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ABSTRACT 
 
 

To provide quality assurance to various stakeholders, current foreign language 

program evaluation practices often incorporate learners’ satisfaction of their language 

program experiences. Surprisingly, there is a lack of research investigating the multiple 

learner variables that potentially influence their satisfaction of the program, including 

foreign language proficiency, foreign language learning goals, and foreign language 

program grades. In order to address this issue, a study investigating the influences of 

various learner factors on program satisfaction was conducted with 440 learners enrolled in 

a two-year English as a foreign language program at a university in Japan.  

The results of a recursive path analysis indicated that program satisfaction, a 

construct comprised of questionnaire items related to the content and learners expectations 

as well as various aspects of the instructors, was influenced by their level of 

academic-vocational English language learning goals, grades in the English program 

courses, and gains in English language proficiency. While initial English proficiency did 

not have a direct effect on program satisfaction as hypothesized, it did have considerable 

indirect effects through its influence on other learner variables in the model, particularly 

the learners’ grades. 

Importantly, further analyses also found significant differences between gender 

groups regarding the interrelationships of the learner factors to satisfaction, with 

proficiency gains having considerable effects for the male participants but almost no effect 

among the female participants. Furthermore, a comparison of the path models for each 

gender group showed that while the learner variables accounted for 17% of the variance in 
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program satisfaction for the male learners, the same learner variables only accounted for 

5% of satisfaction in the model for the female learners.  Another important finding was an 

increase of 30% of variance accounting for program satisfaction between a path analysis 

that incorporated the learners’ gains in English language proficiency based on pre- and 

post-program TOEFL scores and another path analysis that used the learners’ 

self-perceived improvement in English language skills. Finally, a cross-validation of the 

path models revealed statistically significant differences on two variables, proficiency gain 

and English learning goals, between the two cohorts in the study, indicating a limitation in 

the longitudinal format utilized.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Background of the Issue 

There have been a number of important developments in the field of curriculum 

development for second language programs over the past few decades. Various innovations 

in program evaluation procedures that increasingly include input from a larger number of 

stakeholders have been developed. One of the most notable changes has been the inclusion 

of learner feedback due to a growing emphasis on assessing learner satisfaction for quality 

assurance purposes and a trend toward learner-centered curriculum approaches. Following 

its increased use in the general education context, learner feedback of courses including 

instruction quality and the overall educational experience has become a significant part of 

the quality assurance process. While evaluations of educational curricula in general are still 

commonly based on outcomes, test scores, or some other forms of assessments that show 

that the subject matter has been learned, learner feedback has become another tool by 

which to view educational processes in a larger context. In many educational contexts, the 

importance of learner satisfaction is believed to have an impact on how learners will choose 

to continue their education later. Learners who perceive their instruction as both 

constructive and enjoyable are more apt to pursue further education in the subject matter 

(Douglas, Douglas & Barnes, 2006; Tse, 2000). 

In foreign language program evaluation, learner feedback has been viewed as being 

particularly useful for formative evaluation purposes where the feedback is constructively 
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used to make changes to the curriculum. This form of evaluation has coincided with an 

increasing role of local administrators or program faculty being involved in conducting the 

evaluation. Not only is there an advantage of inside knowledge of the program when 

program faculty is directly involved, but implementing any necessary changes can usually 

be completed more efficiently. 

While learner feedback plays an important role in understanding the learners’ 

perspectives of the education that they receive, there are a number of learner variables that 

can influence their perceptions. There has been extensive research on the effects of learner 

factors on varying levels of academic evaluation within general education (e.g., Gruber, 

1980; Knox, Lindsay & Kolb, 1992; Tam, 2006), especially in regards to individual course 

evaluations incorporating instructor evaluation. While previous research has shown 

differing results, the overall conclusion points to the need to consider various factors as 

important influences. 

In addition to the growing scope of evaluation within an educational context, there 

have also been notable developments in statistical methods that allow for the analysis of 

complex relationships inherent in academic program evaluation research that includes 

learner variables. Structural equation modeling techniques now provide researchers or 

program administrators with the ability to assess the direct and indirect relationships among 

multiple variables. Furthermore, Rasch analysis provides a detailed look at the quality of 

subjective responses to questionnaire items commonly utilized in obtaining learner 

perceptions. Thus, the use of these more recent statistical methods is important in furthering 

the overall academic evaluation process. 
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Statement of the Problem 

A more thorough analysis of learner satisfaction within foreign language program 

evaluation is necessary. Although learner evaluative feedback is now recognized as useful 

for formative purposes, program evaluators may not take account of various learner factors 

affecting the learners’ perceptions, particularly in terms of satisfaction and program quality. 

An analysis of learner evaluative feedback toward program satisfaction should therefore 

include further analyses of learner variables that can influence the feedback in order to 

better understand the dynamics involved in the evaluation, especially in terms of 

identifying any differences in specific groups of learners. Additionally, there is a need to 

utilize recent advances in statistical methods to develop an overall model that specifies the 

relationships, both direct and indirect, of learner-based variables influencing English as a 

foreign language program satisfaction. 

 

Purposes of the Study 

The main purpose of the study is to develop a path model of foreign language 

program satisfaction by investigating the extent to which various learners’ characteristics 

directly and indirectly impact program satisfaction. A secondary purpose is to confirm if 

similar results are achieved between the two consecutive cohorts used for the study when 

analyzed separately. Because these findings are accomplished through the use of path 

analysis using a structural equation modeling program, another purpose of the study is to 

demonstrate how advanced statistical methods such as structural equation modeling can be 
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utilized to better understand the complex interrelationships of learner-based variables 

toward their level of satisfaction in the program. 

 

Significance of the Study 

The study is significant in two ways. First, the study advances the field of foreign 

language program evaluation by establishing a theoretical model of foreign language 

program satisfaction incorporating fundamental learner factors that can be used by future 

researchers or foreign language program administrators. Second, the study demonstrates the 

usefulness of up-to-date statistical procedures, including Rasch analysis and structural 

equation modeling, in understanding the varying impacts of learner characteristics on 

foreign language program satisfaction. Thus, this study will demonstrate the use of 

statistical tools necessary to investigate potentially vital differences of groups of learners 

within the program to interested foreign language program administrators. 

 

The Audience for the Study 

The study will primarily be of interest to foreign language program administrators, 

particularly those responsible for providing quality assurance to the program’s stakeholders. 

Although the study was carried out in an English as a foreign language context, the 

statistical methods are relevant to any foreign language program. The results should also be 

of general interest to foreign language instructors concerned with the nature of program 

evaluations that utilize learner feedback, particularly in terms of program satisfaction. 

Regardless of the language, foreign language instructors would benefit by understanding 
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the evaluative judgments that the learners have regarding program satisfaction, especially 

because their own actions within the program are being evaluated in some way. While the 

feedback may be focused on the curriculum rather than the instructors, it is the interaction 

between the instructors and the learners that ultimately shapes much of how the learners 

perceive the curriculum. 

 

Delimitations 

The study was designed for comparisons of sub-groupings of learners in one 

academic program at a single university and therefore has limitations in terms of 

generalizability. Although a thorough description of the participants and educational 

context was provided to allow for possible attempts at transferability, the specific context of 

the program, particularly the program’s coordinated format and the materials used, will 

differ from other English as a foreign language programs. This is connected to the concept 

of external validity, or the ability to apply the findings of the study to other contexts. As 

Mackay, Wellesley, and Bazergan (1998) have pointed out in their discussion of the 

internal evaluation-based approach to program evaluation that they advance, external 

validity is not of major importance in program evaluations of this type because the goal is 

to provide information to be used for decision making by the personnel directly involved 

rather than generalizations to other programs. Therefore, rather than attempt to generalize 

the causal relationships that are found, this study is intended to inform other English as a 

Foreign/Second Language programs administrators and teachers of the means of 

assimilating the design of the study. While the methodology of the study may be replicated, 



 6 

there are also limitations regarding utilization of perceptions with young learners who may 

not have enough learning experience or knowledge of evaluative criteria to accurately 

express their perceptions. 



 7 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

In this chapter, a detailed review of the foreign language program evaluation 

literature as well as other literature relevant to the methodology used in this study will be 

provided. The chapter begins with a historical overview of both general educational 

evaluation and foreign language program evaluation, highlighting the relatively recent 

inclusion of learner feedback in program evaluation. Following this are descriptions of a 

number of specific aspects of program evaluation, such as the definition of program 

evaluation, the purposes of program evaluation, who should be involved, and the 

importance of recognizing specific situational contexts when conducting academic program 

evaluations. This is followed by a review of previous investigations of learner satisfaction 

within foreign language learning contexts, studies of learners’ foreign language learning 

beliefs, and relevant studies of academic satisfaction in general education. This will be 

followed by an explanation of what I believe needs to be done when investigating learner 

satisfaction within foreign language program evaluations. The chapter will conclude with 

the research questions that guide the present study. 

 

Historical Developments of Evaluation in Education 

The foundations of educational program evaluation lead back to early program 

development theorists such as Ralph Tyler and Hilda Taba. Based on evaluation processes 

originally developed for industrial management purposes, Tyler’s (1950) framework was 
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also applied to an educational context for the management of publicly funded programs 

(Keily & Rea-Dickins, 2005). Tyler’s framework, termed scientific management evaluation 

by Keily and Rea-Dickins, focused almost exclusively on measuring the attainment of the 

initial goals and objectives of the curriculum. Having a slightly broader focus, Taba’s 

(1962) curriculum evaluation theory stressed the need to determine the changes that occur 

within an educational program in an effort to empirically validate curriculum innovations. 

Included in Taba’s evaluation design was the aspect that the evaluation process can identify 

both successful and unsuccessful aspects of the curriculum, the later not being 

acknowledged in Tyler’s framework. The inclusion of possible negative findings within a 

program evaluation is highlighted by Taba in the following quote: 

Evaluation thus serves not only to check the hypothesis on which the curriculum is 

based but also to uncover the broader effects of a program which may serve its 

central purpose well, but may, at the same time, produce undesirable by-products. 

(1962, p. 315) 

A further development of expanding the breadth of the evaluation process resulted 

in what has been called a process-oriented approach, foremost established in evaluation 

models proposed by Scriven (1967) and Stake (1967). Scriven’s evaluation model was 

important because it introduced the distinction between formative and summative 

evaluation. Where previous educational evaluation models had been focused on the 

learners’ ability to achieve the curriculum’s goals and objectives in a summative manner, 

formative evaluation stressed using the collected information to improve an ongoing 

curriculum, beyond the specified objectives. Stake’s Countenance Model went further by 
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including a focus on evaluative judgments in addition to the descriptive accounts made by 

academic program evaluators. The Countenance Model was a broad three-level approach 

that included an assessment of the antecedents (prior conditions), transactions (interactions 

between participants), and outcomes (goals) and the relationships among these components 

at both the outset of the program and at the end of the program. A comparison between the 

descriptive accounts, or initially intended data, and the observed data of each of the three 

components (antecedents, transactions, and outcomes) was made to determine how well 

they matched. Any mismatches were assumed to arise from differences in the relationships 

among the three main components. The final goal of the evaluation was then to determine 

what relationships among the three components differed from what was expected. Utilizing 

this broader framework, the evaluation could help administrators in understanding the 

program’s benefits beyond those initially predicted. 

The next main development in program evaluation models involved viewing the 

findings of program evaluations as a means of helping decision making, particularly by 

comparing different educational pedagogies. Evaluation models, such as those proposed by 

the Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) and the Context, Input, Process, and Product 

(CIPP) models established by Alkin (1969) and Stufflebeam, Foley, Gephart, Guba, 

Hammond, Merriman, and Provus (1971), emphasized that the information gathered 

through the evaluation process be used as a means of “obtaining and providing useful 

information for judging decision alternatives” (Stufflebeam et al., 1971, p. 43). The 

comprehensive CIPP model produced by Stufflebeam et al. established that information 

regarding the evaluation that could be used for decision making came in four forms; context, 
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input, process, and product. Context evaluation was used to assess the overall environment 

of the program. Input evaluation was used to collect information regarding how the 

program’s resources will be used to meet the program’s goals, including asking the 

following questions: Are the objectives stated appropriately? Is the content congruent with 

the goals and objectives of the program? Are the instructional strategies appropriate? The 

process evaluation stage was focused on by assessing the decisions regarding the 

curriculum and its delivery. Product evaluation then was focused on assessing how well the 

program met the initial objectives in order to decide whether to continue the program as is, 

make curriculum modifications, or terminate the program. Stufflebeam et al. highlighted 

the point that evaluation is a continuous process that must be ongoing throughout a 

systematic program. 

Throughout the 1970’s, an important new focus for evaluations of educational 

systems emphasizing the need to determine the overall worth of a program flourished. 

