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Abstract

The study aimed at determining and comparing expectation and satisfaction levels of tourism undergraduate
students in vocational English course. The research was designed as a longitudinal study, quantitative
research design and survey methodology were used to collect data in the study. The data on expectation were
collected in September 2017 while the data on satisfaction were collected in May 2019, and paired-samples t
test was used to analyze the data. The findings revealed that there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “objectives”. Nevertheless, the level of satisfaction was higher
than that of expectation. There were significant differences between expectation and satisfaction levels in
terms of “content”, “teaching-learning process”, “lecturer” and “assessment” in favor of satisfaction. There
was not a significant difference between the levels of expectation and satisfaction in terms of “classmates”.
However, the level of expectation was higher than that of satisfaction. While “overall” expectation level was
medium, “overall” satisfaction level was high and there was a significant difference between the levels of
expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction. The results of the research were discussed in the light of
the literature and suggestions were made for curriculum developers, lecturers teaching English in general,
and English for Specific Purposes in particular, and researchers studying on expectation and satisfaction in
language teaching.
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1. Introduction

English is inevitably the most frequently used language not only in daily
communication but also in business world. Tourism is one of the fields that necessitate
English as a medium. The more qualified the employees in tourism are, the better the
sector serves, the more likely the tourists are satisfied, the more the region/country gets
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about, the more the region/country attracts others. In addition, tourism sector employs
new employees every year in Turkey since it is a growing sector day by day. As
prospective employees of tourism, undergraduate tourism students need to be educated
and trained well in terms of English language as well as other qualities. Students’
expectations play a crucial role so as to achieve this goal. One of the best ways to
determine expectations of students is needs analysis.

Needs analysis can be defined as a process of gathering information about language
needs of students so as to determine the goals and content of a language course
(Richards, 2017) or collecting and analyzing all relevant information to satisfy language
learning needs of students systematically within the context of an institution involved in
teaching-learning process (Brown, 2001). Needs analysis and the inclusion of students’
perspectives are fundamental factors in curriculum development and evaluation
(Poedjiastuti & Oliver, 2017). Scholars and educators consider needs analysis as a
valuable tool for curriculum development since it is a device that can be used to link the
students’ present academic learning with their future needs (Brown, 2016).

Needs analysis in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) is not a new concept dating back
to 1960s and 1970s and conducted extensively in the mid-1980s (Robinson, 1991).
Brindley (1989) divided needs into two as “objective” and “subjective” needs. While
objective needs include students’ language proficiency and patterns of language use,
subjective needs include their desires, wants, expectations or other psychological
manifestations. Whereas objective needs can be identified by lecturers, subjective needs
cannot be identified easily (Richterich & Chancerel, 1980). Discussions, questionnaires,
surveys, structured interviews, observations, analysis of authentic spoken and written
texts and assessment can be used in needs analysis procedures (Dudley-Evans & St.
John, 1998; Robinson, 1991; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987).

In terms of ESP, needs analysis is carried out to designate “what” and “how” of a
course, and so it is the first stage in ESP curriculum development (Flowerdew, 2013).
Needs analysis can be regarded as the foundation on which all other decisions about ESP
should be made. According to Dudley-Evans and St John (1998), needs analysis is the
cornerstone of ESP, which guides a focused course. Spence and Liu (2013) assert that
needs analysis is precious to make sure whether what is learned in class is directly
linked to the skills related to profession. Needs analysis is among the most crucial stage
of ESP teaching, and it is an extensively used instrument to assess the relevancy and
validity of curriculum design activities (Li, 2014). Along with objective needs such as
objectives of the course, the current study deals with subjective needs such as teaching-
learning process, techniques, materials and assessment. The current study aims at
determining expectation and satisfaction levels of students within the framework of not
only their objective needs but also subjective needs.
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In designing a course, the initial and final surveys are appropriate tools of directing
students’ attention on their own learning process from the beginning to the end of the
course. An initial needs analysis enables lecturers to be aware of profiles and preferences
of their students (Russell, 2009). It also lays the foundation of the course (Martins, 2017)
and helps lecturers to harmonize students’ expectations with materials and activities.
Surveys and interviews can easily be used to obtain feedback about student progress, and
some alterations can be made in activities and course content (Russell, 2009; Richards,
2017; Weir & Roberts, 1994). Comparing students’ opinions in the initial and final
surveys can be used to involve students in the process (Russell, 2009). In other words, if
students are actively involved in deciding on the objectives, content, teaching-learning
process, learning tasks and assessment, learning is stimulated better.

Student expectations can be considered as a substantial affective variable in tertiary
education, particularly in ESP courses. Expectations influence engagement, performance,
learning outcomes and overall satisfaction (Lobo & Gurney, 2014). If expectations are not
satisfied appropriately, it may decrease motivation, attendance and performance, but
may increase anxiety, nervousness, disappointment and disengagement (Lobo & Gurney,
2014; Bordia et al. 2008; Bordia et al. 2006; Throp 1991). In addition, expectations are
among the crucial factors in not only theory but also practice in language teaching and
learning (Lin, 2012).

When the literature on expectation and satisfaction in English language was reviewed,
it was observed that there were various studies. To illustrate, a study conducted in
Australia with advanced level students revealed that unmet expectations affected their
emotions, performance and learning behavior, which caused rebelliousness. In addition,
lecturers stated that if expectations were not met, students were likely to exhibit poorer
performance and experience negative affective outcomes, which hindered learning
(Bordia et al. 2008). Another study carried out in Australia via a survey and semi-
structured interviews with students found out that students’ expectations from course
content and teaching staff were considerably met. However, class attendance was low
throughout the semester (Lobo & Gurney, 2014).

Bordia et al. (2006) analyzed student and lecturer perspectives on student expectations
using interviews. Students expressed that if their expectations were fulfilled, they would
be more confident in using English and more motivated to learn, attend, enjoy,
participate and feel comfortable in the course. According to the lecturers, students
thanked them for fulfillment of their expectations, showed positive attitudes towards the
target culture, developed positive learning experiences, did extra study and considered
lecturers as friends. Both students and lecturers agreed that fulfillment of expectations
resulted in higher motivation.

A study held in Bangladesh reflected that students’ expectations covered the course
content, teaching-learning style and education management. The underlying factors of
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expectations included professional need, educational background, social beliefs, personal
goals and personality of the students. Moreover, the expectations contributed
significantly to classroom behavior and performance (Haque, 2014). Ho (2014) examined
computer science students’ communication needs in terms of four language skills during
their internship to design their ESP course at a university in China. The findings
unearthed that students generally need presentation and meeting skills, reading emails
and writing emails and reports. The students expected that the course content should
cover their needs. Hui (2017) scrutinized the needs and satisfaction levels of students at
a college in China and found out that English teaching did not reflect and meet the
learning needs of students effectively.

