have a positive impact on the organisation.  

 

i. Hamblin‟s Five Levels Model 

 

Hamblin (1974) is one of the first writers to modify Kirkpatrick‟s model. The first 

three levels in his model correspond closely to Kirkpatrick‟s model. However, the 

final level is divided into two: organisation and ultimate value. The five levels of his 

model are therefore:  

 Level 1: Reactions. 

 Level 2: Learning. 

 Level 3: Job behavior. 
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 Level 4: Organisation–the effects on the organisation, from participant‟s job to 

performance changes. 

 Level 5: Ultimate value–the financial effects, both on the organisation and the 

economy.  

In this model of evaluating training programmes, it assumes that there is a cause 

and effect chain, which links these five levels of training effects, such that each level 

leads to the next level. However, the chain may get broken at any of the links of the 

following effects which may not directly be a consequence of the previous.  

Hamblin states that the task of the evaluator using this model is to identify whether 

the chain has continued through all the links and if not then identify which link has 

broken the chain and hence, put forward suggestions as to how to mend it.  

Hamblin also outlines the differences between his model, Kirkpatrick‟s model 

(first suggested in 1967) and another model, Warr, Bird and Rackham‟s (1970) model.  

 

j. Guskey‟s Critical Levels 

 

Guskey (2002) also modifies Kirkpatrick‟s four levels into 5: his levels may be 

of relevance as he has “students” and educational environments in mind:  

 Level 1: Participant reaction. 

Purpose: to gauge the participants‟ reactions to information and basic human 

needs. 

Technique: usually a questionnaire. 
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Key questions: is your time well spent? Is the presenter knowledgeable?  

 Level 2: Participant learning. 

Purpose: examine participants‟ level of attained learning. 

Technique: test, simulation, personal reflection, full-scale demonstration. 

Key question: do participants learn what is intended?  

 Level 3: Organisational support and learning. 

Purpose: analyse organisational support for skills gained in staff 

development. 

Technique: minutes of district meetings, questionnaires, structured interviews 

or unobtrusive observations. 

Key questions: Are problems addressed quickly and efficiently? Are 

sufficient resources made available, including time for reflection?  

 Level 4: Participant use of new knowledge and skills. 

Purpose: determine whether participants are using what they learned and 

using it well. 

Technique: questionnaires, structured interviews, oral or written personal 

reflections, examination of journals or portfolio, or direct observation. 

Key question: are participants implementing their skills and to what degree?  

 Level 5: Student learning outcomes. 

Purpose: analyse the correlating student learning objectives. 

Technique: classroom grades, tests, direct observation. 
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Key question: does student show improvement in academic, behaviour or 

other areas?   

 

k. Bellon and Handler‟s Evaluation Model 

 

This model is designed by Bellon and Handler (1982). The purpose of this model is to 

improve educational programmes. They argue that their model can make a unique 

contribution to those who are interested in developing and improving educational 

programmes. This model consists of four major elements which are as follows: 

1. The four focus areas (goals, organisation, operations and outcomes). 

2. Status descriptions. 

3. Analysis activities. 

4. Cumulative improvement components. 

  The first area is goals. It deals with the desired outcomes and expectations of the 

programme. It is important to take students‟ educational needs into consideration in 

this area. In other words, programme goals should be based on clearly identified 

learner needs. In brief, educational goals are statements of desired outcomes which 

reflect the values of those involved in the educational programme. At the same time, 

they are the statements of expectations which give direction to future practices. 

           The second focus area is organisation. It aims at reviewing and analysing a 

variety of factors influencing curriculum effectiveness, namely the specific 

programmes offered, resources available and how they are used and procedures 
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followed to handle communication and decision-making and the structure of the 

programme (Bellon and Handler, 1982). It is argued that other models mostly ignore 

the organisational effects on programme development; however, this area is very 

important and it gives proper attention so that it is possible for it to play a vital role in 

the improvement operation. 

    Third area, operations, focuses on the everyday functioning of programmes and 

decisions associated with learning experiences. Curriculum implementation is 

investigated to identify how well general goals are translated into actions to achieve 

specific learning objectives for daily lessons. Curriculum authorities have the 

responsibility to look at ways to improve the arrangement of course content and skills 

to be covered at all levels. A study of programme may assist teachers to improve their 

repertoire of effective techniques to enhance learning. 

   The last area, outcomes, aims at identifying the effects of a programme on 

participants and on the educational setting in which the programme is established. 

Bellon and Handler (1982) assert that both expected and unexpected programme 

results should be given attention, because unexpected results might have either 

positive or negative effects on overall programme success. 

 

l. Kearns and Miller‟s KPMT model 

 

This model is first developed by Kearns and Miller (1997). It comprises four stages of 

evaluation, which has many similarities to Phillips work, as well as its evaluation 
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stages look very similar to Kirkpatrick‟s levels. In this model, Kearns and Miller argue 

that clear objectives are an essential component of a training evaluation model. In 

addition, they argue that training can only bring added value to organisations if the 

business is not performing effectively or there is a market opportunity which can be 

exploited. To identify bottom line benefits, pre-training measurements need to be in 

place. Only where the training is to bring someone up to the standards of the job is not 

necessary. In other words, the four-stage KPMT model starts at the beginning of the 

training cycle by identifying the business need rather than the training need. The 

emphasis is on clarifying objectives from a business perspective rather than that of the 

trainees. The four stages of KPMT model are as follows:  

 Reaction to training and development.  

 Learning.  

 Transfer to the workplace/behaviour.  

 Bottom line adds value and measures in relation to the base level measures 

taken. 

          This model differs from some other models in belief that return to investment 

can only be looked at in hard terms. Kearns and Miller state that if a business of 

objective cannot be cited as a basis for designing training and development, then no 

training and development should be offered. That means the difference is in aim to 

provide a sort of toolkit to help evaluators work through the process of identifying 

bottom-line objectives by means of questioning techniques, evaluating existing 

training, and using process mapping to identify the added value to organisations. 
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m. Organisational Elements Model 

 

Kaufman and Keller (1994) expand Kirkpatrick‟s model to include societal 

contribution as an evaluation criteria. Kaufman and Keller argue that Kirkpatrick‟s 

model is intended for evaluating training and that manufacturing organisations in 

particular are increasingly being called as account for societal consequences such as 

pollution and safety. They indicated that the framework needs to modify due to these 

organisations now seek to evaluate other types of development events. 

The model also includes some additions at the other levels such as the inclusion of 

needs assessment and planning in the evaluation, an examination of the desired or 

expected results, and a review of the availability and quality of resources. They 

contended that evaluation at all levels should be planned and designed prior to the 

implementation of any intervention.  

  Kaufman, Keller and Watkins (1995) reclassify the criterion in their model into 

the following six levels:  

 Level 1: Input is similar to Kirkpatrick‟s reaction level, but expands to include 

the role, usefulness, appropriateness and contributions of the methods and 

resources used. 

 Level 2: Process also has similarities to the reaction level, but is expanded to 

include an analysis of whether the intervention is implemented properly in 

terms of achieving its objectives. 
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 Level 3: Micro (acquisition) is similar to the learning level and examines 

individual as well as small-group mastery and competence. 

 Level 4: Micro (performance) links closely to the behaviour level and 

examines the utilisation of skills and knowledge. The focus is on application 

rather than transfer of skills and knowledge. 

 Level 5: Macro relates to the results level and examines organisational 

contributions and payoffs. 

 Level 6: Mega is an additional level which looks at societal outcomes.  

  

There are some other training approaches and models. As it is discussed earlier that 

training evaluation itself is a less touched part of training and development, these 

methods have theoretical side but less in practical application. So these models are not 

discussed in detail. These are: Training Validation System (TVS) approach (Fitz-Enz, 

1994), Input, Process, Output/Outcome (IPO) Model (Bushnell, 1990), Kaufman‟s 

five level evaluation model, Mahapatra and Lai (2005) and Sadri and Synder (1995).  

 

2. Process-Based Evaluation  

 

The purpose of this type is to identify the benefits that result from the intervention. 

This type does not seek to determine if a pre-determined outcome or goal. This type of 

models may be more useful in terms of thinking about the overall context and situation 
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but they may not provide sufficient granularity. Its models may not represent the 

dynamic interactions between the design and the evaluation of training.  

Few of these models provide detailed descriptions of the processes involved in each 

steps. Furthermore, these models do not address the collaborative process of 

evaluation, that is, the different roles and responsibilities that people may play during 

an evaluation process.  

 

a. Goal-Free Model 

 

In Scriven‟s (1967) goal-free model, the evaluator does not pay any attention to the 

goals stated by the programmes developer and examines what is actually happening. 

In this model, the evaluators should not only limit themselves to the study of expected 

goals of the programme but also consider the possibility that there are unexpected 

outcomes which should be recognised and studied. This model focuses on the 

importance of evaluating not only if the goals meet but also if the goals themselves are 

worthy. 

   In this model, the main focus is on the actual outcomes rather than the intended 

outcomes of a programme. Thus, the evaluator has minimal contact with the 

programme managers and staff and is unaware of the programme‟s stated aims and 

objectives. The major question guiding this kind of evaluation is, “What are all the 

effects of the programme, including any side effects?” 
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b. Stufflebeam‟s CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) Model 

 

This model is developed by Stufflebeam (1971). This model consists of the four 

phases to evaluation: Context (studies the environment of the programme), Input 

(provides information and determines how to make use of resources in meeting 

programme goals), Process (addresses curriculum implementation decisions which 

control the programme and is used to determine whether there is a difference between 

the actual and the planned activities), and Product (determines whether the final 

curriculum product is achieving the goals). It incorporates formative evaluation. In this 

model, four types of evaluation are conducted to make decisions: 

1. Context evaluation, which contributes to the formulation of goals and 

objectives. 

2. Input evaluation, which furnishes information for making decisions on 

designs. 

3. Process evaluation, which serves decision making on procedures, strategies 

or operations. 

4. Product evaluation, which affords information for decision making on the 

termination, modification or continuation of the present programme. 

In general, these four parts of an evaluation respectively are asked. What needs 

to be done? How should it be done? Is it being done? Does it succeed?  

This model is based upon the view that the most important purpose of evaluation is 

to improve the functioning of a programme. It considers evaluation to be an ongoing 
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process. In this model, information is provided to the management for decision 

making purposes. There is a three-step process: “delineating the information necessary 

for collection, obtaining the information, and providing the information to interested 

parties” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 1998). 

 

c. Stake‟s Responsive Evaluation Model 

 

This model is proposed by Stake (1967). This model consists of ten steps for 

evaluating a curriculum (Stake, cited in Ornstein & Hunkins, 1998). The ten steps are 

as follows: 

1. Negotiate a framework for evaluation with sponsors. 

2. Elicit topics, issues, and / or questions of concern from the sponsors. 

3. Formulate questions for guiding the evaluation. 

4. Identify the scope and activities of the curriculum; identify the needs of 

clients and personnel. 

5. Observe, interview, prepare logs and case studies and so on. 

6. Pare down the information; identify the major issues or questions. 

7. Present initial findings in a tentative report. 

8. Analyse reactions and investigate predominant concerns more carefully. 

9. Look for conflicting evidence that would invalidate findings, as well as 

collaborative evidence that would support findings  

10. Report of the results.  
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d. CIRO Model 

 

This CIRO model is proposed by Warr, Bird & Rackham (1970). This model consists 

of four aspects of training: context, input, reaction and outcomes. According to 

Tennant, Boonkrong and Roberts (2002), the CIRO model focuses on measurement 

carried out before and after the training. The main strength of the CIRO model is that 

the objectives (context) and the training equipment (input) are considered. Context 

Evaluation focuses on factors such as the correct identification of training needs and 

the setting of objectives in relation to the organisation‟s culture and climate. Input 

evaluation is related to the design and delivery of the training activity. Reaction 

evaluation looks at gaining and using information about the quality of training 

experience.  

Outcome evaluation focuses on the achievement gained from the activity and is 

assessed at three levels: immediate, intermediate and ultimate evaluation.  

Immediate evaluation attempts to measure changes in knowledge, skills or attitude 

before a trainee returns to the job. For Santos and Stuart (2003), intermediate 

evaluation refers to the impact of training on the job performance and how learning is 

transferred back into the workplace. Finally, ultimate evaluation attempts to assess the 

impact of training on departmental or organisational performance in terms of overall 

results.   
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e. IPO (Input, Process, Output) Model  

 

This model is developed by Bushnell (1990). It focuses more on the inputs to 

training. It is used by IBM and helps monitor employee‟s progress by setting 

performance indicators at each stage. The stages are:  

1. Input – such as the instructor experience, trainee qualifications, resources. 

2. Process – the plan, design, development and delivery of the training.  

3. Outputs – the trainees‟ reactions, knowledge and skills gained and 

improved job performance. 

4. Outcomes – profits, customer satisfaction and productivity. 

 

f. TVS (Training Valuation System) 

 

A Training Valuation System (TVS) is developed by Fitzenz (1994). It consists of 

a four- step process similar to Kirkpatrick‟s framework at steps 3 and 4 but is 

categorised as “system-based”:  

 Step 1: Situation analysis – this is similar to an in-depth training analysis. Like 

Kearns and Miller, Fitzenz suggests that the manager‟s answers are 

continuously probed until some visible, tangible outcome is revealed and that 

the questions initially focus on the work process rather than the training. 

 Step 2: Intervention– this involves diagnosing the problem and designing the 

training. 
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 Step 3: Impact – this examines the variables that impact on performance. 

 Step 4: Value–this step places a monetary worth on the changed performance.  

 

g. Provus‟s Discrepancy Evaluation Model  

 

This model is developed by Provus (1971). It consists of four components and five 

stages. The four components are determining programme standards, determining 

programme performance, comparing performance and standards, and determining 

whether a discrepancy exists between performance and standards. The five stages are: 

design, installation, processes, products, and cost. In this model, any discrepancy is 

notified to decision-makers, who in turn make decisions at each of the stages.  

The decisions that the decision-maker can make are “to go to the next stage, 

recycle to a previous stage, start the programme over, modify performance or 

standards, or terminate the programme” (Ornstein & Hunkins, 1998). 

 

h. Brinkerhoff‟s Six-Stage Model 

 

This model is proposed by Brinkerhoff (1987). Brinkerhoff‟s “The formative 

evaluation of training process” model entails six stages of evaluation presented in a 

cycle. In this model, there is a sequence of training decisions and causal connections 

to follow. 
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i. Nadler and Nadler‟s Critical Events Model (CEM) 

 

This model is proposed by Nadler and Nadler (1994). It is an open model, which 

recognises that individuals and organisations are complex. The proponents of this 

model also make it clear that identifying and determining all variables when a 

programme is being designed is not always possible. They also state that the CEM 

cannot be used to make predictions and that there may be factors intervening between 

the start of the design process and the completion of the final design. 

 

j. Pulley‟s Responsive Evaluation Model 

 

This model is developed by Pulley (1994). It focuses on the purpose of evaluation, the 

“responsive evaluation” model.  

Responsive evaluation is a tool for communicating evaluation results more 

effectively by tailoring it to the needs of the decision-makers. Pulley argues that the 

objective of the evaluation should provide evidence so that key decision-makers can 

determine what they want to know about the programme.  

The stages involved are:  

 Identify the decision-makers so as to ascertain who are to use the 

information and what their stake in it is. 

 Identify the information needs of the decision-makers; what do they need 

to know and how will it influence their decisions?  
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 Systematically collect both quantitative and qualitative data. Pulley argues 

that the qualitative data is normally relayed in the form of stories or 

anecdotes and gives life to the numbers. 

 Translate the data into meaningful information. 

 Involve and inform decision-makers on an on-going basis.   

 

k. Peacock‟s (2009) FLTEP Evaluation Model  

 

This model is designed by Peacock (2009). In Peacock‟s (2009) an evaluation of a 

foreign-language teacher education programme model is the focus on determining the 

programme‟s strengths and weaknesses, and how well it meets the needs of the 

students. The steps for the procedure are: (a) produce a set of questions; (b) establish 

appropriate sources of data for the setting; (c) choose and design data collection 

methods and instruments; (d) collect and analyse each set of data against the 

questions; (e) construct an account by relating each interpretation to the others.  

 

l. Al-Anbari‟s Dialogic Socio-Cultural Approach to Academic Writing  

 

This approach is proposed by Al-Anbari (2014). Al-Anbari‟s (2014) two-stage 

dialogic socio-cultural to academic writing approach was proposed for teaching 

writing in the pre-service EFL teacher context. This approach is based on three 

dialogic criteria: inter-subjectivity, situatedness, and responsivity. The purpose of this 
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approach is to enable meaning/knowledge making that is culturally developmental and 

inter-culturally dialogic. The meaning of dialogic criteria (situatedness, inter-

subjectivity and responsivity) served as the frame of reference for evaluating the 

dialogicality of the use of the criteria. For example, if a student-teacher exhibits an 

ability to use a theorist's idea from a different field (philosophy in the case of the 

present study) to support an argument in his/her own field (ELE), he/she then uses the 

dialogic criterion situatedness effectively. This is because the student-teachers 

reflected on an awareness existing within, and outside the field simultaneously. This 

awareness that result in the development of the culture of the field in terms of mind 

action i.e., the student is able to negotiate a new idea into the field dialogically. There 

is substantial evidence that whenever there is a growth in the use of the criteria 

dialogically, there is promised evidence in terms of the potential for cultural 

development and intercultural dialogue. For example, when a student shows a 

democratic interaction as he/she attempts presenting her/his ideas in relation to the 

theorists' (thus, exhibiting dialogic inter-subjectivity), there is an evidence of a 

broadening of this student's cultural perspective. The repeated use of the criteria 

dialogically that result in continuous occurrence of cultural development and 

intercultural dialogic meaning/knowledge making in their written academic discourse. 

This approach comprises of two stages: diagnosis and intervention.  

1. The first stage: diagnosis: The purpose of this stage is to collect information 

about the previous writing courses which are provided in the programme as 

well as the student-teachers‟ dialogicality. The tools used in this stage include 
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the questionnaire designed for evaluating student-teachers' perception of the 

previous writing courses that they were taught in their undergraduate level. In 

addition, the first task was designed for evaluating the student-teachers‟ 

dialogicality. 

2. The second stage: intervention: The purpose of this stage is to improve the 

criteria dialogically through creating conditions under which students' 

awareness, and application of elements of dialogicality. This stage includes 

selecting texts, designing tasks, and talking to student-teachers, while drafting 

their responses to the texts. In addition, it consists of two steps: (a) creating 

suitable writing tasks (three in all) and (b) analysing the responses produced in 

drafts by using the criteria were developed by the researcher.  

 

m. Ba-Udhan‟s Three-Phase of Listening Comprehension Approach 

 

This approach is proposed by Ba-Udhan (2014). Ba-Udhan‟s three-phase listening 

comprehension approach aims at raising awareness of listening comprehension 

problems, and their cause, and listening strategies. Ba-Udhan‟s approach consists of 

three phases listening: diagnosis, intervention, and evaluation.  

1. The diagnosis phase: The aim of this phase is to evaluate the current level of 

listening comprehension of the student-teachers. In this phase, three tools are 

used to collect data: a pre-test, questionnaire, and interviews. The pre-test is 

used to assess the weaknesses and strengths of student-teachers‟ listening 
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comprehension. The questionnaire and the interviews are used to identify the 

listening comprehension problems that student-teachers encounter, the causes 

of these problems, and the listening comprehension strategies they used to 

overcome these problems.   

2. The Intervention phase: this phase is organised into 4 components, which 

are: 

1. Discussing listening comprehension problems and useful strategies with 

student-teachers in the classroom.  

2. Encouraging student-teachers to think aloud once they finish a listening task. 

3. Providing opportunities for individual reflection.  

4. Including tasks for raising student-teachers‟ metacognitive awareness of 

listening to English texts.  

3. Immediate retrospective verbalisation: is carried out in two ways: 

introspection, and retrospection. In the introspective verbalisation the text is 

paused several times, and the subjects are asked to reflect on the student-

teachers‟ listening process while listening after each pause. Whereas, in the 

retrospective verbalisation, the subjects are asked to reflect about their 

listening process immediately after they have completed the listening task.  

 

2.4 Research Studies on Evaluation PEFLTEPs 

 

In this section, the review of the literature on evaluation studies done in PEFLTEPs is 

organised into two categories: evaluation studies on a whole PEFLTEP and others on 



74 
 

 
 

 

only one particular part of a curriculum of the PEFLTEP. Both the categories discuss 

theoretical sides related to evaluation methods used in the previous studies addressed 

in this section. The studies reviewed in this section are listed out in geographical order 

to exemplify the kinds of programme evaluation conducted in PEFLTEPs: in the 

global context, in the Arabic context, and in the Yemeni context. 

 

2.4.1 Evaluation Studies on a Whole PEFLTEP 

 

In this section, a review of evaluation studies conducted on a thorough curriculum of 

PEFLTEP are presented.  

To start with one of these studies is conducted by Sovann and Chomdokmai 

(2012) in Cambodia. The purpose of their study is to evaluate effectiveness of 

PEFLTEP at the National Institute of Education (NIE), and propose appropriate 

guidelines to improve the ELTEP. This study is based on Kirkpatrick‟s (2006) four-

level model of training evaluation. Quantitative data are collected through an English 

standardised test, a Teaching Knowledge Test (TKT), and a self-administered 

questionnaire from 89 student-teachers. Qualitative data are collected from five 

teacher-educators' and two administrators‟ semi-structured interview. Findings reveal 

that the ELTEP is effective to some extent; their knowledge, and skill are at „Average‟ 

level, while their attitude is changed positively. In addition, their learning level is 

slightly improved, and their behaviour is also positively changed to some extent.  
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According to the results of study, four dimensions are proposed as the 

guidelines for the NIE‟s management team to consider when planning the ELTEP in 

the following years. These four dimensions are: 

 (1) Improving Learning Environment.  

(2) Upgrading Training Resources. 

(3) Improving Training Curriculum. 

 (4) Enhancing Programme Management. 

 

Another evaluative study is carried out by Tunc (2010) aims at evaluating the 

effectiveness of Ankara University Preparatory School programme through the 

perspectives of teacher-educators and student-teachers. To this end, the CIPP (context, 

input, process, and product) evaluation model developed by Stufflebeam (1971) is 

used. A sample consists of 406 student-teachers, and 12 teacher-educators attended the 

preparatory school programme in the 2008-2009 academic year. Data are gathered 

from a self-reported student-teacher‟s questionnaire, and the teacher-educators‟ 

interview. Besides, written documents are examined. Trace test is used to investigate 

whether the significant differences among dependent variables across independent 

variables existed. The results of the study show that the programme at the Ankara 

University Preparatory School partially serves its purpose. The findings of the study 

also reveal that some improvements in the physical conditions, content, materials and 

assessment dimensions of the programme are required to make the programme more 

effective 
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A recent study by Demir (2015) regarding the beliefs of EFL student-teachers 

and their teacher-educators on the effectiveness of the PELTEP at a state university in 

Turkey show the ineffectiveness of the programme in preparing student-teachers to 

function in an EFL context and balancing teacher-centred and student-centred 

learning. In this study, using Peacock‟s (2009) evaluation model, data are collected 

through a questionnaire, and semi-structured interviews administered to student-

teachers and teacher-educators, respectively. The results of the study reveal that the 

most problematic areas in the programme are its inability to meet student-teachers‟ 

needs and its failure to provide adequate training in English. In addition, the 

programme is outdated and needs updating by increasing the number of basic skills 

courses and addressing the issues regarding the practice. Moreover, some suggestions 

are made to improve the PELTEP. 