Going beyond simply assessing the achievement of program goals and objectives of earlier 

models, the evaluation procedures set out by Worthen and Sanders (1973) and Popham 

(1975) highlighted the inclusion of both human and material resources as factors affecting 

program quality. This line of evaluation is commonly associated with institutional 

accreditation (Brown, 1989). 

The most recent development of evaluation practices has been the utilization of a 

constructivist approach, put forth most notably by Guba and Lincoln (1989). Constructivist 

evaluation adheres to the qualitative research paradigm and incorporates a postmodernist 

perspective in which there are power differentials within social organizations. Program 
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evaluations based on the constructivist approach are carried out in a two-phase format. In 

the first phase, input is collected from relevant program participants in order to ascertain 

the diverse experiences and interpretations of all those involved. The second phase of the 

evaluation is to then make sense of the collected ‘stories’ by considering the complex social 

interactions that created such events or ‘stories’. It should be noted that by relying on 

purely subjective experiential interview-based data, as this approach tends to advocate, any 

form of measured outcome is discounted.  

In summarizing the evolution of program evaluation, Kiely and Rea-Dickins (2005) 

provided an account based on a generational metaphor originally developed by Guba and 

Lincoln (1989) as presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Historical Approaches to Education Program Evaluation 

First Generation Measurement of outcomes (Test results) 

Second Generation Specification and measurement 

Third Generation Descriptive approach (with a focus on decision 
making, policy development, and program 
improvement) 

Fourth Generation Constructivist approach 

Note. From “Program Evaluation in Language Education” by Kiely and  
Rea-Dickins, 2005, p. 41. 

 

The History of Language Teaching Program Evaluation 

Historical accounts of language teaching program evaluations are found in books on 

the topic, such as those by Beretta (1992), Lynch (1996), Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1998), 
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Kiely and Rea-Dickins (2005), and Weir and Roberts (1994), as well as in journal articles 

on curriculum development in foreign language programs, such as that by Brown (1995). 

The most comprehensive historical accounts are found in Lynch (1996) and Kiely and 

Rea-Dickins (2005). What should quickly be evident by the dates of these books is that the 

focus on foreign language program evaluation is a fairly recent phenomenon. This fact is 

taken up in the introduction of a book edited by Alderson and Beretta (1992) entitled 

Evaluating Second Language Education, in which Beretta pointed out the lack of 

book-length publications devoted specifically to language program evaluation in 

comparison to the numerous publications of evaluations being produced each year in 

general education. Although not devoted entirely to program evaluation, a collection of 

articles on the subject formed the final chapters of an edited book on second language 

curriculum a few years earlier by Johnson (1989). 

While some of the above authors have presented their historical accounts in 

chronological order (Beretta, 1992; Kiely & Rea-Dickins, 2005; Lynch, 1996), others have 

organized evaluations in terms of the approaches that the authors took (Brown, 1995; 

Rea-Dickins & Germaine, 1998, Weir & Roberts, 1994). Even though the accounts are 

similar, each has a slightly different focus, mirroring the main perspective pursued in the 

book. 

The development of evaluations of language teaching programs follows a similar 

historical pattern to that of evaluations in general education, which is most clearly 

described in Kiely and Rea-Dickins (2005). The general trends are summarized in Table 2. 

As is pointed out in Kiely and Rea-Dickins’ discussion of general educational program 
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evaluation, due to the differing second language pedagogies promoted throughout the 

1960’s and 1970’s, a comparative pedagogy form of evaluation was commonly used in 

language program evaluation studies. In fact, of the forty-four language program evaluation 

studies published from 1963 to 1985 identified by Brown (1995), thirty-five were of a 

comparative pedagogy nature. These evaluations were more research oriented than actual 

evaluations of programs. Attempts to empirically confirm the advantage of either the 

cognitive code method or audio-lingual method were highlighted in some well-known 

studies, such as the Colorado Project (Scherer & Wertheimer, 1964) and the Pennsylvania 

Project (Smith, 1970). Due to the complex interaction of variables present in educational 

settings, attempts to adequately control variables through the use of experimental research 

methods have largely been inconclusive, thereby making such evaluation models often 

unviable. 

 

Table 2. General Trends of Language Teaching Program Evaluations 

1. A shift from an exclusive focus on measurement of outcomes 

2. Increased attention to classroom processes 

3. Evaluation as the domain of professional practice 

4. Development of teachers’ skills 

5. Inclusion of baseline and formative evaluations 

Note. Based on “Program Evaluation in Language Education” by Kiely and  
Rea-Dickins, 2005, pp. 56-57. 
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Two prominent articles in the early 1980’s are particularly noteworthy for their 

influences on process approaches in language program evaluation. The first, Bachman’s 

(1981) article entitled Formative Evaluation in Specific Purpose Program Development, 

promoted the systematic use of formative evaluation to develop language programs. 

Bachman pointed out the lack of evaluation for curriculum development purposes in 

language for specific purposes programs at the time and encouraged its systematic use. In 

connection with his main purpose of promoting curriculum development through the use of 

formative evaluation, Bachman strongly supported the notion that these evaluations should 

be completed by the language program developers themselves. 

The second article is Long’s (1984) Process and Product in ESL Program 

Evaluation article published in TESOL Quarterly. Noting the limitations of interpreting the 

outcomes of the comparative methods studies, Long called for a move away from 

exclusively using measurements of student progress in language skills, or product-oriented 

evaluations, to include a process-oriented view, involving an investigation into “classroom 

behavior with reference to the theory of (second) language development which underlies 

the program being evaluated” (p. 415, parentheses in original text). Long went on to 

explain that gathering data of what happens at the classroom behavioral level, often in the 

form of direct observations similar to that of classroom-centered research (CCR) 

popularized at the time, complements product evaluation procedures by determining why a 

certain pedagogy is or is not working. 
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Definition of Educational Program Evaluation 

Early definitions of program evaluation were focused heavily on the measurement 

of whether or not the initial goals of the program were attained. This is exemplified by 

Tyler’s (1950) definition of evaluation as “…the process of determining to what extent the 

educational objectives are actually being realized” (p. 69). As models of evaluation grew to 

include the concept of the overall value of a program, definitions reflected this change. One 

example was provided by Worthen and Sanders (1973): “Evaluation is the formal 

determination of the quality, effectiveness, or value of a program, product, procedure, or 

object, or the potential utility of alternative approaches” (p. 19). The further development 

toward acknowledging the formative function of evaluation and its systematic use in 

curriculum development have led to current definitions such as “The collection of data and 

information during the development of instruction that can be used to improve the 

effectiveness of the instruction” by Dick, Carey, and Carey (2005, p. 277).  

Relying heavily on the Systematic Curriculum Model by Dick and Carey (1985), 

Brown (1989) defined educational program evaluation as “…the systematic collection and 

analysis of all relevant information necessary to promote the improvement of a curriculum, 

and assess its effectiveness and efficiency, as well as the participants’ attitudes within the 

context of the particular institutions involved” (1989, p. 223). Language program 

evaluation specialists have proposed similar definitions of program evaluation. Rea-Dickins 

and Germaine (1998) termed evaluation as “multifaceted, with the potential to make 

judgments and recommend, to evaluate effectiveness and efficiency and to contribute to 

curriculum improvement and development” (p. 12). Their definition also emphasized the 
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importance of directly tying evaluations to decision-making related to curricular 

improvements. In his recent book on evaluations of language programs, Lynch (2003) 

defined program evaluation as “the systematic inquiry into instructional sequences for the 

purpose of making decisions or providing opportunity for reflection and action” (p. 1). He 

followed this definition by clarifying that program evaluators need to consider both 

assessment data as well as non-assessment data, in keeping with the expanded view of 

evaluation in the past two decades discussed previously. The earlier definition of program 

evaluation by Brown (1989) is particularly useful, as it not only emphasizes how evaluation 

can be used for curriculum improvement and assessing the program’s effectiveness at an 

individual institutional level, but also specifically highlights the importance of collecting 

data concerning the participants’ attitudes. The systematic feature of Brown’s language 

program curriculum model is shown graphically in Figure 1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

          Figure 1. Systematic approach for designing and maintaining 
                  language curriculum (Brown, 1989, p. 235) 
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This model was also a part of Bachman’s (1981) call for the use of formative evaluation of 

Languages for Specific Purposes (LSP) programs previously described. 

 

The Purposes of Program Evaluation 

Program evaluation can be carried out for a number of different reasons, and the 

purpose of the evaluation will dictate when and how the evaluation will be conducted. The 

following section outlines the varying purposes of educational program evaluation, with 

specific reference to their applications in evaluations of foreign language programs. 

 

Evaluation for Development Purposes 

As previously mentioned, Scriven (1967) put forth the now commonly used 

distinction between formative and summative evaluation. Formative evaluation is 

implemented while the program is ongoing and in order to determine what is or is not 

working well. The question of whether the program is performing as intended, has led some 

authorities to refer to formative evaluation as ‘confirming’, because the outcome allows the 

evaluator to check what is happening against the established curriculum (Rea-Dickins & 

Germain, 1992). Formative evaluation thus works toward improving the program with 

curriculum developers making changes that are necessary. Lynch (2003) has noted that the 

typical outcome of formative evaluation is “numerous small-scale recommendations for 

change” (p. 10). On the other hand, summative evaluation is carried out at the end of a 

program to determine its overall success. 
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Foreign Language Program Evaluation Beyond Achievement Scores 

While gains in language proficiency scores are an important measure of the success 

of a foreign language program, they should not be the sole criterion (Keily & Rea-Dickins, 

2005; Ross, 2003). Affective factors, such as student attitudes, expectations, and motivation 

can be just as important, if not more important, considerations. The importance of affective 

factors is highlighted by Nunan’s (1989) reference to program development that “…the 

effectiveness of a language program will be dictated as much by the attitudes and 

expectations of the learners as by the specifications of the official curriculum” (p. 176). 

This assertion can be realized when the curriculum is either too challenging for the students 

in the program or when it does not match the goals or needs of the students. While students 

may make linguistic gains in a rigorous curriculum, those gains may be offset by the 

development of negative attitudes toward the language learning process and lead to 

resistance of further study of the language. In terms of a mismatch in the curriculum, 

learners may prefer to have instruction focusing on oral-aural skills in order to develop 

conversational ability in the second language, but instead be given instruction focused on 

improving reading and writing skills (See Cunningham, 2002; Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; 

Widdows & Voller, 1991 concerning needs analysis). 

In their call for a ‘learning-centered’ approach to English language curriculum 

design, Hutchinson and Waters (1987) provided an anecdotal example of a German 

engineer who wanted to improve his oral proficiency rather than the reading skills that were 

required for his work. Cunningham (2002) also found a difference between what the 

Japanese university students in her study wanted in terms of English instruction and what 
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was offered by the university. While the students preferred oral skill development, the 

university courses were focused on TOEIC test preparation. Finally, Widdows and Voller 

(1991) found that the preferences of the 85 Japanese university students surveyed in their 

study conflicted with the more traditional teacher-controlled or literature-based instruction 

found in some of the university English language courses offered at the time. Negative 

feelings may also arise from the use of English for specific purposes materials with learners 

who are enrolled in an academic program, but who are not really particularly interested in 

the subject-specific courses offered (Mead, 1980). 

 

Evaluation for Quality Assurance and Accountability 

One of the more prominent purposes of evaluation of education programs in recent 

years has been the growing importance of providing evidence of accountability and quality 

assurance by institutional administrators or program managers (Brindley, 2001; Leckey & 

Neill, 2001; Rea-Dickins & Germaine, 1998; Richards, 2001). Although a number of 

factors are considered in determining quality in educational contexts, student feedback is 

clearly of primary importance (Leckey & Neill, 2001). The accountability factor is 

particularly pertinent to the field of foreign language education because there are numerous 

privately funded programs. Programs with private financial support are often carefully 

scrutinized and supporters require clear proof of the program’s quality. 

The current quality assurance movement now prevalent in education systems 

worldwide traces its formation to the applications of Total Quality Management and 

Continuous Quality Improvement in the corporate managerial styles of the 1990’s 
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(Koslowski, 2006). The application of measuring educational quality has been increasingly 

viewed as the typical product or service transaction in a business context, leading to a focus 

on the students as being the primary consumers. Furthermore, the Value Added Approach to 

academic program evaluation, an approach that focuses on the efficiency in producing 

gains in knowledge, skills, and other qualities directly as a result of the learners’ 

educational experiences, has received considerable attention recently. In reference to 

Astin’s (1991) ‘value added’ approach to evaluating the quality of higher education, 

Koslowski (2006) stated that “…the quality of an institution of higher education is 

determined by its outputs–efficient use of resources, producing uniquely educated, highly 

satisfied and employable graduates” (p. 281). 