Kaur and Khan (2010) analyzed expectations and satisfactions of art and design
students in a private college in Malaysia. Students expected to improve speaking,
listening, reading and writing, respectively and they were ‘moderately satisfied’ with
their current course. Kazar and Mede (2015) analyzed the needs of fine arts students at a
private university in Turkey. Both lecturers and students stated that the initial objective
of ESP program should include various tasks in four language skills and students should
engage in these activities. Ulum (2020) unearthed that students of architecture at a
newly founded university in Turkey expected to improve their production skills more
than receptive skills. Ayas and Kirkgéz (2013) examined the needs and expectations of
nursing and midwifery students in both academic and vocational English courses. The
study revealed that students expected to improve four language skills but specifically
listening and speaking rather than writing and reading. Students also reported that the
materials were inadequate, and the teaching-learning process and the lecturers did not
help them to learn vocational English.

Sari, Kuncoro and Erlangga (2019) examined ESP needs of students of informatics.
They revealed that students wanted to learn English in order to find a job, they wanted
to learn all skill, especially reading, and they have problems in vocabulary and grammar.
Dinamika and Siregar (2016) investigated the needs of students to design a syllabus for
tourism management students in Indonesia. The students wanted the course to include
speaking, writing, listening and reading, respectively. Ibrahim (2016) investigated the
needs of health students in Sudan. Both students and lecturers indicated that students
learned English for academic purposes. All language skills (reading, writing, listening
and speaking) and language areas (grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation) are
important for students.

A study carried out in Vietnam analyzed ESP courses of civil engineering students.
The findings displayed that content and language skills in ESP courses did not meet
students’ needs. Students expected the course to fulfill their current and future
vocational and academic purposes. Students were not satisfied with coursebook and key
terminology. They reported that they failed because of lack of practice on pronunciation
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and speaking. They declared that they were not exposed to language skills adequately.
On the other hand, materials were authentic and they were exposed to real language in
professional life (Nguyen & Nguyen, 2017). Another study held in Vietnam revealed the
difficulties in teaching ESP, and difficulties were related to students, teachers and
environment and others (Hoa & Mai, 2016). Kim (2013) scrutinized the needs of
engineering students in Korea to design an ESP course for them. Engineering professors,
students and industry workers participated in the study. The study revealed that all
participants wanted that the course should cover speaking skill. Students did not think
that written expression and written comprehension are important; however, industry
workers and engineering professors did.

Al-Issa (2017) focused on ESP courses for students of law and found out that students
had expectations in terms of content and materials, and course design and
implementation. In addition, the study revealed that the lecturers had a crucial effect in
meeting students’ expectations. Trejo (2007) revealed that students expected the
lecturers to be both friendly and professional rather than just knowledge deliverers. Chu
and Huang (2007) asserted that exploring students’ expectations in English courses had
a key role for lecturers as they selected and designed materials. The lecturers also chose
instructional methods, which helped not only lecturers to improve their performance but
also students to learn autonomously and dynamically.

Given the literature, while some of the previous studies covered expectations of
international students, some of them clarified the expectations of students from general
English course or expectations or needs of students in terms of four language skills in
ESP. Moreover, some studies included just expectations of students. As an attempt to
shed light on students’ both expectation and satisfaction levels in ESP, the present study
aimed at determining and comparing expectation and satisfaction levels of tourism
undergraduate students in vocational English course. The following questions were
sought in order to reach the aim of the study:

1. Is there a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction levels of
tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course in terms of
“objectives”?

2. Is there a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction levels of
tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course in terms of
“content”?

3. Is there a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction levels of
tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course in terms of
“teaching-learning process”?

4. Is there a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction levels of
tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course in terms of
“lecturer”?
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5. Is there a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction levels of
tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course in terms of
“classmates”?

6. Is there a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction levels of
tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course in terms of
“assessment”?

7. Is there a significant difference between overall expectation and satisfaction
levels of tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course?

2. Method
2.1. Research design

A longitudinal study with continuous or repeated measures to follow particular
individuals over prolonged periods of time was applied in the research. Quantitative
research design and survey methodology were used to collect data in the study. Survey
methodology is a research model aiming to examine a situation as it exists in the nature.
In other words, it is an approach that explains, describes and illustrates previous or
current situations, individuals or objects in its own conditions (Karasar, 2003). In the
current study, as expectation and satisfaction levels of tourism undergraduate students
in ESP were determined and compared in its own context, survey methodology was
preferred.

2.2. The current context and ESP

When students start studying English at the department of tourism management at
the faculty of tourism at the university, where the research was carried out, in the first
year, they are considered to be at Al level of the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages. As indicated in the learning outputs of the program, students
are expected to reach B2 level in reading, listening, speaking and writing skills. In order
to achieve this aim, intensive English teaching program is carried out at the
aforementioned department. Freshman students take 12 hours of general English in each
semester. Sophomore students take 8 hours of general English in each semester. These
courses mainly focus on developing four skills as well as grammar, vocabulary and
pronunciation needed in every day English. Vocational English course is preceded by a
comprehensive background of general English. Junior and senior students take 6 hours of
vocational English course in each semester. Thus, students take 40 hours of general
English course and 24 hours of vocational English course during their tertiary education.

The current study reported a research that attempted to examine needs and
expectations of tourism undergraduate students in order to make appropriate decisions
on how to design instruction in vocational English course since Chu and Huang (2007)
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suggested lecturers use surveys to reveal students’ expectations to help them and design
the course and the teaching-learning process to meet their various expectations. The aim
was to help the lecturer (as well as the course designer) be aware of the expectations of
the students so that the course design would become implementable and could really
meet the needs and expectations of the students. The results could also be a source of
reference to design ESP courses for tourism students.

Given these assumptions, the lecturer initially determined the expectations of the
students from vocational English course (Ozer, 2018). “Highly Recommended I” and
“Highly Recommended II” were determined as the course books by Materials
Development Unit at School of Foreign Languages to be used in the Department of
Tourism Management for four semesters. The lecturer utilized them as course books.
Then, she designed the course for four semesters taking the students’ expectations and
the content of the course books into consideration. In addition, she sometimes used extra
materials and activities. She ran the course in the line with the expectations both at the
beginning and during the process since the lecturer expected to meet expectations of the
students. Moreover, the lecturer intended to investigate to what extend the students’
expectations were met.