Another evaluative study is conducted by Coskun & Daloglu (2010) aims to 

evaluate the PEFLTEP components using the Peacock‟s (2009) evaluation model at a 

Turkish university context. The study is based on data collected from teacher-

educators and fourth year student-teachers through questionnaires and interviews. The 

findings of the study reveal that although the teacher-educators and student-teachers 

share similar views about some programme components, they hold different ideas 

about the balance between the linguistic and pedagogic competences in the 

programme. The teacher-educators believe that the programme is not sufficient for 

improving student-teachers‟ linguistic competence; therefore, the pedagogical aspect 

of the programme needs to be improved.  
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A study in an EFL Turkish context by Cosgun-Ogeyik (2009) evaluates the 

English Language Teaching Education Curriculum of the (ELT) departments in the 

faculties of Education in a Turkish university. To collect data, a questionnaire is 

administered to the last year student-teachers‟ perspectives attending the ELT 

department. The results of study show that the programme implementation is 

considered to be consistent in their expectations in terms of outlining the aims of the 

teaching profession, and social objectives, and benefits obtained from the programme. 

Although the programme is generally evaluated as sufficient, it lacked culture-specific 

courses are a lacking point in the programme. 

In Hong Kong, Peacock (2009) conducts a study that used a new procedure for 

the evaluation of EFL teacher training programmes on the basis of principles of 

programme evaluation and foreign-language-teacher (FLT) education. The procedure 

focuses on strengths and weaknesses of the programme and the extent to which the 

programme meets the needs of student-teachers. Data are collected from student-

teachers, teacher-educators, and alumni through interviews, questionnaires, essays and 

analysis of programme materials. The results of the study show that along with clear 

advantages including the teaching of pedagogical skills and promoting reflection and 

self-evaluation, the programme has few shortcomings. To overcome the shortcomings, 

the amount of practice teaching as well as input in certain areas such as knowledge of 

teaching within the local socio-cultural context and classroom management should be 

increased. The study suggests that the procedure may be useful in other contexts. 
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In South Korea, an evaluative study is conducted by Nam (2005) investigates 

the development of communication-based English language instruction in a Korean 

university context by (a) evaluating/critiquing a specific college English programme at 

the Pusan National University (PNU), (b) describing and exploring perceptions 

regarding English instruction at the collegiate level in Korea among Korean college 

students and their teachers in the EFL programme, and (c) identifying the strengths 

and weaknesses of the college EFL curriculum of the university with respect to how 

closely the programme aligned with student and teacher perceptions of needs related 

to English language. The study also explores the needs for future college EFL 

curriculum design and instructional development in the general South Korean context. 

Data are collected from students‟ and teachers‟ interviews. The results of the study 

reveal that, overall, while students generally appeared to have slightly negative 

opinions; teachers had slightly positive opinions about the effectiveness/quality of the 

new curriculum. Furthermore, the results of the study also show the possibility that the 

current communication-based EFL curriculum may not be well aligned with the 

students‟ expectations because of limitations in the curriculum and inherent 

constraints in the institutional system of the curriculum.  

A similar study in the Palestinian Arabic EFL context is done by Barzaq 

(2007) evaluates the English Language teacher training programmes in the colleges of 

Education, Gaza Strip Universities (STTP). Data are gathered from 202 student-

teachers randomly selected from the three universities: Islamic, Aqsa, and Azhar 

through a questionnaire. The results of the study reveal that student-teachers in the 
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three universities (the Islamic University, The Aqsa University, and The Azhar 

University) acquire moderate competencies (71.86%) that would prepare them to teach 

competently. Statistically significant differences are found between the Aqsa 

University and the Islamic University in favour of the Islamic University in favour of 

gender, and between training in High basic school and secondary school in favour of 

High basic school. There are no statistically significant differences in all these 

domains because of the number of visits by supervisors. On the basis of these results, 

some implications and suggestions are provided.  

 

2.4.2 Studies on Only One Particular Part of PEFLTEP Curriculum 

 

This section deals with the studies conducted on practicum and four skills of English 

language.   

Erozan‟s (2005) study aims to evaluate the language improvement courses in 

the undergraduate curriculum of the department of English Language Teaching (ELT) 

at the Eastern Mediterranean University. To achieve this aim, Bellon and Handler‟s 

(1982) curriculum evaluation model is employed. The participants of the study are six 

instructors teaching the language improvement courses and students enrolled in these 

courses. Data are collected through course evaluation questionnaires for students, 

interviews with students and teachers, classroom observations, and examination of 

relevant written documents such as course policy sheets, course materials, and 

assessment tools used in the courses.  
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The results of the study show that generally the language improvement courses 

were effective in terms of five aspects specified in the evaluation model employed in 

the study, as perceived by the students and the instructors. However, the students and 

the instructors suggest making some changes in the existing language improvement 

courses to make them more effective and well suited to the students‟ needs and 

expectations.  

Some important conclusions drawn and recommendations made are as follows: 

practice (i.e. practice and production) component in the language improvement 

courses should be enhanced, a wider variety of authentic materials should be used in 

the courses, various methods and activities should be utilised in the teaching-learning 

process, and intra- and inter-subject relationships (i.e. continuity and coherence) 

between or among the courses need to be strengthened. 

In Kuwait, Al-Nwaiem (2012) conducts an evaluative study in the College of 

Education, the Kuwait University to evaluate the basic language skills component 

(BLSC) in the ELTEP through an adapted version of Bellon and Handler‟s (1982) 

evaluation model. The BLSC comprises three courses, writing, reading and 

conversation, which must be taken by new student-teachers in the first semester of 

enrolment in order to improve their language proficiency. A sample of the study 

consists of three lecturers teaching the BLSC courses and 55 student-teachers in their 

first year at the English department. Data are collected through course evaluation 

questionnaires, semi-structured interviews, diaries, and relevant written documents. 

The findings of the study reveal that BLSC had five major shortcomings: the first one 
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is related to the physical environment of the college site and includes old buildings, a 

limited number of classrooms, shortages of learning and teaching resources and 

facilities, and insufficient library resources. Second, regarding the aims and objectives 

of BLSC, the findings show some critical issues and the need for a certain degree of 

revision. Third is related to the content and materials of the BLSC which reveal 

student-teachers‟ dissatisfaction with some aspects of the content and materials of 

BLSC, including boring and non-challenging topics and outdated textbooks. Fourth is 

related to teaching methods which are found to be traditionally oriented, applying a 

teacher-centred approach. Fifth is related to evaluation, the findings of which reveal 

that students are extremely critical of the traditional assessment philosophy used by 

their teachers, which depends on a final examination that tests rote-learned materials. 

The study provides some suggestions for the improvement and development of the 

given programme in particular, as well as educational practice in general. In addition, 

the study proposes a model for evaluation which can be applied and modified 

depending on the specifications of any given context.  

Focusing on the practical component in the Jordanian EFL context, Al-

Magableh (2010) evaluates the English practicum at the Yarmouk University from 

cooperative teachers‟ and student-teachers‟ perspectives. Data are collected through 

two five-point Likert scale questionnaires. The results reveal that there are four 

problems: the organisation, cooperative teachers, workshop and student-teacher. First, 

the problems related to the organisation were transport, lack of a training course 

manual, and appointing too many students for supervisory and non-outlined teaching 
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skills for the student-teachers. Second, the problems are related to the cooperative 

teachers included impressionistic assessment, sensitivity, and lack of solutions for 

students‟ problems. In addition, the absence of written training plans, lack of training 

courses for the trainers, infrequency in student-teachers‟ follow-up, and inadequate 

familiarisation of student-teachers with essential teaching skills. Third, the problems 

concerned with the workshop included focusing on familiar theoretical pedagogical 

issues, and lack of training in using teaching aids. Finally, there are problems related 

to student-teacher included the usage of Arabic language in the classroom, teaching 

skills to be acquired, academic qualification, and classroom management.  

Another evaluative study is carried out in an Egyptian EFL context by 

Elghotmy (2012) aims to evaluate the microteaching practices of Egyptian pre-service 

English teachers in an EFLTEP probing into the perceptions of the Egyptian EFL 

teachers and their teacher-educators about the new microteaching course. It 

investigates a) student-teachers‟, and teacher-educators' perceptions about the course‟s 

focii; b) student-teachers‟, and teacher-educators‟ perceptions of the difficulties 

encountered during course application, and finally c) student-teachers' perceptions 

about the effectiveness of the microteaching course in enhancing their teaching 

performance during practicum. Moreover, the study aims to develop a framework for 

microteaching curricula planning and design. Data were collected through 

questionnaires distributed to 10 teacher-educators and 125 EFL student-teachers in the 

third year English department at the Faculty of Education at the Menoufia University. 

In addition, semi-structured in-depth interviews are conducted with 7 teacher-
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educators and 15 student-teachers. The findings of the study indicate that there are 19 

focuses of the microteaching course at Shebin Elkom Faculty of Education. These 

focuses are classified into three main themes: lesson planning skills, lesson 

implementation skills, and lesson evaluation skills. Results reveal that the teacher-

educators devote less time to practice lesson evaluation skills. Findings also reveal that 

the EFL student-teachers and their teacher-educators encountered the following 

difficulties during peer group work: modelling the skills, planning a micro-lesson, 

teaching a micro-lesson, and when giving and receiving feedback. Furthermore, the 

course was helpful in enhancing student-teachers‟ teaching performance at practicum 

concerning their professional skills rather than their personal qualities. Hence, 

psychological, socio-cultural, and socio-political factors that affected the 

implementation of the micro-teaching course are discussed, and implications and 

suggestions for further research are provided. 

One more study in the United Arab Emirati context focused on the practical 

component is done by Ismail (2011) investigates the views of sixty-one female 

student-teachers from the English Language Education Programme, Faculty of 

Education at the United Arab Emirates University about the microteaching component 

offered in two courses of English language teaching methods. Both questionnaire and 

focus-group interview are used in collecting data. Results find that the student-

teachers are slightly positive about the effect of micro-teaching practices on their 

language and on increasing their enthusiasm towards the teaching methods' courses, in 
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addition to the focus-group interview results that confirmed student-teachers‟ positive 

attitudes towards microteaching. 

In the Sultanate of Oman in College of Education at the Sultan Qaboos 

University (SQU), Al-Mahrooqi (2011) investigates the EFL student-teachers‟ 

perceptions of competency of their training programme. To collect data, a 

questionnaire is used that included open-ended questions focusing on three main 

components: general perception of the programme and the teaching practice 

components (school practicum), view on classroom observations, and on feedback 

from their supervisors. The study shows that the student-teachers had reservations 

about the teaching practice component included the disrespectful behaviour of student-

teachers, lack of cooperation of some school teachers and of school administrations. 

While, about supervisor input and feedback, some of the student-teachers thought that 

there was a minimum opportunity to discuss the feedback. However, almost all the 

student-teachers feel adequately prepared to enter the workforce after two semesters of 

teaching practice. 

Likewise, an evaluative study is conducted by Al-Asmari (2011) aims to 

evaluate the prospects of integrating technology in pre-service EFLTEP at the Saudi 

Arabian University. For collecting data, questionnaires, and interviews are 

administrated to (180) EFL male student-teachers, academic EFL teacher-educators, 

and policy makers. The results of the study show that pre-service EFL teachers 

reported average levels of technology expertise, and their general use of technology 

outscored their use for EFL learning purposes, academic EFL teacher-educators lack 
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sufficient technology expertise, and their technology use is more idealistic than 

realistic and Universities policymakers should attempt to bridge the technology gap 

existing between national policies, and policies made at the University level.  

In the Yemeni quasi-study context focused on raising EFL student-teachers‟ 

awareness and performance in listening comprehension is conducted by Ba-Udhan 

(2014). 

Ba-Udhan‟s (2014) quasi-study explores effectiveness of a three-phase 

listening comprehension approach, which includes an Awareness Raising Programme 

(ARP) consisted of three phases of listening: diagnosis, intervention, and evaluation. 

Data are gathered through a random sample of 71 (40 male and 31 female) first-year 

B.Ed. EFL student-teachers from Seiyun College of Education and Seiyun College of 

Education for women at the Hadramout University.  

In the diagnosis and evaluation phase, a test, and a questionnaire are used for 

examining whether the ARP is effective in increasing student-teachers‟ awareness and 

in improving their performance in listening comprehension due to the increased 

awareness. Semi-structured interviews are also conducted with student-teachers during 

the diagnosis phase. During the intervention phase, classroom discussions, discovery 

listening method, and immediate retrospective verbalization, and classroom tasks are 

carried out inside classroom as well as listening diary assignments done as homework 

for three months. The results of the study reveal that the most common listening 

comprehension problems are classified under the perception phase included difficulty 

in following the rest of the text, in quickly remembering the meaning of familiar 
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words, in segmenting sounds into meaningful words or phrases, and in distinguishing 

between two similar-sounding words. The results of the study also show the causes 

behind these problems, and that meta-cognitive strategies are more frequently, and 

effectively used than cognitive, and socio-affective strategies used by student-teachers 

to overcome their listening comprehension problems. This study approves that there 

were highly improvements in student-teachers‟ listening comprehension after 

receiving the ARP because of their increased awareness. Finally, the study provides 

some implications for teacher-educators, student-teachers, and course book 

developers. 

Another quasi-study in the Yemeni context is conducted by Al-Anbari (2014) 

explores effectiveness of dialogicality in student-teachers' written discourse and its 

effect on cultural development, and intercultural dialogue. To achieve this aim, a new 

dialogic approach is adopted for teaching academic writing.  

The purpose of this approach is to enable meaning/knowledge making that is 

culturally developmental and interculturally dialogic. Sample of the study consists of 

14 student-teachers from both third and fourth year, 5 from third year and 9 from 

fourth year studying in department of English, Zabied College of Education at the 

Hodiedah University in Yemen, which is selected on the basis of their grades (from 

good to excellent) in all the five writing courses done in their undergraduate level (i.e. 

1,2,3,4 and Advanced Writing Skills).  

For collecting data, a questionnaire, three selected summarised texts of three 

philosophers' views about morality, and three tasks designed are used. The study 
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consists of two stages. In first stage, the questionnaire is used for evaluating student-

teachers' perception of the previous writing courses taught in their undergraduate 

level. In addition, the first task is administered to evaluate their dialogicality. In the 

second stage taken about three months, an intervention is designed to create conditions 

under which students' awareness and application of elements of dialogicality are 

examined. The second stage is of two steps: (a) creating suitable writing tasks (three in 

all), (b) analysing the responses in drafts produced using the criteria developed by the 

researcher. The findings of study show that students' use of the dialogic criteria 

gradually improved from responding to the first task to the third task that is 

considerable evidence of the correlation between the increase of the dialogicality of 

the criteria, and improvement in meaning, and knowledge making that is culturally 

developmental and inter-culturally dialogic in students' written discourse. Thus, this 

study approves that the proposed dialogic socio-cultural approach based on the criteria 

is valid for teaching academic writing for meaning, and knowledge making that is 

developmental and dialogic.  

Al-Muslimi (2011), on the other hand, carries out an evaluative study on the 

pre-service EFL Teacher Professional Preparation Programme in Faculty of Education 

at the Sana'a University in the Light of Quality Assurance Standards in courses: 

methodology I, II, curriculum, and practicum I, II. Qualitative and quantitative data 

are collected through three tools: a questionnaire, observation checklist, and 

evaluation sheet, which are done with (53) fourth level English student-teachers, (65) 

English teachers in public schools, and (6) teacher-educators in the English 
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department. The results of the study show that the level of applying most quality 

assurance standards in the objectives, evaluation in general, content, methods of 

teaching and practicum II is not satisfactory. The findings of the study also reveal that 

the standards of online teaching skills and technology and ethics are not at all applied.  

        Lastly, Al-Mohamady‟s (2003) study aims to evaluate the undergraduate third-

year English student-teachers‟ speaking abilities in the Faculty of Education at the 

Taiz University, Yemen. Data are gathered from (30) undergraduate third-year 

student-teachers through a questionnaire, and the test proficiency, and (6) speaking 

teaching staff attending the English department at the Taiz University through 

interviews. The results of the study reveal that the student-teachers are poor in 

performing some language functions in their conversations, because of inadequate 

materials that are not enough to enable the student-teachers to express themselves in 

English, the teacher-educators who are responsible for the selection of the learning 

materials are not well experienced to do the job. In other words, the topics selected for 

the curriculum do not satisfy the student teachers‟ need to use English as a means of 

communication, in addition to the teaching staffs‟ methods of dealing with the relevant 

tasks are a decisive factor. 

 

2.5 Relevance of the Previous Researches to the Present Study 

 

It is clear that all the previous studies investigate several points in common. Most of 

these studies use questionnaire and semi-structure interview in order to achieve their 

aims, There are studies adopted new quasi-approach in improving writing skills such 
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as (Al-Anbari, 2014) and in developing listening skills like (Ba-Udhan, 2014). They 

deal with ELTEPs acceptance, training and types of roles expected of teacher-

educators as well as student-teachers. Throughout the review of such studies, a 

number of remarks were discussed the construction, aims, and methods:   

 Some previous studies deal with topics included the changes of beliefs and 

perceptions; change of their linguistic competence, and classroom behaviour; 

during teaching practice (Demir, 2015, Nam 2005, Al-Mohammady, 2003). 

 Some previous studies address practicum, and microteaching (professional 

component) such as (Elghotmy, 2012, Al-Muslimi, 2011; Al-Magableh, 2010; 

Ogeyik, 2009; Ismail, 2011). 

 Some previous studies investigate integrated technology like Al-Asmari‟s 

study in 2011. 

 Different studies are concerned to ensure the competencies of education 

necessary for a high quality teacher of the student teacher training programme 

(Al-Mohammady, 2003; AlMahrooqi, 2011; Barzaq, 2007).  

 The focus in the previous studies is on student-teachers and teacher-educators, 

classroom teachers/mentors, graduates, and cooperative teachers.  

 The most obvious focus of previous studies in PEFLTEPs evaluation is on the 

teaching language skills. For example, some studies attempt to evaluate 

language improvement courses (e.g. Erozan, 2005). Other previous studies 

investigate the methods used in teaching English language skills included 

comparing the modern methods vs. traditional methods (e.g. Ba-Udhan 2014, 
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Al-Anbari 2014, and Mohammady 2003). However, little is from previous 

studies regarding designing a new model for evaluation of PEFLTEPs.  

 This study is different from the previous studies because it adopts a new 

evaluation model. For example, some of the previous studies use the evaluation 

models such as Peacock‟s (2009) model, Stufflebeam‟s model and four-level 

model which are either too broad by addressing many areas of EFLTEPs. 

 The present study evaluates the PEFLTEPs from both teacher-educators‟ and 

student-teachers‟ perceptions, while the other studies evaluate PEFLTEPs from 

perception of student-teachers only. 

 The current study uses questionnaire, interview, open ended questions, and 

essay questions. Moreover, it analyses courses contents of the PEFLTEP. 

 The previous studies are conducted in the career evaluation of EFL teacher 

education programmes, which focus mainly on the initial years and generally 

the first year of service, since the first years are more difficult for the teacher-

educators and since the attrition rate is higher in these years. Thus, the 

qualitative case studies shed light on the complexities of the first year(s) of 

service.  

 The findings from the interviews and observations of individual beginning 

teachers show similar results independent from where they teach. Moreover, 

comparing the studies conducted on beginning and experienced teachers 

demonstrate that the initial years of teaching are full of instability and 
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insecurity but flexibility for change, whereas in the later years teachers become 

more stable, feel more secure but are less willing for trying new things. 

 The present study shares several points with these studies yet it is descriptive 

of the PEFLTEPs at the colleges of education at the Aden University aiming to 

develop those programmes. 

 Some studies emphasises knowledge, some focus on skills, some emphasise 

attitudes and others concentrate on multiple learning outcomes. The Evaluation 

should focus on measuring what is covered in the programme i.e. learning 

objectives, content, methodology and evaluation.  

 

2.6 Overview of the Chapter 

 

According to the review of the evaluation models in the literature it is concluded that:  

 These models all provide evaluators with alternative ways of evaluating 

programmes, and suggest various aspects of programmes that can be focused 

on evaluation whether it can be the whole programme, or any aspect of the 

programme. Therefore, it is up to those who conduct the evaluation study to 

decide on the most appropriate model for their own situations and purposes. 

  No model is the best for conducting a programme evaluation. Much depends 

on the purpose of the evaluation; the nature of the programme evaluated the 

conditions in which training is held, the institutional and trainee needs, 

timescales, resources available as well as the practicality of the programme to 

be implemented.  
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 No matter what the model is used to evaluate training programmes, there is 

always a necessity to evaluate any other programme. 

 There are many different evaluation models adopted to evaluate the training 

programmes depending on the purposes of data collection and on the types of 

decisions which ultimately evolve from each purpose, the two main types of 

evaluation are realised in the literature: formative and summative evaluation. 

         It is noticed from the previous studies on the PEFLTEPs that evaluation of 

such programmes is important, since it identifies the weaknesses and strengths of 

these programmes, and tries to improve these programmes through the suggestions 

and recommendations provided according to the results of these studies. Such 

conclusions are as follows: 

 Research about the proper balance between content and pedagogy in 

the preparation of English student-teachers argued that the distinction is 

artificial and actually detrimental to the improvement of teaching.    

 The methods used in such studies are based on cross-sectional and 

cross-sequential approaches. Some of them, approximately, followed 

the descriptive and experimental approach of research in order to 

achieve their purpose.   

 The studies that are reviewed in this section also show this gap, despite 

the small number of studies found in the literature. 

 The studies about current PEFLTEPs in Yemen are limited. 
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CHAPTER THREE: CONCEPTUAL FRAME WORK OF 

THESTUDY 

 

3.0 Introduction 

 

This chapter provides the conceptual frame work of the study. It is divided into seven 

sections. Section one presents the aims of EPEETSEM model. Section two provides 

the quality of PEFLTEPs. Section three explains the framework of EPEETSEM 

model. Section four explains testing EPEETSEM model. Section five provides rational 

for designing a new model. Section six explains the validity of the evaluation model 

standards of PEFLTEP. Finally, section seven concludes the chapter. 

 

3.1 Aims of EPEETSEM Model 

 

This model aims to achieve the following: 

1. To identify the standards that should be followed for evaluating PEFLTEPs. 

2. To test the effectiveness of PEFLTEPs. 

3. To investigate the extent to which the components of PEFLTEPs are successful 

in helping the EFL student-teachers to gain the linguistic and professional 

competences. 

4. To diagnose the weaknesses and strengths of PEFLTEPs. 

5. To determine the extent to which this evaluation model standards are available 

in the PEFLTEPs. 
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3.2 Quality of PEFLTEPs 
 

The purpose of this model is to present standards to assist researchers in this field to 

identify the strengths and weaknesses of PEFLTEPs. This model provides a set of 

standards to be used in evaluating the quality of PEFLTEPs and their effectiveness. 

These standards identify important domains that programmes evaluators may address 

in the best possible manner and then are not intended as mandatory standards. The 

standards are listed below to provide the framework for evaluating the effectiveness of 

PEFLTEPs, which may serve as a guide to help facilitate this process.  

 

3.3 Framework of EPEETSEM Model 

 

The purpose of designing this model is to identify the strengths and weaknesses of 

PEFLTEPs. It is based on the curriculum components of the PEFLTEPs in evaluating 

the effectiveness of programmes.  

This model is designed by reviewing literature on some previous evaluation 

models and studies related to evaluating the PELTEPs.  