 

Quality Assurance of Higher Education in Japan 

There has been increasing pressure for quality assurance in higher education in 

Japan as well. Despite the fact that Japan’s higher education system has traditionally been 

more internally oriented with a decentralized quality assurance system (Yonezawa, 2002), 

changes towards more accountability in terms of program quality have been made due to 

greater competition and growing student consumerism. Yonezawa also reported that 

research on the effects of self-monitoring and self-evaluation showed that universities that 

implemented such activities were possibly more active in enacting positive reform. The 

importance of quality assurance in Japanese universities was also highlighted in a 1998 

document issued by the Japanese Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and 

Technology (MEXT) entitled “A Vision of Universities in the 21st Century and Reform 
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Measures: To Be Distinctive Universities in a Competitive Environment” (MEXT, 1998). 

In order to improve the quality of university education, MEXT stated, “ … it is important to 

continually evaluate educational activities of universities as well as those of individual 

faculty members by taking such opportunities as self-monitoring, self-evaluation, course 

evaluation by students and the like” (MEXT, 1998, ‘Individualization of Universities and 

Continuous Improvement of Education and Research’). MEXT later emphasized that 

universities “…need to establish a system that makes the most of evaluation results for 

developing individual characteristics and improving educational and research content and 

methods” (MEXT, 1998, ‘Evaluation of Educational Activities’). It is therefore clear that 

universities in Japan are facing the same trends for quality assurance as those found 

worldwide. 

 

Stakeholder Involvement in Program Evaluation 

Program evaluation is increasingly carried out with procedures that are designed to 

investigate the perceptions and attitudes of both the teachers and students involved in the 

program (Mackay, 1994; White, 1988). As students are key stakeholders of the program 

that they participate in, their perceptions and attitudes need to be collected and analyzed to 

help determine the success of the program. While incorporating student opinions in an 

evaluation has become common practice in foreign language programs, the value of doing 

so was in fact emphasized only from the late 1970’s. In an informative article describing 

the student-based opinions of first and second year foreign language classes at a university 

in the U.S., Randle (1977) described several advantages of student evaluations. Although 



 22 

two of the advantages are related to the evaluation of individual instructors, the third 

advantage is more general in scope; “The student is the best judge of the effectiveness of 

the instruction he receives and the suitability of teaching materials and methods to his 

interests and abilities” (p. 361). The advantage of student evaluations was reiterated by 

Kiely and Rea-Dickins (2005) in addressing the role of quality assurance in language 

program evaluations; 

The evaluations–assessments, audits, inspections–which generate these judgments 

suggest a strong role for users and program participants: they are stakeholders 

whose experience of the program is the key to unlock the ‘black box’ of quality 

(p. 11). 

Incorporating student feedback allows for beneficial collaboration between teachers and 

administrators in the curriculum evaluation process, particularly in identifying those areas 

of learner discontent such as those outlined in the previous section. As was evident in the 

preceding paragraph, the collection of instructors’, learners’, and program developers’ 

views toward the curriculum may reveal mismatches in the goals held by different groups 

of stakeholders. It is important to acknowledge that it would be imprudent to base the 

success of the program on learner input alone and to avoid simply accepting the wants and 

desires of the learners that may in fact not lead to constructive learning. 

 

Who Should Conduct Evaluations? 

Another important aspect of program evaluation has been the question of who 

should conduct the evaluation: internal evaluators, external evaluators, or both. The 



 23 

developers of early evaluation models often focused on the use of external evaluators. It 

was believed that only well trained experts in evaluation methodology could perform the 

necessary analyses. Sometimes, external evaluators would come to the evaluation site for a 

short period of time to gather information, in what has sometimes been referred to as a 

‘Jet-in-Jet-out Expert’, or ‘JIJOE’, evaluation approach. Over the past thirty years, the 

reliance on external evaluators has changed dramatically. In their elaboration of the pros 

and cons of utilizing either internal or external evaluators, Weir and Roberts (1994) 

explained that while external evaluators provide a more objective view of the program 

because they have no direct relationship with the implementation of the curriculum, it is 

questionable whether they can fully understand the complexities of an educational program, 

especially if they observe the program for only a short period of time. 

The usefulness of a language program evaluation being carried out directly by 

program staff members for formative purposes was promoted as early as 1981 by Bachman, 

who highlighted three clear benefits for evaluations to be carried out by program personnel: 

(a) turn-around time for the utilization of evaluation data is much shorter, (b) program staff 

members are more likely to know of possible decision alternatives, or instructional options, 

that are available for revision, and (c) program staff members are in a better position to 

know what kind of evaluation information is necessary, and how best to make use of it. 

Over the years, there has been a substantial advancement in utilizing teachers in the 

evaluative process. As part of his developmental program evaluation model, Stenhouse 

(1975) strongly advocated directly involving teachers in the curriculum process as they 

were most responsible for making formative changes to their classroom practices. Weir and 
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Roberts (1994) aptly pointed out the positive effects of having staff within the program be 

part of the evaluation process: 

…as a result of active involvement in evaluation, project staff could be led to 

reappraise learning objectives, prepare or adapt materials in response to unfolding 

student needs, and develop techniques to monitor performance and progress–both 

theirs and their students’ (p. 10) 

Although they promoted the direct involvement of the teaching staff, Weir and Roberts 

(1994) concluded by advocating evaluations that incorporate both the local staff and an 

outsider in order to ensure higher reliability and validity. 

The beneficial use of internally conducted evaluations is underscored in the 

Programme-Based Review (PBR) approach developed by Mackay et al. (1998) for a 

language center in Indonesia sponsored by the British Council. Mackay et al. (1998) 

claimed that the participative nature of the PBR approach, earlier termed 

‘intrinsically-motivated program review’ (Mackay, 1994; Mackay et al., 1995), is beneficial 

because it is “capable of generating information for the continuous improvement of the 

quality of the programme as well as information that satisfies the need for program 

accountability to funders and sponsors” (p. 114, italics in the original). The dual purpose of 

the PBR approach is shown graphically in Figure 2. The bottom portion of the figure shows 

the relationship between program evaluation and the developmental effect it has on those 

directly in the program, including students, teachers, and program administrators, while the 

top portion shows how the evaluation results are applicable to the higher level 

accountability to the program’s sponsors.
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   Figure 2. A schematic representation of intrinsically motivated evaluation (From 
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context-adaptive model, or CAM, as he felt that evaluation methodology needed to be “…a 

flexible, adaptable heuristic–a starting point for inquiry into language education programs 

that will constantly reshape and redefine itself, depending on the context of the program 

and the evaluation” (p. 3). Lynch also provided an accompanying context inventory, or a 

set of eleven aspects that are relevant in shaping an evaluation, including such factors as the 

availability of tests, the timing, size, and intensity of the program as well as characteristics 

of the students and program staff (Lynch, 1996, p. 5). Richards (2001) also devoted 

considerable space to explaining the various situational contexts that are naturally 

encountered in language program development. When analyzing situational contexts, it is 

necessary to consider a number of factors, including societal, institutional, program, as well 

as teacher and learner factors. More specifically, regarding learner factors, Richards (2001) 

pointed out that besides ascertaining the learners’ language needs, it is important to have 

knowledge of factors such as the learners’ background, expectations, beliefs, and preferred 

learning styles. 

 

The Relationship between Needs Analysis and Program Evaluation 

Needs analysis is now often viewed as an integral part of second language 

curriculum development and review (Brown, 1995; Richards, 2001). Determining the needs 

of the students within an institution is vital for generating appropriate goals and objectives 

and the subsequent curriculum by the curriculum developers. Early needs analyses were 

primarily focused on gathering information about the types of linguistic output that the 

students would need in their future lives, such as specific vocational content or common 
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interactions immigrants might have in their daily routines, often referred to as an 

ends-means approach to curriculum design. Developing a curriculum based on specific 

linguistic needs was often carried out by consulting with content or context specialists. The 

Munby Model of curriculum design (Munby, 1978) was one of the earliest ESL curriculum 

models to fully incorporate needs analysis into overall curriculum development. The model 

was particularly utilized in the English for Specific Purposes movement of the 1970’s and 

1980’s. 

As a learner-centered approach toward curriculum development also grew in the 

1980’s, it was recognized that the inclusion of the students’ perceptions of their needs was 

also useful (Hutchinson & Waters, 1987; Orr, 1998; Seedhouse, 1995). Gathering student 

input was considered important because the term needs in an educational context gradually 

came to incorporate such attributes as wants, desires, demands, expectations, motivations, 

constraints, and requirements (Brindley, 1984). Thus, needs analyses now often take 

account of learners’ expectations and desired goals, possibly at the task level, and these are 

weighted against functional linguistic output often emphasized in foreign language 

programs. In terms of foreign language program evaluation, learners’ perceptions of their 

language learning may be affected by the degree to which the program matched their 

expectations or if they achieved their desired goals. 

 

Foreign Language Program Satisfaction 

Learner satisfaction as a component of evaluation has received relatively little 

attention in foreign language learning contexts, especially in the form of reporting 
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statistical results in academic journal articles. It appears that the sensitive nature of 

evaluation tends to keep statistical results from being published. Despite this lack of 

reported foreign language learner feedback at the program level, the few published articles 

that exist highlight the possible analyses that can be carried out to improve the evaluative 

process. Surprisingly, there is a large gap in time between the three articles reviewed below, 

with two of the studies being carried out in the 1970’s and the third being published within 

the past two years. 

Two early studies by Walker (1973) and Randle (1977) provide a good look at how 

learner feedback was constructively used for formative purposes. While statistical results 

are not actually reported in the Walker article, there is a reasonably good description of the 

feedback received from a 45-item questionnaire completed by 1200 students studying 

foreign languages at a university in Texas carried out “... in order to learn their general 

reactions to the programs of the Modern Language Department and to gather their ideas for 

future improvements” (p. 102). From responses to both multiple-choice questions and an 

open comment section, it was shown that the learners believed that there should be more 

speaking practice, less correction of errors, and more flexibility in the structured 

approaches that the instructors were using to allow for more personalized instruction. 

Walker concluded that foreign language learning needs to be “interesting and valuable, 

both through the teacher’s personal enthusiasm and inspiration and thorough instruction in 

the core part of language.” (p. 105) 

Randle’s (1977) investigation of the evaluative responses to a 40-item questionnaire 

by 786 students studying Spanish at a large American university provides insight into a 
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particularly well-developed foreign language program evaluation using learner feedback. 

Unlike Walker’s article, the article by Randle is a detailed statistical analysis of the 

feedback. The complexity of the evaluation is highlighted by Randle’s claim that: 

We need to evaluate the success of foreign language programs not only in terms of 

improvement in language skills, but also in other important areas, such as the 

students’ knowledge of and attitude toward the foreign culture, the contribution of 

language courses to the students’ general education, and the students’ satisfaction 

with progress in language acquisition. (p. 360) 

The questionnaire used in the study was designed to gather not only information relevant to 

the course instructors, course content, and textbooks, which were controlled by the 

program’s administrators, but also to have the learners assess their own progress in 

acquiring foreign language skills and how much they attributed their progress to the course. 

The general feedback was similar to that reported by Walker (1973), with learners wanting 

greater emphasis on speaking practice and less focus on grammar. 

The results also revealed a strong correlation between students’ satisfaction with 

their own progress and their ratings of the value of the course to prepare them to use the 

specific linguistic skills of speaking, reading, and writing. Importantly though, Randle 

explained that because no achievement scores were available, it was not possible to match 

the learners’ perceptions with their actual acquisition of the skills. 

Randle also emphasized collecting and investigating group differences based on the 

feedback with learner characteristics, such as their grade point average and the reasons for 

taking the course. In this regard, Randle stated that “…student characteristics are important 
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in the interpretation of the course evaluations, since some student attitudes and behaviors 

with respect to foreign language study seem to be highly correlated with these factors” (p. 

362). This allowed for comparisons between the learners taking the Spanish courses to 

fulfill a credit or academic major requirement and those taking the courses as an elective, 

freshman and sophomores versus upper division students, and learners who had taken two 

years of Spanish in high school with those who had not. 

While differences in satisfaction with the courses was not reported, the comparisons 

of some of these groups revealed that forty percent of the learners taking Spanish to fulfill 

the academic requirement would not have taken the course if it were not required and only 

a very small proportion (20%) said that they were considering taking further Spanish 

courses beyond the requirement. It was also found that almost half of the learners had taken 

Spanish in high school and thus they chose to continue studying the same foreign language 

in the university. 