2.3. Participants

The present study was conducted at a faculty of tourism at a state university in
Turkey. The study included all junior students taking vocational English course in 2017-
2018 fall semester (104 in total) and all senior students taking vocational English course
in 2018-2019 spring semester (80 in total) at the department of tourism management.
Some of the students were repeating the course, so they did not have to attend the
courses. 82 students participated in the initial survey voluntarily. In the first application
of the scale, students were asked to write their names on the questionnaire forms in
order to pair the scales when the second application was carried out. 68 students
participated in the final survey voluntarily, and students were asked to write their
names on the questionnaire forms. Before the analyses, the questionnaire forms were
paired. 12 questionnaire forms (being just the initial survey) that did not include both
surveys were not included in the analyses. A total of 68 students constituted the
participants of the study. 41 of the participants were female, and 27 of them were male.
The ages of the participants ranged from 21 to 27, and the mean was 23,13 in the second
application of the survey.

2.4. Instruments and data collection

Within the scope of the research, a five-point Likert scale was developed by the
researcher in order to determine expectations of the students from vocational English
course, and to what extent their expectations were met. In 2017-2018 fall semester,
students were asked an open-ended question as “What are your expectations from
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vocational English course?”. 33 students taking the course for the first time at the faculty
of tourism wrote their opinions voluntarily. When the opinions of students were analyzed
via content analysis, there occurred 4 main categories as “objectives”, “content”,
“teaching-learning process” and “assessment” (Ozer, 2018). After the literature was
reviewed (Ozer & Yilmaz, 2017; Lobo & Gurney, 2014), the category of teaching-learning
process was divided into three sub-categories as “teaching-learning process itself”,
“lecturer” and “classmates”. Therefore, the draft questionnaire form constituted 60 items
with six subscales. The draft scale was examined by three experts, one of whom was
from the department of curriculum and instruction. Taking their opinions into
consideration, 6 items were omitted from the scale. A total of 54 items with six subscales
were included in the final scale.

The survey was carried out at two different times because studies analyzing student
expectation and satisfaction at the end of a course may result in some problems (Hawkins
& Hastie, 1990). One of the most crucial of them is that students have to remember their
prior expectations in order to evaluate whether or not their expectations have been met
at the same time. It will be difficult for them to able to recall accurately what their
expectations were before taking the course. Hindsight bias assert that people often do not
recall what they thought in the past accurately and they deflect it as they have believed
initially (Hawkins & Hastie, 1990) and memories of students about their expectations
before taking the course may be biased after taking the course (Appleton-Knapp &
Krentler, 2006). Therefore, the current study was designed to determine students’
expectation levels before taking vocational English course at the beginning of the third
year and their satisfaction levels after taking the course at the end of the fourth year.

Table 1. The number of items and Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of the scale

Scale/subscale Expectation Satisfaction
Number of items  Cronbach Alpha Cronbach Alpha
Objectives 17 .96 .97
Content 9 .95 .96
Teaching-learning process 6 .87 .84
Lecturer 9 97 97
Classmates 5 .90 .93
Assessment 8 .92 .88
Overall 54 .99 .98

The initial survey was applied at the beginning of 2017-2018 fall semester (in
September 2017) to determine expectation levels of the students. The final survey was
applied at the end of 2018-2019 spring semester (in May 2019) to determine to what
extent their expectations were met. The only difference between two scales applied to the
students at two different times was the question root. In the initial survey, the first item
was written as “I expect that vocational English course will contribute to my personal
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development”; however, in the final survey, the same item was written as “Vocational
English course contributed to my personal development”. The number of items and
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient of each subscales and overall scale at two times are
given in Table 1.

2. 5. Data analysis

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 22.0. was used to analyze the data
in the current study. Prior to analyses of the data, it was examined whether the data
were normally distributed. As normal distribution was confirmed, paired-samples t test
was used to compare the expectation and satisfaction levels.

In the evaluation and interpretation of the mean scores, range width formula
suggested by Tekin (2002) and used in many studies in education (Ozer, 2019a; Ozer,
2019b; Yaman and Tekin, 2010; Dede and Yaman, 2008; Yenilmez, 2008) was taken into
consideration. Range width was calculated by division of the difference between
maximum (5) and minimum score (1) that can be obtained from the survey into the
number of Likert options (5). In other words, range width was estimated using 5-1=4,
4/5=0.80 and interpreted as follows:

1-1.80: “Very low”,
1.81-2.60: “Low”,
2.61-3.40: “Medium”,
3.41-4.20: “High” and
4.21-5.00: “Very high”.

3. Results

The findings regarding expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “objectives” are
given in Table 2. Expectation was medium (X=3.31, SD=1.11) but satisfaction was high
(X=3.71, SD=1.10) for “contribute to personal development”, and there was a significant
difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.09,
p=.04<.05). Both expectation (X=3.41, SD=1.14) and satisfaction (X=3.75, SD=1.15) were
high for “contribute to improve self-confidence”, and there was not a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.73, p=.08>.05). However, the level of
satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Similarly, expectation (X=3.57,
SD=1.17) and satisfaction were high (X=3.71, SD=1.02) for “contribute to improve
presentation skills in English”, and there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction (t=.65, p=.51>.05). Nevertheless, the level of satisfaction was
higher than that of expectation.
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Table 2. Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of objectives

Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of objectives

Expectation | Satisfaction

X [0 |x [ | ©|°F
1. contribute to personal development 3.31 | 1.11 | 3.71 | 1.10 | 2.09 | .04
2. contribute to improve self-confidence 3.41 | 1.14 | 3.75 | 1.15 | 1.73 | .08
3. contribute to improve presentation skills in English 3.57 | 1.17 | 3.71 | 1.02 | .65 .51
4. contribute to speak fluently 3.69 | 1.17 | 3.74 | 1.01 | .81 41
5. contribute to communicate easily 3.59 | 1.16 | 3.63 | 1.13 | .21 .83
6. contribute to improve current English level 3.62 | 1.18 | 3.74 | 1.18 | .61 .53
7. contribute to improve vocabulary 3.69 | 1.24 | 3.75 | 1.12 | .32 .74
8. contribute to improve grammar 3.25 | 1.38 | 3.63 | .92 2.07 | .04
9. contribute to improve writing skills 3.40 | 1.19 | 3.81 | 1.11 | 2.34 | .02