In designing this model, the researcher follows Peacock‟s (2009) procedure 

consists of five steps as follows: 

1. Review the literature and produce a set of standards. 

2. Establish appropriate sources of data in your setting. 

3. Choose and design data collection methods and instruments. 

4. Collect and analyse each set of data against your questions. 

5. Construct an account by relating each interpretation to the others. 
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Figure 3-1 Domains of Evaluation of PEFLTEP Curriculum According to   

EPEETSEM Model 
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Figure 3-2Frame Work for EPEETSEM Model 
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The framework for this model consists of four domains, and 10 standards distributed 

among the four domains. These four domains are as follows: 

1. Educational purposes, 

2.  Educational experiences, 

3. Teaching strategies and  

4. Evaluation Methods. 

The first domain is educational purposes. It is an important part of the 

educational process assisting in clarifying the relationship between the student and the 

educator. It assists educators in designing course content, teaching strategies or 

processes, and selecting appropriate assessment methods.  

This domain can be divided into three types: 

The first type, aims, is general and non-specific like strategy. They guide the 

student-teachers to what is expected from them and help them to study important 

information. They are general statements that provide direction or intent to educational 

action. They are usually written in amorphous terms using words like: learn, know, 

understand, appreciate, and these are not directly measurable. Aims may serve as 

organised principles of educational direction for more than one grade. These organised 

principles may encompass the continuum of educational direction for the entire 

programmes, subject areas or the district. For example: 

Students will understand and become proficient in identifying the 

different types of spoken English. 
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The second type, Goals, is statements of educational intention which are more 

specific than aims. Goals also may encompass an entire programme, subject area, or 

multiple grade levels. They may be either in amorphous language or in specific 

behavioural terms. For example: 

Students will be able to identify and use American slang terms and 

phrases. 

This example is a sub-set of the aim above, but the area becomes more 

specific. This goal moves from generic spoken English to the more detailed area of 

American slang. One verb used is still “identify” although this goal does not specify 

how students are to identify, and the verb “use” has been added. The objectives related 

to this goal should specify how the students will identify and use new knowledge. 

The third type, Instructional or behavioural objectives, is clear, specific like tactics, 

consistent, achievable, and broad learning outcomes. They assist the student in 

studying more efficiently. Objectives are usually specific statements of educational 

intention which delineate either general or specific outcomes. There are advantages 

and disadvantages to different types of objectives. 

 Behavioural objectives. 

 Holistic objectives. 

 Non-behavioural objectives. 

 Problem solving objectives. 

 Expressive activities that lead to expressive outcomes. 
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Objectives can be written in many ways. Currently, most of the objectives are 

written in behavioural terms. Behavioural objectives usually employ observable 

verbiage and can be divided into three specific domains: cognitive (knowing), 

psychomotor (doing) and affective (feeling).  

1. Cognitive: Students will identify and list 6 slang terms they have heard 

from their peers. 

2. Psychomotor: Students will create expressive gestures to go with their 

favourite slang terms. 

3. Affective: Student will choose 4 of the most offensive slang terms from a 

list developed by the entire class. 

These types of objectives are the majority of ones used in creating today‟s 

lesson plans, and they usually specify behaviours of students must demonstrate to 

indicate that learning has occurred. 

The difference between an aim and an instructional objective is that an aim is a 

statement of the intended general outcome of an instructional unit or a programme. An 

aim statement describes a more global instructional outcome. In other words, aims are 

broad, generalised statements about what is to be learnt. In addition, aims are 

appropriate for an entire course or a curriculum of study. An instructional objective is 

a statement of one or several specific performances and the achievement of which 

contributes to the attainment of the aim. That is, instructional objectives describe the 

skills, knowledge, abilities or attitudes that students should possess or demonstrate 
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after they complete the training. Moreover, they are written for individual units of 

study. A single aim may have many specific subordinate instructional objectives.  

In addition, instructional objectives are guides for the selection of content, 

development of an instructional strategy, development and selection of instructional 

materials and construction of tests and other instruments for evaluating and then 

evaluating student‟s instructional outcomes. 

In general, clear aims and objectives benefit students in many ways. They may 

include abstract concepts such as 'professional qualities' or 'appreciation of the 

classics', learning that may be difficult to measure but which is nevertheless important. 

Objectives are usually more specific statements of the learning occurring, generally 

within a subject, lecture or a task. Objectives are not statements of content or topics 

and not statements of the intended teaching strategies; rather, they are statements of 

what a student is expected to know and be able to do upon completion of the learning 

exercise. Instructional objectives do not include the word 'know' or 'understand'. They 

do include active verbs such as 'state', 'explain', 'outline', 'list' or 'describe'. They are 

statements of what the teacher wants his\her students to do.  

       More challenging objectives might ask students to apply or use knowledge in a 

particular context. Higher levels of objectives ask students to solve complex problems. 

This might involve gathering information, researching and analysing, or using 

knowledge to create something in a different context (e.g. use knowledge of making 

an apple pie to design a different filling). 
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The second domain, Educational experiences, refers to what teacher-educators 

need to know about what they teach (including what they know about language 

teaching itself) and constitutes knowledge that would not be shared by teachers of 

other subject areas.This domain consists of courses in language analysis, learning 

theory, methodology and a teaching practicum, but the practical skills of language 

teaching are often undervalued (Richards, 2001). It aims at evaluating and analysing 

content of curriculum. In addition, identify resources available in how they are used 

and the procedures followed in revising periodically curriculum.  

The educational experience distinguishes among three kinds of knowledge as 

follows:  

1. Disciplinary knowledge (DK) is a part of professional education and does not 

translate into practical skills. It refers to knowledge that presents a basis for the 

language teaching profession. Such knowledge is acquired by special training 

and possessing knowledge of this kind leads to professional recognition and 

status. It could include the course work in areas such as history of language 

teaching methods, language acquisition, sociolinguistics, phonology and 

syntax, discourse analysis, theories of language, critical applied linguistics and 

so on. 

2. Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) is a knowledge that is drawn from the 

study of language teaching and language learning itself and which can be 

applied in different ways to the resolution of practical issues in language 

teaching. Moreover, it refers to knowledge that provides a basis for language 
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teaching. It could include course work in areas such as curriculum planning, 

assessment, reflective teaching, classroom management, teaching children, 

teaching the four basic skills, and so on.  

3. Cultural Content knowledge (CCK) is a knowledge that provides student-

teachers with general information in science education and discipline-culture 

structure of theory. It could include course work in areas such as application 

computer, history of education, school management, philosophy and so on. 

Third domain, teaching strategies, refers to the strategies or processes used in    

implementing curriculum. It aims to identify how well general aims are 

translated into actions to achieve specific learning objectives for daily lessons. 

Curriculum authorities have the responsibility to look at ways to improve the 

arrangement of course content and skills to be covered at all levels. 

The last domain, evaluation methods, aims at identifying the evaluation methods 

used to achieve the educational objectives in which the programme aims is attained. 

This domain guides the teacher-educators/ teachers to make decisions in connection 

with the learning process as well as the student-teachers to get information on their 

progress.  

Methods of obtaining student-teacher feedback may be formal or informal, 

structured, semi-structured or unstructured. They include surveys, minute papers, 

focus groups and student consultations. These methods are usually objective and 

require the use of standardised measures so that varying perspectives and experiences 



103 
 

 
 

 

can fit into a limited number of predetermined response categories. These methods are 

usually easier to summarise and compare than the qualitative methods.  

This evaluation is conducted at the whole programme level. 

 

3.3.1 Educational Purposes Domain 

 

This domain includes 4 standards, which are as follows: 

 

 Standard1: Challenging, Clarity and Specification 

 This standard consists of five indicators are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum aims are clearly stated. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are observable and 

measurable‟ 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives include only one 

general learning outcome. 

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are focused only on the 

student-teachers‟ performance. 

Indicator „E‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives focus on terminal 

behaviour. 
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Standard 2: Consistency  

 

This standard has four indicators, which are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are consistent with 

teaching practises in the classrooms. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are consistent with the 

programme‟s aims. 

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are consistent with the 

evaluation processes. 

Indicator „E‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are formulated 

depending on the needs analysis. 

 

Standard 3: Achievement:  

This standard includes only two indicators. They are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are tractable/time-

bound. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives are realistic and 

attainable focus on terminal behaviour. 

Standard 4: Broadness:  

This standard consists of six indicators, which are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives reflect a combination 

of theory and practice. 
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Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives focus on new 

approaches of teaching. 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives focus on new 

approaches of curriculum. 

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives focus on cognitive 

development. 

Indicator „E‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives focus on emotional 

growth towards the teaching profession. 

Indicator „F‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum objectives focus on social 

development. 

 

3.3.2 Educational Experiences Domain 

 

This domain includes 3 standards, which are as follows: 

 

Standard 5: Disciplinary Knowledge 

In this standard, there are three indicators, which are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content adequately develops 

communicative English language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing). 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content provides the student-

teachers with the knowledge of components of language (Phonological, 

morphological, syntactic and/or semantic systems). 
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Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content provides the student-

teachers with American/British English literature. 

 

Standard 6: Pedagogical Content Knowledge  

 

This standard includes six indicators. They are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content gives the student-teachers 

opportunity to practise what they learnt in their pre-service classes. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content provides the student-

teachers with the basic concepts of the ELT. 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content provides the student-

teachers with methods of classroom management. 

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content prepares the student-

teachers to teach English language effectively. 

Indicator „E‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content provides the student-

teachers with different modern theories of teaching. 

Indicator „F‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content provides the student-

teachers with different modern theories of curriculum. 
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Standard 7: Cultural Content Knowledge 

 

This standard contains three indicators, which are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content prepares the student-

teachers for self-research and research in teaching issues. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content prepares the student-

teacher for English proficiency tests such as TOEFL or IELTS, or further study 

abroad. 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content encourages the student-

teachers to apply English in other subjects. 

 

Standard 8: Current Trends in Curriculum 

This standard comprises four indicators, which are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content is in line with the aims. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content meets the student-

teachers‟ needs. 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content is periodically revised. 

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content includes up-to-date 

information in the concerned field. 
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3.3.3 Teaching Strategies Domain 

 

This domain includes one standard, which is as follow: 

 

Standard 9: Student–centeredness 

 

This standard consists of seven indicators, which are as follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies encourage student-

teachers to reflect on what they learnt and how they learnt it. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies motivate student-teachers 

by giving them some control over learning processes. 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies encourage the student-

teachers to use role-play, short plays, dramas, games, and songs in the teaching  

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies develop the student-

teachers‟ critical thinking ability by questioning, challenging and problem-

solving. 

Indicator „E‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies encourage the student-

teachers to express their ideas freely and frankly in different contexts. 

Indicator „F‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies encourage the student-

teachers to use audio-visual aids such as videotape and transparencies in 

teaching. 
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Indicator „H‟: In the PEFLTEP, teaching strategies employ authentic 

materials in teaching such as menus, newspapers, magazines and 

advertisements 

 

3.3.4 Evaluation Methods 

 

This domain includes one standard, which is as follows: 

Standard 10: Planning and Designing Evaluation 

In this standard, there are four indicators which are follows: 

Indicator „A‟: In the PEFLTEP, evaluation methods of curriculum provide 

feedback to the student-teachers on their progress. 

Indicator „B‟: In the PEFLTEP, evaluation methods of curriculum enhance 

the student-teacher learning through various methods of evaluation such as 

continuous, formative and summative. 

Indicator „C‟: In the PEFLTEP, evaluation methods of curriculum probe the 

student teachers‟ abilities to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and application of 

learning.  

Indicator „D‟: In the PEFLTEP, evaluation methods of curriculum are aligned 

with the objectives and aims. 
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3.4 Rationale for Designing a New Evaluation Model 

 

The traditional curriculum design is based on the theories of Tyler (1942) who 

proposes the developing model for curriculum, suggesting that the curriculum design 

and its development should take four questions into account: what are the goals for 

language teaching that the school means to achieve? What kind of teaching experience 

is needed to realise the goals? How could the teaching experience be organised 

effectively? And how can we be sure that these goals are being achieved?  

White (1988) categorises views on traditional curriculum design into three 

types. The first view compares curriculum design to a house building plan which 

emphasises the objectives and content; the second one takes it as a plan of how to 

build the house, in which objectives, content and teaching methods are included; and 

the last one is evaluation.  

Despite Programme Evaluation and Foreign Language Teacher Education 

(FLTE) are extensive, the literature contains very few descriptions of a procedure for 

the overall evaluation of FLTEPs (Peacock, 2009). In literature, many evaluation 

models are used to evaluate PTEPs. Selection of one of these approaches or models 

depends greatly on the aim of the evaluation, participants, procedure used in 

evaluating results, time and duration of evaluation. That is, the evaluation process is 

not limited to such models. Since each evaluation is a unique, choosing or combining 

concepts from different evaluation models to develop an eclectic model according to 

the evaluation context or designing a new model is always possible.  
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This study presents a new model for evaluating PEFLTEPs based on principles 

of programme evaluation and foreign language teacher (FLT) programmes models.  

This EPEETSEM model (Educational Purposes, Educational Experiences, Teaching 

Strategies and Evaluation Methods) is designed depending upon the review of 

literature on programme evaluation and procedures of ELTEPs using recognised 

methods of evaluation programme to evaluate ELTEPs. 

This model focuses on the strengths and weaknesses of the programme and the 

extent to which the model standards are available in PEFLTEPs. It is conducted to test 

the effectiveness of PEFLTEPs by collecting data from the student-teachers and 

teacher-educators using questionnaires, open-ended questions, interviews, essay 

questions and analysis of programme courses contents.  

The idea behind designing this model is to evaluate the effectiveness of the 

PEFLTEPs.  

Modern curricula are designed on the basis of these theories. 

Stern (1992) criticises the content of language curricula because it focuses too 

narrowly on linguistic content. In addition, he argues that the content should normally 

be multidimensional, particularly in language courses taught at school or university, 

and that foreign language learning should include the cognitive goal (such as linguistic 

knowledge and cultural knowledge) and the affection goal (the acquisition of language 

learning skills, the perception ability to language and culture, and the development of 

positive attitudes towards language and culture study). Since there are very few 

detailed descriptions to conduct overall evaluation of PEFLTEPs, it needs to diagnose 
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the effectiveness of the PEFLTEPs for internal programme evaluation; including a 

mechanism for obtaining and using feedback on whole programme and not on 

individual courses from student-teachers and teacher educators. Consequently, the 

researcher designs a new evaluation model. Another important reason for conducting 

programme evaluation is to contribute to PEFLTEPs improvement, in particular, and 

PESLTEPs improvement, in general.  

This is a step towards the professionalisation in the field of English language 

teaching and makes a useful contribution to theory. This new model may be of value 

because it is designed on the basis of modern curricula theories which focus on 

designing curricula on the basis of these theories and the model may facilitate and 

encourage the evaluation of other teacher-education programmes elsewhere. The 

model could be useful for other programmes. The researcher argues that his model can 

make a unique contribution to the researchers interested in developing and improving 

educational programmes.  

 

3.5 Testing EPEETSEM Model 

 

This model is tested through an evaluation of five PEFLTEPs. Data are collected from 

student-teachers and teacher-educators through interviews, questionnaires, open-ended 

questions and essay questions. Then, the whole curriculum content is analysed. 

The student-teachers are on the fourth year B.A and their teacher-educators attending 

the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education at the Aden University.  
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This model focuses on the strengths and weaknesses in PEFLTEPs by 

answering seven main research questions:  

1. What are the standards that should be followed for evaluating the 

PEFLTEPs? 

2. What are the standards applicable in the curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the 

Aden University? 

3. To what extent are the educational purposes standards applicable in the 

aims and objectives of PEFLTEPs‟ curriculum?  

4. To what extent are the educational experiences standards applicable in the 

curriculum‟s content of PEFLTEP? 

5. To what extent are the teaching strategies standards available in the 

teaching methods used in the PEFLTEPs? 

6. To what extent is the standard of evaluation methods available in the 

evaluation procedures used in the PEFLTEPs? 

7. What is an appropriate balance among these four components: Linguistic, 

ELT Methodology, Literature and General Education? 

 

3.6 Validity of the Evaluation Model Standards of PEFLTEP 

 

The standards of evaluation model of PEFLTEP are given to a jury of 

specialised EFL teacher-educators and professors in ELE and applied linguistics for 

offering their comments, suggestions and opinions. Preparing first draft of standards 

are included 10 standards and 47 indicators under each standard (Appendix I: The first 
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draft). There is an amend of wording some indicators in the final draft which has 10 

standards and 44 indicators listed under these standards (appendix II).  

These ten standards are distributed among four domains. Educational Purposes 

include four standards, Teaching Experiences consist of four standards, Teaching 

Strategies comprise one standard and Evaluation Methods contain one standard. The 

questionnaire consists of 44 items or indicators distributed among the ten standards.  

Finally, these indicators are distributed to the teacher-educators and the student-

teachers as a questionnaire tool without identifying the domains and standards these 

indicators belong to.  

 

3.7 Conclusion 

 

After modifying wording some indicators in the first draft, the final draft of the 

(EPEETSEM) model of PEFLTEP consists of 10 standards and 44 indicators 

distributed on four domains for evaluating PEFLTEPs, (see appendix1I). Educational 

Purposes Domain includes four standards, four standards in Educational Experiences 

Domain, only one standard in Teaching Strategies and one standard in Evaluation 

Methods Domain.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: METHODOLOGY 

 

4.0 Introduction 

 

This chapter describes the procedures and the instruments (study of the method) 

used in this study. It specifies the population and the sample on which it is conducted. 

It also describes the data collection procedures and the methods used in analysing the 

results of the study. 

 

4.1 Population 

 

The population of this study consists of all fourth-year student-teachers registered in 

the second semester of the academic year 2012-2013 in the PEFLTEPs in the colleges 

of education at the Aden University. And a number of the teacher-educators attended 

the PEFLTEPs in Aden, Zingbar, Saber and Shabwah, Yafea, Loudar, Aldhala, Toor-

Albahah and Radfan colleges of education at the Aden University. The population of 

the study is shown in Table 4-1: 
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Table 4-1: Population of the Study 

S
l. N

o
 

Names 

of 

colleges 

Teacher-educators Student-teachers P
o

p
u

latio
n

 o
f   

teach
er-ed

u
cato

rs 

P
o

p
u

latio
n

 o
f 

S
tu

d
en

t-teach
ers 

T
o

tal 
Qualification Gender Gender 

P
h

D
 

M
.A

 

B
.A

 

M F M F 

1 Aden 8 7 3 09 09 22 81 18 103 121 

2 Zingbar 6 9 3 13 05 27 39 18 66 84 

3 Saber 5 7 8 12 08 38 91 20 129 149 

4 Louder  1 6 5 12 0 26 02 12 28 40 

5 Al-Dhala 1 1 8 10 0 52 26 10 78 88 

6 Shabwah 1 3 7 11 0 26 03 11 29 40 

7 Radfan 1 3 7 10 01 25 18 11 43 54 

8 Yafea 2 3 7 12 0 12 04 12 16 28 

9 
Tor-

Albaha 
1 1 14 16 0 0 0 16 0 16 

     Total  26 40 62 105 23 228 264 128 492 620 

 

The population includes both male and female student-teachers who share 

similar cultural and educational background in the age range of 23-24 years. The 

student-teachers receive almost the same amount of education, instruction in English 

language and teaching practice that expect to be graduated at the end of the second 

semester in the academic year 2012-2013. And the teacher-educators are divided into 

three scientific degrees according their qualifications (PhD, M. A, and B.A) as shown 

in the above table. 

 

4.1.1 Sample of the Study 

 

As this study investigates evaluating the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of 

education at the Aden University, several steps are taken to identify the sample of the 
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population. A record of the student-teachers and their teacher-educators is accessed 

through offices of registration, offices of academic affairs and office of the statistics 

and planning at the Aden University. The five colleges of education are randomly 

selected out of eight colleges of education at the Aden University, namely, Aden, 

Zingbar, Louder, Radfan and Yafea for this study. The ninth College of Education-

Toor-Albahah is excluded from the participation of this study because the PEFLTEP is 

established before three years and the student-teachers are in the third year during 

conducting this study. 

A sample consists of (206) out of (256) fourth-year English student-teachers 

and (54) out of (71) teacher-educators attending the English departments in Aden, 

Zingbar, Louder, Radfan and Yafea colleges of education at the Aden University, 

Yemen. The reason for conducting this study on the fourth-year English student-

teachers is that they employ what in micro-teaching applications many times in the 

courses of their undergraduate studies. (99) out of (103) student-teachers studying at 

Aden College of Education. (55) out of (66) student-teachers from Zingbar College of 

Education. (12) out of (28) student-teachers from Louder College of Education. (25) 

out of (43) student-teachers from Radfan College of Education. (15) out of (16) 

student-teachers from Yafea College of Education. Thus, this study represents 100% 

of the total amount sample of each college. And (15) out of (18) teacher-educators 

from Aden College of Education, (15) out of (18) teacher-educators from Zingbar 

College of Education. (9) out of (12) teacher-educators from Louder College of 

Education. (7) out of (11) teacher-educators from Radfan College of Education. (10) 
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out of (12) teacher-educators from Yafea College of Education. Thus, the sample of 

this study represents 100% of the total amount. It consists of (206) fourth-year 

student-teachers and (54) teacher-educators are shown in the given table below. 

 

Table 4-2: Sample of the Study 

 

4.2 Data Collection Instruments 

 

The purpose of the current study is to design a new model to evaluate the PEFLTEPs 

in the colleges of education at the Aden University to find the strengths and 

weaknesses of PEFLTEPs. To achieve this purpose, qualitative and quantitative 

instruments of data collection are used. The qualitative data are collected through 

semi-structure interviews, content analysis, open-ended questions and the quantitative 

data are collected through close-ended questionnaire items. The purpose of using 

multiple methods or triangulation of data is to increase the reliability of findings by 

integrating the views of different participants. The participants‟ opinions (student-

teachers and teacher-educators) about the whole programmes are gathered. Type, aim, 

and source of the instruments are shown in Table 4-3 below. 

 

S
l. N

o
. 

Names of 

colleges of 

education 

Teacher-educators Student-teachers 

Total Gender 
Total % 

Gender 
Total % 

M F M F 

1 Aden 08 07 15 100 20 79 99 100% 114 

2 Zingbar 10 05 15 100 22 33 55 100% 70 

3 Loudar 09 0 9 100 10 02 12 100% 21 

4 Radfan 06 01 7 100 13 12 25 100% 32 

5 Yafea 10 0 10 100 9 06 15 100% 25 

Total 43 13 56 100 74 132 206 100% 262 
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Table 4-3: Data Collection Instruments 

Type of instrument  Aim of instrument  Data source  

1.Questionnaire  

2. Open ended questions  

3.Interview 

To identify the perceptions 

of the student-teachers on 

the current PEFLTEPs.  

Student-teachers 

1.Questionnaire  

2.Open ended questions  

3.Interview 

To identify the perceptions 

of teacher-educators on the 

current PEFLTEPs.  

Teacher-educators 

1.Content analysis  To identify the balance 

between curriculum 

components of the current 

PEFLTEPs.  

The researcher and 

two  teacher-educators  

 

These methods are discussed in more detail below: 

 

4.2.1 Quantitative Data Collection: Questionnaires 

 

The main aim of the questionnaire is to identify the student-teachers‟ and 

teacher-educators‟ perceptions about the current situation of PEFLTEPs. The 

questionnaire is developed from some previous studies, literature review about 

PELTEPs, and from concerns, claims and issues raised by the participants in the 

informal preliminary meetings and interviews done before the initiation of the study in 

the English departments of the Colleges of Education at the Aden University. 

Questions included in the two questionnaires are set to be close-ended. The student-

teachers‟ and teacher-educators‟ questionnaire focus on four different domains:  

1) Educational Purposes. 

 2) Educational Experiences. 

 3) Teaching Strategies. 

 4) Evaluation Methods. 
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The two questionnaires consist of 44 items distributed among 10 standards. 