Two cohorts completed the questionnaire two years apart, allowing for differences 

in the means of the two cohorts’ responses to be investigated. Higher responses by the later 

cohort to questions pertaining to integrating cultural information in the course and teacher 

behaviors were claimed to be likely due to changes in the textbooks and supplementary 

materials as well as a greater focus on student-centered instruction. While Randle admitted 

that some of the differences could be attributed to the rewording of some questions in the 

latter year, there were also significant differences between the cohorts in terms of their 

grade point average and the proportion of learners taking the course as an elective. 
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In a more recently conducted questionnaire study of 48 American learners of 

various foreign languages at an American university, Rivera and Matsuzawa (2007) 

investigated the learners’ perspectives regarding the goals of foreign language instruction, 

the effectiveness of different instructional methods, and the foreign language program’s 

perceived effectiveness in developing their foreign language skills. The researchers also 

compared the responses of learners studying commonly taught languages (French, German, 

and Spanish) and less commonly taught languages (Chinese and Japanese) within the 

American foreign language learning context. While there were slight variations between the 

two groups of learners, the main results of the collective responses indicated that the 

learners felt that the main goal of foreign language learning instruction should be to 

develop speaking skills and that a traditional form of instruction that includes lectures, 

homework, and quizzes or tests is more effective than other forms of instruction, such as 

experiential, student-centered, or technology-based approaches. The emphasis that the 

learners placed on gaining speaking skills in the foreign language matched the top two 

activities that the learners claimed to use the foreign language for outside the classroom, 

interacting with native speakers and using the language in restaurants. In response to the 

question concerning how well the program’s curriculum developed various foreign 

language skills, all response means were strongly positive with the top three means being 

for reading, grammar, and vocabulary. The authors went on to point out that the learners’ 

comments regarding changes that they wanted to see implemented in the program included 

focusing more on speaking skills than other language skills, making study abroad programs 

more available, and increasing the amount of contact time with the instructors. 
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Beyond the three published studies by Randle (1977), Rivera and Matzuzawa 

(2007), and Walker (1973) explicitly describing the results of program evaluations that 

included an examination of the effects of learner factors, there are relevant statements made 

by language program evaluation authorities attesting to the need for further investigations 

of learner satisfaction. The most pertinent is found in Kiely and Rea-Dickins’ (2005) 

recently published book entitled Program Evaluation in Langauge Education. Toward the 

end of the book, Kiely and Rea-Dickins outline key applications concerning how to 

establish management-led evaluation projects. In doing so, they propose further research 

possibilities related to language education program evaluations. One such proposal was 

focused on the need to synthesize student satisfaction data with other obtainable data: “…a 

discussion of what the satisfaction data relate to, and which other data, such as data on 

student background and contribution to the program and test or assessment results might 

contribute to understanding the satisfaction construct” (p. 260, italics in original text). 

A similar sentiment in regards to different learner groups was expressed earlier by 

Weir and Roberts (1994) in their explanation that the evaluation of language programs can 

provide: “context-sensitive information on implementation (of) …whether certain 

textbooks or materials are appropriate or inappropriate, effective or not for various contexts, 

purposes, and groups of learners” (p. 11). Although the specific differences among groups 

of learners was not specified, such differences could refer to students from different cultural 

backgrounds commonly found in ESL situations or to groups of learners from a similar 

culture in a single program, like that of EFL programs. 
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While focusing on analyzing changes in attitudes or opinions over time, Lynch 

(2003) also highlighted the possibility of comparing different groups of participants in 

program evaluations. Although Lynch primarily discussed attempts to compare students 

and teachers, such analyses could also be made between subgroups of students. Lynch went 

on to describe an example of how finding group mean differences in the importance of a 

certain skill being taught in the program could “… help explain achievement-test results, or 

suggest areas for further investigation and program improvement” (p. 107). 

 

Learners’ Foreign Language Learning Beliefs 

Another important area of research closely related to foreign language program 

evaluations incorporating student feedback is that of learners’ foreign language learning 

beliefs. While efforts to investigate language learning beliefs date from the 1970’s (Papalia, 

1978), there has been a considerable increase in the research of this area in just over the 

past two decades. Horwitz’s (1985) investigation of the language learning beliefs of 

students in a foreign language teacher training course led to the development of the Beliefs 

About Language Learning Inventory questionnaire, or BALLI. The BALLI is designed to 

measure five factors related to language learning; difficulty of language learning, foreign 

language aptitude, the nature of language learning, learning and communication strategies, 

and motivations and expectations. A number of studies using the BALLI, or slightly 

adapted versions of it, have been carried out since then to investigate both learners’ and 

teachers’ perceptions (Horwitz, 1988; Kern, 1995, Peacock, 1998). In many of these studies, 

the researchers have focused on differences in beliefs between students and teachers in the 
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same institution. Various other aspects of learner beliefs have been investigated more 

recently, particularly in relation to learning strategies (Cotteral, 1999; Yang, 1999), 

metacognitive knowledge (Wenden, 1998, 1999), and learner preferences for pedagogy or 

specific classroom activities (Alcorso & Kalantzis, 1985; Barkhuizen, 1998; Savignon & 

Wang, 2003). Various findings have emerged from these language learner belief studies, 

particularly differences between students and their instructors. Although some of the 

findings have been contradictory, many foreign language instructors support assertions 

such as Barkhuizen’s that “…if we, as teachers, are aware of where our learners are coming 

from (how they approach language learning, what they feel about their language learning 

experiences, and how they act upon these feelings), we will be able to facilitate desired 

learning outcomes in the classroom” (p. 102, parentheses in original text). 

Some studies of learners’ foreign language learning beliefs have identified 

differences between groups of learners due to their language learning experiences. For 

instance, Kern (1995) found that older language learners had somewhat different views 

than younger language learners and that previous foreign language instruction was the key 

influence on the learners’ perceptions of language learning (p. 77). Such differences were 

also found more recently by Savignon and Wang (2003) in their investigation into the 

attitudes and perceptions of 174 university-level Chinese learners’ of English in Taiwan. 

Savignon and Wang reported that “negative attitudes toward form-focused instruction were 

stronger among those who had had more English language experience” (p. 239). 

In a closely related study, Peacock’s (1998) investigation of the foreign language 

learning beliefs of 202 university students in Hong Kong was focused specifically on 
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differences between the learners’ beliefs and those of the programs’ forty-five English 

language instructors. Peacock found notable differences between the learners’ beliefs and 

the instructors’ beliefs in ten of the 34 items related to foreign language learning. The 

beliefs that differed most between the learners and the instructors were those of a pedagogic 

nature, including the importance in speaking a foreign language with an excellent accent, 

learning a foreign language mostly being a matter of learning a lot of new vocabulary, and 

learning a foreign language being mostly a matter of learning a lot of grammar rules. The 

learners often believed these to be more important than the instructors. Another important 

result of the investigation was that Peacock found statistically significant differences in 

language learning beliefs between low and high proficiency level students. This led 

Peacock to emphasize the need for instructors to inform learners of the teaching methods 

being applied and explanations why the methods are being used. 

Two recent studies of language learner beliefs are particularly relevant to the present 

study. Sakui and Gaies’ (1999) investigation of the language learning beliefs of nearly 1300 

Japanese university students revealed that the learners had a set of beliefs regarding 

different types of methodological approaches available. Using factor analysis to analyze the 

responses of the 45 Likert-scale items included on the questionnaire that they administered, 

four empirically-derived factors were found; Beliefs about a Contemporary (communicative) 

Orientation to Learning English, Beliefs about a Traditional Orientation to Learning 

English, Beliefs about the Quality and Sufficiency of Classroom Instruction for Learning 

English, and Beliefs about Foreign Language Learning Aptitude and Difficulty (See Sakui 

and Gaies, 1999, pp. 484-485 for a list of the items defining each of these factors). Sakui 
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and Gaies concluded their article by pointing out the need to have students gain insight into 

their language learning beliefs in order to better deal with any conflicts that they may have 

with communicative-oriented pedagogy. This directly relates to the suggestion by Sakui 

and Gaies (1999) that “…research on learners’ beliefs about language learning can inform 

second- and foreign-language programs: as a component of policy and program evaluation, 

by providing insight into the degree of awareness of and commitment to an educational 

innovation by learners” (p. 487). 

Wen and Johnson (1997) investigated the effects of learners’ beliefs of different 

learning strategies on English as a second language achievement. Noting the somewhat 

weak and equivocal findings in previous studies concerning the relationship between 

strategy use and language learning achievement, Wen and Johnson also investigated 

additional learner factors, such as previous language proficiency and motivation, that they 

believed would better explain the achievement outcome. The study was conducted with 242 

Chinese students finishing a required two-year intensive university English program. A 

wide range of learner-based data, including beliefs about language learning, reasons for 

learning English, and time spent studying English outside of class, were collected through a 

questionnaire. The scores of three proficiency tests, two pre-program tests, and one 

program-ending achievement test were also gathered. The effects of the multiple learner 

variables on the program-ending achievement test scores were determined through the use 

of Partial Least Squares analysis, a form of causal modeling path analysis. Of the 16 

variables entered into the analysis, six were found to have direct effects. Of these, gender, 

previous L2 proficiency, and vocabulary strategy use exerted the strongest effects. Most of 
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the belief or strategy variables entered into the analysis were found to have only weak 

indirect effects; Management Strategy was the only statistically significant variable. Wen 

and Johnson explained the usefulness of path analysis in determining the strengths of 

relationships between learner variables and an outcome variable, such as language 

proficiency. 

 

Investigations of Academic Satisfaction in General Education 

Although there is limited published research of learner satisfaction in the field of 

second or foreign language learning, a substantial body of research has been published over 

the past few decades on the subject in general education. The significance of student 

satisfaction as an important aspect of educational evaluation was acknowledged early on, as 

a quote by Astin (1977) attests: “…it is difficult to argue that student satisfaction can be 

legitimately subordinated to any other educational outcome” (p. 164). In the following 

section, I will provide an overview of some of the main lines of research concerning learner 

satisfaction and the general findings. A review of previous learner satisfaction research is 

complicated by the fact that such investigations have been carried out at different levels, 

such as the institutional level, the academic program level, and the individual course level. 

The focus here is to highlight the investigations of varying learner characteristics in 

connection with learners’ satisfaction of academic-related aspects, such as achievement, 

interest in the subject, and learner-faculty congruence. Surprisingly, within the published 

studies of learner satisfaction, studies related specifically to satisfaction of academic 
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programs are much less common than investigations of academic satisfaction at the more 

general institutional level or at the individual course level. 

 

Academic Program Satisfaction 

One particular focus of investigations of learner satisfaction at the academic program 

level has been on the congruency between the learners and the faculty (Bean & Bradley, 

1986; Morstain, 1977; Winteler, 1983). Morstain’s (1977) study was specifically focused 

on the effects of congruency between the learners’ educational orientation and the 

program’s faculty toward academic program satisfaction. Citing previous research by 

Nafziger, Holland, and Gottsredson (1975) and Pervin (1967), which showed learner 

satisfaction to be related to a level of congruency with the college environment, Morstain 

investigated the impact of learner-faculty congruency on academic program satisfaction 

with 999 seniors at a large American public university. Academic orientations were elicited 

through a battery of items that targeted varying educational dimensions, including attitudes 

regarding the purpose of a college education (specifically a vocational orientation level), 

preferences for different types of instruction and learning, attitudes regarding 

decision-making and student-faculty roles, and preferences of modes of association with 

peers. Seven items on the questionnaire concerning the enjoyment of studies, challenge of 

instruction, instructor quality and availability, and opportunities for independent study were 

found to form the satisfaction construct. The results of the study confirmed the importance 

of achieving congruency between the learners and program faculty. The differences 

between the dissatisfied learners and the faculty were explained in the following way: 
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Dissatisfied students preferred more informal and independent teaching-learning 

arrangements and desired more of a “coequal” role with faculty in educational 

decision-making. On the other hand, faculty tended to prefer more structured 

teaching-learning modes, emphasized the importance of faculty assessment of 

student work, and reported relatively little preference for student-faculty 

collegiality in educational decision-making. (p. 12) 

While Morstain noted the tentativeness of the results given the study’s non-longitudinal 

format with only one cohort of learners, he underscored the need to evaluate the 

characteristics and orientations of both learners and faculty in order to gain a better view of 

the relationships among variables believed to measure the effectiveness of academic 

programs. The variables included whether or not the education was as enjoyable as 

expected, if the learner’s intellectual and creative abilities were challenged, if the learners 

felt they were provided opportunities to work independently, and that faculty provided 

personal evaluation beyond grades. 

Bean and Bradley’s (1986) investigation of the relationship of learner and 

institutional characteristics toward academic satisfaction with just over 1500 students at a 

university in the U.S. also included a similar variable that they termed academic 

integration, which they defined as “being interested, motivated, and confident as a student, 

and perceiving that one thinks like faculty” (p. 395). Although the study was focused 

primarily on determining the directionality of the influence of learners’ grades on academic 

satisfaction, the results of a multiple regression showed that academic integration was in 
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fact the strongest determinant of satisfaction, followed by the institutional fit, and the 

perceived usefulness of the university education toward getting a job. 

