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INTRODUCTION
This study stemmed from the intention of establishing a communication to care and share the knowledge and experience among institutions at tertiary level where English is offered within an intensive framework. The language institutions serving under the systems of different universities are run under different management with different headings. Thus from now on they will be referred to as Units. Since these Units welcome the new recruits to the universities, their management gains importance for each individual university. As ad​ministrators serving at a unit of this kind (Foreign languages Center at Çukurova University, hereafter YADIM) we planned to investigate the overall set up of these Units in order to disseminate global information with the purpose of a search for future improvement.
SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION
The basis of the data for this study was collected in December 1995 from different uni​versities by the lectures at Foreign Languages Center at Çukurova University (YADIM) by means of a structured interview conducted with the heads of the departments or the contract people of these Units. The universities to from our base for the structured interviews were chosen from the booklet issued by the Students Selection and Placement Center (hereafter OYSM) and in which the universities offering Preparatory Language Programs are categorized under a special code. At first, we made a list comprising 26 universities, private and public, which are all listed under this code. Later, private universities namely, Baskent, Bilkent and Koc, for having different financial sources and governing system, and among the public universities Mustafa Kemal and Anadolu Universities, for offering courses only to the teacher trainees were excluded from the scope of this paper. Finally, our focus was directed on 22 Prep Units at public universities, which are expected to function similarly.
*Çukurova Üniversitesi. Eğitim Fakültesi, İngiliz Dili Eğitimi Bölümü~.
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Among the lecturers at YADIM, 18 interviewers, each being responsible of 1 to 3 universities contacted the people in charge of these Units and set a time for meetings before they traveled to those cities for the interviews. Before their departure, these interviewers received a three-hour orientation as how to conduct the interview. The main components of the interview were: statistical information about the Units, specific information on promulgations and regulations, testing and evaluation, program and staff development and facilities utilized by the teachers and students in these Units.
THE STATUS OF THE UNITS
All these 22 Units offer a one-intensive English program to undergraduate students. At some Units this service is also extended to the graduate students. Some Units, take the responsibility of offering Freshmen English, which students at all the departments are re​quired to take by the Council of Higher Educational (YÖ K). The aims and objectives of these Units, in theory (as the promulgations published in Official Gazette state), are to upgrade the language competency of the students in concern to a level in which they could be able to correspond with scholars and participate in discussions at international settings. In practice, however, these objectives are realized by means of some unknown exit criteria set up by each Unit, and students receive their introduction and considered successful accordingly. Moreover, though these Units adopt similar aims and objectives on paper, their status within the universities themselves is different (Table 1). For instance, out of 22 Units, 13 function as Departments, three as Centers, three as Schools of Foreign Languages and three as Sections.
Table 1. The Status of Language Units In Universities.
	STATUS
	NUMBER OF 