The subjects are asked to rate the statements of the questions in different parts on a 

five point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) to measure 

respondents‟ interest according to their level of agreement or disagreement.  

The instructions of the questionnaire are clearly written in English Language 

on an attached paper. The instructions include the purpose of the questionnaire and 

guiding steps for the teacher-educators and the student-teachers to choose the 

appropriate answer for every item or indicator (Appendices III & IV respectively). 

Before administering the questionnaires, they are validated and assessed the level of 

reliability. Then, drafts of the proposed instruments‟ format, length and language are 

reviewed and revised. The validity and reliability of the questionnaires are explained 

below.  

4.2.1.1 Validity of the Questionnaire 

 

To get content validity, the first draft of questionnaires is validated by a jury of 

curriculum and methods of teaching English. The purpose of content validity is to 

decide which items are the most appropriate and belonging to which area to evaluate 

aspects of the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education at Aden University. The first 

draft of the questionnaires consisted of (47) indicators or items is provided to (13) 

professors of curriculum and methods of teaching English (Appendix X). The 

professors state that all indicators or items in the questionnaires are suitable and 

appropriate. In addition to modify and assess the level of the reliability as it is shown 

below.  
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4.2.1.2 Reliability of the Questionnaire 

 

To assess the level of reliability of the questionnaires, Cronbach Alpha and the Split 

half Formulae are used. “Cronbach Alpha is considered as the most general form of 

reliability estimates as well as it concerns with homogeneity of items comprising the 

scale” (Thorondike, 1997 cited in Barzaq, 2007). An estimation of the questionnaire 

reliability over the pilot sample is predicted by using Cronbach alpha and split half 

formulae. 

4.2.1.2.1 Split Half Reliability of the Questionnaire 

 

The scores of the pilot sample are used to calculate the reliability of the questionnaire 

using the Split half method, such that the scores are calculated for the first half as well 

as the scores of the second half of the degrees using the correlation coefficient factor 

between them. Then the longitude is modified using the Spearman Brown equation as 

illustrated in table 4.4: 

 

Table 4-4: The Correlation among the Forms, Spearman-Brown Coefficient, and 

Guttmann Split-half Coefficient 

Reliability Statistics 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Part 1 
Value 0.919 

N of Items 22a 

Part 2 
Value 0.869 

N of Items 22b 

Total N of Items 44 

Correlation Between Forms 0.852 

Spearman-Brown 

Coefficient 

Equal Length 0.920 

Unequal Length 0.920 

Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 0.909 
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Table 4.4 shows that the correlation between the forms is 0.852 using Cronbach‟s 

Alpha, Spearman-Brown Coefficient is 0.920, and Guttman Split-Half Coefficient is 

0.909. 

 

Table 4-5: The Correlation among the Forms, Spearman Coefficient and 

Guttmann Split-half Coefficient for the Subjects 

Reliability Statistics 

 

S
tu

d
en

t tea
ch

ers 

 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Part 1 
Value 0.919 

N of Items 22
a
 

Part 2 
Value 0.869 

N of Items 22
b
 

Total N of Items 44 

Correlation Between Forms 0.852 

Spearman-Brown Coefficient 
Equal Length 0.920 

Unequal Length 0.920 

Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 0.909 

 

T
ea

ch
er ed

u
ca

to
rs 

  

Cronbach's Alpha 

Part 1 
Value 0.953 

N of Items 22
a
 

Part 2 
Value 0.923 

N of Items 22
b
 

Total N of Items 44 

Correlation Between Forms 0.957 

Spearman-Brown Coefficient 
Equal Length 0.978 

Unequal Length 0.978 

Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 0.968 

 

         As mentioned in Table 4-5, it can be concluded that the split-half reliability for 

student teachers is 0.852 and for the teacher-educators is 0.957. These values prove 

that the questionnaire is highly consistent and the researcher can apply it to the sample 

of this study. In addition to the questionnaire, the current study also uses three data-

collection methods.  
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4.2.2 Content Analysis 

 

The purpose of this method is to identify the distribution of proportion of courses in 

the programme categorised according to linguistic (L2 proficiency), pedagogic (both 

teaching theory and teaching practices), and managerial competencies. Besides, it 

draws a conclusion about the balance among the different competencies. Finally, the 

content evaluation of PEFLTEPs‟ courses is independently conducted by the 

researcher and two other EFL teacher-educators from other Yemeni universities in two 

stages: (1) full written descriptions of all courses and the aims of the programme, 

objectives, assignments, and assessment criteria should be gathered, and (2) the 

curriculum should have a balanced focus on: 

(i) linguistic competence/L2 proficiency, 

(ii)  pedagogic competence, and  

(iii)  managerial competence. 

Pedagogic competence refers to both teaching theory and teaching practices. The 

theory involves teaching skills and the essential knowledge of language and language 

acquisition. Practices mean teaching and planning for teaching and reflecting on it 

afterwards.  

Two programme teacher-educators are provided a checklist including the 

explanation of linguistic, pedagogic and managerial competencies and the name of the 

offered courses. They are then asked to mark „L‟ for linguistic, „P‟ for pedagogic and 

„M‟ for managerial competence at the beginning of each course. A detailed description 

of each course is also given on the checklist, (Appendix IX). The percentages of the 
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balance of competencies are presented before to describe the context of this 

evaluation. 

 

4.3 Qualitative Data Collection 

 

In the current study, the qualitative data collection includes two semi-structured 

interviews, essay questions, and open-ended items accompanied by questionnaire. 

Each of these instruments is discussed in details below. 

 

4.3.1 Interviews 

 

The purpose of the interview is to strengthen and support data obtained from the 

questionnaire and to include other groups of respondents. To achieve this purpose, a 

set of semi-structured interview questions, which is different for the student-teachers 

and teacher-educators, is developed to maintain more freedom and guide interactions 

with the participants. All questions included in the interviews are mainly derived from 

the aims of the study. Some inadequate answers in open-ended questions are probed 

again during interview sessions. In addition, these questions focused on finding ways 

to improve weak elements in the PEFLTEPs. The permission for recording is granted 

by all interviewees except three female teacher-educators and five female student-

teachers for conditional reasons. All recordings are made using a digital voice 

recorder, whereas responses of those who donot provide content for recording are 

manually noted. All interviews with student-teachers and teacher-educators are 
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completed over a period of 2 weeks. Prior to the interviews, five professors are 

consulted about the questions developed for two groups of subjects. The information 

regarding these two interviews is explained below. 

 

4.3.1.1 Teacher-educators’ Interviews 

 

After the administration of the questionnaire, the eight teacher-educators 

attending the English departments in the five colleges of education at the Aden 

University are randomly selected for the interview in the second semester of the 

academic year 2012-2013. The purpose of these interviews is to collect data 

concerning the current state of the PEFLTEPs and the teacher-educators‟ perceptions 

on the effectiveness (strengths and weaknesses) of these PEFLTEPs in terms of the 

four fundamental areas specified in the evaluation model and the research questions of 

the study. To achieve this purpose, the list of interview questions (AppendixVI) is 

divided into four different themes: educational purposes, educational experiences, 

teaching strategies and evaluation methods. The last theme is an overall evaluation of 

the PEFLTEP, probing the strengths and weaknesses of the PEFLTEPs. In addition, 

they are asked to provide suggestions for improving these PEFLTEPs to decrease 

problems of the student-teachers in these PEFLTEPs. They are provided a list of 10 

questions and they are asked to provide their comments, particularly on programme 

strengths and weaknesses and ways to improve upon the weaknesses. The interviews 

are conducted in English with the eight teacher-educators at the teacher-educators‟ 

offices in the colleges of education, whereas four of interviews are conducted at the 
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participants‟ homes. The permission for recording is granted by all interviewees 

except three female teacher-educators for conditional reasons. All recordings are made 

using a digital voice recorder, whereas responses of those who donot provide content 

for recording are manually noted. The interviews last approximately 30-50 minutes 

each. During the interview, the researcher allows modifications, deletion, and 

inclusion of certain questions depending upon the interviewees‟ responses.  

In brief, the teacher-educators‟ interviews are conducted to describe and 

evaluate the PEFLTEPs in terms of the four areas specified in the evaluation model of 

the study, and then to express their suggestions for improvement.  

 

4.3.1.2 Student-teachers’ Interviews 

 

After the administration of the questionnaire, interview is used as a second data 

collection instrument. The aim of these interviews is to collect in-depth data regarding 

student-teachers‟ views on different aspects of the PEFLTEPs included their 

suggestions for the improvement of these PEFLTEPs. To achieve this aim, the 

interview focuses on four different themes: educational purposes, educational 

experiences, teaching strategies, and evaluation methods (Appendix V). The last 

theme is an overall evaluation of the PEFLTEPs, probing the strengths and 

weaknesses of the programme, and ways to improve upon the weaknesses. To obtain 

more valid data, the interviews are conducted individually in Arabic to be easily for 

student-teachers to understand and find out more information, opinions and detailed 

answers that might not elicit from the questionnaire. Although the student-teachers are 
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supposed to be proficient in English because they are accepted onto the English 

teacher education programmes, most of them are either unable to express themselves 

in English freely, or feel shy while speaking English. Therefore, the interviews are 

conducted in Arabic. After taking permission from the teacher-educators‟ classes, 

interviews are done with 20 student-teachers in their classes. The interviews last 

approximately 30-40 minutes. The permission for recording is gained by all 

interviewees except 5 female student-teachers for conditional reasons. As for those 

who are not recorded their interviews notes are taken down. The rest 15 interviews are 

recorded by using a digital voice recorder with a few notes is taken during the 

interviews. At the beginning of each interview, the purpose of the study is explained. 

All recordings and notes are translated into English with due care to preserve the 

meaning conveyed.  

 

4.3.2 Open-ended Questions 

 

A set of open-ended debriefing questions are administered along with the 

questionnaire. The purpose of these questions is to give the participants (teacher-

educators and student-teachers) an opportunity to reflect on and evaluate the whole 

PEFLTEPs, to point out any strengths, or weaknesses not mentioned before, and to 

make any additional comments. To fulfill this purpose, the free in the answer is given 

to the student-teachers using either Arabic or English language (Appendix III for 

teacher-educators, and IV for student-teachers).  
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4.3.3 Essay Questions 

 

This tool is administered after distributing the questionnaire. The purpose of these 

essay questions is to provide the participants (student-teachers and teacher-educators) 

an opportunity to reflect on and evaluate the whole PEFLTEPs, to point out strengths, 

or weaknesses, and their suggestions for improvements. To accomplish this purpose, 

the student-teachers are given the free in the answer using either Arabic, or English 

language (Appendices VII for teacher-educators, and VIII for student-teachers).  

 

4.4 Data Collection Procedures  

 

In this study, data are collected in two main phases using a sequential process. The 

quantitative questionnaire data are collected and analysed in the first phase and the 

qualitative data are gathered and analysed in the second phases.  

        Before starting the first phase, conducting the questionnaires, permission is taken 

from the administrators of the Aden University to carry it. The details of the study are 

explained to the administrators of Aden University so as to get necessary permission 

for conducting the study. A request is supported with a letter from researcher‟s 

supervisor explaining the purpose of the study. Afterwards, the five selected colleges 

of education administrative offices and the English departments are connected to ask 

permission to visit the colleges and conduct the study. After getting this approval, the 

chairmen of departments of English in the five colleges of Education are met to 

explain the purpose of this study. 
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      Copy of the PEFLTEP booklet in which information about the programme 

objectives and policy and the major course sheets with a detailed description of each 

of the courses is provided. 

      By the end of the second semester of the academic year 2012-2013 during the 

period (the 25
th

 of May 2013-26
th

 of June 2013), the questionnaires were distributed to 

the fourth-year student-teachers and teacher-educators in the departments of English in 

the five colleges of Education at the Aden University: Aden, Zingbar, Louder, Radfan 

and Yafea. As a result, in the two colleges of Education in Louder and Yafea, the two 

questionnaires are administered to the subjects with the help of the chairmen and two 

of the teacher-educators, instead of travelling due to the distance. In Louder College of 

Education, the questionnaires are distributed to (28) student-teachers, and (12) 

teacher-educators. In Yafea College of Education, the questionnaires are distributed to 

(16) student-teachers, and (12) teacher-educators. The questionnaires are distributed to 

(206) student-teachers and (56) teacher-educators in Aden, Zingbar and Radfan 

colleges of Education by the researcher. The questionnaires were administrated on 25
th

 

of May, 2013, student-teachers‟ questionnaire was distributed to complete at home and 

234 out of 240 questionnaires returned, namely 99 out of 103 from Aden College of 

Education, 20 out of 22 males and 79 out of 81 females. 55 out of 66 from Zingbar 

College of Education, 22 out of 28 males and 33 out of 33 females. 15 out of 16 from 

Yafea college of Education, 9 out of 10 males and 6 out of 6 females. 12 out of 25 

from Louder College of Education, 10 out of 23 males and 2 out of 2 females. 25 out 

of 43 from Radfan College of Education, 13 out of 13 males and 12 out of 15 females. 
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At the same time the teacher-educators‟ questionnaire was distributed to the teacher-

educators to complete at home. 56 out of 69 questionnaires returned 43 males and 13 

females, 11 PhD holders, 20 MA holders and 25 BA holders out of 62. The table 4.7 

shows the respondents on the two questionnaires. 

 

4.4.1 Methods of Data Analysis 

 

In the current study, both quantitative and qualitative data are gathered. The close-

ended questions using the questionnaire are analysed quantitatively. And data from 

open-ended questions in the questionnaire, interviews, essay questions and content 

analysis are analysed qualitatively. The approach followed in providing the data 

analysis is based on combined quantitative statistical findings with qualitative results. 

That‟s for better understanding of the different opinions of view and to reach a clear 

picture of the research problem. The data analysis is presented in line with the research 

questions of this study. Both the questionnaire and interview serve useful purpose for 

triangulation of the participants‟ responses. Qualitative methods of data presentation 

are used for the summary of the unstructured interviews. Essay questions are used for 

exploring the strengths and weaknesses of the PEFLTEPs. Moreover, content analysis 

of the PEFLTEP is used to identify a proportion of balance among its components. 
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4.4.1.1 Quantitative Data Analysis  

 

After finishing collecting the responses to the questionnaire by the teacher-educators 

and student-teachers, the two questionnaires are numbered for easy management. 

Close-ended responses are entered onto computer and analysed by using SPSS (20 

version), providing the percentage and frequency counts of the responses to each item 

in the two questionnaires. Although the percentages of the five-point Likert scales 

(strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree and strongly disagree) are showed 

separately in the tables. In the results presented in this study, both „Strongly agree‟  

and „Agree‟ are considered as positive responses in favour of the indicators or items 

given in the questionnaire and then are calculated together. Meanwhile the responses, 

„Strongly disagree‟ and „Disagree‟ are considered negative responses. Then, the 

„strongly agree/ agree‟, and „strongly disagree/disagree‟ responses are combined, 

leaving three categories. Data neither are analysed as scientific statistics, nor is 

statistical significance is researched. All frequencies and percentages are calculated for 

each category in the questionnaire, and the data are showed visually in the form of 

tables as shown in Chapter V. 

The following are the presentation and in-depth analysis of the responses of the 

teacher-educators and student-teachers‟ questionnaire under four headings: 

1. Educational purposes, 

2. Educational experiences, 

3. Teaching strategies and 

4. Evaluation methods. 
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An attempt is made to draw a summary of each of the four domains of the 

questionnaire to arrive at a clear picture identifying the strengths and weaknesses of 

the PEFLTEP. 

 

4.4.1.2 Qualitative Data Analysis  

 

The content analysis related to PEFLTEP courses content, the student-teachers‟ and 

teacher-educators‟ responses to the open-ended questionnaires items, the data from 

semi-structured interviews with the student-teachers and teacher-educators and the 

student-teachers and teacher-educators‟ responses to the essay questions are all 

analysed and coded through exploratory content analysis. First, the data are 

transcribed and translated where necessary and codified (see Appendices). Next, both 

data gathered from teacher-educators and student-teachers are coded according to the 

theme they are addressed. To categorise the data under a specific theme, Microsoft 

Word is used to cut and paste quotations from the data and put them all in one file. To 

distinguish the variety of themes, different colours are used. The described data are 

read more than once to generate the initial categorisation of themes and sub-themes. 

      The student-teachers‟ interviews are done in Arabic and then translated into 

English. In addition, the student-teachers‟ open-ended questions and essay questions 

are free to write either in Arabic, or in English, the Arabic responses are translated into 

English. 
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4.5 Statistical Techniques Used in the Study 

 

The collected data are analysed by using the statistical methods including correlation 

analysis, reliability measures, mean analysis and regression analysis.  

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version (20) programme is 

used to analyse the data .The following statistical treatments are used: 

1. Frequency, means, and percentages. 

2. In order to calculate the reliability of internal consistency of the 

questionnaire Pearson correlation coefficient was used. 

3. In order to find out the reliability coefficient of the questionnaire Pearson 

Brown correlation coefficient of equal split halves and Guttmann unequal 

split half formula and Cronbach Alpha coefficient were used. 

 

4.6 Conclusion 

 

This chapter describes the population and methodology used in this study. It deals 

with the methods used in the study to answer the research questions. These methods 

explored and identified student-teachers‟ and teacher-educators‟ opinions of the 

PEFLTEPs evaluation in four different domains, in general. It explains data collection 

procedures and the methods followed to ensure the validity and reliability of the data. 

In addition, it also explains the statistical treatments used in analysing the results of 

the study. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

 

5.0 Introduction 

 

This chapter presents and interprets the results of the study obtained through the data 

collection instruments explained in chapter IV. This chapter is divided into six 

sections. In the first section, evaluation standards that should be followed in evaluating 

the PEFLTEPs are presented. In the second section, the results related to educational 

purposes domain are explained. In the third section, the results related to educational 

experiences domain are discussed. The results related to teaching strategies domain 

are provided in the fourth section. In the fifth section, the results related to evaluation 

methods domain are discussed. In the last section, an appropriate balance among the 

PEFLTEP components (linguistic, ELT Methodology, literature and General 

Education) is explained. The findings are presented according to the research 

questions.  

 

5.1 Evaluation standards that should be followed for evaluating PEFLTEPs 

 

This section presents evaluation standards that should be followed for evaluating 

PEFLTEPs. It addresses the following research question: 

What are the standards that should be followed for evaluating PEFLTEPs? 
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To answer this question, various approaches and models of evaluation related to 

research and professional literature on the evaluation of the PEFLTEPs are reviewed 

and analysed to design a core list of evaluation standards to evaluate the PEFLTEPs. 

This list consists of 10 standards distributed under four domains:  

5.1.1 Educational Purposes Domain 

 

This domain has four standards are as follows: 

Standard1: Clarity and specification 

Standard 2: Consistency 

Standard 3: Achievement 

Standard 4: Broadness. 

 

5.1.2 Educational Experiences Domain 

 

In this domain, there four standards should be considered. They are as follows: 

Standard 5: Disciplinary knowledge (DK). 

Standard 6: The current trends in curriculum. 

Standard 7: Technological pedagogic content knowledge (TPCK). 

Standard 8: Cultural content knowledge (CCK). 

 

5.1.3 Teaching Strategies Domain 

 

In this domain, only one standard should be considered. 

Standard 9: Student–centeredness method. 
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5.1.4 Evaluation Methods Domain 

 

This domain includes only one standard. 

Standard 10: Planning and designing evaluation. 

 

5.2 Standards applicable in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University 

 

This section addresses the following research question:  

 What are the standards applicable in the curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden 

University? 

To answer this question, data are collected from the student-teachers and teacher-

educators. The data are provided as follows: 

Firstly, descriptive statistics is applied (frequencies, percentages). Secondly, 

qualitative data are presented. 

Domains standards are prioritised in terms of its availability. 

 

1. Results of the questionnaire  

 

Table 5.1 shows the extent of availability of 4 domains‟ standards in the 

PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education, in general. 
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Table 5-1: The standards available in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 
 

In general, as seen from Table 5-1, few student-teachers agree with availability of the 

four domains standards. The highest level of agreement is pertinent to teaching 

strategies domain standards 58% of the teacher-educators with availability of these 

domain standards. For the student-teachers, the four domains standards are agreed 

upon by less than half. These results generally point out that the standards of four 

domains poorly exist in these PEFLTEPs. Thus, these standards may be applicable in 

these PEFLTEPs but with low frequency.  

In terms of ranks, results related to the student-teachers indicate that 

educational purposes domain standards and teaching strategies domain‟s standards are 

more available than the rest of the domains standards 43%. The second rank is for 

educational experiences domain standards 40%.  

The standards related to domain of evaluation methods, on the other hand, come in the 

third and last rank24%.  

For the teacher-educators‟ opinions, domain of teaching strategies comes in the 

first rank with 58% as the highest level of agreement on its availability in PEFLTEPs. 

 

N
o
 Domain standards 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

SD/DA UN SA/A SD/DA UN SA/A 

% % % % % % 

1 Educational purposes 40 19 43 25 17 52 

2 Educational experiences 40 15 40 24 16 50 

3 Teaching Strategies 12 22 43 9 16 58 

4 Evaluation Methods 9 23 24 8 33 19 
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In the same way, contrast to the student-teachers‟ opinions, in the second rank is 

domain of educational purposes 52%. The domain of teaching experiences scores the 

third rank 50% and the domain of evaluation methods comes in the fourth and last 

rank 19%. Thus, this result might be attributed to the fact that majority of the student-

teachers and the teacher-educators in the colleges of education at the Aden University 

believe that there is weakness in PEFLTEPs. 

 

5.2.1 Educational Purposes Standards 

 

This section identifies the availability of educational purposes domain‟s standards in 

the aims and objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden University. It 

attempts to answer the following research question: 

 

To what extent are the standards of educational purposes applicable in the aims 

and the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden University?  

 

In answering this research question, data collected from the student-teachers and 

teacher-educators through different research instruments are analysed. First, data 

collected by the questionnaires are discussed. Second, data collected by other tools, 

namely, interviews, open ended-questions and essay questions are combined and 

presented together. To keep anonymity, participants are referred to with a number (i.e. 

Student-Teacher (ST) 1, Teacher-Educator (TE) 1.) 
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1. Results of the Questionnaire  

Tables 5.2, 3, 4, and 5 show the results related to the existence of educational 

purposes standards in the curriculum of PEFLTEP. 

 

Table 5-2: Extent of Application of Clarity and Specification Standard 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 

 

As mentioned in Table 5-2, the student-teachers‟ agreement percentage in 

terms of the availability of clarity and specification standard in the aims and objectives 

of curriculum of PEFLTEP are weak, in general. Indicator 4 only receives the highest 

level of student-teachers‟ agreement in this domain. More than half, 61%, of the 

student-teachers agree that the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are only 

emphasised the student-teachers‟ performance, whereas less than half, 48%, of the 

teacher-educators agree. 

Standard 1:Clarity and specification 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 
S

D
/D

A
 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, curriculum N % % % N % % % 

1 aims are clearly stated. 203 47 5 47 54 20 15 50 

2 objectives are observable and 

measurable. 
204 40 14 45 54 15 20 65 

3 objectives include only one 

general learning outcome. 
200 36 26 36 50 17 19 58 

4 objectives are focused only on the 

student-teachers‟ performance. 
203 19 19 61 54 35 17 48 

5 objectives are focused on terminal 

behavior. 
206 42 9 49 51 26 19 49 
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Indicators 1, 2, 3, and 5, on the other hand, get the lowest level of the student-

teachers‟ agreement. 47% of the student-teachers agree that the aims of curriculum of 

PEFLTEP are clearly stated. The other three indicators receive the less agreement. 