10. contribute to improve reading-comprehension skills 3.69 | 1.13 | 3.99 | 1.12 | 2.40 | .01
11. contribute to improve listening-comprehension skills | 3.62 | 1.18 | 3.81 | 1.01 | 1.02 | .30

12. contribute to improve pronunciation 3.60 | 1.27 | 3.94 | 1.07 | 1.73 | .08
13. contribute to professional life 3.59 | 1.22 | 3.97 | .97 1.89 | .06
14. facilitate internship and work life 3.564 | 1.17 | 4.01 | .95 2.34 | .02
15. facilitate finding jobs 3.61 | 1.29 | 4.00 | .93 2.58 | .01
16. contribute to earn more money in professional life 3.22 | 1.15 | 3.564 | 1.11 | 1.88 | .06
17. contribute to daily life 3.32 | 1.19 | 3.71 | 1.08 | 2.28 | .02
Overall 349 | .95 3.78 | .86 1.90 | .06

Not only expectation (X=3.59, SD=1.17) but also satisfaction (X=3.74, SD=1.01) was
high for “contribute to speak fluently”, and there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction (t=.81, p=.41>.05). Nonetheless, the level of satisfaction was
higher than that of expectation. In the same way, expectation (X=3.59, SD=1.16) and
satisfaction (X=3.63, SD=1.13) were high for “contribute to communicate easily”, and
there was not a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=.21,
p=-83>.05). However, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Both
expectation (X=3.62, SD=1.18) and satisfaction (X=3.74, SD=1.18) were high for
“contribute to improve current English level”, and there was not a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction (t=.61, p=.53>.05). Nevertheless, the level of
satisfaction was higher than that of expectation.

Expectation (X=3.69, SD=1.24) and satisfaction (X=3.75, SD=1.12) were high for
“contribute to improve vocabulary”, and there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction (t=.32, p=.74>.05). Nonetheless, the level of satisfaction was
higher than that of expectation. However, expectation was medium (X=3.25, SD=1.38)
and satisfaction was high (X=3.63, SD=.92) for “contribute to improve grammar”, and
there was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of
satisfaction (t=2.07, p=.04<.05). Likewise, expectation was medium (X=3.40, SD=1.19)



Ozer / International Journal of Curriculum and Instruction 13(3) (2021) 2585-2610 2595

but satisfaction was high (X=3.81, SD=1.11) for “contribute to improve writing skills”,
and there was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of
satisfaction (t=2.34, p=.02<.05).

Expectation (X=3.59, SD=1.13) and satisfaction (X=3.99, SD=1.12) were high for
“contribute to improve reading-comprehension skills”, and there was a significant
difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.40,
p=.01<.05). Expectation (X=3.62, SD=1.18) and satisfaction (X=3.81, SD=1.01) were high
for “contribute to improve listening-comprehension skills”, and there was not a
significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.02, p=.30>.05). However,
the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Similarly, expectation
(X=3.60, SD=1.27) and satisfaction (X=3.94, SD=1.07) were high for “contribute to
improve pronunciation”, and there was not a significant difference between expectation
and satisfaction (t=1.73, p=.08>.05). Nevertheless, the level of satisfaction was higher
than that of expectation.

Not only expectation (X=3.59, SD=1.22) but also satisfaction (X=3.97, SD=.97) was
high for “contribute to professional life”, and there was not a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.89, p=.06>.05). Nonetheless, the level of
satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. On the other hand, expectation (X=3.54,
SD=1.17) and satisfaction (X=4.01, SD=.95) were high for “facilitate internship and work
life”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor
of satisfaction (t=2.34, p=.02<.05). In the same vein, expectation (X=3.51, SD=1.29) and
satisfaction (X=4.00, SD=.93) were high for “facilitate finding jobs”, and there was a
significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.58,
p=.01<.05).

Expectation was medium (X=3.22, SD=1.15) but satisfaction was high (X=3.54,
SD=1.11) for “contribute to earn more money in professional life”, and there was not a
significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.88, p=.06>.05). However,
the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. On the contrary, expectation
was medium (X=3.32, SD=1.19) but satisfaction was high (X=3.71, SD=1.08) for
“contribute to my professional life”, and there was a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.28, p=.02<.05). Overall
expectation (X=3.49, SD=.95) and overall satisfaction (X=3.78, SD=.86) were high in
terms of “objectives”, and there was not a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction (t=1.90, p=.06>.05). Nevertheless, the level of satisfaction was higher than
that of expectation.

The findings regarding expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “content” are
given in Table 3.
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Table 3. Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of content

Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of content

Expectation | Satisfaction

X [0 [x [0 | © |°
18. be appropriate to students’ level 3.29 | 1.23 | 3.88 | 1.19 | 2.87 | .00
19. include listening activities 3.57 | 1.17 | 4.01 | 1.20 | 2.34 | .02
20. include speaking activities 3.49 | 1.20 | 3.90 | 1.25 | 1.85 | .06
21. include reading activities 3.62 | 1.19 | 3.88 | 1.16 | 1.34 | .18
22. include writing activities 3.69 | 1.22 | 3.84 | 1.15 | 1.14 | .25

23. include professional terms/vocabulary | 3.54 | 1.32 | 3.93 | 1.16 | 2.12 | .03
24. be organized from general to specific 3.25 | 1.40 | 3.93 | 1.17 | 3.07 | .00

25. not include just grammar 2.85 | 1.47 | 4.13 | .97 6.62 | .00
26. be appropriate to daily life 3.66 | 1.35 | 3.82 | 1.14 | 1.26 | .21
Overall 3.41 | 1.08 | 3.92 | 1.00 | 2.95 | .00

Expectation was medium (X=3.29, SD=1.23) but satisfaction was high (X=3.88,
SD=1.19) for “be appropriate to students’ level”, and there was a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.87, p=.00<.05).
Expectation (X=3.57, SD=1.17) and satisfaction (X=4.01, SD=1.20) were high for “include
listening activities”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.34, p=.02<.05). Expectation (X=3.49, SD=1.20)
and satisfaction (X=3.90, SD=1.25) were both high for “include speaking activities” ,but
there was not a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.85,
p=-06>.05). Nonetheless, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation.

Expectation (X=3.62, SD=1.19) and satisfaction (X=3.88, SD=1.16) were high for
“include reading activities”, and there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction (t=1.34, p=.18>.05). However, the level of satisfaction was
higher than that of expectation. Similarly, expectation (X=3.59, SD=1.22) and
satisfaction (X=3.84, SD=1.15) were high for “include writing activities”, and there was
not a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.14, p=.25>.05).
Nevertheless, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Expectation
(X=3.54, SD=1.32) and satisfaction (X=3.93, SD=1.16) were high for “include professional
terms/vocabulary”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.12, p=.03<.05).