UNIVERSITIES

	Center for Foreign Languages

School of Foreign Languages

Foreign Languages Sections

Department of Foreign Languages
	3

3

3

13

	TOTAL
	22


Centers for Foreign Languages and Schools of Foreign Languages are attached to the Rectorate and directly accountable to the Rector's office,' whereas, Sections function under Departments, and Departments under Faculties, the students of which receive the language instruction. Though there is a divergence in the titles indicating the status of these Units, this does not affect the outcome because they are all established to serve the same purpose.
Moreover, this does not bring any change in the allocation of post. The staff members of these Units work under the Rectorate and appointed as lecturers only. In contrary to the Faculties, Departments and other Vocational Schools, none of these Units have the chance of promoting their staff with Ph. D. degrees although the promotion in Turkish universities is contingent with the degrees obtained by the individuals. For this reason, lecturers having
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gained their Ph.D. degrees tend to change their post and generally choose to work within ELT Departments of Education. Thus the make up of the Units remains the same whatever the title of the Unit is and no matter how much effort the Units spend in providing opportunities for upgrading their staff. Since promotion is not applicable at these Units, the effort towards progress and improvement within these Units does reflect back to the Units themselves. Therefore, this problem has to be taken into consideration.
STATUS OF STUDENTS
These Units recruit their students according to the special conditions announced in the booklet issued by the Student Selection and Placement Center (SSPC). According to the results of the University Entrance Exam, if a student is placed at a university that offers an intensive English language program, s/he has a right to attend these Units but has to abide the specific regulations set by that University. These regulations are formulated within the framework of the amendments set by YOK. In other words, each university sends the regulations prepared by the Senate to YOK for approval. After the approval, the statements have to be published in the Official Gazette to be legalized. According to the very recently issued law, the undergraduate students can attend these Units under three different categories. The Senate of each university can adjust their regulation accordingly.
a) Compulsory intensive language program: Sixteen of these universities require all of their students complete this program with success (according to their set up criteria) so that they could continue their education in their own fields. Out of 16, five universities employ this obligation only for the students at certain departments such as Electronic Engineering. Information Technology and Chemistry.
b) Optional intensive language program: Nine universities require their students fill in a form to state their preference whether to attend the language program or not. Those who have chosen the option of taking the language course have to fulfill all the obligations set by' the Unit for that year. At the end of that year, if they are successful (again in the terms of that Unit and the university), they can attend the courses delivered in English and if they are un​successful, they are still given the right to attend their faculties but they have to take all the courses in Turkish.
c) Optional intensive language program with quota: Four universities have the quota for the number of students to be accepted in the intensive program though they offer the op​tion to the students. Units indicate the number of students they can handle for that year according to the physical and academic set up of their Units. Once the number of the students to be accepted to different departments is decided upon their overall grade at the University exam is approved by the Senate, volunteering students are accepted to the language program. If the demand is more than the quota, the exceeding students are accepted to the programs offered in Turkish
When we look at the situation with graduate students, 11 out of 22 Units offer courses both for graduate and undergraduate students. Out of these 14 universities, eight make it compulsory and offer the courses within the same framework set for undergraduates. The other five however, require language proficiency from the graduate students but they change for these language courses to those who are 
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willing to attend. Out of these I 4. nine offer these courses free of charge-here the normal yearly tuitions students pay for their education is not taken into consideration.
Once the students get into the language program, their legal status also change depending on the title the Unit functions under, and they have to meet the requirements of that Unit. For instance, if they attend the intensive English program at Boğaziçi and METUuniversities, they are bound to be successful in order to carry on their studies at that university; otherwise, they are dismissed from the program. If the students get into the program on an optional or quota basis and are evaluated as unsuccessful at the end of the program, they are placed by OSYM at a corresponding Turkish program offered at another university unless a similar Turkish program is offered in their own university.
THE SIZE OF THE UNITS
In this part we will focus on the number of students and lecturers while discussing the size of these Units (see Table 2). The students enrolled in these Units vary depending on the following factors:
a)
The policy of adopting the medium of instruction in English
For example, at Boğaziçi and METU the medium of instruction is 100 percent English; so,at these universities, almost all the students enrolled that specific year form the size of the Unit. At Yıldız University the medium of instruction is English only at the Department of Information Technology; therefore, the size of the Unit is small.
b)
Being compulsory or optional
In the fairly old established universities, the Units tend to have more students. Naturally, in the recently established universities, the number of both the students and the teachers seem to be low though Çukurova University has shown a different trend due to its fast development.
Another factor that increases the size is that some Units aside from the intensive English language programs also take the responsibility of offering basic language courses required by YOK to the students of other departments that do not require an intensive language program. All of the above factors affect the number of staff employed in each Unit (See Table 2).
The figures indicated in Table 2 may not indicate the true picture of the situation in many Units since we used the exact number of lecturers and students employed in each Unit. We do not, however, have enough information about the following:
a) The number of students at different levels: an important criterion in deciding the number of students in a classroom is the level of students.
b) The number of lecturers involved in testing syllabus design, material production etc. aside from the classroom teachers.
c) The teaching posts for language courses for Freshman Language Courses required byYOK.
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2. The Ratio of Lectui~ers and Students.
	UNIVERSITIES
	TOTAL OF SS
	OF FULL TIME  TT
	SS & TT RATIO
	OF  SS I N 

A CLASS1

	METU

Boğaziçi Univ

Hacelepe Unv

Ege Univ

Istanbul Teknik Univ.

Marmara Univ.

Erciyes Univ

Cukurava Univ

Gaziantep Univ

9 Eylül Univ.

Kocaeli Univ

Gazi Univ.

Istanbul Univ.

Osmangazi Univ.

Ankara Univ. TÖMER2
Mersin Univ

Sakarya Univ.
İnönü Univ.

Uludağ Univ.