These indicators are about whether the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are 

observable, and measurable, whether the objectives include only one general learning 

outcome, whether the objectives are focused on terminal behaviour. There is an 

agreement upon indicator 2 (i.e. the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are 

observable and measurable) by 45% of the student-teachers, and 36% of the student-

teachers agree upon indicator 3 (i.e. the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP include 

only one general learning outcome). 49% of the student-teachers agree with indicator 

5 (i.e. the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are focused on terminal behavior). 

Similar to the student-teachers‟ opinion about indicator 5, 49% of the teacher-

educators agree that the emphasis of objectives is on terminal behaviour in the 

PEFLTEPs. This agreement is weak because of the percentage of the student-teachers‟ 

and the teacher-educators‟ agreement is less than half. That is, that the emphasis of 

objectives on terminal behaviour is poor. 

 Contrary to the student-teachers‟ opinion about indicator 4, which is classified 

as the lowest levels of agreement on the extent of its applicable in the objectives of 

curriculum of the PEFLTEPs by 48% of the teacher-educators. 

The teacher-educators, on the other hand, believe that the other three indicators 

of clarity and specification standard are applicable in the PEFLTEPs, but in different 

levels of agreement. Indicators 2 and 3 are agreed upon by more than half of teacher-
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educators 65%, and 58%, respectively, while half, 50%, of teacher-educators agree 

upon existence of indicator 1 in the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education at the 

Aden University.  

In summary, the teacher-educators also believe that the objectives of 

curriculum of PEFLTEPs poorly concentrate on both the student-teachers‟ 

performance and terminal behaviour. 

In general, despite the fact that the teacher-educators and student-teachers have 

very different opinions about clarity and specification standard, in particular, 

indicators 1, 2, 3, and 4, indicate that the aims and objectives in these PEFLTEPs need 

to be revised. 

 

  2. Qualitative Data 

Data analysis of the interviews, open ended-questions, and essay questions are 

presented to support the results obtained from the questionnaire. One of the teacher-

educators comments that both aims and objectives of PEFLTEP are not clear. He also 

adds that the objectives could not be achieved probably because of lack of financial 

resources, and lack of a good plan. This concern is valid because aims of PEFLTEP 

are missed in the curriculum plan of departments. 
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Table 5-3: Extent of Availability of Consistency Standard 

Note: Strongly Disagree = SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 

 

As shown in Table 5-3, more than half of the student-teachers express their 

disagreement on the occurrence of consistency standard in the curriculum objectives 

of PEFLTEP. Indicators 6, 7, 8, and 9 receive the lowest levels of student-teachers‟ 

agreement on their existence in the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs; 43% of the 

student-teachers believe that the objectives of curriculum are not greatly consistent 

with teaching practices in the classrooms; whereas 26% of the student-teachers believe 

that the objectives of curriculum are consistent with the programme aims. Indicator 8 

(i.e. the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are consistent with the evaluation 

processes) is agreed upon by 44% and 9 (i.e. the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP 

are formulated depending on needs analysis) is agreed upon by 31% of the student-

teachers.  

Standard 2: Consistency 

 

 

No 
Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP  curriculum N % % % N % % % 

6 objectives are consistent with  teaching 

practices in the classrooms. 
206 42 15 43 54 13 39 48 

7 objectives are  consistent with the 

programme‟s aims. 
195 51 19 26 52 20 20 56 

8 objectives are consistent with the 

evaluation processes. 
205 39 17 44 54 16 17 67 

9 objectives are formulated depending on 

the needs analysis. 
206 53 16 31 54 36 7 57 
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Regarding the teacher-educators, indicator 6 get the lowest level of agreement; 

48% of the teacher-educators agree with their student-educators‟ opinion that the 

curriculum objectives of PEFLTEP are consistent in its aims.  

            On the other hand, more than half of the teacher-educators agree with the other 

two indicators 7, 8, and 9. More than half, 56 %, of them express their consent with 

indicator 7 (i.e. the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are consistent with the 

programmes aims) and 57% of them with indicator 9 (i.e. the objectives of curriculum 

of PEFLTEP are formulated depending on a needs analysis). For indicator 8 (i.e. the 

objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are consistent with the evaluation processes), it 

is agreed upon by 67 % of the teacher-educators as the highest level of agreement. 

 

Table 5-4: Extent of Availability of Achievement Standard 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 
 

As shown in Table 5.4, poor rates of agreement of the student-teachers and 

teacher-educators about the occurrence of achievement standard in the PEFLTEPs 

curriculums‟ objectives are noted, in general. Similarly, 49% of the teacher-educators 

Standard3: Achievement 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP curriculum 

objectives 

N % % % N % % % 

10 are tractable/time-bound 206 42 9 49 52 29 19 49 

11 are realistic and attainable 131 64 8 24 54 59 22 19 
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agree with 49% of their student-educators‟ opinion about indicator 10 (i.e. the 

objectives of curriculum of the PEFLTEP are tractable/time-bound). 

The lowest agreements is noted for indicator 11(i.e. the objectives of the 

curriculum of PEFLTEP are realistic and attainable); 24% of the student-teachers and 

19% of the teacher-educators believe that the objectives of curriculum of the 

PEFLTEPs are neither realistic nor attainable, that is, they lack these indicators. 

 

Table 5-5:  Extent of Availability of Broadness Standard 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 
 

Table 5.5 generally reveals the lack of the occurrence of broadness standard in 

the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP. Indicators 13, 14, and 15 receive the lowest 

level of the teacher-educators‟ and the student-teachers‟ agreement. Indicator 13 is 

agreed upon by less than half of the teacher-educators 48% and the student-teachers 

Standard 4: Broadness 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-

educators 

 S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP,  curriculum objectives N % % % N % % % 

12 reflect a combination of theory and 

practice. 
204 54 8 37 54 37 6 57 

13 focus on new approaches of teaching. 206 42 15 43 53 13 39 48 

14 focus on new approaches of  

curriculum. 
206 42 9 49 51 26 19 49 

15 focus on cognitive development. 197 26 30 42 53 26 30 42 

16 focus on emotional growth towards the 

teaching profession. 
204 48 15 36 53 30 11 57 

17  focus on social development. 200 47 10 40 54 20 11 69 
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43%. Similarly, indicators 14 and 15 get 49% and 42% of the teacher-educators‟ and 

student-teachers‟ agreement, respectively. This indicates that the existence of these 

indicators is rated poor by the student-teachers as well as the teacher-educators. In 

other words, both the teacher-educators and student-teachers believe that the 

curriculum‟s objectives focus poorly on the new approaches of teaching, curriculum, 

and on cognitive development in these PEFLTEPs. 

In the student-teachers‟ opinion, all indicators of the broadness standard are 

poorly available in the curriculum objectives of PEFLTEPs. In other words, the 

curriculum objectives in these PEFLTEPs lack emphasis on the three aspects of 

development: cognitive, emotional, and social. In addition, curriculum of these 

PEFLTEPs lack in reflecting a combination of theory and practice. In general, despite 

the fact that the teacher-educators and student-teachers have very different opinions 

about the broadness standard, particularly, indicators 12, 16, and 17, it is evident that 

the aims and objectives in these PEFLTEPs need to be revised.  

 

2. Qualitative Data 

 

The data analysis from interview, open-ended questions and essay questions reveal 

more in-depth information in relation to the objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs. 

The interview data reveals that all the participants report that the PEFLTEPs, 

which do not have clearly stated aims as well as objectives, cannot be successful 
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because they are unclear of their aims and objectives. Most of the student-teacher‟s 

opinions of the aims and objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEPs are as follows:  

         A typical comment is one made by a student-teacher from Radfan College of 

Education, who says: 

“The PEFLTEP does not have clearly stated aims and I do not think that aims 

are achieved, e.g., the student teacher can‟t speak in English. In the speaking 

class, we do not practise English in the class and do not make converse with 

each other. In listening, we need to take more than two courses. In reading, we 

need to study two courses only because studying three courses is tedious and 

does not provide any benefits. In writing, some of my classmates make 

spelling mistakes in spelling and find it difficult to put the word in the 

appropriate place. I think the PEFLTEP should teach difficult subjects like 

complex sentence, propositions not easy subjects such as tenses.” (ST1) 

 

      Similarly, another student-teacher from Radfan College of Education comments: 

“The PEFLTEP has objectives but I do not think that they are clear for 

us as student-teachers or to the teacher educators.” (ST2) 

        One other weakness of the programme appears to be related to the weak relation 

between what happens in the classrooms and evaluation as one of the student-teachers 

comments as follows: 

“There is no relationship between what happens in the classrooms and 

evaluation.” (ST3) 
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       On the other hand, another student-teacher says that the programme has clear 

aims, but these aims cannot be achieved because of the use of Arabic language: 

“First, I think that PEFLTEP in my college has clear aims in preparing 

the student-teachers to teach English, but these aims are both in Arabic 

and English and all of these aims cannot be achieved in both languages 

in a short time.” (ST4) 

 

            Two teacher-educators, one from Aden College of Education, and another 

from Zingbar College of Education comment as follows, respectively: 

                  “The objectives of the programme should be specified clearly.” (ST5) 

     “The objectives of the PEFLTEP are not achievable and measurable.” (ST6) 

 

           Ten student-teachers from Aden College of Education and seven from Zingbar 

College of Education say that aims and objectives of PEFLTEP curriculum were not 

clear for them.  

         On the other hand, teacher-educators show that the PEFLTEP has no clear aims 

and objectives. They express their perceptions of the aims and objectives of PEFLTEP 

as follows: 

“The PEFLTEP has no clear aims and objectives.” (TE1) 

“I do not think that the programme has clear objectives.” (TE2) 
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      Regarding the aims of PEFLTEP, the teacher-educators‟ and the student-teachers‟ 

opinions state that the aims are not clear and cannot be achieved all. They suggest that 

the PEFLTEP needs to be improved. Whereas, they comment as follows: 

“There are no clear aims or objectives for PEFLTEP; as a result, there 

is no clear output of the PEFLTEP. For example, the student-teachers 

do not have the ability to teach and to talk in English fluently. The 

objectives should be realistic and achievable.” (TE3) 

 

“The objectives are not completely clear, particular the aims. The 

objectives are not achieved because of the limited time which is given 

to the practise, lack of materials such as video tape. Some student-

teachers do not have strong motivation to benefit from the whole 

course. The objectives should focus more on the practical side such as: 

(a) to develop the communicative skills, (b) to use English correctly 

and appropriately in real life, (c) to prepare student teachers for self-

research. The PEFLTEP does not meet all student teachers‟ needs, 

especially in the productive skills (speaking and writing).” (TE4) 

 

 

 

 



149 
 

 
 

 

        Furthermore, some teacher-educators report that the PEFLTEP lack practice 

opportunities, as one of whom says: 

“Neither the aims, nor objectives are clear. The objectives of the 

programme should have concentrated on the practice side and give 

more opportunities to practice English.” (TE5) 

          

       One of the teacher-educators explains some reasons for not achieving the 

objectives as follows: 

“Regarding the achievement of the objectives, both the aims and the 

objectives are not clear. The objectives cannot be achieved. The 

reasons behind that are the lack of financial resources and the lack of 

good planning.” (TE6) 

 

       Contrast to the other teacher-educators‟ opinions, the seventh teacher-educator has 

only very different opinion about the objectives and aims. Whereas, he comments 

about the objectives and aims as follows: 

“The PEFLTEP has clear objectives, but the aims are not clear. In my 

opinion, most of the objectives are achieved, but the problem is that the 

student-teachers do not help the teacher-educators to achieve these 

objectives because they do not have activity. The main aim of the 

programme is to prepare a well qualified teacher to be able to teach 
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English language and to enable student-teachers to use English in 

formal and informal situations.” (TE7) 

           The findings generally show that the teacher-educators and student-teachers 

express their opinions about the aims and objectives of PEFLTEPs indicating that the 

aims are not written in the document of PEFLTEPs that is available in the departments 

of English in the colleges of Education at the Aden University, in addition to 

objectives of the courses are not clear. 

 

5.1.1 Educational Experiences Standards 

 

This section attempts to answer the research question:  

To what extent are the standards of educational experiences applicable in the 

content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

 

To answer this question, first, the frequencies and percentages are calculated for 

eighteen indicators. Second, qualitative data are analysed. 

Tables 5.6, 7, 8 and 9 show the results related to the extent of application of the 

educational experiences standards in the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP.  
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5.1.1.1 Disciplinary Knowledge Standard 

 

1. Results of the Questionnaire  

Table 5.6 shows the results related to the extent of application of disciplinary 

knowledge standard in the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP.  

 

Table 5-6: Extent of Application of Disciplinary Knowledge Standard in the 

Content of Curriculum of PEFLTEP  

Standard 5:  Disciplinary Knowledge 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content N % % % N % % % 

18 adequately develop communicative 

English language skills (listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing). 

206 38 11 51 53 15 27 56 

19 provide the student-teachers with the 

knowledge of components of language 

(Phonological, morphological, syntactic 

and/or semantic systems). 

205 56 12 31 51 29 29 37 

20 provide the student-teachers with 

American/British English literature. 
206 43 10 43 54 36 10 53 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 

 

It is apparent from Table 5-6, that there is only indicator 18 (i.e. the content of 

PEFLTEP‟s curriculum develops communicative English language skills (listening, 

speaking, reading, and writing) receives more than half of the teacher-educators‟ and 

student-teachers‟ agreement. It is agreed upon by 51% of the student-teachers, and 

56% of the teachers-educators, which also ranks in the first level to show the extent of 

application of disciplinary knowledge standard in the content of curriculum of these 
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PEFLTEPs. That is, that the participants are completely satisfied that the content of 

PEFLTEPs‟ curriculum moderately develops communicative English language skills.         

The other two indicators: 19 (i.e. the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP provides the 

student-teachers with the knowledge of components of language (Phonological, 

morphological, syntactic and/or semantic systems), and 20 (i.e. the content of 

curriculum of PEFLTEP provides the student-teachers with American/British English 

literature) are agreed upon by 31 %, and 43% of the student-teachers, respectively. 

This indicates that the student-teachers are not completely satisfied with the existence 

of disciplinary knowledge standard in the content of curriculum of these PEFLTEPs.  

The teacher-educators, on the other hand, also express their dissatisfaction with 

the availability of indicator 19, which s only agreed upon by 37% of the teacher-

educators. The other two indicators 18 and 20 are agreed upon by 56%, and 53% of 

the teacher-educators, respectively. Thus, that the teacher-educators agree to a 

moderate extent upon the application of these two indicators in the content of 

curriculum of these PEFLTEPs. 

It is clear that the opinion of the participants on the level of applying 

disciplinary knowledge standard is poor because of the highest level of the student-

teachers‟ agreement is 51%, and the lowest is 31%, while the teacher-educators is 56% 

to the highest extent, and 37% as the lowest extent of the application. 
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2. Qualitative Data 

 

      Comments of five student-teachers from Radfan College of Education regarding 

the four skills are as follows: 

“In spoken English class, no chance is given to student-teachers to 

practice English (i.e. no conversations are carried to enable students to 

speak to each other using English. For listening, we need two more 

extra courses, while in reading, we study three courses, so two courses 

are required, which will be adequate and in writing, some of my 

classmates make mistakes in spelling, and the word order of the 

sentence, they cannot put the word in its appropriate place. I think that 

the PEFLTEP should teach difficult various subjects such as complex 

sentence, prepositions not just an easy subject like: tenses.” (ST1) 

 

“In listening skill, two courses are specified for listening, which are not 

sufficient; we need more than two courses. In writing skill, we need to 

start learning how to write in the first and second year and not in the 

third year. In reading skill, the materials donot reflect the real life 

situations and the way of teaching must be modified on the basis of 

discussions between student-teachers and between student-teachers and 

teacher-educator. Besides, the explanation of teacher-educator, 

listening should also be extensively studied. In grammar, in the first 
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year, we studied tenses; however, tenses are very easy and we can learn 

them by ourselves. Grammar must focus upon the complex sentences 

and subordinate conjunctions as well as phrases and clauses.” (ST2) 

 

“First, there are some shortcomings in the PEFLTEP such as focusing 

on teaching literature courses more than teaching methods. Second, the 

four skills are not perfectly covered in the PEFLTEP because they are 

presented in short time, for example, speaking, listening, and grammar 

are covered only in two semesters. I think that the time allotted for 

teaching the four skills is not enough to learn these skills. The other 

weakness of the PEFLTEP is that it focuses on theoretical knowledge 

more than practical knowledge. When I joined to PEFLTEP, I expected 

that I would be able to fluently speak English but the result is that I face 

difficulty in speaking and listening skills even though I have 

background in teaching English methods.” (ST3) 

 

      One female student-teacher adds some suggestions to improve the programme. She 

says: 

“I have some suggestions to improve this programme: increase the 

hours specified for teaching the four skills of language specifically 

speaking, listening, teaching grammar in practical way and integrating 

it with speaking and listening skills.” (ST4) 
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       Another female student-teacher from the Aden College of Education comments as 

follows: 

“The student-teachers depend only on teacher-educator‟s handouts; the 

programme offers some subjects in Arabic such as evaluation and 

measurement, Islamic culture, curricula, research methods, psychology and 

history of education. They spend significant amount of time to revise these 

subjects instead of practicing English speaking and reading other subjects that 

focus more on English grammar, listening, and writing. The programme should 

essentially focus on the practical knowledge more than theoretical knowledge.” 

(ST5) 

 

    Similarly, another student-teacher provides a similar comment: 

“The student-teachers depend only on handouts that the teacher-

educator prepares.” (ST6) 

 

       In general, all the student-teachers criticise the pedagogical courses taught in 

Arabic such as evaluation and measurement and general teaching methods. They state 

that these courses taught in Arabic are not useful. 

         For teaching methods, two of the student-teachers provide an example of the 

general teaching methods, and say the following:  
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“In this course, we were taught to prepare lesson plans in Arabic; I 

faced difficulty in writing lesson plans during practicum in school. I 

also faced difficulty in writing objectives while planning my lessons 

because we were not used to write in English.” (ST7) 

 

“We were taught to prepare lesson plans in Arabic but not taught how 

to formulate or write the behavioural or educational objectives in 

English which are the main elements a teacher should prepare in 

advance. We also were taught other methodology course in English 

expect how to prepare lesson plans and how to formulate the 

behavioural objectives in English because of which we encountered 

problems in planning our lessons in the practicum in schools. For me, I 

did not benefit from this course during my own teaching in school.” 

(ST8) 

 

          On the other hand, eight teacher-educators express their opinions about the 

strength and weakness of PEFLTEPs in different ways, and provide some helpful 

suggestions for programme improvement. Their comments are as follows: 

“The PEFLTEP has several weaknesses in my opinion; it covers the 

language from different aspects, a thing that helps the teacher to be 

exposed to the language a lot.” (TE1) 
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“I think that teaching some courses in Arabic is not useful for the 

student-teachers. English should be used and taught extensively in this 

programme.” (TE2) 

 

“I do not believe that this programme meets the student-teachers‟ 

needs. It needs to be completely changed because the content of the 

courses are all out-dated. It can be thought of as bad and good. There 

courses should be linked and the content should overlap to a certain 

extent for better understanding. For me, I do not think that there is 

something to continue in this programme. Extensive reform is needed. 

There are many things that need to be addressed, including teacher-

educators qualifications, curriculum contents, infrastructure, and other 

facilities such as technology.” (TE3) 

 

“It should practically and theoretically train the student-teachers to be 

good teachers in future. I suggest (1) the syllabus should be improved 

to meet the student-teachers‟ needs, (2) grammar and speaking should 

be taught through other courses like reading and writing, (3) student 

teachers‟ needs should be considered as the content does not meet their 

needs. Things will help student-teachers to improve their teaching skills 

should be given an extensive importance in preparing of the PEFLTEP. 

This PEFLTEP has many strength aspects, particular the teaching of 
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pedagogic skills. Besides, some of the courses are good and provide in-

depth knowledge to the; however, there are shortcomings such as they 

focus highly on theoretical knowledge, and there is no adequate time to 

attain the objectives. The suggestions for improving the PEFLTEP are 

as follows: (1) the input of the knowledge of teaching and practice 

skills should be increased, (2) the four skills should be taught during 2 

years and for two semesters because the period allotted for these course 

is not sufficient, (4) the academic staff should participate in 

conferences and workshops, and (5) opportunities should be provided 

to the student-teachers to evaluate the teacher-educators and PEFLTEP 

and also to the teacher-educators to evaluate the PEFLTEP.” (TE4) 

 

        One teacher-educator explains in details the problems faced by the student-

teachers and the courses that should be added. His comment is as follows: 

“Mostly hand-outs are used in my course. These hand-outs provide 

student-teachers with simplified information but they do not encourage 

them to be self-sufficient in research. For example, in my courses I 

sometimes ask student-teachers to translate articles from Yemeni 

newspapers; this method is effective because articles are authentic and 

realistic. The connection among courses should be based on recycling 

and how they complement each other. For example an idea that is given 

in general in one course should be introduced in detail in another 
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course. I suggest that there is no need to expanding theoretical 

knowledge more than practical knowledge; PEFLTEP should maintain 

a balance between theory and practice. It should also concentrate on 

proactive skills. It should present effective solutions to the student 

teachers‟ problems in pronunciation, vocabulary, and academic writing. 

A course should be added to the programme to teach the student 

teachers how to use monolingual dictionaries instead of some of the 

non-English courses, which should be reduced. In my course, I use 

extra references, hand-outs and websites. I suggest that the non-English 

courses should be taught in English. In addition, because of lack of 

availability of English language laboratory, and library, the student 

teachers cannot develop their English. Electronic learning should be 

integrated into our programme and translation courses should be taught 

by specialised teacher-educators.‟‟ (TE5) 

         Another teacher-educator argues for providing the departments with more 

facilities. Her comment is as follows: 

“I suggest giving more time to the TSSTs (Teaching Secondary School 

Texts) and more time for speaking. The course I teach is TSSTs, which 

overlaps with the ELT course in information. I suggest changing some 

courses of literature into the language skills and teaching practice. 

Moreover, they should provide the departments with facilitates such as 



160 
 

 
 

 

computers, books, cassettes, and CDs for teaching the English language 

skills.” (TE6) 

           Similarly, one teacher-educator states that facilities should be provided and 

student-teachers‟ needs to practice English should be taking into account. She 

comments: 

“I suggest that, the more focus should be given to student-teachers‟ fluency in 

English, training of the communicative approaches, complete revision of the 

current curriculum, and providing facilities relevant to applying new 

technology in the field. The weakness of this programme can be summarised 

as lack of qualified teacher-educators, and continuous updation of the 

curriculum, no real plans of qualifying teacher educators, no interest in using 

new technology in such programmes, lack of such facilitates, lack of 

evaluation of such programmes and outdated courses. I think that the main 

weakness lies in the educational system and policy.” (TE7) 
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5.1.1.2 Pedagogic Content Knowledge Standard 

 

1. Results of the Questionnaire 

Table 5.7 shows the results related to the extent of availability of pedagogic 

content knowledge standard in the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP.  

Table 5-7: Extent of Availability of pedagogic content knowledge Standard in the 

content of Curriculum of PEFLTEP 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 
  

As mentioned in Table 5.7 indicators 21, 22, 23, and 24 receive the lowest 

percentage of the student-teachers‟ agreement upon an extent of their application in 

the content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs. Indicator 21 (i.e. the content of curriculum of 

PEFLTEP gives the student-teachers opportunity to practise what they learnt in their 

Standard 6:   Pedagogic Content Knowledge 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-

educators 

 S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content N % % % N % % % 

21 gives the student-teachers 

opportunity to practise what they 

learnt in their pre-service classes. 