Expectation was medium (X=3.25, SD=1.40) but satisfaction was high (X=3.93,
SD=1.17) for “be organized from general to specific’, and there was a significant
difference between the levels of expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction
(t=3.07, p=.00<.05). Expectation was medium (X=2.85, SD=1.47) but satisfaction was
high (X=4.13, SD=.97) for “not include just grammar”’, and there was a significant
difference between the levels of expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction
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(t=6.62, p=.00<.05). Both expectation (X=3.56, SD=1.35) and satisfaction (X=3.82,
SD=1.14) were high for “be appropriate to daily life”, and there was not a significant
difference between the levels of expectation and satisfaction (t=1.26, p=.21>.05).
Nonetheless, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Overall
expectation (X=3.41, SD=1.08) and overall satisfaction (X=3.92, SD=1.00) were high in
terms of “content”, but there was a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.95, p=.00<.05).

The findings regarding expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “teaching-
learning process” are given in Table 4.

Table 4. Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of teaching-learning process

Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of teaching-learning process

Expectation | Satisfaction

X [0 |x [0 | ©|°F
27. give importance to speaking and communication | 3.561 | 1.31 | 3.99 | 1.12 | 2.25 | .02
28. offer enjoyable activities 3.56 | 1.26 | 3.94 | 1.09 | 1.89 | .06
29. give importance to pronunciation 3.66 | 1.18 | 4.04 | 1.04 | 2.13 | .03
30. use Turkish as well as English 2.99 | 1.15 | 246 | .74 2.96 | .00
31. contribute to creativity 3.31 | 1.11 | 3.60 | 1.23 | 1.47 | .14
32. use various instructional techniques 2.57 | .98 3.63 | 1.15 | 5.55 | .00
Overall 3.49 | 1.06 | 3.91 | .96 2.47 | .01

Both expectation (X=3.51, SD=1.31) and satisfaction (X=3.99, SD=1.12) were high for
“give importance to speaking and communication”, but there was a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.25, p=.02<.05). On the
other hand, expectation (X=3.56, SD=1.26) and satisfaction (X=3.94, SD=1.09) were high
for “offer enjoyable activities”, and there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction (t=1.89, p=.06>.05). However, the level of satisfaction was
higher than that of expectation. Expectation (X=3.66, SD=1.18) and satisfaction (X=4.04,
SD=1.04) were high for “give importance to pronunciation”, and there was a significant
difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.13,
p=.03<.05).

Expectation was medium (X=2.99, SD=1.15) but satisfaction was low (X=2.46, SD=.74)
for “use Turkish as well as English”, and there was a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction in favor of expectation (t=2.96, p=.00<.05). Although
expectation was medium (X=3.31, SD=1.11) and satisfaction was high (X=3.60, SD=1.23)
for “contribute to creativity”’, there was not a significant difference between expectation
and satisfaction (t=1.47, p=.14>.05). Nevertheless, the level of satisfaction was higher
than that of expectation. Expectation was low (X=2.57, SD=.98) but satisfaction was high
(X=3.63, SD=1.15) for “use various instructional techniques”, and there was a significant
difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=5.55,
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p=.00<.05). Overall expectation (X=3.49, SD=1.06) and overall satisfaction (X=3.91,
SD=.96) were high in terms of “teaching-learning process”, but there was a significant

difference between the levels of expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction
(t=2.47, p=.01<.05).

The findings regarding expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “lecturer” are
given in Table 5.

Table 5. Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of lecturer

Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of lecturer

Expectation | Satisfaction

X [0 |x [0 | ©|°F
33. be friendly to students 344 | 1.18 | 3.94 | 1.24 | 2.76 | .00
34. help and guide students 3.79 | 1.35 | 3.94 | 1.20 | .71 .47
35. encourage student participation 3.68 | 1.34 | 3.87 | 1.29 | .98 .32
36. give appropriate feedback needed by each student 3.43 | 1.13 | 3.85 | 1.27 | 2.23 | .02
37. deal with each student 3.43 | 1.21 | 4.00 | 1.15 | 3.19 | .00
38. be equipped 3.68 | 1.30 | 4.09 | 1.07 | 2.05 | .04
39. provide satisfactory answers to questions 3.561 | 1.25 | 4.06 | 1.18 | 2.87 | .00
40. have knowledge about tourism 3.62 | 1.256 | 3.99 | 1.00 | 1.91 | .06
41. teach new subject in connection with previous ones | 3.40 | 1.21 | 4.10 | 1.05 | 3.76 | .00
Overall 3.55 | 1.10 | 3.98 | 1.03 | 2.54 | .01

Expectation (X=3.44, SD=1.18) and satisfaction (X=3.94, SD=1.24) were high for “be
friendly to students”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.76, p=.00<.05). Expectation (X=3.79, SD=1.35)
and satisfaction (X=3.94, SD=1.20) were high for “help and guide students”, and there
was not a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=.71, p=.47>.05).
Nonetheless, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Expectation
(X=3.68, SD=1.34) and satisfaction (X=3.87, SD=1.29) were high for “encourage student
participation”, and there was not a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction (t=.98, p=.32>.05). However, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of
expectation.

Although expectation (X=3.43, SD=1.13) and satisfaction (X=3.85, SD=1.27) were high
for “give appropriate feedback needed by each student”, there was a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.23, p=.02<.05).
Similarly, expectation (X=3.43, SD=1.21) and satisfaction (X=4.00, SD=1.15) were high
for “deal with each student”, and there was a significant difference between expectation
and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=3.19, p=.00<.05). Expectation (X=3.68,
SD=1.30) and satisfaction (X=4.09, SD=1.07) were high for “be equipped”, and there was
a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction
(t=2.05, p=.04<.05). In the same vein, expectation (X=3.51, SD=1.25) and satisfaction
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(X=4.06, SD=1.18) were high for “provide satisfactory answers to questions”, and there
was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction
(t=2.87, p=.00<.05).

On the other hand, expectation (X=3.62, SD=1.25) and satisfaction (X=3.99, SD=1.00)
were high for “have knowledge about tourism”, but there was not a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.91, p=.06>.05). Nevertheless, the level of
satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Expectation was medium (X=3.40,
SD=1.21) and satisfaction was high (X=4.10, SD=1.05) for “teach new subject in
connection with previous ones”, and there was a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=3.76, p=.00<.05). Overall
expectation (X=3.55, SD=1.10) and overall satisfaction (X=3.98, SD=1.03) were high in
terms of “lecturer”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.54, p=.01<.05).