Yıldız Univ2
Abant Izzet Baysal Univ.
	2198

1544

1371

1122

1079

1079

630

618

435

400

380

350

300

280

487

97

75

62

60
--
34
	203

  93

132

  81

124

124

32

60

36

14

15

18

75

24

800

11

  6

  4

  6

40

16
	11

17

10

14

  9

  9

20

10

12

29

26

19

  4

12
  9

13

16

10

--

2
	15-25

30

20

18-20

18

18

12-20

24-30

20-25

20

24-30

20

18

12-24

25

14

29

15

12

12-14



1.
These numbers are given as mm. and max.

2.
TO~MER has been listed in the tables as part of Ankara University though it functions as a separate language school.

3.
There is no information about the number of students for Yıldız University.
COMPOSITION OF THE STAFF IN THESE UNITS
The lecturers in these Units are recruited by the Rectorate. Although a BA degree in a related area is the main requirement to be eligible to take the exam prepared and administered by the units, lecturers wit higher qualifications do apply for these posts. Even after the re​cruitment. there is a tendency among teachers to attain further qualifications (see Table 3).
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Table 3. Staft' Characteristics in Units.

Universities
Fulltime TT
Ph.D.
MA/MSc
Dip/Cert.


____________________________________________________________________


Abant Izzet
16
1
     1
19


Baysal Univ.


Ankara Univ. TÖMER
19
1
3
4



800



Boğazici Univ.            
93
1
  majority?

Çukurova Univ.
60
 3
19
60


Ege Univ.
81


Erciyes Univ.
32

   11


9 EylüI Univ.
14
 3
   18
        3


Gazi Univ.
18
 2
   18


Gaziantep Univ.
36   
1
9


Hacettepe Univ.
132
 4
  49

İnönü Univ.
4

Istanbul Univ.
75
 2
   10
        10


Istanbul Tekn. Univ.
124
3
   5
        10


Kocaeli Univ.
15
 2
   2


Marmara Univ.
88

   3


METU
203
2+2
  65


Osmangazi Univ.
24

   3


Sakarya Univ.
6

Uludağ Univ.
6


Yıldız Univ.
40


      No info
STAFF DEVELOPMENT
Seven of these 22 Units have had some form of staff development by means of semi- structured, very structured, or sophisticated programs. Some of these programs have been offered with the support of the United States information Service and the British Council. Apart from METU and ÇU. there are no other public universities where teachers are allocated for teacher development affairs in the Units. However, academicians in all of the Units are very keen on learning and sharing what the others have been doing in staff development.
Except for three universities, all (including the private ones) are keen on getting together once a year for collaboration. When we ask the time and the duration of this get together, they express their
17
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preference as either in June/July or September. Some universities indicate February as their option. The options in numerical terms are as follows:


OPTIONS
Numbers of Universities
September
3

February 
 7

June/July   
10

With these options in mind, we should start considering the time of this conference. At the same time, what seems to us the most relevant is to organize meetings for special interest groups.
TESTING AND EVALUATION
The process of test preparation and execution is central in 17 Units. At Units where tests preparation is central, we tried to elicit information on how the papers are marked. Lecturers seem to be expected to mark the test papers either individually or in groups. If they do the marking individually, which is the case in 11 Units, they either stay in school and finish marking there or are free to take the exam papers home to mark (four out of these 11). In some Units, these marking procedures change according to the type of exam administered. For example, quizzes and midterms are marked individually at home while final or proficiency exams are marked at the university.  During the marking process, they form groups in order to maintain the unity in grading, and a coordinator or a team leader leads each group. Here, it is difficult to figure out the rational behind the differences in marking procedures, apart from the locational and durational constraints since the preparation and execution are cen​tral.

When test types are inquired the names cited by different Units add up to 13 (see Table 4). We see that these tests are named taking into consideration either the purpose or the du​ration of the tests:
a) Purpose: Placement. Proficiency, Achievement, Comprehensive, Quiz, Make-up, Re-test.
b) Time: Semi-final and Final. Midterm, End of course, Quarters. Monthly.
When we look at these titles carefully, we find out that this has to do with the in​consistency in the terminology adopted by different Units. For example; 'End of Course' exams function as achievement test because they give achievements at the end of each course. Whereas Quarters (given twice a term), which is specified by one of the Units to be different from the achievement test, seems to correspond to the achievement tests applied by the other Units. Similarly, the so-called achievement tests applied every week at Yıldız University correspond to Quizzes administered in other universities. As seen in Table, the number and the type of exams as well as the weight of these tests vary in determining the overall success of the students. We do not want to go into details for the types and contents of the tests be​cause as indicated above there is ambiguity among Units in naming the tests types. They are named taking either the function or the duration of the tests into consideration. Moreover, since no clarity is provided for the content of some of these tests, we cannot tell what is ex​actly tested and to what degree. This is true especially with Proficiency Exams. In some Units, these tests are based on recognition (e.g. Multiple 
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Choice Questions focus on the form of language); whereas in others, they are based on production (skills based). Though these ex​ams serve as the basis for evaluating students’ performance and play a great role in giving the verdict, they are prepared in different styles focusing on different areas of language. Ac​cording to the results of these exams, the unsuccessful students may be dismissed from the University.