196 35 13 47 54 26 24 50 

22 provides the student-teachers with the 

basic concepts of the ELT. 
204 35 16 48 52 26 17 54 

23 provides the student-teachers with 

methods of classroom management. 
205 34 20 45 54 21 22 57 

24  prepares the student-teachers to 

teach English language effectively. 
201 44 21 32 51 35 15 44 

25 provides the student-teachers with 

different modern theories of teaching. 206 24 18 58 53 4 6 89 

26  provides the student-teachers with 

different modern theories of 

curriculum. 

206 26 15 59 54 17 9 74 
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pre-service classes) is agreed upon by less than half of the student-teachers, 47%. 

Indicator 22 (i.e. the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP provides the student-teachers 

with the basic concepts of the ELT) is agreed upon by less than half of the student-

teachers 48 %. Whereas, indicator 23, (i.e. the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP 

provides the student-teachers with methods of classroom management) is agreed upon 

by less than half of the student-teachers 45%. Regarding indicator 24 (i.e. the content 

of curriculum of PEFLTEP prepares the student-teachers to teach English language 

effectively) is agreed upon by less than half of the student-teachers 32%, and teacher-

educators 44%. This indicates that indicator 24 is categorised by both student-teachers 

and teacher-educators as a lesser existence of the application to the content of 

curriculum of PEFLTEP. 

Concerning indicators, 25 (i.e. the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP provides 

the student-teachers with different modern theories of teaching), and 26 (i.e. the 

content of curriculum of PEFLTEP provides the student-teachers different modern 

theories of curriculum) are agreed upon by more than half of the student-teachers 58 

%, and 59 %, respectively. In general, the student-teachers‟ opinion about indicators 

21, 21, 23, and 24 are classified under a poor availability in the content of curriculum 

of these PEFLTEPs, while 25, and 26 indicators are categorised as a moderate 

application. 

For the teacher-educators, indicator 24 is agreed upon by less than half, 44%. 

Contrast to the student-teachers‟ opinion, indicators 21, 22, and 23 are agreed upon by 

more than half of the teacher-educators 50%, 54%, and 57%, respectively. Indicators 
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25 and 26 are agreed upon by majority of the teacher-educators 89%, and 74%, 

respectively. This indicates that the teacher-educators believe that indicators 21, 22, 

and 23 are moderate occurrence in the content of curriculum of these PEFLTEPs, 

while 25 and 26 are a large extent of the availability in the content of curriculum of 

these PEFLTEPs. That is, that the teacher-educators believe that the content of 

curriculum of these PEFLTEPs provides the student-teachers with theoretical issues 

related to professional side. 

In spite of the difference between the teacher-educators, and the student-

teachers‟ perceptions of applying indicators of this standard related to the content of 

curriculum, but both of them do not greatly differ on the availability of these 

indicators in the content of curriculum  of these PEFLTEPs. The only main difference 

between the teacher-educators and the student-teachers is about the extent of 

availability of these indicators 25 and 26; the teacher-educators believe that these two 

indicators are more available in the PEFLTEP than the student-teachers‟ belief. 
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5.1.1.3 Cultural Content Knowledge Standard 

 

1. Results of the Questionnaire 

Table 5.8 shows the results related to the extent of availability of cultural content 

knowledge standard in the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP. 

Table 5-8: Extent of Availability of Cultural Content Knowledge Standard in the 

Content of Curriculum of PEFLTEPs  

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 

 

As noted in Table 5-8, that cultural content knowledge standard has a weak agreement, 

in general. Indicators 27 (i.e. the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP prepares the 

student-teachers for self-research, and research in teaching issues), 28 (i.e. the content 

of curriculum of PEFLTEP prepares the student-teacher for English proficiency tests 

such as TOEFL, IELTS, or any further study abroad), and 29 (i.e. the content of 

curriculum of PEFLTEP encourages the student-teachers to apply English in other 

subjects) are agreed upon by less than half of the student-teachers 48%, 46%, and 

Standard 7: Cultural Content Knowledge 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content N % % % N % % % 

27 prepares the student-teachers for self-

research and research in teaching issues 206 30 23 48 54 28 13 59 

28  prepares the student-teacher for 

English proficiency tests such as 

TOEFL, IELTS or any further study 

abroad. 

201 28 24 46 54 17 28 56 

29 encourages the student-teachers to 

apply English in other subjects. 
206 57 17 25 54 39 15 46 
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25%, respectively. This indicates that indicators 27, 28, and 29 receive the lowest level 

of the student-teachers‟ agreement. In addition, it means that the student-teachers view 

these indicators as poor application in the content of curriculum of these PEFLTEPs. 

For the teacher-educators, indicators 27, and 28 are agreed upon by more than 

half 59%, and 56%, respectively. This indicates that these two indicators are 

moderately applied in the content of curriculum, including preparation of the student-

teachers for self-research, and research in teaching issues as well as preparing them for 

English proficiency tests such as TOEFL, IELTS, or any further study abroad. 

Regarding the teacher-educators, indicator 29 is agreed upon by less than half, 46%, 

which indicates a limited availability. 
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5.1.1.4 Current Trends in Curriculum Standard 

 

1. Results of the Questionnaire 

Table 5.9 shows the results related to the extent of availability of the current trends 

in curriculum standard in the content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs. 

Table 5-9: Extent of Availability of the Current Trends in Curriculum Standard 

in the Content of Curriculum of PEFLTEPs 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 
 

Table 5.9 shows that the teacher-educators‟ and student-teachers' agreement on the 

availability of current trends standard in content of curriculum of PEFLTEP is poor. 

Indicators 30, and 32 receive the lowest level of the student-teachers‟ agreement. 

These two indicators are agreed upon by less than half of the student-teachers 29%, 

and 49%, respectively. 

For the teacher-educators, indicators 30, and 33 get the lowest agreement. That 

is, that the content of curriculum of PEFLTEPs is lacking in line with the aims. 

Besides, the content of curriculum is out of date. In addition, indicator 31 is agreed 

upon by more than half of the student-teachers 51%, and the teacher-educators 52%. 

Standard 8: Current Trends in Curriculum 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, curriculum content N % % % N % % % 

30 is in line with the aims. 205 43 26 29 52 30 22 44 

31 meets the student-teachers‟ needs. 206 33 16 51 53 28 19 52 

32 is periodically revised. 206 36 15 49 52 15 9 72 

33 includes up-to-date information in 

the field concerned. 
194 19 18 50 51 31 20 42 
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This indicates that content of curriculum moderately meets the student-teachers‟ 

needs.  

Contrast to the student-teachers‟ opinion about indicator 32 (i.e. the content of 

curriculum of PEFLTEP is periodically revised), which receives the highest level of 

agreement from 72% of the teacher-educators. That is, that the teacher-educators 

believe that the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP is periodical revised, while the 

student-teachers believe the opposite.  
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5.1.2 Teaching Strategies Standard 
 

This section attempts to answer the following research question: 

To what extent are the teaching strategies standards in the teaching methods 

used in PEFLTEPs at the Aden University? 

1. Results of the Questionnaire 

Table 5.10 shows the results related to the extent of availability of the student-

centeredness method standard in the PEFLTEPs. 

Table 5-10: Extent of Availability of the Student-Centeredness Method Standard 

in the Teaching Methods of PEFLTEPs 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 

Standard 9: Student-Centeredness Method 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, teaching methods N % % % N % % % 

34 encourage the student-teachers to reflect 

on what they learnt and how they learnt it. 199 33 26 37 53 35 41 22 

35 motivate the student-teachers by giving 

them some control over learning 

processes. 

203 46 26 27 52 33 28 35 

36 encourage the student-teachers to use 

role-play, short plays, dramas, games, and 

songs in the teaching. 

203 33 24 41 53 29 9 59 

37 develop the student-teachers‟ critical 

thinking ability by questioning, 

challenging, and problem-solving. 

205 37 14 49 52 22 15 59 

38 encourage the student-teachers to express 

their ideas freely and frankly in different 

contexts. 

202 32 19 47 54 19 17 65 

39 encourage the student-teachers to use 

audio-visual aids such as videotape and 

transparencies in teaching. 

197 32 23 40 53 47 6 45 

40 employ authentic materials in teaching 

such as menus, newspapers, magazines 

and advertisements. 

205 26 23 49 53 24 20 54 
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Table 5.10 shows the responses regarding standard of student-centeredness method. 

The student-teachers believe that this standard is poorly implement in teaching 

methods. Indicator 34 (i.e. the teaching methods of PEFLTEP encourage the student-

teachers to reflect on what they learnt and how they learnt it) is agreed upon by less 

than half of the student-teachers and the teacher-educators 37%, and 22%, 

respectively. In reply to indicator 35 (i.e. the teaching methods of PEFLTEP motivate 

the student-teachers by giving them some control over learning processes) is agreed 

upon by less than half of the student-teachers 27%, and the teacher-educators 37%. 

Indicator 36 (i.e. the teaching methods of PEFLTEP encourage the student-teachers to 

use role-play, short plays, dramas, games, and songs in the teaching) is agreed on by 

less than half of the student-teachers 41%. Indicator 37 (i.e. the teaching methods 

PEFLTEP of develop the student-teacher‟s critical thinking ability by questioning, 

challenging, and problem-solving) is agreed on by less than half of the student-

teachers 49%. With respect to indicator 38 (i.e. the teaching methods of PEFLTEP 

encourage the student-teachers to express their ideas freely and frankly in different 

contexts) is agreed upon by less than halfof the student-teachers 47%. Indicator 39 

(i.e. the teaching methods of PEFLTEP encourage the student-teachers to use audio-

visual aids such as videotape and transparencies in teaching) is agreed upon by less 

than half of the student-teachers 40%. Indicator 40 (i.e. the teaching methods of 

PEFLTEP employ authentic materials in teaching such as menus, newspapers, 
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magazines and advertisements) is agreed upon by just half of the student-teachers 50% 

and more than half of the teacher-educators 54%.  

 

       Contrary to the student-teachers‟ agreement, the teacher educators believe that the 

three indicators (i.e. 36, 37and 38) are available in teaching strategies with different 

percentages, but all of these percentages are considered as moderate 59%, 59%, and 

65%, respectively. The teacher-educators, on the other hand, only agree with the 

student-teachers‟ belief that the indicators 34, and 35 are lacking in the availability of 

teaching strategies.  

 

2. Qualitative Data 

Results of the interview with the student-teachers reveal: 

Comments of four student-teachers from Radfan College of Education about teaching 

methods are as follows: 

One student-teacher says: 

“The PEFLTEP does not focus on using modern methods in teaching as well 

as in evaluation. In other words, the methods used in teaching and evaluation 

are tradition.” (ST1) 

 

Another student-teacher explains the reasons of the weakness of the programme. He 

comments as follows: 
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“There are some weaknesses in the PEFLTEP in College of Education in the 

Aden University for many reasons as follows: 

- A few of the teacher-educators hold PhD, 

- A few of teacher-educators are qualified, 

- Some teacher educators use Arabic language in the class more than English 

language, 

- Lack of modern technology such as language laboratory and, 

computer, etc. 

- The student-teachers depend only on handouts that the teacher-

educator prepare, and  

- Electronic library is not available in the college.” (ST2) 

Similarly, two student-teachers comment on the reasons of the weakness of the 

programme. Their comments are as follows: 

“I think that the main reason of the weakness of the programme is due to the 

lack of practice of English language inside and outside the classroom.” (ST3) 

“The major problem we have is that we don‟t practice English in the class and 

out of the class.” (ST4) 
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5.1.3 Evaluation Methods Standard 
 

This section attempts to answer the research question:  

To what extent is the standard of evaluation methods applicable in the evaluation 

procedures used in PEFLTEPs? 

 

1. Results of the Questionnaire 

Table 5.11 shows the results related to the extent of availability of planning and 

designing evaluation standard in the content of curriculum of PEFLTEP. 

 

Table 5.11 Extent of Application of Planning and Designing Evaluation Standard 

Note: Strongly Disagree= SD, Disagree=D, Undecided=UN, Strongly 

agree=SA and Agree=A 
 

Table 5.11 reveals that few student-teachers, and teacher-educators express their 

agreement on application of planning and designing evaluation standard in evaluation 

Standard 10: Planning and designing evaluation 

N
o

 Indicator 

Student-teachers Teacher-educators 

 S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

 

S
D

/D
A

 

U
N

 

S
A

 / A
 

In the PEFLTEP, the evaluation N % % % N % % % 

41 provides feedback to the student-

teachers on their progress. 
203 32 19 48 54 30 24 46 

42 enhances the student-teacher learning 

through various methods of 

evaluation such as continuous, 

formative and summative. 

206 60 24 16 54 65 11 24 

43  probes the student-teachers‟ abilities 

to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and 

application of learning. 

206 66 25 9 54 78 11 11 

44  is aligned with the objectives and 

aims. 
197 35 13 47 53 25 24 51 
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methods used in these PEFLTEPs. It is clear that planning and designing evaluation 

standard poorly exists in these PEFLTEPs. The four indicators are reported not to be 

applied or used in evaluation methods used in the PEFLTEPs. Indicator 41 is agreed 

upon by less than half of the student-teachers 48%, and the teacher-educators 46%. 

Both the teacher-educators and student-teachers believe that the evaluation provides 

feedback to the student-teachers on their progress. In indicator 42 (i.e. the evaluation 

enhances student-teacher learning through various methods of evaluation such as 

continuous, formative and summative) is agreed upon by less than half of the student-

teachers, and teacher-educators, 16% and 11%, respectively. Indicator 43, (i.e. the 

evaluation probes student teachers‟ abilities to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and 

application of learning) is agreed upon by less than half of the student-teachers, and 

the teacher-educators, 16% and 24%, respectively. This asserts that indicators 42 and 

43 are not completely applied in evaluation methods of these PEFLTEPs. Finally, 

indicator 44, (i.e. the evaluation is aligned with the objectives and aims). There is very 

little difference between the teacher-educators and the student-teachers about the 

availability of indicator 44 in evaluation methods of these PEFLTEPs. It receives 

moderate agreement from 51% of the teacher-educators, while the lowest level of 

agreement is obtained by 47% of the student-teachers.  
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2. Qualitative Data  

One student-teacher says that: 

“There is no relationship between what happens in the classrooms and 

evaluation. Evaluation depends upon examination focusing on 

maintaining information and recalling it in the examination.” (ST1) 

Similarly, another student-teacher says: 

“There is no relationship between what happens in the classrooms and 

evaluation is depended upon examinations; 30 marks are allocated for 

the test (internal term) and 70% are allocated for external term 

(examination). There is no any grade allotted for any other activities 

inside or outside classroom such as assignments or other home 

works.”(ST2) 

A third student-teacher from Radfan College of education says: 

“The teaching in our college depends greatly on maintaining 

information and does not focus on communicative methods and 

practice. The teaching of the four skills is not enough. For example, 

teaching of speaking skill depends upon lecture by teacher and doesn‟t 

focus on communicative methods, practise and make conversations 

among student-teachers in the class.” He adds that “The evaluation 

depends upon memorising information if you memorise what you 

study, you will succeed. The evaluation tool is only the examination so 

nothing will help in developing the four skills as we expected because 
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we cannot speak and write English well. Finally, I think practice and 

communication make the class more interesting.”(ST3) 

Another student-teacher says that: 

“The evaluation tools used in the PEFLTEP are traditional methods and 

focus on reading and writing skills. There are no tools to measure 

listening and speaking skills, which are the most important skills to 

help student-teachers to improve their speaking.” (ST4) 

A fifth student-teacher adds: 

“There is no time to practise English. What we do is just to finish the 

content of syllabus according to what the PEFLTEP requires. The 

methods like group and pair work, seminars…etc must use. But there is 

nothing achieved due to the large number of student teachers in the 

class and lack of availability enough time.” (ST5) 

A sixth student-teacher confirms what his friend says: 

“I think that the major problem is our role in the classroom, which is 

only listeners. In addition to teaching practice doesn‟t give feedback 

from the teacher-educators rightly because the teacher educators 

observe the student teacher during the practicum in the school for one 

time.” He adds that the student-teacher competence, for example, 

depends on using audio-visual materials in teaching and using listening 

and speaking in exams.” (ST6) 

 



176 
 

 
 

 

    A seventh student-teacher says: 

“The tools of evaluation used in the PEFLTEP focus on maintaining 

information and recalling them in the exams. Neither teaching 

methodologies nor evaluation producers achieve the objectives of the 

PEFLTEP.” (ST7) 

       Another student-teacher from Zingbar College of Education says a similar 

comment:  

“Evaluation used in this programme depends greatly on traditional 

methods. The teacher-educators teach us using the lecture method in all 

subjects.” (ST8) 

 

Evaluation types used in the PEFLTEPs are criticised by majority of student-teachers 

because these types depend upon traditional methods. One of the student-teachers 

says:  

“The evaluation methods should depend upon various evaluation types 

such as performance tests, oral test, which should be used in testing 

speaking course and so on”. 

    With respect to analysis of the interview with teacher-educators, two of them say: 

Teacher-ducator1:“For the evaluation methods in the PEFLTEP has a 

lot of weakness in my opinion; it doesn't pay attention to the good 

approaches, how to evaluate students in different stages of learning 

process. It doesn‟t enhance teachers to use different teaching aids. 
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Thirdly, it is the most importance. There is no intensive training i.e. as 

a trainee; the teacher should undertake a lot of practical courses. 

Besides, “There is no strategy of how to use the assessment tools, even 

if the tools are good, they won‟t be effective unless they are evaluated 

through the course of time.” 

 

   Another one of the teacher-educators says:  

“In evaluation of my student-teachers, I use tests and quizzes.” 

 

The overall data collected from open-ended questions, essay questions, and interview 

show that student-teachers mostly identify the weaknesses of PEFLTEP, which should 

improve. These weaknesses can be classified into six categories: 

1. The aims and objectives are not clear. 

2. The traditional teaching methods. 

3.  Lack of practice opportunities. 

4. The pedagogic courses taught in Arabic. 

5. The traditional evaluation methods. 

6. The evaluation does not achieve the aims. 
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5.2 Appropriate Balance among the Components of PEFLTEP  

 

This section attempts to answer this question: 

What is an appropriate balance among the four components (Linguistic, 

ELT Methodology, Literature and General Education)? 

To answer this question, courses offered are assessed using inter-rater 

reliability through two raters to identify the similarities, and differences between the 

two raters. Cohen's kappa is used to analyse the level of agreement between the two 

raters for each course, which ranges generally from 0 to 1.0 (although negative 

numbers are possible), large numbers mean better reliability, values near or less than 

zero suggest that agreement is attributable to chance alone. 

 

Table 5-12: The researcher‟s results with himself as two raters 

  RATER B 

  

Component 

Linguistics ELT 

Methodology 

Literature General  

Education 

T
o
ta

l 

R
A

T
E

R
 A

 

Linguistics 21 0 0 0 21 

ELT 

Methodology 

0 3 0 1 4 

Literature 0 0 6 0 6 

General 

Education 

0 0 0 13 13 

 Total 21 3 6 14 44 

 

Table 5.12 shows that the researcher‟s results with himself as two raters are 

very similar. The results show that evaluation of courses under four categories as 

shown in the table below: 
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Table 5-13: The similarities and differences between the two raters 

Symmetric Measures 

 Value Asymp. Std. Error
a
 Approx. T

b
 Approx. Sig. 

Measure of 

Agreement 
Kappa .965 .034 9.804 .000 

N of Valid Cases 44    

 

As it can be observed in Table 5-13, the level of agreement between the two 

raters for each course is (0.965) with p < 0.001. This means that the two raters‟ results 

are very similar, which show classification of 44 courses under four categories is 

outstanding. This measure of agreement, while statistically significant, is marginally 

convincing. As a rule of thumb values of Kappa from 0.40 to 0.59 is considered 

moderate, 0.60 to 0.79 substantial, and 0.80 is outstanding (Landis & Koch, 1977). 

Most statisticians prefer Kappa‟s values to be at least 0.6 and most often higher than 

0.7 before claiming a good level of agreement.  

 Since the results show a very good strength of agreement between the two 

raters, the researcher feels quite rather confident that both raters categorise courses in 

a similar manner. According to this category, an appropriate balance is addressed 

among the four components (Linguistic, ELT Methodology, and General Education) 

below by computing percentages of these four components to identify an appropriate 

balance among them. 
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Table 5-14: Percentage of the four components of PEFLTEP 

Statistics 

Component percent 

Linguistics 48 

ELT Methodology 9 

Literature 14 

General Education 29 

 

As stated in Table 5.14, Linguistics component consists of (48%) of the 

programme, most of which is taught in the first year. It makes up (64%) of the year. 

ELT Methodology component contains (9%). Teaching theory includes (40%), and 

teaching practices (20%), (Actual teaching, 1%; planning for that teaching, 16%; and 

reflecting on it afterwards, 14%). Teaching practices are mostly covered in the last 

year. Literature component makes up (14%) of the programme, while General 

education component includes (29%) of the programme. 

 

Table 5-15: The researcher‟s with another one‟s results (two raters) 

Rater A * Rater B Cross tabulation 

Count 

 Rater B T
o
ta

l 

Linguistics  

component 

ELT 

Methodology  

component 

Literature 

component 

General 

Education 

component 

R
a

ter A
 

Linguistics  

component 
20 0 0 0 20 

ELT 

Methodology  

component 

0 9 0 0 9 

Literature 

component 
0 0 6 0 6 

General 

Education 

component 

0 1 0 8 9 

Total 20 10 6 8 44 
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As noted in Table 5.15, the researcher‟s results with another one‟s (two raters) 

are very similar. This shows that evaluation of courses can be calssified into four 

categories as shown in Table 5-16: 

 

Table 5-16: The similarities and differences between the researcher and other one 

(two raters) 

Symmetric Measures 

 Value Asymp. Std. 

Error
a
 

Approx. T
b
 Approx. 

Sig. 

Measure of Agreement Kappa .967 .032 10.540 .000 

N of Valid Cases 44    

 

Table 5.16 reveals that the level of agreement between the two raters for each 

course is (0.967) with p < 0.001. This means that the two raters‟ results are very 

similar, which shows classification of (44) courses under four components is 

outstanding. This measure of agreement, while statistically significant, is only 

marginally convincing. Since the results show a very good strength of agreement 

between the two raters, the researcher feels quite rather confident that both raters 

categorise courses in a similar manner.  

According to this category, an appropriate balance is addressed among the four 

components (linguistic, ELT Methodology, Literature and General Education) below 

by computing percentages of these four components to identify an appropriate balance 

among them. 
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Table 5-17: Percentage of the four components of PEFLTEPs 

Statistics 

Component Frequency Percentage 

Rater A Rater B Rater A Rater B 

Linguistics  component 20 20 45.5 45.5 

ELT Methodology  

component 
9 10 20.5 22.7 

Literature component 6 6 13.6 13.6 

General Education 

component 
9 8 20.5 18.2 

Total 44 44 100.0 100.0 

 

As shown in Table 5.17 Linguistics component consists of (45.5%) the 

PEFLTEP, most of it is taught in the first year. ELT Methodology component contains 

(20.5%) as the researcher categorises the courses and (22.7%) as another rater 

categorises the courses. Teaching theory includes (40%) and teaching practices (20%) 

(Actual teaching), (1%) planning for that teaching (16%) and reflecting on it 

afterwards (14%). Teaching practices are covered mostly in the last year. Literature 

component makes up (13.6%) of the PEFLTEP, while General Education component 

includes (20.5%) of the PEFLTEP as the researcher categorises the courses and 

(18.2%) as another rater lists the courses. The difference between the researcher and 

the other rater is in ELT Methodology component and General Education component 

about some courses taught in Arabic. The researcher rates some courses taught in 

Arabic as General Education component, while the other rater thinks these courses 

should be in ELT Methodology component. The researcher categorises courses taught 

in Arabic as General Education component because of their emphasis on teaching, in 

general. 
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5.3 Overview of the Chapter 

 

In this chapter, the data collected through the different research instruments are 

presented and interpreted. This chapter consists of six sections. In the first section, 

evaluation standards that should follow for evaluating PEFLTEPs are explored. In the 

second section, the results of educational purposes are discussed. The results of 

educational experiences are presented in the third section. The results of teaching 

strategies are provided in the fourth section. In the fifth section, the results of 

evaluation methods are explained. In the last section, an appropriate balance among 

the components of PEFLTEP (Linguistic, ELT Methodology, Literature and General 

Education) is explained. According to the research questions, the findings are 

presented 

 

  



184 
 

 
 

 

CHAPTER SIX: SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS 

AND CONCLUSION 

 

6.0 Introduction 

 

The final chapter deals with the summary of the findings, implications for 

practice, suggestions for further research and conclusions drawn from the findings. 