The findings regarding expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “classmates” are
given in Table 6.

Table 6. Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of classmates

Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of classmates

Expectation | Satisfaction

X [0 |[x [0 | " |°F
42. give importance to the course 3.69 | 1.21 | 3.25 | 1.25 | 1.65 | .12
43. attend the course regularly 3.29 | 1.29 | 3.31 | 1.08 | .07 .94
44. participate actively in the course 3.40 | 1.21 | 3.32 | 1.08 | .34 .73
45. do homework/assignments on time 3.25 | 1.18 | 3.31 | 1.16 | .28 77
46. be sympathetic in case of any mistakes (not make fun of anyone) | 3.78 | 1.18 | 3.65 | 1.16 | .62 .53
Overall 3.46 | 1.02 | 3.36 | 1.01 | .51 .60

Expectation was high (X=3.59, SD=1.21) but satisfaction was medium (X=3.25,
SD=1.25) for “give importance to the course”, and there was not a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.55, p=.12>.05). Nonetheless, the level of
expectation was higher than that of satisfaction. Both expectation (X=3.29, SD=1.29) and
satisfaction (X=3.31, SD=1.08) were medium for “attend the course regularly”, and there
was not a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=.07, p=.94>.05).
However, the level of satisfaction was a bit higher than that of expectation. Expectation
(X=3.40, SD=1.21) and satisfaction (X=3.32, SD=1.08) were medium for “participate
actively in the course”, and there was not a significant difference between expectation
and satisfaction (t=.34, p=.73>.05). Nevertheless, the level of expectation was higher than
that of satisfaction.

Not only expectation (X=3.25, SD=1.18) but also satisfaction (X=3.31, SD=1.16) was
medium for “do homework/assignments on time”, and there was not a significant
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difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=.28, p=.77>.05). Nonetheless, the level
of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Expectation (X=3.78, SD=1.18) and
satisfaction (X=3.65, SD=1.16) were high for “be sympathetic in case of any mistakes (not
make fun of anyone)”, and there was not a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction (t=.62, p=.53>.05). However, the level of expectation was higher than that of
satisfaction. Overall expectation was high (X=3.46, SD=1.02) but overall satisfaction was
medium (X=3.36, SD=1.01) in terms of “classmates”, and there was not a significant
difference between expectation and satisfaction (t=.51, p=.60>.05). Nevertheless, the level
of expectation was higher than that of satisfaction.

The findings regarding expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of “assessment” are
given in Table 7.

Table 7. Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of assessment

Expectation and satisfaction levels in terms of assessment

Expectation | Satisfaction

X [0 |x [0 | ©|°
47. include assigning homework to improve students’ creativity 3.34 | 1.32 | 3.81 | 1.08 | 2.55 | .01
48. include projects 3.03 | 1.28 | 3.37 | 1.22 | 1.60 | .11
49. include presentations 3.06 | 1.39 | 3.39 | 1.14 | 2.52 | .01
50. include easy questions in the exams 3.34 | 1.27 | 3.71 | 1.13 | 1.77 | .08
51. check all assignments 3.15 | 1.33 | 4.09 | 1.01 | 5.12 | .00
52. include various assessment techniques as well as written exams | 3.00 | 1.43 | 3.90 | .83 4.34 | .00
53. include speaking exams 3.01 | 1.28 | 3.82 | 1.02 | 3.81 | .00
54. take the whole process into account 3.07 | 1.26 | 3.93 | .93 5.11 | .00
(such as homework, assignment, attendance and participation)
Overall 3.14 | 1.06 | 3.57 | .88 2.75 | .00

Expectation was medium (X=3.34, SD=1.32) but satisfaction was high (X=3.81,
SD=1.08) for “include assigning homework to improve students’ creativity”, and there
was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction
(t=2.55, p=.01<.05). Both expectation (X=3.03, SD=1.28) and satisfaction (X=3.37,
SD=1.22) were medium for “include projects”, and there was not a significant difference
between expectation and satisfaction (t=1.60, p=.11>.05). Nonetheless, the level of
satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. Although expectation (X=3.06, SD=1.39)
and satisfaction (X=3.39, SD=1.14) were medium for “include presentations”, there was a
significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.52,
p=.01<.05).

Expectation (X=3.34, SD=1.27) and satisfaction (X=3.71, SD=1.13) were high for
“include easy questions in the exams”, and there was not a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction (t=1.77, p=.08>.05). However, the level of satisfaction was
higher than that of expectation. Expectation was medium (X=3.15, SD=1.33) and
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satisfaction was high (X=4.09, SD=1.01) for “check all assignments”, and there was a
significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=5.12,
p=.00<.05). Expectation was medium (X=3.00, SD=1.43) and satisfaction was high
(X=3.90, SD=.83) for “include various assessment techniques as well as written exams”,
and there was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of
satisfaction (t=4.34, p=.00<.05).

Expectation was medium (X=3.01, SD=1.28) and satisfaction was high (X=3.82,
SD=1.02) for “include speaking exams”, and there was a significant difference between
expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=3.81, p=.00<.05). Expectation was
medium (X=3.07, SD=1.26) and satisfaction was high (X=3.93, SD=.93) for “take the
whole process into account (such as homework, assignments, attendance and
participation)”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=5.11, p=.00<.05). Overall expectation was medium
(X=3.14, SD=1.06) and overall satisfaction was high (X=3.57, SD=.88) in terms of
“assessment”, and there was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction
in favor of satisfaction (t=2.75, p=.00<.05).

The findings regarding overall expectation from and satisfaction in the course are
given in Table 8.

Table 8. Overall expectation from and satisfaction in the course

Overall expectation from and satisfaction in the course

Expectation Satisfaction .
X SD X SD P
Overall course 3.40 .92 3.78 .81 2.56 .01

Overall expectation from vocational English course was medium (X=3.40, SD=.92) and
overall satisfaction in the course was high (X=3.78, SD=.81), and there was a significant
difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction (t=2.56,
p=.01<.05).

4. Discussion, conclusions and recommendations

The aim of the study was to determine and compare expectation and satisfaction levels
of tourism undergraduate students in vocational English course. The research was
designed as a longitudinal study, quantitative research design and survey methodology
were used to collect data in the study. The data on expectation were collected in
September 2017 while the data on satisfaction were collected in May 2019, and paired-
samples t test was used to analyze the data.