 

Satisfaction with Institutional Characteristics 

A number of researchers have investigated the overall educational experiences of 

learners at a broad institutional level (Aldridge & Rowley, 1998; Douglas et al., 2006; 

Joseph et al., 2005; Tam, 2006). These researchers have typically considered a number of 

factors beyond the classroom-level in an attempt to discover the influences on learners’ 

academic satisfaction with all aspects of the services that they receive throughout their 

university life and the academic facilities (See Adridge & Rowley, 1998 for an extensive 

list of these services and facilities). Inquiries of institution-level satisfaction are often 

carried out to compare institutional quality among a number of institutions. In some studies 

of this type, the focus is on determining the causes of learners either dropping out of the 

institution or transferring to another institution (Aiken, 1982). 

An excellent example of the methodological procedures used to provide quality 

assurance is a recent study carried out at a university in Hong Kong by Tam (2006), who 

investigated the influences of various learner factors toward both overall academic 

achievement and academic satisfaction. Tam highlighted her intent to understand the 

relationship between the students’ perceived university experiences and their learning by 

stating, “The overall design is predicated on the notion that quality in higher education can 

be best defined as the positive impact of university experiences on student outcomes. The 
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focus is on the effects of different experiences or exposures among individual students or 

between groups of students” (p. 75). 

In addition to gathering information concerning the learners’ perceptions of the 

university environment and overall satisfaction, a self-reported grade point average and 

other dimensions of growth were also collected through a questionnaire. An initial 

investigation of the student sub-groups that took account of such variables as gender, prior 

academic aptitude, and the learners’ aspirations, was carried out through ANOVA analyses. 

Follow-up stepwise multiple regression analyses were then performed to assess which 

variables best predicted three outcome variables, estimated progress, end-of-year GPA 

(achievement), and satisfaction. The findings, reported in a separate article (Tam, 2007), 

showed that while a variety of aspects of university education exerted an effect on 

satisfaction, participation in university activities was particularly influential. The results of 

an analysis regarding the students’ perceived learning in the study is especially informative. 

It was found that the students’ perceptions of learning were most highly correlated with the 

factors of teaching and course quality among a variety of university-related variables.  

Finally, an older study by Gruber (1980) who investigated the sources of general 

educational satisfaction, is pertinent for both its statistical analyses and results. Gruber 

sought to determine the relationships among three background characteristics (high school 

ability, future academic expectations, and self-esteem), two institutional variables (school 

and program type), and one achievement variable (postsecondary grades) with an 

educational satisfaction outcome variable for both black and white students attending 

college or university. To assess the effects of the independent variables, Gruber initially 
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conducted a series of multiple regression analyses and then used path analysis to determine 

the direct and indirect influence of each variable on satisfaction.  

Although the path coefficients slightly differed between the black and white 

students, grades in the university courses were found to have the strongest effect on 

satisfaction for both groups of learners. The results of the path analysis also showed that 

initial ability and expectations were mostly mediated by self-esteem, school type, and 

grades, while self-esteem had a direct effect on satisfaction but not on the learners’ grades. 

Gruber concluded by highlighting the effectiveness of the analyses to understand the 

interrelationships among the learners’ background, institutional, and achievement variables. 

 

The Impact of Student Satisfaction on Achievement 

Another line of research within general education related to academic satisfaction 

has involved determining the impact of the academic environment, as measured by 

learners’ perceptions of variables such as teaching quality and workload, on learners’ 

achievement. Many of these studies have highlighted the positive relationship found 

between learners’ perceptions of their courses and their approach to learning (Diseth et al., 

2006; Entwistle, 1989; Lizzio, Wilson & Simons, 2002; Ramsden, 1991). 

Two of the studies above are worth describing in more detail to underscore the 

methodology and statistical analysis procedures used. The Lizzio, Wilson, and Simons 

(2002) study was largely based on the previously developed three P model by Biggs (1989), 

a conceptual model that describes the relationships between the learning environment, 

students’ background characteristics, students’ approach to learning, and the students’ 
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achievement. In assessing approaches to learning, the authors distinguished between a 

‘deep’ approach to learning, or the striving to understand by applying and comparing ideas, 

and ‘surface’ learning, which is focused on using reproductive strategies and little effort to 

integrate information. The perceptions of 646 students in three departments at the same 

university were collected using the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ, Ramsden, 

1991), a 36-item questionnaire targeting various aspects of the students’ learning context, 

such as teaching, assessment, and workload. Through the use of path analysis and several 

independent multiple regression analyses, the researchers found that impressions of good 

teaching were positively associated with the students’ self-reported use of a deep approach 

to learning. This relationship in turn was found to have an impact on the students’ 

achievement. 

Similarly, Diseth et al. (2006) investigated the relationships among perceived 

learning experiences, approaches to learning, and the academic achievement of 486 

undergraduate psychology majors, noting that all of the students in the study were enrolled 

in the same course and thus had experienced the same study program. A modified version 

of the Course Experience Questionnaire (CEQ; Ramsden, 1991) was used to elicit students’ 

course experience perceptions. After performing confirmatory factor analysis on the CEQ 

data, structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to determine the relative contribution of 

each of the extracted factors toward approaches to learning and also the effect of the 

approaches as mediators to the achievement variable. While the findings indicated that 

course experience factors exerted only a small mediator effect on achievement, the authors 
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highlighted the fact that the Good Teaching factor was found to have the strongest effect on 

achievement and should certainly be considered in such analyses. 

Similar to that of Gruber’s praise of path analysis in the preceding section, the 

statistical analyses within these studies are vital in developing an understanding of the 

complex interrelationships of the variables being investigated. Importantly, Diseth et al. 

(2006) cautioned against the interpretation of causal links in previous research that did not 

utilize structural equation modeling because the analyses used often could not detect 

bi-directionality or indirect causality through intermediary variables, both of which are 

possible to detect with a path model. 

 

Individual Course Evaluations 

At the individual course level, course evaluation questionnaires, also referred to in 

the literature as student ratings instruments (SRIs), student evaluations of teaching (SETs), 

or student evaluations of faculty (SEFs), can also be used to assess a specific instructor’s 

teaching effectiveness. Research into the impact of different factors on student satisfaction 

at the individual course level is particularly important due to the fact that many 

administrators of institutions of higher learning use the results to help make decisions 

concerning promotion and even tenure (Rowley, 2003). The use of these course evaluations 

worldwide has grown considerably in the past two decades, although there is a long history 

of using course evaluations in the higher education system in the United States (See 

Watchel, 1998 for a discussion of this issue). Such use of student feedback has thus 

provided the impetus for many studies and papers discussing related issues. In fact, Cashin 
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(1995) estimated that there were over 1500 articles and books on the subject. A wide range 

of variables thought to exert an influence on learner satisfaction have been investigated. 

These fall into three sets of variables: learner background, education-related, and institution 

facilities and services (See Table 3). 

 

 Table 3. Main Variables Investigated Influencing Learner Satisfaction 

Learner Background Education-related 
Institutional facilities 
and services 

Age Academic term Career counseling 

Ethnicity Academic major Computer facilities 

Gender Class size Financial Services 

Prior subject interest Workload Health care services 

Expectations Entry qualification Library services 

 Gender of instructor Student accommodations 

 Grades (real or expected) Type of institute 

 Level of course  

 Personality of instructor  

 

Learner Background and Education-related Variables 

A number of researchers have investigated learner background and 

education-related variables at the same time within the context of an individual course. In 

one of the most comprehensive reviews of issues related to student evaluations, Marsh 

(1987) described the results of various studies in which the effects of sixteen characteristics 
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on a set of measures of satisfaction were investigated. A path analysis indicated that four of 

the characteristics, prior subject interest, expected grade, workload or difficulty, and reason 

for taking the course (for general interest or not) accounted for the majority of the variance 

in the student ratings (13%) (p. 307). The students’ prior subject interest was determined to 

have the strongest impact. Other reviews of the literature on investigations into influences 

of learner evaluations by Algozzine et al. (2002), Cashin (1995), Marsh and Roche (1997), 

and Watchel (1998) have shown that while some variables have been determined to have an 

effect on students’ evaluative responses, the effect of other variables is still unclear because 

of conflicting results. Of these reviews, two student background variables clearly found to 

influence perceptions of satisfaction were course expectation and prior subject interest. The 

two student background variables of gender and ethnicity have had differing results in 

previous studies. While it has generally been found that females give higher ratings, it has 

not always been the case. There are also some reports of the gender variable being 

confounded by the size of the class or the gender of the course instructor as well. 

Education-related variables found to have an effect in most studies were the course 

level (higher levels receive higher ratings), class size (smaller classes receive higher 

ratings), and subject area. While a number of researchers have reported weak correlations 

between the grades students expected and their satisfaction, promoting the idea that 

instructors could increase student satisfaction ratings through grade leniency, there is also 

the possibility that students with higher grades learned more and thus have higher 

satisfaction. However, Watchel (1998) stated that the interaction between the grade-related 

variables and other learner variables, such as subject interest and academic level, may be 
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the cause of the inconsistent findings. The complexity of the interactions among the learner 

variables and other possible course specific variables, such as class size and subject area, 

has made the findings inconclusive or conditioned on these moderating variables. 

One recent study of the perceptions of 119 learners at an American university by 

Wright and Palmer (2006) was focused on determining the extent to which the grades that 

the learners expected to receive affected their end-of-the-course instructor ratings. The 

researchers believed that the mixed findings of previous studies toward instructor quality 

appear to indicate that the other learner variables have a greater influence. A path analysis 

designed to assess the differences in the fit of a model with only a direct path from Grades 

to Instructor Ratings with that of more complex models incorporating other learner 

attributes, including Motivation, Ability, and Amount Learned was run. The results of the 

model comparison analysis showed that a more complex model with the additional learner 

variables had superior fit compared with the model with only the single link between 

perceived grades and instructor ratings. Wright and Palmer’s best-fitting model with 

standardized path coefficients is shown in Figure 3. 

As reported by Wright and Palmer, not only was a more complex model found to 

have better fit, the variable Amount Learned was found to have an even stronger impact on 

the Instructor Ratings than Grade (expected grade). The researchers were surprised by the 

lack of a relationship between Amount Learned and Grade. Based on their findings, Wright 

and Palmer concluded that “…(instructor) evaluations may be a useful measure of teaching 

effectiveness only for a specific group of students in a given class who have particular 

levels of motivation and ability that are in line with the instructor’s expectations of the 
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course” (p. 15). However, the results of Wright and Palmer’s (2006) study should be 

accepted cautiously because all of the measures used for the variables were from the 

learners’ own self-assessments. 

 

                      .39   
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Figure 3. Wright and Palmer’s (2006) best fitting path model (p. 13). 
Note. Motivation = 5-point scale (extremely motivated – not at all motivated); Ability = 
self-reported on 9-point scale; Amount Learned = perceived amount learned on a 5-point 
scale; Grades = expected course grade on a 5-point scale; Instructor Ratings = student 
ratings of instructors on a 5-point scale 
 

Other recent investigations of variables possibly affecting student satisfaction have 

thus included efforts to determine indirect effects by controlling other variables (El Ansari 

& Oskrochi, 2006; Worthington, 2002). In their study of the satisfaction with public health 

courses by 343 students studying nursing at British universities, El Ansari and Oskrochi 

determined that five variables (academic level, class size, pre- and post-registration status, 

qualification aim, and study mode) explained 32% of the students’ satisfaction after 

controlling for the effects of other variables using hierarchical cluster analysis. Noting the 

inadequate analyses of previous student satisfaction questionnaire data, Worthington (2002) 

Motivation 

  Ability     Grade 

Amount Learned 

Instructor Ratings 
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claimed that “Rigorous empirical analysis would therefore facilitate greater certainty on the 

status of student background characteristics in teaching evaluations” (p. 51). Worthington 

went on to use ordered probit models to analyze the relationships among numerous relevant 

variables. The results showed that expected grade in the subject, student age, ethnicity, and 

gender, all had a statistically significant impact on course evaluations. 

 

Gaps in the Literature 

Despite the increased recognition of the importance of learner input in foreign 

language program evaluation over the past few decades, few researchers have investigated 

the impact that learner factors have on program satisfaction. While extensive research of 

learner satisfaction has been carried out in general education contexts, especially in regards 

to individual course evaluations that include a focus on the instructor, there is a lack of 

research of learner satisfaction in foreign language program contexts. The few published 

studies directly related to learner feedback for formative evaluation purposes of foreign 

language programs (Randle, 1977; Rivera & Matsuzawa, 2007, Walker, 1973) lack the 

level of statistical analysis necessary to recognize the complex interrelations of learner 

variables within a dynamic model of program satisfaction. There are in fact a number of 

good examples of the application of up-to-date statistical procedures from which to draw on 

(El Ansari & Oskrochi, 2006; Gruber, 1980, Worthington, 2002; Wright & Palmer, 2006). 
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The Purposes of the Study 

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of learner background 

characteristics on learner satisfaction in an English as a foreign language program. 

Although an overall aggregate of student responses that comes from descriptive statistics is 

informative for general evaluative purposes, it will not show possibly important differences 

between groups of learners within the program’s population based on learner factors. 