Since the Units are free to set their own exit criteria for assessing students' success, the set of norms for each Unit will inevitably differ from one to the other. Regarding the assessment procedure, one student who is found successful at the end of the language program at one university may not be considered successful at another. For that very reason, a student who is found successful in his/her own Unit goes through the same process of assessment for proficiency while transferring to a different university. Moreover, the promulgations prepared and verified for these Units can be very diverse simply because no consensus has been reached even on the main issues by any professional organization. For example, there needs to be a common definition for the types of exams administered to the students. This is very crucial because on the basis of these assessments, students either con​tinue with their education in their departments or are dismissed at the end of the language instruction that they have received in the Units.


Table 4. The Type and Number of Tests Applied by Different Universities
_____________________________________________________________________________

Universities
Placement
Proficiency
Final
Midterm
Achievement
 Quiz
of tests
Abant  I. B


+
+

+
  6**

Ankara /TOMER
+

+

+
+
  6**


+

+


+
+
  5
Boğazici  Univ.
+
+



+

12
Cukurova Univ.
+
+


+

  7

Ege Univ.
+
+




   ***

ErciyesUniv.
+
+
+

+

  6

9 EylülUniv.
+
+


+
 +
  6**

GaziUniv.

+


+


10**

Gaziantep Univ.

+

+

+
 
  9*

Hacettepe Univ.

+


+
+
 
++
İnönü Univ.
+
+
+
+


6+++
Istanbul Univ.
+
+



+
 4*

Istanbul Tekn. Univ.

+


+

 6

Kocaeli Univ.


+
+


 6

Marmara Univ.
+
+




 9

METU
+
+

+
+
+
7**

Osmangazi Univ.
+
+

+


4

Sakarya Univ.


+
+


7
Uludağ Univ.


+

+

5
YıldızUniv.
+
+

+
+
28

____________________________________________________________________________

*** It is changing. This unit gives one Achievement Test every three weeks;   

**Excluding Quiz; * Including Quiz; + Excluding Quarters; ++ Ex​cluding Monthly; 
+++ Excluding End of Course
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PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION
These Units offer their program generally at three of four (6 Units) levels despite the difference in their titles as shown in Table 5.
Table 5. Number of Levels in 1995-1996
___________________________________________________________________________

Universities
Levels
Claass hours P/W
TT sharing levels
Names of Levels

__________________________________________________________________________________
Istanbul Univ.
5
30
2-3
1-2-3

25 4

18
5
Çukurova Univ.
4
26
3
1



24
2-3-4
Erciyes Univ.
4
26
2-3
1



24


2-3-4
METU
4
30
1-2
Beginner



20

Intermediate

25 Elementary

15-20

Upper Int.
Sakarva Univ.
4
29
4
Elem.Pre-Int & Upper Int.
Hacettepe Univ.
4
30
2-3
C-D

25 B

20

A
Abant lzzet Baysal
4
30
3
A-B-C-D
Boğaziçi Univ.
3
30
2
Beg. & Int. 



18

Advanced
Ege Univ.
3
24
3-4
Beg.-Int.



22

Upper Int.
Uludağ Univ.
3
22
3
Elem. Int. Upper Int.
Istanbul Teknik Unv.
3
30
3
A



25

B

20

C
Marmara Univ.
3
30
3
B-C



25

A
Yıldız Univ.
3
33
almost all
Beg. & Int.



26

Upper Int.
9 Eylül Univ.
2
30
4
C

26 B

24

A
İnönü Univ.
2
20
3
Beg. & Int.
Kocaeli Univ.
2
30
4
Beg. & Int.
Mersin Univ.
2
26
6
Beg. & Int.
Gazi Univ.