The findings of the study revealed that students’ satisfaction level for “objectives” was
higher than that of expectation although there was not a significant difference. Students
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expected that vocational English course would contribute to their personal development
and professional life. The findings can be interpreted that students need English as a
medium of communication in their professional life, and they are aware of this need
because they will speak English, as a lingua franca, to communicate with the customers
by either speaking or writing messages and e-mails in English when they start to work in
tourism sector. The satisfaction level implied that the course contributed to their
personal development and professional life, and their expectation was exceeded. Students
also expected to improve their grammar and writing skills in vocational English course.
In parallel with the current findings, Lobo and Gurney (2014)’s study on student
expectations at tertiary level found out that all students expected to improve their
language skills, 46% of them mentioned writing as the first skill, and 32% of them
expected to improve grammar. Similarly, Ho (2014) displayed that students expected
from the course to include writing emails and reports. In another study, 67.8% of the
students expected to improve writing and translation from their ESP course (Hui, 2017).
On the other hand, Bordia et al. (2008)’s study concluded that only 3.07% of the students
expected to improve grammar, and Kim (2013)’s research displayed that students did not
expect to improve writing. The satisfaction level of the students in the current study
reflected that the course provided students improve their writing skill and grammar.

Students expected to improve their self-confidence, presentation skills in English, level
of English, vocabulary, listening-comprehension, reading-comprehension, speaking and
pronunciation by taking vocational English course. Similarly, in a study in China, 82.2%
of the students expected to improve listening and speaking, and 77.12% of them expected
to improve reading through ESP courses (Hui, 2017). In addition, another study revealed
that 42% of the students interviewed expected to improve speaking and vocabulary, and
37%, 32% and 16% of them expected to improve their English skills in general, their
communication skills and their confidence and self-esteem, respectively (Lobo & Gurney,
2014). Bordia et al. (2008) reached a conclusion that speaking (41.54%) was the most
popular skill that the students expected to learn, it was followed by listening (20%),
writing (10.77%) and vocabulary (9.23%). Similarly, Ayas and Kirkgoz (2013) revealed
that students expected to improve four language skills, but specifically listening and
speaking rather than writing and reading. However, Ulum (2020) found out that
students expected to improve speaking and writing skills rather than listening and
reading.

The current study showed that students’ satisfaction level was higher than that of
expectation in terms of improving their self-confidence, presentation skills in English,
level of English, vocabulary, listening-comprehension, reading-comprehension, speaking
and pronunciation. In another study, for satisfaction, 37% of the students expressed that
their expectations about writing skills were met, 21% of them pointed out that their
expectations about presentation skills were met, and 70 % of them stated that their
expectations about skill development were met (Lobo & Gurney, 2014). Bracaj (2014)
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asserted that a piece of material tends to improve more than one skill, such as listening,
reading and vocabulary at the same time. Thus, students improved their self-confidence,
presentation skills in English, level of English, vocabulary, listening-comprehension,
reading-comprehension, speaking and pronunciation by taking the course.

The study showed that there was a significant difference for “content” between
expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction. Students expected that the content
would include not only grammar but also listening, speaking, reading and writing
activities and professional terms/vocabulary. In the same way, the findings of Lobo and
Gurney (2014)’s study represented that only 21% of the students expected that the
lectures would cover mainly grammar, and most students expected to develop their
proficiency with language skills separately or with a combination of two or more skills.
However, the most cited skills were writing and speaking (Lobo & Gurney, 2014).
Another study found out that speaking and listening were the most desired skills with
the percentage of 61.5 (Bordia et al., 2008). A study carried out by Ho (2014) found out
that students expected that the course should include reading, oral presentation and
meeting skills. Similarly, Dinamika and Siregar (2016) found out that students needed to
use appropriate vocabulary and expressions in tourism to speak the guests and they
needed to write some documents, such as application forms, CVs, notes, reports, letters
and e-mails. For Dinamika and Siregar (2016), listening skill is useful for students to be
able to comprehend the guests’ demands and utterances, and reading skill is important to
enable students understand the meaning of written texts, such as messages from phone,
brochures, complaint letters and statistical graphs. Health students in Sudan declared
that both language skills and language areas are notable (Ibrahim, 2016). Students of
civil engineering in Vietnam expected ESP course to fulfill their current and future
vocational and academic purposes. They declared that materials were authentic and
they were exposed to real language in professional life. However, they were not satisfied
with coursebook and key terminology. They reported that they were not exposed to all
language skills adequately (Nguyen & Nguyen, 2017). In Malaysia, 96% of the art and
design students expected ESP course to include speaking, 95% of them expected the
course to include listening, and 80% of them expected the course to include reading and
writing. However, they were moderately satisfied with the course (Kaur & Khan, 2010).

The study found out that there was a significant difference for “teaching-learning
process” between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction. Students expected
that pronunciation, speaking and communication would be given importance in teaching-
learning process. Similarly, another study indicated that most preferred activities were
communicative activities, group work, pair work and roleplays (Bordia et al., 2008).
Students expected activities to be enjoyable. Likewise, students of law in Oman expected
excitement, enjoyment, amusement, fun and entertainment in their courses (Al-Issa,
2017). On the other hand, Lobo and Gurney (2014) found out that students did not expect
to enjoy the courses.
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In the current study, students expected to use Turkish as well as English; however,
there was a significant difference between expectation and satisfaction in favor of
expectation. Since students’ expectations are generally based on either their previous
language learning experiences or their future goals and needs (Bordia et al. 2006), the
finding can be evaluated as the result of their previous experiences. Some of the students
may have wanted only to pass the exams, and some of them may have wanted not to have
difficulty in learning.

Students did not expect that various instructional techniques would be used in
vocational English course but they were used. Similarly, in another study, 21% of
students did not expect the lectures to involve so many activities (Lobo & Gurney, 2014).
Furthermore, in the process of teaching ESP, Ibrahim (2010) suggested to employ a
variety of activities such as interviews with experts using the target language
exclusively, field visits, problem solving, presentation, practical hand-on activities and
role-plays. In Dinamika and Siregar (2016)’s study, students expected more material to
practice their speaking and writing skills, and the materials should be specific for
tourism management. The finding may be considered that course books and other
materials used in the teaching-learning process were sufficient in the current context
because ESP materials have a role to specify teaching-learning process, and they may
lead to using new learning/instructional techniques supporting both learners and
teachers (Bracaj, 2014). Moreover, Kazar and Mede (2015) revealed that both lecturers
and students thought that students should engage in different tasks. Therefore, it may be
suggested that the materials used in vocational English course be used in the following
years.