 

6.1 Summary of Findings 

 

The findings of this study show that some of the standards in the four domains 

are available to some extent. In other words, this study reveals that the PEFLTEPs in 

the colleges of Education at the Aden University have some significant features in 

certain aspects and shortcomings in others. It also indicates that there are some 

average characteristics in these programmes. 

In this chapter, the results of the study are categorised into four sections 

according to domains of a new evaluation model: Educational purposes, Educational 

experiences, Teaching strategies, and Evaluation methods. The results of this study 

show the four evaluation domains separately. 

 

6.1.1 Findings Related to Educational Purposes Domain 

 

In this section, triangulation of data gathered about educational purposes 

domain reveal that aims and objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are not clearly and 

specifically identified. The teacher-educators‟ perceptions collected by a 
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questionnaire, interviews, open-ended questions, and essay questions about the aims 

and objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are clearly and specifically identified, and 

consistent with the rest of the elements of the curriculum (content, methodology and 

evaluation), realistic, achievable and partially broad. In contrast, the student-teachers‟ 

perception obtained through a questionnaire, interviews, open-ended questions, and 

essay questions about the aims and objectives of curriculum of PEFLTEP are stated 

that the objectives of curriculum are not clearly and specifically identified and not 

consistent with the rest of the elements of the curriculum (content, methodology and 

evaluation), not realistic and achievable and not broad. In other words, this study 

suggests that though the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education at the Aden 

University achieve some of their aims and objectives, they fail to achieve all of them. 

More specifically, the student-teachers say that the PEFLTEPs fail to realise the aims 

and objectives which are related to English language skills (reading, writing, listening 

and speaking). 

 

6.1.2 Findings Related to Educational Experiences Domain 

 

 In terms of educational experiences domain, the results of the study indicate 

that disciplinary knowledge standard is partially available in curriculum contents of 

the PEFLTEPs. Student-teachers and teacher-educators agree that curriculum content 

develops communicative English language skills (reading, writing, listening and 

speaking). However, the results show that teacher-educators believe that curriculum 

content provides the student-teachers with the knowledge of language (phonological, 
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morphological, syntactic and/or semantic systems), while the student-teachers believe 

the opposite.  

Regarding technological pedagogic content knowledge standard, the content of 

the PEFLTEPs does not provide the student-teachers with classroom management 

methods and modern theories of curriculum. Generally, the student-teachers also say 

that the PEFLTEPs courses‟ contents are not periodically revised.  

 

6.1.3 Findings Related to Teaching Strategies Domain 
 

In the third section, teaching strategies domain are not focused on encouraging 

student-teachers to reflect on what they learn and how they learn it. Both the student-

teachers and teacher-educators agree that the mostly used method is student-center 

method. The results of this study indicate that the materials are not sufficient for all 

English language skills (reading, writing, listening and speaking). In addition, the 

student-teachers believe that the content of the PEFLTEPs does not employ authentic 

materials in teaching such as menus, newspapers, magazines and advertisements. 

However, the interview results show that the teacher-educators do not find materials 

sufficient for all English language skills (reading, writing, listening and speaking). 

 

6.1.4 Findings Related to Evaluation Methods Domain 

 

 Finally, as for evaluation methods, triangulation of the data shows that 

evaluation does not focus on learning through various methods of evaluation such as 

continuous, formative and summative. In addition to that the evaluation methods used 
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doess not probe the student-teachers‟ abilities to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and 

application of learning.  

 

6.2 Implications of the Study 

 

Based on the results of the study, the following recommendations can be made 

for the improvement of the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education at the Aden 

University. These recommendations may be considered when revising the courses of 

PEFLTEPs offered in the colleges of education at the Aden University in future.  

 1. When designing, changing or developing the courses of PEFLTEPs, analysis of 

needs should be conducted first to identify the future needs and expectations of the 

student-teacher and the requirements of PEFLTEPs. To achieve this, it is highly 

recommended to form a committee called „Development Curriculum Committee‟, 

consists of four sub-committees, namely „Linguistics Courses Committee‟, „Literature 

Courses Committee‟, ELT Methodology Courses Committee, and „Professional 

Courses Committee‟. All teacher-educators should be the members of sub-committees 

and a representative from each sub-committee should be a member of the 

„Development Curriculum Committee‟. Each sub-committee should provide detailed 

report. The duties of sub-committees can be as follows: 

i. Formulating aims of the programme based on the national educational 

philosophy. 
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ii. Identifying and specifying aims of each course and instructional 

objectives of each lesson in detail and preparing a comprehensive 

written document. 

iii. Identifying the objectives should include the three sides of growth 

development: cognitive, emotional and social. 

iv. Designing all the courses focusing on both theoretical and practical 

sides in the PEFLTEPs. 

v. Identifying the methods of teaching to be used in the classrooms and 

explaining it.  

vi. Identifying the methods of evaluation in the courses and explaining 

each evaluation method in detail in the sub-committee‟s report. 

vii. Providing input, in the form of a comprehensive report, to the 

„Development Curriculum Committee‟. On the other hand, the 

„Development Curriculum Committee‟ should:  

- Analyse, evaluate and synthesise the input provided by the 

four sub-committees. 

- Prepare a comprehensive written document which includes 

detailed information about aims of each course, 

instructional objectives of each lesson, materials, teaching 

methodology and assessment system. 

2. Since the aims of the PEFLTEPs are missed in the documents available in the 

offices of PEFLTEPs (departments of English) in the colleges of education, it is 
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suggested that aims should be well defined as well as objectives. The instructional 

objectives of each course should be specified in detail and documented by the teacher-

educators. Thus, a detailed curriculum could design including educational purposes 

clearly indicated. Besides, the teacher-educators and student-teachers should be well-

informed of the aims and objectives to be achieved. This may help in: 

i. keeping a balance among different courses of each component 

in terms of aims on instruction, 

ii. continuing among different levels of the same-subject courses 

because teacher-educators can refer to the document related to a 

particular course and plan of the following course as a 

continuation of this course;  

iii. maintaining coherence among the courses offered in each 

component in order that teacher-educators can know about what 

is exactly done in other courses by referring to this document.  

3. As it is noticed that four skills language courses relevant to the language component 

are taught for two semesters (one year) Speaking, Listening, and Writing and three 

semesters for Reading only. Therefore, PEFLTEPs should greatly focus at the first two 

years on teaching four skills language courses relevant to the language component.  

4. The literature courses should be different from the courses offered in the English 

language department in the Faculty of Arts. They should also consider the future 

profession of the student-teachers; they should integrate their content with classroom 

applications and should aim at developing competencies in teaching and using 
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literature in addition to developing their language knowledge and critical thinking 

skills. As Coskun and Daloglu (2010) indicate that literature courses should approach 

as a tool for teaching English. 

5. Teaching aids such as different authentic materials, audio-visual aids and language 

lab are not available in the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education at the Aden 

University. Therefore, there is an urgent need for these aids to improve the preparation 

of the English student-teachers.  

6. The ELT methodology component should be revised for three reasons. First, it 

should get strengthened through providing more chances of microteaching experience. 

Second, it should also include recent research conducted in the local culture and 

materials published in the other ESL and EFL contexts in order to help the student-

teachers become familiar with current trends, developments and situations. Lastly, the 

content of the ELT Methodology should be revised to keep pace with the modern 

developments in the world because from 2005 till 2015, there are many changes 

happening in the world of the PEFLTEPs.  

7. The professional courses should provide the student-teachers with more chances of 

experience through watching the video recordings of real classroom situations/ 

environment and examining case studies. 

8. The teacher-educators should keep the student-teachers‟ interests in mind to keep 

moving beyond the old chalk-and-talk methods. They should use the most modern 

teaching techniques that match the student-teachers‟ needs. Traditional teaching 
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methods such as lecturing should be abandoned and the level of memorisation 

involved in the programme should be reduced. 

9. As there is no course as Classroom Management directly related to the student-

teachers‟ managerial competence, there is a need for anew course to improve the 

student-teachers‟ managerial competence so that the student-teachers can deal with 

prospective problems which they may encounter in their future working environments. 

10. Faculty requirements courses can also be strengthened through providing more 

written input about or reflecting on the classrooms in the local context. It is also 

recommended that the assessment methods used in the courses should be reviewed and 

should also be taught in English language. 

11. Since the main aim in the PEFLTEPs is to educate competent English language 

teachers, the teacher-educators of different components, of different courses within the 

same component and of different classes should work in cooperation, collaboration 

and integration in order to consider overlaps and resolve disagreements in terms of the 

contents of the courses. 

12. The content of all the courses should be organised and planned respectively taking 

into account the fact that the students join these programmes to become future English 

language teachers and that the courses and their instruction serve as a model for the 

student-teachers. 

13. As the need for English language teachers increases day by day in the universities, 

the PEFLTEPs should also take into consideration the demands of the universities. 

Although it is difficult to address each competence expected from an English language 
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teacher, the professional courses can be designed to present the atmosphere of the 

universities to have comparisons of different teaching environments and to prepare 

student-teachers for all possible professional settings.  

14. In listening and speaking skills, applying suitable instructional methods such as 

listening practice, drill work, speaking activities help overcome problems of listening 

and speaking skills. 

15. English Grammar courses should include production-based communication tasks 

to get student-teachers to use their grammar knowledge in spoken and written 

communication.  

16. It is suggested to use pair and group work activities in a variety of tasks related to 

the student-teachers‟ interests and needs to make them more active in the classroom. 

This can provide them with more opportunities to talk in the classroom. 

17. It is suggested to use different types of tests such as portfolios self- and peer-

assessment, conferencing, diaries, learning logs and teacher checklists and 

observations rather than the traditional opened tests.  

18. It is also recommended that the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education at the 

Aden University should provide more chances for the teacher-educators to attend 

conferences, seminars, workshops.  

19. The content and instruction of the courses of components of PEFLTEPs should be 

revised under these components proposed in the light of the research findings. 
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6.3 Scope for further Research 

 

After identifying various strengths and weaknesses from the results of study, 

some suggestions are offered in this section. 

 

1. The current study aims at evaluating the PEFLTEPs in the colleges of 

education at the Aden University in Yemen. Other similar evaluation studies 

could be conducted using this model for evaluating the PEFLTEPs of other 

Yemeni universities. In the light of comparing and contrasting the results of 

these evaluation studies, it would be possible to generalise some of the results. 

2. The current study concentrates on designing a new evaluation model to be 

conducted in EFL context. Because of its flexibility and adaptability, it can be 

effectively used for evaluating any PELTEPs at the university levels where 

English is taught as a foreign or second language. In addition, it can be used 

(with some modifications) for evaluating effectiveness of in-service EFL, or 

ESL teachers training programmes. Accordingly, other studies could be 

conducted using this model in an ESL context either in-service ESL teachers 

training programmes, or in pre-service ESL teacher education programmes. 

3. The current study does not include perceptions of the postgraduates (i.e. 

postgraduates of Aden University PEFLTEPs). Therefore, further studies could 

be conducted on these three groups using this (EPEETSEM) model, because 

their views could be very valuable in specifying the needs of the PEFLTEPs 
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and future needs of the English student-teachers regarding language 

improvement. 

 

6.4 Conclusion 

 

This study reveals that PEFLTEPs in the colleges of Education at the Aden 

University have some significant features in certain aspects, and shortcomings in 

others. It also indicates that there are some average characteristics in these 

programmes. Aims and objectives are not clearly stated in the PEFLTEPs. 

Some contents of curriculum are not designed on the basis of student-teachers‟ 

needs. Besides, they donot prepare the student-teachers to develop their 

communicative competencies and there is no periodical revisions provided for 

diagnostic purposes. Moreover, teaching methods do not encourage student-teachers to 

reflect on what they learnt and how they learnt it. Finally, the evaluation methods 

donot enhance student-teacher learning through various methods of evaluation such as 

continuous, formative and summative. 

Therefore, it can be concluded that the PEFLTEPs have more shortcomings 

than the strengths. They need some modification, addition, deletion; hence a total 

revision is required. 

In general, no major problems are experienced when conducting a new 

evaluation model employed in this study. The triangulation of data is the major 

strength of this model, because this provides detailed data, which makes it possible to 

put forward some recommendations for future PEFLTEPs. Furthermore, strength of 
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the model is that it could be implemented in different contexts or for different 

purposes by adapting or changing some of the indicators in the (EPEETSEM) model 

accordingly. To illustrate, in a micro level evaluation, like an evaluation of a course, 

the components of the course become the focus domain, whereas in a macro level 

evaluation, like an evaluation of the whole curriculum, the four domains are: 

1. Educational purposes,  

2. Educational experiences,  

3. Teaching strategies and  

4. Evaluation methods.  

In conclusion, adaptability or flexibility of the evaluation design of this study 

is one of its strengths. The major drawback of the present study was the fact that it 

does not embrace perceptions of the postgraduates (i.e. postgraduates of the Aden 

University PEFLTEPs). Therefore, it can be recommended that further studies 

employing this (EPEETSEM) model could include these three groups as well, because 

their views could be very valuable in specifying the needs of the PEFLTEPs and 

future needs of the English student-teachers regarding language improvement. Finally, 

the overall assessment of the evaluation model or the research design enables 

comprehensive evaluation of the existing PEFLTEPs courses in terms of their main 

components. It also provides data related to the needs of the student-teachers, which 

makes it possible to put forward suggestions for the improvement of the PEFLTEPs. 

Lastly, some implications of the present study for PEFLTEPs evaluation research are 

as follows:  
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1. The present study concentrates on the evaluation of the four 

components of curriculum of PEFLTEPs, for the future evaluation 

studies, it would be ideal to evaluate the whole ELT curriculum at the 

Aden University with respect to PEFLTEPs. The results of such a 

comprehensive evaluation study may provide recommendations which 

could be very useful for improving the ELT student-teachers.  

2. Although the present study focuses on the evaluation of the 

PEFLTEPs in the colleges of education at the Aden University, an 

evaluation model designed implemented in the study can be effectively 

used for the evaluation of the other PELTEPs. Furthermore, because of 

its flexibility and adaptability, it can be used (with some modifications) 

for the study of any PELTEPs at university levels where English is 

taught as a foreign or second language. 
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APPENDICES 
 

Appendix I 

EFL University 

ELE Dept 

 

First Draft Questionnaire for Teacher-educators and Student-teachers 

 

Dear Sir/Ma‟am, 

 

I am Waddah Saleh Mohammed, doing PhD dissertation for 2012-2013 academic year as a 

partial fulfillment of requirements for PhD Degree in ELE with a focus on (Designing a model 

for evaluating Pre-service EFL Teacher Education Programmes: An exploratory study in the 

Yemeni context). 

In order to achieve aims of this study, I have designed a questionnaire to measure to what 

extent this programme is suitable to prepare the student-teachers in the departments of English 

in the faculties of education at Aden University, Yemen. 

By your experience, I hope to give me your feedback about this questionnaire, if it is good to 

measure the five components of programme curriculum (aims/objectives, materials used in the 

teaching, teaching methodology evaluation and the four language four skills and language 

elements). Then, please write any comments to improve it (modification, deletion, and 

addition). 

 

Tank you 

 

Referees‟ personal information 

 

Name ……………………………………………..  

Academic degree: Prof.…… Associate prof…. Assist. prof. … 

Specialisation: ………………..…Current job…………….…. 

years of experience: …………..  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

The domain, standard and indicators pertaining to 

it.  

The indicator is 

valid and 

belongs to the 

domain. 

Comments and 

suggestions of omitting 

or adding items or 

domains if any 

Yes No  

 

First: Educational Purposes Domain 

   

No In the PEFLTEP, …..    

Changing, Clarity and Specification Standard    

1 curriculum has clearly stated aims     

2 objectives are observable and measurable.     

3 objectives include only one general 

learning outcome. 

   

4 objectives focus on student-teacher 

performance but not teacher educator 

performance. 

   

5 objectives focus on cognitive 

development. 

   

6 objectives focus on emotional growth 

towards the teaching profession.  

   

7 objectives focus on social development.     

Consistency Standard    

8 objectives are  consistent with the 

programme aims. 

   

9 objectives are consistent with teaching 

practises in the classrooms. 

   

10 objectives are  consistent with the 

evaluation processes. 

   

11 objectives are  consistent with student-

centered teaching\learning. 

   

12 objectives are  formed depending on a 

needs analysis. 

   

Achievement Standard    

13 objectives are  realistic and attainable.    

14 objectives focus on terminal behaviour.    

15 Objectives are tractable/time-bound.    

Broadness Standard    

16 objectives reflect a combination of theory 

and practice.  

   

17 objectives focus on new approaches of 

curriculum. 

   

18 objectives focus on new approaches of 

teaching. 

   

Second: Educational Experiences Domain    

Disciplinary Knowledge Standard    



 

 

19 content develops communicative English 

language skills (listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing) adequately. 

   

20 content provides the student teachers with 

the knowledge of components of 

language (Phonological, morphological, 

syntactic and / or semantic systems). 

   

21 content provides the student-teachers with 

American/British English literature. 

   

22 content provides the student-teachers with 

opportunities for oral practice of English. 

   

23 Content prepares the student-teachers to 

express their ideas freely in different 

contexts in English. 

   

Pedagogical The content Knowledge Standard    

24 content gives the student-teachers 

opportunity to practise what they learned 

in their pre-service classes. 

   

25 content provides the student-teachers with 

the basic concepts of ELT. 

   

26 content provides the student-teachers with 

methods of classroom management. 

   

27 content prepares the student-teachers to 

teach English language effectively. 

   

28  content provides the student-teachers 

different modern theories of teaching. 

   

29 content provides the student-teachers 

different modern theories of curriculum. 

   

Cultural The content KnowledgeStandard    

30 content prepares the student-teachers for 

English proficiency tests such as TOEFL 

or IELTS, or for any further study abroad. 

   

31 content encourages the student-teachers to 

apply English in other subjects. 

   

32 content prepares the student-teachers for 

self-research and research on teaching 

issues. 

   

Current Trends in Curriculum    

33 content is periodically revised.    

34 the the content includes up-to-date 

information in the field. 

   

35 the the content is in line with the 

objectives. 

   

36 content provides the student-teachers with 

different modern theories of teaching and 

curriculum. 

   

37 content meets the student-teachers‟ needs.    

Third: Teaching Strategies Domain    

Student–Centeredness Standard    



 

 

38  teaching methods prepare the student-

teachers to use student-centered 

instructional techniques to solve 

problems, answers questions, discuss and 

explain them during class.  

   

39 teaching methods use role-play, short 

plays, dramas, games, and songs in the 

teaching. 

   

40 teaching methods develop the student-

teachers‟ critical thinking ability by 

questioning, challenging and collectively 

problem-solving through English 

language learning and teaching. 

   

41 teaching methods employ audio-visual 

aids such as videotape, transparencies, 

and pictures in class to improve English 

teaching and learning. 

   

42 teaching methods employ authentic 

materials related to students‟ life 

experiences such as menus, newspapers, 

magazines, and advertisements. 

   

43 teaching methods encourage the student-

teachers to use educational technology 

well in their daily life. 

   

Fourth: Evaluation Methods Domain    

Planning and Designing Evaluation Standard    

44  evaluation methods provide the student-

teachers with information on their 

progress. 

   

45 evaluation methods probe student 

teachers‟ abilities to demonstrate depth, 

flexibility, and application of learning. 

   

46 evaluation methods depend upon various 

methods of evaluation such as continuous, 

formative and summative as an integral 

part of instruction 

   

47 evaluation methods are aligned with 

objectives and content. 

   

 

Part two: Questionnaire‟ open-ended questions  

 

1. Do the EFL teacher education programmes have clear aims/objectives? If no, or, yes, please explain. 

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................... ....................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................ 

 

2. Do you believe that all these objectives have been achieved? Please explain. 



 

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................ ...............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................... 

3. Should there have been other objectives of the PEFLTEP? If yes, what should have been these 

objectives/aims?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................ ...............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................... 

4. What should the PEFLTEP to develop the student teachers? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... .............

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................... ..

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................ 

5. To what, do you think, the EFLTEP in the faculty of education at Aden University meet your student 

teachers‟ needs?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................  

6. DoesPEFLTEP‟s courses content include up-to-date information in the field of PEFLTEP? Are the 

PEFLTEP‟s courses content periodically revised? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………… 

7. What are your suggestions related to the course which you teach and the programme generally?  

............................................................................................................................................................ ...........

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..... 

8. What materials did you use in your course? What was good and not so good about the materials used 

in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................ .......................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

....................................... 

9. Which teaching aids do you use in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................... .............

......................................................................................................................  

 

10. What do you think about assessment tools? Were they effective? 



 

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................ .......................

................................................................................................................................. 

11. What changes do you suggest in the PEFLTEP? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................................ .......................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................... ............

..................................................................................... 

 

Yours faithfully, 

Waddah S.M. Mahwari 

PhD Scholar 

 

ELE Derpt, EFL-U, Hyderabad 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix II 

Final draft Questionnaire 

Part one: Questionnaire‟ close-ended questions 

N
o

 

 

Indicator 

Scale 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 

ag
ree 

A
g

ree 

U
n

d
ecid

ed
 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 

d
isag

ree 

D
isag

ree In the PEFLTEP, the curriculum 

1 aims are clearly stated to the student-teachers      

2 objectives are observable and measurable.       

3 objectives include only one general learning 

outcome. 

     

4 objectives focus on student-teacher 

performance. 

     

5 objectives focus on cognitive development.      

6 objectives focus on emotional growth towards 

the teaching profession.  

     

7 objectives focus on social development.       

8 objectives are  consistent with the programme 

aims. 

     

9 objectives are consistent with teaching practises 

in the classrooms. 

     

10 objectives are  consistent with the evaluation 

processes. 

     

11 objectives are  formed depending on a needs 

analysis. 

     

12 objectives are  realistic and attainable.      

13 objectives focus on terminal behaviour.      

14 objectives are tractable/time-bound.      

15 objectives reflect a combination of theory and 

practice.  

     

16 objectives focus on new approaches of 

curriculum. 

     

17 objectives focus on new approaches of teaching.      

18 content adequately develops communicative 

English language skills (listening, speaking, 

reading, and writing). 

     

19 content provides the student-teachers with the 

knowledge of components of language 

(Phonological, morphological, syntactic and / or 

semantic systems). 

     

20 content provides the student-teachers with 

American/British English literature. 

     

21 content gives the student-teachers opportunity to 

practise what they learned in their pre-service 

classes. 

     

22  content provides the student-teachers with the 

basic concepts of ELT. 

     



 

 

23  content provides the student-teachers with 

methods of classroom management. 

     

24  content prepares the student-teachers to teach 

English language effectively. 

     

25  content provides the student-teachers different 

modern theories of teaching. 