2
20
2
B (Fırst Term)


30

C ( Second Term)
Gaziantep Univ.
2
30
2
B-C
Ankara Univ.
no distinction
30
2
___
T0MER

2
25

with some English
Osmangazi Univ.
no distinction

7
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As mentioned in the testing section, there is no consensus among the Units on the def​inition of the levels. For his very reason, there are three different means of naming the lan​guage levels: I) numbers, 2) letters and 3) names. We are not sure whether Level I in Ha​cettepe University corresponds content wise to Beginner Level in Mersin University. If they do not, there is no harm in naming them differently but if they do, why are they named dif​ferently? Similarly, in the utilization of letters, we are not even sure whether A refers to mean the highest level in all Units. We can only guess it out of experience or inquire about it. Even it is so, what criteria are adopted to demonstrate this level.

The content of the program in 14 Units are skill-based, and in others, the courses are specified as main courses and specific skill courses (as RIW and Note taking). There arc four Units that pursue the programs under one core-course.

FACILITIES UTILIZED BY UNITS:
MATERIAL PRODUCTION ROOM (MPR)
Out of 22, ten of the Units have Material Production Room (MPR). These facilities are open during the day and generally run by the teachers themselves except at METU where a secretary has taken the responsibility. In some of the Units, There is no one in charge of MPR, but only the teachers have access to it. In MPR, there are supplementary materials as well as the equipment for teacher use. The availability of MPR and the variety and amount of equipment of each Unit are shown in Table 6.
Table 6. Availability of MPU and other the Facilities and  Services.
    Universities
MPU
Tap~recorder
Video
OHP

Abant Izzet


Baysal Univ.

4
2


Ankara Univ. T0~MER

1/teacher

+



+
+
+
+


Boğaziçi Univ.
+
54
6
2

Cukurova Univ.
+
35
5
7


EgeUnv.

40
4
3


Erciyes Univ.
+
25
2


9EyIülUniv.

15
5
2


Gazi Uniy.
+
1/teacher
1
1


Gaziantep Univ.
+
25
2
4


Hacettepe Univ.
+
45
1

İnönü Univ.

1/teacher

Istanbul Univ.

10
1


Istanbul Tekn. Univ.
+
unknown
6
1


Kocaeli Univ.
+
15
1


Marmara Univ.
+
31
6


Mersin Univ.

1/office


MITU

1/class
20
6


Osmangazi Univ.


Sakarya Univ.

1/class

Uludağ Univ.


Yıldız Univ.
-
25
5

21
Dil Dergisi. Sayı: 61, Kasım 1997
__________________________________________________________________________
In those ten Units with MPRs, an inquiry is made on the utilization of any coding and classification system, and on the frequency of visits as well as the procedures set up for these visits: 

Three of them have loaded their classification on the computer with a special coding system. Others have built their classification on color and level codes. However, due to the inconsistency in the coding systems, locating the necessary material may cause difficulty when the person in charge is not on duty. Generally, teachers responsible for MPR prepare materials and offer them for the use of the other teachers. So the teachers need to consult the person in MPR to obtain these materials except BU. where the materials are put in the pigeonholes provided for the teachers. In all of these Units with MPR, the equipment and the ma​terials are very frequently used though no obligation has been imposed on the teachers. No specific procedures have been set up for a loaning system in MPRs except in three Units where there are set regulations for the production and the use of the materials. In two of these Units, fines are charged from the teachers for not returning the material on time. In the third Unit, the names of these teachers are announced on the Bulletin Board.
COMPUTERS IN USE
Although Units have access to computers varying from  to 34 in number. it is un​fortunate that generally these are used for secretarial purposes. It is only in eight Units that the lecturers can make use of the computers. In four of the Units, the students have also access to computers.
SELF-ACCESS ROOM
Self-Access Room designed for use of the students was only available at Çukurova University at the time the data were gathered. However. METU stated that they had been working for setting up one. Actually, they attained this goal in May 1996. Although the ex​istence of a Self-Access Room has not been stated, TOMER has a large individual video and audio center open to the students.
LIBRARY
The questions in this section of the interview inquire the number of book in the Units not in the main libraries at the universities. Out of 22 Units, 13 have their own libraries though two of them call these as Resource Room.
The others do not have departmental libraries but they make use of the main libraries in the universities. The number of book in these departmental libraries varies from 5000 to a couple of hundreds (see Table 7). Two Units, instead of giving approximate numbers, have declared the amount as 'quite a lot'.
Table 7. The Number of Books in the Libraries

NUMBERS 
UNIVERSITIES




5000.4000
Çukurova University

3999-2000
Ankara Univ. (TOMER), Istanbul Univ.