Therefore, an analysis that identifies groups of learners based on various learner factors that 

potentially influence the students’ perceptions of satisfaction with the program, would add 

to our understanding of second language program evaluation methods and would allow 

program developers, particularly those concerned with quality assurance, to focus their 

efforts on making improvements by manipulating the most influential factors. In addition to 

the focus on learner factors that influence satisfaction, another goal of the study is to 

analyze the data using a relatively sophisticated approach, path analysis, in order to better 

understand the complex relationships of learner variables influencing satisfaction. 

While the study is focused on the influence of learner variables and their impact on 

program-ending satisfaction within a program-evaluation framework, it is important to 

clarify that a program evaluation based solely on learner satisfaction is not being endorsed. 

In fact, measures of learner satisfaction will generally take a secondary role after objective 

measures of learning. Therefore, in terms of overall program evaluation, objective 

examination-based measures and subjective learner satisfaction measures should be taken 

in conjunction with each other. 
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A longitudinal study was conducted with two consecutive cohorts of university 

students studying in the same program in order to improve the overall evaluation of the 

program; this approach also increases the power of the statistical analyses by providing a 

larger final participant group. As often noted in the language program evaluation literature, 

there is a need for lengthier studies, as most reported academic program evaluations are 

conducted on a single cohort of learners. Although complications in interpretation may 

result from the differences found in the curriculum over succeeding cohorts, it was believed 

that statistical similarities in terms of learner outcomes and learners’ perceived satisfaction 

would provide evidence of consistency in the program’s quality. As a byproduct of this 

longitudinal design, the relationships between the variables for each cohort will also be 

checked against each other to investigate their similarities and differences. 

 

Research Questions 

In order to examine the influence of learner factors, the following two research 

questions were investigated. 

1. What is the relationship among learner factors, including English language 

proficiency (initial and change), English language program grades (English GPA), 

initial English language goal orientation, and type of university admission method, 

and the learners’ perceptions of satisfaction with the program? In particular, which 

learner factors have the greatest impact on satisfaction of the English Language 

Program? 
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2. Do the relationships among learner factors and program satisfaction remain 

consistent over the two cohorts? 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

 

Participants 

The participants were 440 Japanese students studying in a 2-year English as a 

foreign language program at a private university in western Japan. The participants were 

enrolled in the School of Policy Studies, comprised of both the Department of Policy 

Studies and the Department of Applied Informatics. The Department of Policy Studies 

focuses on an education of policies related to contemporary social and environmental issues 

at both the local and international level, while the Department of Applied Informatics 

provides an education of technical skills and issues related to forms of media and computer 

networks. Because both departments have a goal of preparing students to work in positions 

that require good English language skills related to their fields of study, students are 

required to take English language courses within the English Language Program (ELP). At 

the time of the study, from when the first cohort entered in 2004 to when the second cohort 

completed the program in 2007, students enrolled in the Department of Policy Studies were 

required to take four English language courses each semester for two years, for a total of 

approximately 320 contact hours, whereas Department of Applied Informatics students had 

nearly the same requirement except that two content-based courses offered in the final 

semester of the second year were optional. Students in the two academic departments were 

intermixed in the English courses. Although there was the possible two-course difference in 

the total number of English courses taken between the learners in the two academic 



 54 

departments, the learners were analyzed together on the basis that the two content-based 

courses would not make a significant difference in terms of overall satisfaction with the 

program (this was confirmed in preliminary analyses). 

All students in the Policies Studies and Applied Informatics departments took the 

Institutional (ITP) TOEFL for placement purposes upon entering the departments. Students 

who had a total score over 530 on the TOEFL were exempt from the first year of English 

classes and were automatically placed into the second-year courses. The exempted students 

who went directly into the second-year courses were omitted from the study because they 

had not experienced the entire two-year program, and furthermore, were not part of an 

earlier needs analysis questionnaire participant group from which important data were 

drawn. 

The participants’ initial English language proficiency ranged from 313 to 527 on an 

Institutional (ITP) TOEFL examination (M = 435; SD = 38.62). As is typical with Japanese 

learners of English at the university level, the participants had a generally good knowledge 

of grammar and reading ability, but relatively weaker listening and speaking skills. While 

students in the two academic departments were often said to be highly motivated to learn 

English, it is important to remember that they were not English majors and therefore had a 

full load of academic content courses in Japanese besides the classes that they took in the 

English Language Program. 

There are two main methods by which students can enter into the university’s 

academic departments. The first and most typical method is through the general open 

admissions process in which applicants apply by taking various department Admission 
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exams. The exams are highly competitive and thus only about 15% of the exam takers are 

typically admitted to the program. The second admissions method is for students 

recommended from two private high schools closely affiliated with the university as well as 

a specific allocated number of students recommended from non-associated high schools but 

with a special provision to allow one student Admission into the school based largely on 

their grade point average. The possible difference in the impact of these admission methods 

was deemed worth investigating and was thus included in the analyses. 

 

Program Context 

It is vital to understand the nature of the EFL program used in the study in order to 

appropriately comprehend the findings. 

 

English Language Program Curriculum 

Highly Coordinated Curriculum 

An especially important element of this study is that the English language program 

in which the students were enrolled is highly coordinated; a common syllabus is used for all 

learners in the program, regardless of their English language proficiency. While the learners 

were streamed into classes based on their general English proficiency as determined by 

their TOEFL scores, the main coursework and assessment schemes were the same. The 

materials for most of the program’s courses, which were produced by the full-time teaching 

staff members, known as course coordinators, contained a variety of in-class activities 

covering the main content and language skills to be taught. This allowed the course 
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instructors to have some flexibility in organizing appropriate materials for the proficiency 

level of the class that they were assigned to teach. Instructors were informed by the course 

coordinators of the main language skills to be introduced and practiced each week, but then 

were free to decide which activities to use in their classes. 

Also of primary importance is the situational context of the English language 

program being investigated, both in terms of the present situation and some of the changes 

that have taken place since the development of the program. Discussions among the 

instructors and curriculum designers indicated that some individuals were concerned that 

the level of instruction within the coordinated curriculum was inappropriate for the lower 

English proficiency learners; therefore, there was a need to change the curriculum. In order 

to put this issue in the perspective of the current study, a description of the program, 

including its development and some of the changes that have taken place, is provided 

below. 

 

Structure of the ELP Curriculum 

The English-language courses were primarily organized in a skill-based format, 

with all four major language skills often integrated in each course; however, an emphasis 

was placed on one of the main language skills. For example, although the listening courses 

focused on listening to short documentary news clips, writing and discussion tasks were 

often used as follow-up activities. In fact, because of the program’s coordinated structure, it 

was possible for the instructors of some courses to occasionally remind the learners of 

specific language skill instruction that they had received in other courses to properly 
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complete the assignments when the skills were not covered in that particular course. For 

example, instructors in the listening courses sometimes referred to the organization focus 

provided in the writing courses when it was necessary for students to complete a summary 

writing task of the information that they listened to. Many of the courses were also 

organized around a theme or selected topic range from which the linguistic skills were 

covered. A chart detailing the entire two-year curriculum is shown in Appendix A. EC1 

courses correspond to the first semester of the first year, whereas EC4 courses are offered 

in the second semester of the second academic year. In terms of linguistic skills, speaking 

and writing were emphasized as there were four classes allocated to each of these skills. 

Speaking skills were developed in courses focused on group discussions as well as in two 

academic presentation skills courses. In the final semester of the program, Department of 

Policy Studies students were required (optional for Applied Informatics students) to take 

two content-based Special Topics courses arranged around a single theme, such as the 

social science themes of upper-division courses offered within the departments, current 

news events, foreign cultures, and literature, that were considered to be of interest to the 

learners. The content-based courses are viewed as an important step designed to take 

learners from the more linguistic-focused courses of the ELP to the more strictly academic 

content-based courses taught by English-speaking foreign specialists in the third and fourth 

years of the program. Many of the activities in the Special Topics courses were designed to 

reinforce the English language skills that the students had learned and practiced throughout 

the earlier ELP courses, including participating in small group discussions, watching short 

documentary video clips, and giving presentations of self-researched information. 
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Historical Background of the ELP 

The English Language Program was established in 1995 within a newly formed 

Policy Studies department at a satellite campus approximately 20 kilometers from the 

university’s main campus. The ELP was autonomous from the large-scale foreign language 

center organized on the main campus. The academic department was founded with the idea 

that Japanese students would benefit from studying in a program in which a number of 

courses would be taught by English-speaking international faculty, specialists in the 

academic fields related to the department. This was in contrast to the overseas study 

programs being developed and promoted by many Japanese universities. One of the 

primary aims of the instruction in the English Language Program then was to prepare 

students for academic coursework similar to that being provided at a typical university in an 

English-speaking country. 

In interviews with faculty members involved in developing the ELP, it was 

consistently mentioned that the ELP was modeled after another well-regarded successful 

EAP program at the International Christian University (ICU) in Tokyo. In fact, some of the 

faculty had either graduated from ICU or had previously worked in the program and thus 

believed that the academic English focus of the program was a good model for the ELP. 

The English program at ICU was set up around a uniform curriculum that prepared students 

to take required upper-division English-medium courses as well as participate in one-year 

study abroad programs in English-speaking countries coordinated through the university. 

An important difference between the English language program at ICU and the English 

Language Program investigated in this study is that ICU had a stricter admissions policy 
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based on English proficiency level than the School of Policy Studies. Two of the ELP 

faculty members interviewed at the outset of the study stated that a more stringent 

English-proficiency based admissions policy was necessary in order to maintain a program 

in which learners could achieve an adequate English proficiency level for authentic 

English-medium coursework. 

 

Student Feedback in the ELP 

The ELP management has systematically integrated student feedback into the 

program evaluation process. In the past, student feedback had been collected in a number of 

ways, including open-ended course evaluations at the end of each semester, small group 

discussions at the end of specific courses, and student focus groups (see Quinn & Nachi, 

2004 for a detailed discussion). As Quinn and Nachi aptly stated in the conclusion of their 

article, “Employing a set of ongoing exploratory practices is an essential step in fostering 

effective and progressive curriculum renewal” (p. 68). Over the years, a number of changes 

had been made to the ELP curriculum as a direct result of the students’ feedback (Anderson 

et al., 2000, p. 43; Quinn & Nachi, 2004, pp. 67-68). 

In the appendix of the Anderson et al. (2000) article, which gives a general 

overview of the ELP, an account of the early developments of the program is also provided. 

The authors explained that due to learner feedback after the first year that indicated a 

mismatch between expected academic demand and outcomes between the learners and the 

program developers, there would be more consideration of the learners’ feelings: “The staff 
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decided that it was important to consider more student affective needs as a means to 

continue to motivate students and make learning more enjoyable” (p. 42). 

 

Learner Proficiency Gains in the ELP Learner Population 

One change in the learner population directly related to the ELP curriculum is the 

proficiency level of the learners entering the program. A certain initial English proficiency 

level is recognized to be necessary in order for students to satisfactorily complete 

content-based courses taught exclusively in English, the intended goal of the program. 

Records of scores from an Institutional TOEFL examination administered to all incoming 

students for the purpose of streaming students into classes revealed that while the 

proficiency levels of the incoming students were fairly similar for the first five years (1995 

– 1999), they consistently dropped from 2000 to 2004. The mean for the initial TOEFL 

scores was above 445 for the first five years, it dropped to 438 in the sixth year, and fell to 

an all-time low of 432 in 2004, the first of the two cohorts who participated in the study. 

This decline of 13 points is nearly equivalent to the first year gain typically made by 

incoming students. This means that if the students in the 2004 cohort made gains similar to 

those in previous years, they would only have reached the proficiency level at which a 

cohort started five years before. 

An additional change in the proficiency levels of the students has been an increase 

in the variance in the English proficiency of the incoming students. There have been two 

additions to the Admission procedures of both the Department of Policy Studies and 

Department of Informatics that have helped produce this widening gap in the students’ 
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English language proficiency; a recommendation system with various high schools and a 

special Admission exam for those who wish to enter primarily on the merit of high English 

language proficiency. The special recommendation system, which began in 1999, has 

allowed up to 100 high schools to select one student with a specified minimum grade point 

average in several academic subjects to come directly for an interview to be admitted, 

effectively allowing nearly a quarter of the students to enter the departments through this 

procedure. Importantly though, the students accepted through the recommendation system 

usually have a lower English language proficiency than those admitted through the normal 

Admission examination format. The newly administered special ‘English only’ examination 

has effectively attracted higher level English proficiency students, although in proportion 

they were only about one-third in number compared to those entering through the 

recommendation system. Thus, the overall result has been a widening gap between low and 

high proficiency learners. Such differences in the student population supported the notion 

that it was increasingly difficult to keep the common syllabus format of the program, 

particularly in producing materials that accommodate the wide range of student abilities. 