     

26 content provides the student-teachers different 

modern theories of curriculum. 

     

27 content prepares the student-teachers for English 

proficiency tests such as TOEFL or IELTS, or 

for any further study abroad. 

     

28  content encourages the student-teachers to 

apply English in other subjects. 

     

29 content prepares the student-teachers for self-

research and research on teaching issues. 

     

30 content is periodically revised.      

31 content includes up-to-date information in the 

field. 

     

32 content is in line with the aims.      

33 content meets the student-teachers‟ needs      

34 teaching methods encourage student-teachers to 

reflect on what they learnt and how they learnt 

it. 

     

35 Teaching methods motivate student-teachers by 

giving them some control over learning 

processes. 

     

36 teaching methods encourage the student-

teachers to use role-play, short plays, dramas, 

games, and songs in the teaching. 

     

37 teaching methods develop the student-teachers‟ 

critical thinking ability by questioning, 

challenging, and problem-solving. 

     

38 teaching methods encourage the student-

teachers to express their ideas freely and frankly 

in different contexts. 

     

39 teaching methods encourage the student-

teachers to use audio-visual aids such as 

videotape and transparencies in teaching. 

     

40 teaching methods employ authentic materials in 

teaching such as menus, newspapers, magazines 

and advertisements. 

     

41 evaluation methods provide feedback to the 

student-teachers on their progress. 

     

42 evaluation methods enhance student-teacher 

learning through various methods of evaluation 

such as continuous, formative and summative. 

     

43 evaluation methods probe student-teachers‟      



 

 

abilities to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and 

application of learning. 

44 evaluation methods are aligned with the 

objectives and aims. 

     

 

 

Part two: Questionnaire‟ open-ended questions  

 

  1. Do the EFL teacher education programmes have clear aims/objectives? If no, or, yes, please 

explain.  

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................ 

2. Do you believe that all these objectives have been achieved? Please explain. 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................... 

3. Should there have been other objectives of the PEFLTEP? If yes, what should have been these 

objectives/aims?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................... 

4. What should the PEFLTEP to develop the student teachers? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................ ...............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................ 

5. To what, do you think, the EFLTEP in the faculty of education at Aden University meet your student 

teachers‟ needs?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.................................................................................................................... 

6. DoesPEFLTEP‟s courses content include up-to-date information in the field of PEFLTEP? Are the 

PEFLTEP‟s courses content periodically revised? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………… 

7. What are your suggestions related to the course which you teach and the programme generally?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................



 

 

........................................................................................................................................ ...............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..... 

8. What materials did you use in your course? What was good and not so good about the materials used 

in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

....................................... 

9. Which teaching aids do you use in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................  

 

10. What do you think about assessment tools? Were they effective? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................. 

11. What changes do you suggest in the PEFLTEP? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................... 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix III 

 

The English and Foreign Languages University     

Hyderabad 500 605 

  Teacher-Educators‟ Questionnaire (2012-2013) 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to receive feedback for my PH.D research (Designing a 

model for evaluating Pre-service EFL Teacher Education Programmes: An exploratory study in 

the Yemeni context). Your opinion will not be disclosed to anyone. Please give me the required 

information by reading each item of questionnaire and put a tick (√) in front of it under the scale that 

best reflects your opinion towards. The scale is: a. Strongly Agree=5 b. Agree=4 c. Undecided=3 d. 

Strongly Disagree=2 e. Disagree. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

Personal details: 

1. Gender: Male / Female……………………… 

2. Qualification: (B.A/M.A/PhD)……………. 

3. No. of years of teaching experience: (1-5/6-10/above10) 

4. Name and Place of the college where you work: …….. 

Part one: Questionnaire‟ close-ended questions  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

N
o

 

 

Indicator 

Scale 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 

ag
ree 

A
g

ree 

U
n

d
ecid

ed
 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 

d
isag

ree 

D
isag

ree In the PEFLTEP, the curriculum 

1 aims are clearly stated to the student-teachers      

2 objectives are observable and measurable.       

3 objectives include only one general learning 

outcome. 

     

4 objectives focus on student-teacher performance.      

5 objectives focus on cognitive development.      

6 objectives focus on emotional growth towards the 

teaching profession.  

     

7 objectives focus on social development.       

8 objectives are  consistent with the programme aims.      

9 objectives are consistent with teaching practises in 

the classrooms. 

     

10 objectives are  consistent with the evaluation 

processes. 

     

11 objectives are  formed depending on a needs 

analysis. 

     

12 objectives are  realistic and attainable.      

13 objectives focus on terminal behaviour.      

14 objectives are tractable/time-bound.      

15 objectives reflect a combination of theory and 

practice.  

     

16 objectives focus on new approaches of curriculum.      

17 objectives focus on new approaches of teaching.      

18 content adequately develops communicative English 

language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing). 

     

19 content provides the student-teachers with the 

knowledge of components of language 

(Phonological, morphological, syntactic and / or 

semantic systems). 

     

20 content provides the student-teachers with 

American/British English literature. 

     

21 content gives the student-teachers opportunity to 

practise what they learned in their pre-service 

classes. 

     

22  content provides the student-teachers with the basic 

concepts of ELT. 

     

23  content provides the student-teachers with methods 

of classroom management. 

     

24  content prepares the student-teachers to teach 

English language effectively. 

     

25  content provides the student-teachers different 

modern theories of teaching. 

     

26 content provides the student-teachers different 

modern theories of curriculum. 

     

27 content prepares the student-teachers for English 

proficiency tests such as TOEFL or IELTS, or for 

     



 

 

 

 

 

Part two: Questionnaire‟ open-ended questions 

 
1. Do the EFL teacher education programmes have clear aims/objectives? If no, or, yes, please explain. 

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

any further study abroad. 

28  content encourages the student-teachers to apply 

English in other subjects. 

     

29 content prepares the student-teachers for self-

research and research on teaching issues. 

     

30 content is periodically revised.      

31 content includes up-to-date information in the field.      

32 content is in line with the aims.      

33 content meets the student-teachers‟ needs      

34 teaching methods encourage student-teachers to 

reflect on what they learnt and how they learnt it. 

     

35 Teaching methods motivate student-teachers by 

giving them some control over learning processes. 

     

36 teaching methods encourage the student-teachers to 

use role-play, short plays, dramas, games, and songs 

in the teaching. 

     

37 teaching methods develop the student-teachers‟ 

critical thinking ability by questioning, challenging, 

and problem-solving. 

     

38 teaching methods encourage the student-teachers to 

express their ideas freely and frankly in different 

contexts. 

     

39 teaching methods encourage the student-teachers to 

use audio-visual aids such as videotape and 

transparencies in teaching. 

     

40 teaching methods employ authentic materials in 

teaching such as menus, newspapers, magazines and 

advertisements. 

     

41 evaluation methods provide feedback to the student-

teachers on their progress. 

     

42 evaluation methods enhance student-teacher learning 

through various methods of evaluation such as 

continuous, formative and summative. 

     

43  evaluation methods probe student-teachers‟ abilities 

to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and application of 

learning. 

     

44  evaluation methods are aligned with the objectives 

and aims. 

     



 

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................ 

 

2. Do you believe that all these objectives have been achieved? Please explain. 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................ ...............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................... 

3. Should there have been other objectives of the PEFLTEP? If yes, what should have been these 

objectives/aims?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................... 

4. What should the PEFLTEP to develop the student teachers? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................... ............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................................................... .................

................................................................................................ 

5. To what, do you think, the EFLTEP in the faculty of education at Aden University meet your student 

teachers‟ needs?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.................................................................................................................... 

6. DoesPEFLTEP‟s courses content include up-to-date information in the field of PEFLTEP? Are the 

PEFLTEP‟s courses content periodically revised? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………… 

7. What are your suggestions related to the course which you teach and the programme generally?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................. ..........................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................ ...............

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..... 

8. What materials did you use in your course? What was good and not so good about the materials used 

in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................. ......................................

....................................... 

9. Which teaching aids do you use in your course? 

................................................................................................................................ .......................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................  



 

 

 

10. What do you think about assessment tools? Were they effective? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.................................................................................................................................  

11. What changes do you suggest in the PEFLTEP? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................. ......................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................ ...........................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.............................................................................................................................. 

  



 

 

 

 

Appendix IV 

 

The English and Foreign Languages University  

Hyderabad 500 605 

  Student-Teachers‟ Questionnaire (2012-2013) 

Dear student-teacher, 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to receive feedback for my PH.D research 

(Designing a model for evaluating Pre-service EFL Teacher Education Programmes: An 

exploratory study in the Yemeni context). Your opinion will not be disclosed to anyone. 

Please give me the required information by reading each questionnaire‟s item and put a tick 

(√) in front of it under the scale that best reflects your opinion towards. The scale is: a. 

Strongly Agree=5 b. Agree=4 c. Undecided=3 d. Strongly Disagree=2 e. Disagree.  

                Thank you for your cooperation. 

Personal details: 

1. Gender: Male / Female……… 

2. Name of the college……………. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Part one: Questionnaire‟s close-ended questions 

 

N
o

 

 

Indicator 

Scale 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 

ag
ree 

A
g

ree 

U
n

d
ecid

ed
 

S
tro

n
g

ly
 

d
isag

ree 

D
isag

ree In the PEFLTEP, the curriculum 

1 aims are clearly stated to you      

2 objectives are observable and measurable.       

3 objectives include only one general learning 

outcome. 

     

4 objectives focus on the student-teachers‟ 

performance. 

     

5 objectives focus on cognitive development.      

6 objectives focus on emotional growth towards the 

teaching profession.  

     

7 objectives focus on social development.       

8 objectives are  consistent with the programme aims.      

9 objectives are consistent with teaching practises in 

the classrooms. 

     

10 objectives are  consistent with the evaluation 

processes. 

     

11 objectives are  formed depending on a needs 

analysis. 

     

12 objectives are  realistic and attainable.      

13 objectives focus on terminal behaviour.      

14 objectives are tractable/time-bound.      

15 objectives reflect a combination of theory and 

practice.  

     

16 objectives focus on new approaches of curriculum.      

17 objectives focus on new approaches of teaching.      

18 content adequately develops communicative English 

language skills (listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing). 

     

19 content provides the student-teachers with the 

knowledge of components of language 

(Phonological, morphological, syntactic and / or 

semantic systems). 

     

20 content provides the student-teachers with 

American/British English literature. 

     

21 content gives the student-teachers opportunity to 

practise what they learned in their pre-service 

classes. 

     

22  content provides the student-teachers with the basic 

concepts of ELT. 

     

23  content provides the student-teachers with methods 

of classroom management. 

     

24  content prepares the student-teachers to teach 

English language effectively. 

     



 

 

25  content provides the student-teachers different 

modern theories of teaching. 

     

26 content provides the student-teachers different 

modern theories of curriculum. 

     

27 content prepares the student-teachers for English 

proficiency tests such as TOEFL or IELTS, or for 

any further study abroad. 

     

28  content encourages the student-teachers to apply 

English in other subjects. 

     

29 content prepares the student-teachers for self-

research and research on teaching issues. 

     

30 content is periodically revised.      

31 content includes up-to-date information in the field.      

32 content is in line with the aims.      

33 content meets the student-teachers‟ needs      

34 teaching methods encourage student-teachers to 

reflect on what they learnt and how they learnt it. 

     

35 Teaching methods motivate student-teachers by 

giving them some control over learning processes. 

     

36 teaching methods encourage the student-teachers to 

use role-play, short plays, dramas, games, and songs 

in the teaching. 

     

37 teaching methods develop the student-teachers‟ 

critical thinking ability by questioning, challenging, 

and problem-solving. 

     

38 teaching methods encourage the student-teachers to 

express their ideas freely and frankly in different 

contexts. 

     

39 teaching methods encourage the student-teachers to 

use audio-visual aids such as videotape and 

transparencies in teaching. 

     

40 teaching methods employ authentic materials in 

teaching such as menus, newspapers, magazines and 

advertisements. 

     

41 evaluation methods provide feedback to the student-

teachers on their progress. 

     

42 evaluation methods enhance student-teacher learning 

through various methods of evaluation such as 

continuous, formative and summative. 

     

43  evaluation methods probe student-teachers‟ abilities 

to demonstrate depth, flexibility, and application of 

learning. 

     

44  evaluation methods are aligned with the objectives 

and aims. 

     

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Part two: Questionnaire‟ open-ended questions  

 

  1. Do the EFL teacher education programmes have clear aims/objectives? If no, or, yes, please 

explain.  

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................ 

2. Do you believe that all these objectives have been achieved? Please explain. 

.................................................................................................................................................................... ...

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................... 

3. Should there have been other objectives of the PEFLTEP? If yes, what should have been these 

objectives/aims?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................ ...............................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................... 

4. What should the PEFLTEP to develop the student teachers? 

.......................................................................................................................................................... .............

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................................................... ..

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................ 

5. To what, do you think, the EFLTEP in the faculty of education at Aden University meet your student 

teachers‟ needs?  

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................  

6. Does PEFLTEP‟s courses content include up-to-date information in the field of PEFLTEP? Are the 

PEFLTEP‟s courses content periodically revised? 

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………… 

7. What are your suggestions related to the course which you teach and the programme generally?  

........................................................................................................................................................... ............

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................................................................... .

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..... 

8. What materials did you use in your course? What was good and not so good about the materials used 

in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

............................................................................................................................................... ........................



 

 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

....................................... 

9. Which teaching aids do you use in your course? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

......................................................................................................................  

 

10. What do you think about assessment tools? Were they effective? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................................................................................. 

11. What changes do you suggest in the PEFLTEP? 

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................................................................

..........................................................................................................................  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix V 

 

Questions‟ interview for the student-teachers 

 

1. Does the PEFLTEP have clear aims/objectives? If no, or, yes, please explain. 

ٍِ فضينىضح ؟, هو اهذاف بشّبٍج اػذاد ٍؼيٌ اىيغت االّجييزيت واضحت؟ ارا االجببت ّؼٌ او ال. 1  

2. Do you believe that all these objectives have been achieved? Please explain. 

هو حؼقخذ اُ مو االهذاف في اىبشّبٍج ححققج؟. 2  

3. What courses prepared you best for your role as a teacher? 

ٍبهي افضو اىَىاد اىخي ػذحل ىذوسك مَؼيٌ؟.3  

4. From your perception, what are the major problems that you faced while attending 

practicum in the schools? 

ٍبهي اىَشبمو اىشئيضيت اىخي واحهخهب اثْبءٍَبسصت اىخذسيش في اىَذاسس؟, ٍِ وجهت ّظشك.4  

5. From your perception, what are the major advantages of the teaching practice programme? 

ٍبهي اىفؤائذ اىنبيشة ٍِ بشّبٍج ٍَبسصت اىخذسيش؟, ٍِ وجهت ّظشك.5  

Do you believe the PEFLTEP meets your needs? 

هو حؼخقذ اُ اىبشّبٍج يقببو جبداحل؟.6  

6. Describe the practical experience you received in your training as prospective English? 

صف اىخبشاث اىؼَييت اىخي اامخضبخهب اثْبء حذسيبل؟.7  

7. Does the PEFLTEP adequately prepare you for classroom teaching? 

هو اىبشّبٍج اػذك ىيخذسيش في غشفت اىصف اىذساصي؟.8  

8. DoesPEFLTEP‟s courses the content include up-to-date information in the field of 

PEFLTEP? Is the PEFLTEP‟s courses the content periodically revised? 

هو ٍحخىي اىَىاد اىخؼييَيت يخضَِ اىَؼيىٍبث اىجذثيت في هزا اىحقو؟ هو اىَىاؤ اىخؼييَيت  حشاجغ بشنو فصيي؟.9  

7. What materials do your teacher-educators use in teaching? What is good and not so good 

about the materials used in teaching? 

ٍبهي اىَىاد اىخؼييَيت اىخي يضخخذٍهب ٍذسصينٌ اثْبء حذسيضنٌ في بشّبٍج اػذاد ٍؼيٌ اىيغت االّجييزيت؟ ٍبهي اىَىاد .10

 اىخؼييَيت اىخي مبّج ٍفيذة و غيش اىَفيذة؟

10. Which teaching aids do your teacher-educators use in teaching?  

ٍبهي اىىصبئو اىخؼييَيت اىخي  يضخخَهب ٍذسصيْل اثْبء اىخذسيش في اىبشّبٍج؟.11  

11. What do you think about assessment tools? Were they effective? 

ٍب سايل حىه ادواث اىخقىيٌ اىخي يضخخذٍهب اىَذسصىُ في حقىيَنٌ في اىبشّبٍج؟.12  

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix VI 

 

Questions‟ interview for teacher-educators 

 

1. Do the EFL teacher education programmes have clear aims/objectives? If no, or, yes, 

explain. 

2. Do you believe that all these objectives have been achieved? Please explain. 

3. Should there have been other objectives of the PEFLTEP? If yes, what should have been 

these objectives/aims?  

4. What should the PEFLTEP to develop the student teachers? 

5. To what, do you think, the EFLTEP in the faculty of education at Aden University meet 

your student teachers‟ needs?  

6. DoesPEFLTEP‟s courses the content include up-to-date information in the field of 

PEFLTEP? Is the PEFLTEP‟s courses the content periodically revised? 

7. What are your suggestions related with the course which you teach and the programme 

generally?  

8. What materials did you use in your course? What was good and not so good about the 

materials used in your course? 

9. Which tools did you use in your course?  

10. What do you think about assessment tools? Were they effective? 

11. What changes do you suggest in the PEFLTEP? 

 

 

 
  



 

 

Appendix VII 

Essay questions for the teacher-educators  

 

Dear teacher-educator, 

These essay questions are prepared to gather data about the PEFLTEPs in the colleges 

of education at Aden University in Yemen. They are prepared to collect data on your 

perceptions about the PEFLTEP. In order to get accurate and reliable data from this study; 

please answer these questions sincerely. Results will be used only for academic purposes and 

your responses will be kept strictly confidential. In addition, the results of this study will help 

improve the programme. Please answer these questions in NOT more than 350 words. 

 

1. What do you think the strengths and weaknesses of the PEFLTEP? Which aspects 

should continue to exist (shouldn‟t be changed) in the PEFLTEP? Which aspects should NOT 

continue to exist in the PEFLTEP? What are the things that need to be changed? 

2. What are your suggestions for making this PEFLTEP more effective and useful, 

better adjusted to student teachers‟ needs? What are your suggestions for improvement? 

 

Thank you for your contribution. 

 

Waddah Mahwari 

Ph.D. Scholar, ELE Depart.  

EFL-U, Hyderabad, India 

 

Email:wdhah1@hotmail.com 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendix VIII 

 

Essay questions in Arabic for the student-teachers 

 

 اسئلة مقبلية للطلبة

 

الطبلبة                                                                                                         \ عزيزتي \ عزيزي الطبلب   

:                                          ميَت (350 )اسجى ٍْنٌ اىخنشً في االطالع ػيً االصئيت ادّبٓ ثٌ االجببت في اقو  ٍِ  

 ٍبهي جىاّب اىضؼف واىقىة في بشّبٍج اػذاد ٍؼيٌ اىيغت االّجييزيت في مييبث اىخشبيت جبٍؼت ػذُ؟وميف يَنِ ححضيْهب 

ٍبهي ...وحطىيشهب؟و ٍبهي ٍنىّبث بشّبٍج اىيغت االّجييزيت اىخي ححخبج اىً اػبدة اىْظش فيهب وميف يَنِ ححضيْهب

 ٍقخشاحبحل ىيخحضيِ؟ 

.......................................................................................................................................................

............................. 

.......................................................................................................................................................

............................ 

.......................................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................... . 
 

Waddah Saleh MohammedMahwari 

Ph.D. Scholar, ELE Depart. 

EFL-U, Hyderabad, India 

Email:wdhah1@hotmail.com 

. 

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix IX 

 

Dear Teacher-educator, 

The purpose of this tool is to identify the distribution of proportion of courses in the 

programme addressing linguistic (L2 proficiency), pedagogic (both teaching theory and 

teaching practices), and managerial competences. Please read a detailed description of each 

course and then mark “L” for linguistic, “P” for pedagogic and “M” for managerial 

competence at the beginning of each course.  

 

Thank you for your contribution. 

 

Waddah Mahwari 

Ph.D. Scholar, ELE Depart.  

EFL-U, Hyderabad, India 

Email:wdhah1@hotmail.com 

  



 

 

 

Y
ea

r 

S
em

este

r 

 

No 

Course Linguistic 

competence 

Pedagogic 

competence 

Literature 

competent 

Note 

F
irst 

1
st 

1 Listening I     

2 Speaking I     

3 Reading I     

4 Grammar I     

5 Selected literature 

readings 

    

2
n

d
 

6 Listening II     

7 Reading II     

8 Writing I     

9 Grammar II     

10 Introduction to English 

literature 

    

S
eco

n
d

 

  

1
st 

11 Speaking II     

12 Reading III     

13 Writing II     

14 English Phonetics  

&phonology  II 

    

15 The short story     

2
n

d
 

16 Study skills     

17 English Phonetics  

&phonology II 

    

18 The novel     

19 Poetry     

T
h

ird
 

1
st 

20 Advanced composition I     

21 General Linguistics I     

22 E.L.T. Methodology I     

23 Theory & practice of 

Materials Production 

    

24 Translation I     

2
n

d
 

25 ELT Methodology II     

26 Teaching school texts     

27 Advanced composition 

II 

    

28 General Linguistics II     

29 Translation II     

F
o

u
rth

 

F
o

u
rth

 

1
st 

30 Second language 

learning 

    

31 Drama     

32 Small-scale research 

project 

    

2
n

d
 

33 Practicum (teaching 

practice) 

    

 

  



 

 

 

Appendix X 

List of number of referees for Questionnaire 

 

No Name Area Name of University Country 

1 Prof. Raja Gopal Ph.D. in ELE EFL India 

2 Prof.S.Mohanraj           Ph.D.  in ELE EFL India 

 Prof. Z.N.Patel Ph.D. in ELE EFL India 

3 Prof. Jayashree Mohanraj Ph.D. in ELE EFL India 

4 
Associate.prof R.V. 

Anuradha 
Ph.D.  in ELE EFL India 

5 Sadiya Muhammed 
Ph.D.  in Applied 

Linguistics 

Bauchi State University, 

Gadau, 
Nigeria 

6 
Asociate. Fawzia 

Abdullah 

Ph.D. in Applied 

Linguistics 
Aden Yemen 

7 
Associate. Prof. Gamal 

Mohammed 

Ph.D. in Applied 

Linguistics 
Aden Yemen 

8 
Assisstant. Prof. Khalid 

Al-Sabai  

Ph.D. in 

Linguistics 
Aden Yemen 

9 
Assisstant. Prof. Gamal 

Azazi 
Ph.D. in Lit. Aden Yemen 

10 
Assisstant. Zahra Al-

Asaqaf 
Ph.D. in Lit. Aden Yemen 

11 
Associate Prof. Rahma 

Al-Mahrooq 

Ph.D in English 

communications 

education 

Sultan Qaboos, 

Muscat 
Oman 

12 Prof. Sanjay Kumar Jha Ph.D. in 

(Linguistics-

TEFL) 

Amity University,  

Gurgaon 

Iindia 

 

13 Prof. Z.N. Patel PhD in ELE EFL University, 

Hyderabad 

India 

 

  



 

 

AppendixXI 

Showing old PEFLTE programme Curriculum in the colleges of education during the 

academic year 1998-1999 to the academic year 2004-2005  

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix XII 

Showing new PEFLTE programme Curriculum in the colleges of education during 

the 2005-2006 academic year to the 2014-2015 academic year 

 

 

  



 

 

Appendix XIII 

New curriculum starting from 2005-2006 till now 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 