1999.1000
Hacettlepe Unv. METU
999-250
Ankara Univ. (Political Sciences), Erciyes Univ., İnönü Univ.
UNDER 250
Kocaeli Univ____________________
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As seen in Table 7, all the Units, except four, do not seem to have many books in their departmental libraries. Along with the number of books, the financial sources available for these libraries were inquired. These Units generally do not have a budget allocated for their libraries. Among the sources for buying books for these libraries, the following are cited: Contributions (3 Units), Rotatory fund (4 Units), Budget under Rectorate (5 Units - 2 state that the budget is on paper), Fines (3 Units) and other sources like complimentary copies of publishers, teachers' financial contributions, etc.
In the library, the service is limited to letting students borrow books. Even for putting this service into action, there are differences due to the staff employment in these libraries. In four of these Units, librarians are either appointed from the main library of the university (~U) or recruited specifically for the Unit (ITU). In some Units, lecturers, the departmental secretary or technicians are in charge of the library. In fact, in one Unit, the library is not staffed at all.
As for the system employed in these libraries, only in four of these libraries, exists a card system. Five of these Units have declared that they have developed a special loaning system. The rest seem to be operating by means of lists, and they do not put limits on the number of books to be borrowed.
The users of these libraries vary. Out of 13 libraries six are open to both the teachers and the students, the other seven are open only to teachers.  (see Table 8).
Table 8. The Use of Libraies.
_______________________________________________________________________

Number of
Units without
Units open to
Units open
Units open


Libraries
 Libraries
both SS and TT
 only to TT
 only  to SS


13
    9
     6
   13
7

________________________________________________________________________
 
CONCLUSION
This is the first preview of language Units at public universities around Turkey. The aim was to get a global structure of the Units to pursue our research accordingly. If the existing situation at different universities are not investigated, no solution can be found for the existing problems, no comparison can be made, and no unity can be achieved among these Units as how to maintain standardization within the systems applied. In this brief description on how the main parts of the Units function, we have come across several divergences in the applications, which affect the outcome of the program. Here we will mention the most important two, which will lead to discussions of the others.
First of all, there is no consensus whatever on the exit criteria for evaluating students' success level. When programs are set without the awareness of the exit criteria, the di​ver2ence in the outcome in inevitable. We believe that there need to be some external criteria to base the evaluation system on so that the students can prepare themselves according to this externally set up goal.
Once the goal is set within the framework of external criteria national or international tests could be adopted for this purpose. This does not mean that all the students will be re​quired to achieve the same
23
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standard because the level of exit criteria could be different de​pending on which university the student is willing to be admitted. in other words, once the levels are explicitly stated with external criteria, each department within the university can adopt a criteria level for admission of the students to their departments. Students admitted to these departments would know what their target is for achievement and try their best to achieve that goal.
In order for departments to set external criteria for their students, what is to be achieved within that level should be explicitly defined in terms of performance objectives and tasks. The existing situation does not allow an application of this kind.
Students should be aware of the target they have to reach regarding language proficiency before attending their field courses so that can study hard to achieve this preplanned goal. At present, students at different fields are expected to reach at least the same level of proficiency set by the Units. Usually these levels are expressed in terms of grades but not in the form of performance objectives.
Secondly, the legal status of the Units needs to be discussed and some standardization should be brought into the system regarding the educational and administrative set up. If these Units do not function under the academic setting as in Faculties, all the efforts to upgrade the lectures and instructional setting in the Unites will be useless.
We believe that aside from sharing information by means of delivering papers, con​ducting workshops and demonstrations, discussions within small interest groups where each Unit is represented will shed more light on the problems encountered. In order to find a working system to eliminate the discrepancies, we suggest that special interest groups are formed for each area cited in this paper (headlines of each section). After each interest group discusses the relevant issue in depth, one instructor from each Unit join in for Round Table Discussions where they can discuss each related problem in length and come to a con​sensus.

We know it is a long procedure but we believe we have to start it right away.
NOTES
1. We would like to acknowledge the following lecturers for their contribution during the data collection period.
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ÖZET
The aim of this study is to investigate, by means of a structural interview, the overall composition of 18 Units will be surveyed from the perspectives of ad-ministration, program development, in-service training, testing and evaluation, ma​terial development, facilities utilized and other statistical information. In the analysis, the observed differences and similarities will be highlighted to be able to discuss their advantages and disadvantages. We hope that these discussions will lead to other studies to look for a coherent system throughout the country in relation to performance objectives of each university.
25