 

Data-collection 

Questionnaires 

A large portion of the quantitative data was collected through two questionnaires 

completed by the student participants. The questionnaires were piloted to check for 

wording problems and were statistically analyzed using the Explore function of SPSS and 

principal components analysis to check for ways to improve them before they were 
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administered to the participants. The questionnaires were administered to students during 

selected classes to ensure that responses from as many participants as possible could be 

collected. To avoid using a great deal of class time, the questionnaires were designed to be 

completed in less than twenty minutes. Both questionnaires were originally written in 

English and then translated into Japanese. The Japanese versions were then back-translated 

by two Japanese-English translators to ensure that the intended meanings were maintained 

through the translation process. Two items required minor revision based on the 

back-translations due to wording selection. 

 

ELP Program Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire 

The main questionnaire, the 55-item ELP Program Evaluation Feedback 

Questionnaire, was administered to gather the learners’ perceptions of various facets of the 

English Language Program (See Appendix B for the Japanese version and Appendix C for 

the English translation). The questionnaire was developed based on a combination of 

published program evaluation questionnaires, suggestions found in the program evaluation 

literature for foreign languages (Brown, 1995; Lynch, 2003), and literature on assessing 

satisfaction in a general education context (Knox, Lindsay, & Kolb, 1992). The types of 

questions selected to elicit various aspects of the students’ satisfaction and other 

perceptions by Knox, Lindsay, and Kolb (p. 308) was particularly instrumental in shaping 

the format of the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire. The items targeting perceptions 

of satisfaction of the English language program were designed to elicit learners’ 

perceptions of the instructors, assessment methods, fairness of instructor grading, content 
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interest, the connection of the courses to one another, and their overall satisfaction with the 

program. 

In addition to the items focused directly on aspects that would indicate satisfaction 

with the program (Section 2), other sets of items were included to assess whether or not the 

learners felt that they were able to improve their English language skills to a degree that 

met their initial expectations (Section 3), the effectiveness of the English learned in regards 

to their future needs (Section 4), their ability to use English for specific tasks (Section 5), 

the level of difficulty and focus of the coursework (Section 6), and the adequacy of the 

allocation of different English language skill instruction (Section 7). With the exception of 

sections 6 and 7, the items were measured using a 6-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 

disagree, 2 = moderately disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = slightly agree, 5 = moderately 

agree, and 6 = strongly agree). The three items in section 6 were also measured using a 

6-point Likert scale, but different response indicators were used based on the item content 

that the learners responded to. The 6-point Likert scale response format was chosen to force 

the participants to respond with a definitive opinion rather than providing a ‘sit on the 

fence’ choice, which would be the case if an odd number of responses were available 

(Brown, 2001, p. 41). A 7-point Likert scale response format was used for the questions 

regarding the adequate allocation of skill instruction (Section 7) with a ‘Perfect’ response in 

the middle. 
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ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire 

Data of the same learners’ initial English language needs and preferences for 

English language instruction were collected with the ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire 

(See Appendix D for the Japanese version and Appendix E for the English translation) that 

was administered to the students when they began the program (See Balint, 2005 for a 

description and previous analysis of the questionnaire data). The ELP Needs Analysis 

Questionnaire was based on previous needs analysis surveys by Brown (1995) and Richards 

(2001); however, some modifications were made in order to better focus on the specific 

context of the English Language Program. The first two sections of the questionnaire were 

designed to gather data concerning background characteristics and English language 

learning motivation information about the participants. The other two sections of the 

questionnaire were designed to gather data concerning the learners’ perceived goals toward 

future English language use and the type of instruction that they believed was most 

pertinent to their English language goals using a series of 6-point Likert scale items. 

 

Learners’ Academic Records 

The ELP management gave permission to collect various academic records of the 

participants, including the learners’ TOEFL scores (initial, mid, and post), ELP grades for 

each of the four semesters, and the learners’ method of Admission into the program. 

Because the participants’ identification numbers were requested on the questionnaires, it 

was possible to collate the questionnaire data with the academic records. The participants 

were asked to provide their student identification number despite the threat to internal 
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validity due to social desirability in which participants provide favorable responses because 

they can be identified by the questionnaire administrators. 

 

Informed Consent of Participants 

To protect the rights of the student participants, the questionnaires used in the study 

included a statement at the beginning clearly explaining that answering the questionnaires 

was optional and had no bearing on their grades (See Appendix F). In addition, the students 

were informed by the instructors administering the questionnaires that they were being 

asked to provide their student identification numbers so that their grades and TOEFL scores 

could be matched for the analyses. Approval to obtain student information such as TOEFL 

scores and grades was accepted by the program management based on the premise that only 

identification numbers, and no personal names, were to be kept in the database. 

 

Procedures 

The ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire was administered during the third week of 

the academic year in the ELP courses. The ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire was 

administered to the participants in writing classes. The participants responded to the 

questionnaire items on a separate Scantron form that could be read electronically and 

transferred onto an SPSS data spreadsheet. The participants completed the ELP Evaluation 

Feedback Questionnaire in computer labs in the last week of classes for the academic year, 

as the questionnaire was delivered on Internet-based software (SurveyMonkey.com). Once 
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the learners were logged onto a computer, they were directed to a webpage link provided by 

the instructor that automatically displayed the questionnaire. 

 

 Characteristics of the Participant ELP Learners 

Various characteristics of the participants that represent the 2004 and 2005 cohorts 

involved in the study were identified from data collected from the questionnaires. In some 

instances, categorical data were converted to create dichotomous variables that were better 

suited to answer the research questions. The tallies and their proportional values are 

presented in Table 4. 

 

Table 4. Characteristics of the Participants (N = 440) 

  Group 
Characteristic 1 2 

Gender Male = 206 (47%) Female = 234 (53%) 

Department Admission Method Exam = 299 (68%)  Recommendation = 141 (32%) 

Experience Living Abroad (over 1 yr.) Yes = 40 (9%) No = 395 (89%) 

English instruction important criteria  
for choosing academic department 

 
Yes = 223 (51%) 

 
No = 217 (49%) 

Had conversation-focused English 
instruction outside of regular school 

Yes = 135 (31%) No = 305 (69%) 

Will Take English Research Seminar Yes = 98 (22%) No = 338 (77%) 

 
Academic Program was First Choice 
of University Admission Selections 
 

 
Yes = 258 (59%) 

 
No = 180 (41%) 
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The ratio of males to females closely replicated that typically found in the ELP as a 

whole, with female learners slightly outnumbering the male learners. The three-to-one ratio 

of learners that entered via the Admission exams with those that matriculated by 

recommendation was also generally in line with the usual cohort makeup. It was found that 

9% of the learners had lived overseas for longer than one year. Slightly over half of the 

learners claimed that the ability to take courses in English was one reason for choosing to 

enroll in the academic department; this was reasonable given that the program had gained a 

reputation for its focus on English. Just over one-third of the learners had studied English in 

private lessons outside the regular schoolwork, and 22% of the learners had selected to take 

English-medium upper-division research seminars, equivalent to their academic major 

focus, taught by international specialists. Finally, 60% of the learners stated that the 

university’s program was their first choice among all the universities that they applied to. 

This item was intended to check for any differences between students who came to the 

university of their first choice with those that came only after failing to be admitted to their 

first choice, on the assumption that those who were not able enter their preferred university 

may have been disappointed and not have the same level of satisfaction as those who 

entered the school that was their first choice. There is some difficulty in clearly interpreting 

this response though because the students who had entered by recommendation were in a 

different situation than those who had entered through the highly competitive university 

examination. 

Comparisons of group differences using independent t-tests for each of the learner 

characteristics on the outcome variable of Satisfaction were carried out to check for any 
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significant differences. Of these learner variables, only gender was found to have a 

significant difference on Satisfaction, t(438) = - 4.27, p = .000 with the eta squared statistic 

(.04) indicating a small effect size. Due to the significant difference in satisfaction between 

the male learners (M = 1.51) and female learners (M = 2.18), it was later included in the 

path analyses after testing the originally hypothesized model. 

 

General Evaluative Perceptions of the ELP Learners 

The overall opinions of the participants toward various aspects of their experiences in 

the English Language Program were examined by calculating descriptive statistics, the 

means and standard deviations, of the participants’ responses to the ELP Evaluation 

Feedback Questionnaire. Because most of the responses were on a 6-point Likert scale, 

means above 3.5 indicated overall agreement of the questionnaire statements, whereas 

those below 3.5 were evidence of overall disagreement. Items with the highest or lowest 

response means are important indicators of perceptions that suggest that more attention 

should be paid to them by the program’s administrators. The size of the standard deviations 

was also considered, with larger standard deviations showing greater differences in the 

participants’ opinions on those items. The descriptive statistics for all of the Likert scale 

items are shown in Table 5. 

The more pertinent results from the descriptive statistics will be highlighted as they 

represent what would typically be reviewed by curriculum developers or administrative 

personnel to assess the learners’ overall end-of-program evaluation. It is important to note 

that with the 6-point Likert scale, the mean values of responses to items over 3.5 are 
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positive, keeping in mind that learners were forced to either agree or disagree with the 

statement. 

 
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire 

Section 2. Overall ELP Experience M 95% CI   SD Skew Kurtosis 

11. Satisfied with quality of ELP  4.52 4.44 – 4.60  .82 - .73 1.78 

12. ELP classes similar to initially expected  4.09 4.02 – 4.19  .94 - .51  .74 

13. Classes well connected to each other  4.38 4.30 – 4.45  .78 - .23  .80 

14. Self-evaluation useful for grading  3.86 3.77 – 3.94  .88 - .39  .46 

15. Peer-evaluation useful for grading  4.06 3.98 – 4.15  .92 - .49  .62 

16. Content of courses was interesting  4.47 4.37 – 4.55  .96 - .60  .94 

17. Skills learned transferable to Japanese 

   courses 

4.16 4.06 – 4.26 1.07 - .46 .65 

18. Satisfied with quality of instructors  4.81 4.73 – 4.88  .81 - .46 .76 

19. Accessibility instructor out of class  4.61 4.52 – 4.71  1.00 - .61  .39 

20. Instructors graded appropriately  4.62 4.54 – 4.70  .85 - .72 1.68 

Section 3. Learning of English Skills      

21. Adequate improvement of reading skills  4.11 4.02 – 4.20  .95 - .51  .84 

22. Adequate improvement of writing skills  4.49 4.40 – 4.58  .96 - .56  .52 

23. Adequate improvement of speaking skills  4.32 4.22 – 4.41  .99  .11 -.17 

24. Adequate improvement of listening skills  4.38 4.28 – 4.47  .99 - .42  .36 

25. Adequate improvement of presentation 

   skills 

4.45 4.36 – 4.54 .94 - .25 - .11 

26. Adequate improvement of research ability  4.27 4.19 – 4.36  .88 - .44  .90 

27. Adequate improvement of critical thinking  3.92 3.83 – 4.01  .92 - .39  .88 

Section 4. Instrumental Motivation 

Progress & Academic-Vocational Goal 

     

28. Satisfied with personal effort in ELP  4.43 4.35 – 4.52  .92 - .45  .42 

29. Tried hard, but ELP did not help English 

   skills* 

2.78 2.69 – 2.85 1.02 .03 - .35 

  (Table 5 continues) 
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(Table 5 continued)      

30. Learned a lot of English in ELP  4.51 4.43 – 4.60  .86 - .37  .59 

31. Expect ELP courses to be useful in future  4.49 4.43 – 4.60  .89 - .27  .19 

32. My English has not improved*  3.86 3.75 – 4.00 1.17  .11 - .19 

33. Plan to continue to study English on own  4.72 4.62 – 4.82 1.07 - .67  .44 

Section 5. Attainment of English Language 

         Skills 
 

 
   

34. Able to read textbooks in academic major 

   in English 

3.60 3.49 – 3.70 1.09 - .42 .26 

35. Able to read English language magazines/ 

   newspaper articles 

3.83 3.75 – 3.92 .92 - .81 1.60 

36. Able to listen to class lectures given in 

   English 

3.66 3.56 – 3.77 1.10 - .41 .12 

37. Able to listen to movies and TV programs  3.49 3.38 – 3.59 1.11 - .42  .15 

38. Able to watch short social issues  

   documentaries 

3.46 3.36 – 3.55 1.06 - .26 .31 

39. Able to talk about everyday topics with  

   non-Japanese 

3.83 3.73 – 3.93 1.10 - .44 .41 

40. Able to participate in discussions related 

   to academic field 

3.20 3.09 – 3.31 1.13 .14 - .20 

41. Able to give formal presentations 

   in English 

3.12 3.02 – 3.24 1.18 - .28 - .61 

42. Able to write a summary of multi-source 

   information 

3.51 3.41 – 3.60 1.01 - .58 .46 

43. Able to write academic essays  3.85 3.75 – 3.95 1.05 - .64  .78 

Section 6. Miscellaneous Questions        

44. ELP courses were …  

   (very easy  ---  very difficult) 

4.11 4.02 – 4.20 .98 - .05 - .34 

45. There should be … (less --- more  

   conversation instruction) 

4.58 4.48 – 4.68 1.06 - .49 - .09 

   (Table 5 continues) 
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(Table 5 continued)      

46. I am (less --- more) confident talking with 

   native speakers 

4.41 4.32 – 4.50 1.00 - .41 .23 

Section 7. Appropriate Allocation of  

         Skill Instruction 

 7-point scale (1 = not enough 7 = too much) 

 

 

   

47. Adequate reading skill instruction  3.94 3.87 – 4.03 1.02 - .39  .40 

48. Adequate listening skill instruction  3.88 3.72 – 3.95 1.00 - .11 - .16 

49. Adequate group discussion skill instruction  3.73 3.67 – 3.84 1.04 - .21 - .33 

50. Adequate writing skill instruction  4.42 4.38 – 4.51  .99 - .49  .63 

51. Adequate presentation skill instruction  4.06 3.94 – 4.14 1.02 - .58  .94 

52. Adequate amount of grammar instruction   3.37 3.25 – 3.46  .98 - .07 - .35 

53. Adequate Internet-based  

   research instruction  

4.21 4.14 – 4.33 1.07 - .46 - .26 

54. Adequate importance of English in  

   academic program 

4.18 4.07 – 4.26 .97 - .37 .04 

Note. * = Reverse-coded items; SES = .12; SEK = .23 

 

A look at the means of the items in Section 2 of the questionnaire, which concerned the 

main qualities of the program and the participants’ overall satisfaction, shows that the 

responses to most of these questions were moderately positive. Of particular interest in 

terms of key items concerning program evaluation is the fact that many of these items were 

what the learners agreed with most strongly (M > 4.5) on the entire questionnaire: (item 11) 

satisfied with the quality of the ELP, (item 18) satisfied with the quality of the instructors, 

(item 19) easily able to contact instructor out of class, and (item 20) instructors graded 

appropriately. 