The study revealed that there was a significant difference for “lecturer” between
expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction. In parallel with the finding, Lobo and
Gurney (2014) reached a finding that 74% of the students expressed that the lecturers
were either meeting or exceeding any expectations that they initially had of them. In the
current study, students expected from the lecturer to be friendly, give appropriate
feedback, help and guide students, encourage student participation. The literature
supports the finding (Trejo, 2007). In the same vein, another study revealed that 52 % of
the students expected from the courses to be quite interactive, and 36% of them expected
that the lecturer would offer more help and support (Lobo & Gurney, 2014). Students also
expected that their lecturer would teach new subject in connection with previous ones
and they were satisfied. The finding is consistent with Hutchinson and Waters (1987)’s
suggestion that materials should be a bridge between existing knowledge and new
information. Thus, the finding may be interpreted that the lecturer made use of the
material well during teaching-learning process. On the other hand, in a study with
nursing and midwifery students, students expressed that the materials were inadequate
and the teaching-learning process and the lecturers did not help them to learn vocational
English (Ayas & Kirkgoz, 2013).
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Another expectation of the students from the lecturer was that she would have
knowledge about tourism, and they were satisfied after taking the course. As Chien and
Hsu (2010) argue, the ideal teachers/lecturers of ESP must not only be capable of English
language but also have the knowledge of a specific profession in order to teach an ESP
course effectively. Moreover, Chovancoca (2014) assert that the lecturers should give
importance to students’ needs, wants and expectations. Therefore, the finding of the
current study may be resulted from that the lecturer had learnt the expectations of the
students before they took vocational English course, and because she has been teaching
ESP courses for 14 years.

Students’ expectation level for “classmates” was higher than that of satisfaction
although there was not a significant difference. Students expected from their classmates
to give importance to the course, attend the course regularly, do homework/assignments
on time, participate actively in the course. However, the satisfaction level implied that
their expectations were not met. Likewise, in Lobo and Gurney (2014)’s study, 21% of the
students expected the courses to be much better attended, but their classmates did not
attend the course regularly. Moreover, some lecturers in an Australian study indicated
that students may be physically present in the classroom, yet they may not pay much
attention to activities done (Bordia et al. 2008).

The findings of the study revealed that there was a significant difference for
“assessment” between expectation and satisfaction in favor of satisfaction. According to
Dudley-Evans and St. John (1998), assessment in ESP is an aid to learning. From this
point of view, assessment in vocational English course can be regarded to give an
opportunity for students to learn during assessment process.

Students expected that assessment would include various techniques such as speaking
as well as written exams and the whole process (such as homework, assignments,
attendance and participation). According to Ibrahim (2010), lecturers should make use of
a variety of assessment techniques in ESP context. Moreover, for Tratnik (2008),
assessment in ESP aims at measuring and evaluating students in terms of reading,
listening, speaking and writing in the target language, and how well they can do it.
Assessment should also rely on direct evaluation of language ability in communication in
all four language skills. Lecturers should devise various assessment tasks enabling
students to comprehend the link between different uses of language (Tratnik, 2008).
Thus, assessment procedures in the current study could be considered to have achieved
these since students’ satisfaction levels are higher than their expectations. In addition,
students expected that assessment would include projects and presentations. Similarly,
in Lobo and Gurney (2014)’s study, 32% of the students expected that their courses would
cover presentation work. Students also expected that the exams would include easy
questions; however, the level of satisfaction was higher than that of expectation. In a
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study, 10% of the students expected the course to be easier than other courses (Lobo &
Gurney, 2014).

Finally, there was a significant difference between overall expectation and overall
satisfaction in favor of satisfaction. Likewise, Lobo and Gurney (2014) found out that 32%
of the students stated that their expectations were met, and 21% of them declared that
the course exceeded their expectations. It is notable to meet students’ expectations
because when their expectations are not met, they may display disruptive behaviors such
as contradicting or interrupting other students. This can result in an intimidating
classroom setting for other students and they may stop voicing their opinions or concerns;
therefore, they may not achieve their actual potentials (Bordia et al. 2008). In brief, one
of the most crucial aspects of expectations is that students learn items from the
curriculum as long as they are oriented to their expectations (Bordia et al., 2006).

The current study has some limitations. First of all, the study is limited to the
students taking vocational English courses in 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 fall and spring
semester. Next, the findings are restricted to the questionnaire form developed for the
study by the author. The current study is based on a self-report format, which may be
another limitation. Further research may interview lecturers who lecture the course and
they may reflect their overall experiences in teaching vocational English in terms of
expectation and satisfaction levels of students. In addition, further research may
interview employers in the sector, which may reflect whether the expectations of
employers and those of students match. Classroom observations may be used as an
additional data collection tool as well as lecturer interviews to triangulate data. Another
limitation of the study is that students may have not answered the questionnaire items
objectively as they were still students when the survey was conducted. Further research
may collect the final data after the graduation of the students.

The study collected the data at two different times (before and after taking the course)
rather than at once after the students took the course in order to avoid hindsight bias.
However, further research may conduct the survey at multiple times such as at the
beginning and end of each year, and after the graduation. Bordia et al. (2006)’s study
revealed from interviews with lecturers that students do not always express their
expectations at the beginning of the term. They sometimes find it difficult to define and
identify them (Nunan, 1988). Some students express their opinions in middle of the term,
and some students state their expectations after they get to know the lecturer well. In
this perspective, conducting the research at multiple times may give a comprehensive
feedback to both the lecturers and the researchers.

Finally, students may have some unrealistic expectations that are unable to be met
just within a short time frame of the course as Bordia et al. (2008) indicated. Lecturers
should explain to students why such expectations cannot be met. The explanations may
direct students to think about these expectations again and to create more realistic
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expectations. Furthermore, each student’s list of expectations cannot be met by lecturers.
Nevertheless, sympathizing with students and offering alternative ways to meet their
expectations can help minimize any negative effect.

Longitudinal research will help scholars to figure out the possible nature of
expectations and the levels of satisfaction. The current study may be a crucial endeavor
for further research. As stated in the introduction, unmet expectations may result in
negative psychological and behavioral outcomes, which may affect learning negatively.
The current study, therefore, contributes to creating a knowledge base for student
expectations as an affective variable in language teaching/learning in general, and in
vocational English teaching/learning in particular.
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