It is also informative to note the mean responses to items 14 and 15 because they 

were specifically oriented toward the types of alternative assessment, self- and 
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peer-assessment, commonly used in many of the ELP courses. The more central means of 

these items, though still slightly positive, indicate that there were a number of learners who 

were not completely sure about the usefulness of these assessment tasks, particularly 

self-assessment. 

The items in section 3 (items 21–27) were focused on the learners’ perceptions of 

whether or not they adequately improved the English language skills taught in the ELP 

courses. It is evident from the moderately positive means on all of the items except item 43 

that the learners believed that they adequately improved their skills through the English 

courses. The slightly lower responses for item 27 regarding the improvement of critical 

thinking skills likely comes from the ambiguity of what critical thinking skills are and their 

relationship to the coursework within the ELP. 

The positive responses to items 30 (4.53), 31 (4.50), and 33 (4.72) from Section 4 

are worth noting. The mean of item 30, asking whether or not they had learned a lot of 

English from the ELP courses, indicates that the participants were generally satisfied with 

the program. While the mean for item 31 indicates that the learners believe that what they 

learned in the ELP will be useful in their futures, the even higher mean of item 33 clearly 

signifies that these learners planned to continue to learn English on their own in the future. 

This is particularly noteworthy because increasing autonomous learning of English is a 

general program goal. 

The nearly mid-range means of many of the responses to the statements in Section 5 

of the questionnaire indicate that the learners collectively were neither very confident nor 

did they feel completely incapable of performing the different tasks requiring English. The 
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noticeably lower response means to items 40 and 41 show that the learners were less 

confident in their ability to use English for participating in discussions related to their 

academic major or giving formal presentations. The standard deviations of the responses to 

the items in this section are generally higher than those of the other sections, indicating that 

there was a greater range of responses to these items. Item 41, which asked about the ability 

to give formal presentations in English, has the largest standard deviation of all the items 

(1.17). While the mean of the responses to this item is lower than many of the other 

responses, there is also a larger spread among the responses. Thus, while some learners felt 

that they were moderately capable of giving formal presentations in English, a number of 

others were not very confident. 

Although the format of Section 6 differed from the preceding sections with the 

responses being on a scale of a specific measured quality relevant to the particular question 

rather than the agreement scale used for the other sections, the means of the responses are 

clear and informative. The results of items 44 (4.11), 45 (4.58), and 46 (4.42) show that the 

learners felt that the ELP courses were somewhat difficult, there should be more 

conversational English instruction, and that they were more confident talking with native 

speakers of English than they were prior to starting the program, respectively. 

Finally, Section 7 of the questionnaire was aimed at evaluating the allocation of 

instruction toward the different linguistics skills focused on in the program. In this section 

of the questionnaire, a 7-point Likert scale was used to allow a central response 

representing a ‘perfect allocation’; thus, a mean value close to 4.0 was optimal. The 

response means to most of the questions in this section are indeed close to 4.0, showing that 
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the learners felt that the amount of instruction was appropriate. The high mean for 

appropriate writing skill instruction, indicating a belief that there was too much, can be 

attributed to having writing courses in each of the four semesters. Furthermore, through 

informal conversation with the learners, it was learned that the writing classes were often 

perceived to be the most challenging in the program. Finally, the low mean for item 52 

indicates that an increase in grammar instruction should be considered. Although formal 

grammar instruction was not part of the ELP curriculum, it would be possible to add a few 

activities that reinforce grammar structures within the current materials. 

 

Hypothesized Path Model of English as a Foreign Language Program Satisfaction 

Due to a lack of published research specifically focusing on learner factors toward 

program satisfaction in a foreign language learning context, there is no well-developed path 

model to draw from. Thus, a path model with two learner factors hypothesized to directly 

influence foreign language program satisfaction, English proficiency gain (Prof Gain) and 

the learners’ grade point average for the courses taken in the ELP (ELP Grades), was 

developed based on conceptual links found in previous studies of learner satisfaction in 

general education (Diseth, et al, 2006; Gruber, 1980; Lizzio, Wilson, & Simons, 2002; 

Winteler, 1983; Wright & Palmer, 2006). Initial English language proficiency (Prof 1) and 

the learners’ Admission method into the program (Admission) were also incorporated into 

the hypothesized model based on program specific conditions. Finally, the learners’ 

academic-vocational English language goal orientation (Aca-Voc Goal) was included in 
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order to investigate the influence of both motivation and congruency with the curriculum. 

The hypothesized model is shown in Figure 4. 

 

 
                          
 
 
 
                                         
                                    
                                      
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4. Hypothesized path model of factors influencing English program satisfaction. 
Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English goal 
orientation; Admission = Admission method; Prof Gain = English proficiency gain;  
ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. 
 

As shown in Fig. 4, the model is recursive with indicator variables set in a time 

sequence from left to right. The first three variables, Prof 1, Aca-Voc Goal, and Admission 

(a dichotomous variable of whether the students entered the program by competitive 

examination or by recommendation) were measured or noted at the beginning of the 

two-year program. The second set of variables, Prof Gain and ELP Grades, were measured 

near the end of the program. 

Prof 1 

Aca-Voc Goal 

Admission ELP Grades 

Prof Gain 

Satisfaction 
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In terms of the timing of the changes in English proficiency and GPA of the English 

courses, they are placed in the middle of the path sequence because they resulted within the 

two years of the program. The outcome variable, Satisfaction, was formed from a factor 

analysis of the ELP Program Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire that comprised of a set of 

items related to both the quality and content of the program as well as various aspects 

regarding the instructors, including adequateness of grading and accessibility. Because 

Satisfaction was the last of the variables to be measured, it is therefore on the far right of 

the model. While the post-program TOEFL exam, which was used to calculate proficiency 

gain in English, was administered about a week after the ELP Evaluation Feedback 

Questionnaire was completed, the change in proficiency actually occurred previous to the 

administration of the questionnaire. 

The proposed model asserts that all five indicator variables directly affect learners’ 

satisfaction of the program. If initially lower English proficiency learners have a less 

favorable opinion of the program, as some instructors and program developers within the 

ELP believe, there should be a positive regression coefficient from Prof 1 to Satisfaction. 

Furthermore, each of the three earliest learner variables in the path model will also have an 

impact on the two latter learner variables of Prof Gain and Grades. The two latter predictor 

variables, Prof Gain and Grades, are hypothesized to have reasonably strong positive 

coefficients to Satisfaction because learners with a larger improvement in English 

proficiency and/or higher overall grades within the English classes are believed to have 

more positive perceptions of the program. 
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Orientation of the Present Study 

It is important to note that the present study was not initiated by, but rather by the 

researcher, one of the full-time teaching faculty members involved in developing and 

overseeing the curriculum. No demands for accountability or program development were 

made by the university or department administrators; the research is thus intrinsically 

motivated, similar to the previously mentioned PBR approach to program evaluation 

advocated by Mackay et al. (1998). Furthermore, learner perceptions were gathered over 

two years of coursework, or sixteen courses (four courses per semester for two academic 

years). Formative evaluation of the activities, content, and individual instructor qualities 

was conducted for each course separately at the end of each 15-week semester. Unlike the 

individual course evaluations, the evaluation utilized in this study was focused on the more 

longitudinal perceptions of the participants at the complete program level. The use of a dual 

scope evaluation is similar to that outlined by Keily and Rea-Dickins (2005, p. 151), who 

administered surveys at both the individual course level, or module evaluation, and at an 

overall program level. While Keily and Rea-Dickins discussed only the process used for the 

module evaluation, it is clear that the differing scope of the evaluations complement each 

other by providing a more complete assessment of the program. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSES AND RESULTS 

 

Prior to describing the main analyses, it is important to explain some of the 

preliminary analyses and their results as they have an impact on the final data used for the 

study. Therefore, I will first explain the preliminary screening of the raw data and then 

discuss how certain procedures were taken to arrive at the final data used. 

 

Preliminary Screening of Data 

Missing Questionnaire Data 

An inspection of the data from the questionnaires that were to be used in later 

analyses revealed that six participants had apparently stopped answering the ELP 

Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire about midway through. These participants were deleted 

from the data set of initial total of 475, leaving 469. Of these 469 participants, twenty-nine 

had not completed the ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire, from which a considerable 

amount of demographic data was gathered, particularly a measure of English language goal 

orientation. Therefore, these students were also deleted from the larger data set, leaving the 

total number of participants at 440. Of the data from the remaining 440 participants, less 

than one percent was missing. Furthermore, the missing data appeared to be missing at 

random, as no clear patterns of items or participants having a larger proportion of missing 

data were identified. Because the questionnaire data used in the multivariate analyses were 
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in the form of Rasch person measures, missing data were not a problem; thus, no changes 

were made to the original questionnaire data. 

 

Imputation of Missing TOEFL Scores 

One particular problem of missing data arose from the considerable attrition of 

learners who had not taken the third TOEFL exam administered at the end of the second 

year, thus substantially affecting any analysis of proficiency gain. Of the 440 learners in the 

final analyses, 110 (25%) did not take the final TOEFL exam. While a group differences 

t-test for initial proficiency level between the students who took the exam and those who 

did not take the exam was found to be non-significant, statistically significant differences 

were found in the groups’ English grade point averages for the combined 16 English 

courses of the ELP, t(438) = 5.25, p = .000. The learners who did not take the exam (M = 

75.98, SD = 5.39) had a lower GPA for the English courses than the learners who took the 

third exam (M = 78.99, SD = 5.01). The eta square index indicated that six percent of the 

variance of GPA was accounted for by whether learners had taken the third TOEFL exam 

or not. This difference in GPA is addressed further in the discussion section. The use of 

either list-wise or pair-wise deletion would have resulted in a loss of vital data with the 

likely problematic effect of adding detrimental asymmetry to later analyses (Byrne, 2001), 

and replacement with a mean score would have reduced standard errors, which would have 

increased the chance of a Type 1 error; observing a significant effect when one does not 

exist (Allison, 2001). 
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To replace the large number of missing TOEFL 3 scores, a multiple imputation 

procedure was utilized using the NORM multiple imputation software program 

(Schafer,1999). Multiple imputation uses all available information from a data set, or 

observed variables, through an algorithm to establish a model that is then used to replace 

the missing data. 

The missing scores on the third TOEFL exam were then imputed using the first 

exam scores, second exam scores, the 330 available scores from the third exam, and the 

participants’ grade point average for the program’s courses. Because there was a small 

amount of missing data from the second TOEFL exam (2%), the imputed scores were 

systematically produced using the scores from each section of the first exam to the second 

set of scores before including the scores from the third exam and the grade point average.  

Path analyses that included proficiency gain as a variable were carried out several 

times with both the data from only those who had taken the post-program TOEFL exam (N 

= 330) and the data set that included the imputed scores in order to identify any significant 

discrepancies caused by the use of the multiple imputation procedure. Because no 

significant differences were found, the results are based on the larger data set with the 

imputed TOEFL scores. 

 

Decline in Pre- to Post-Program TOEFL Scores 

One unexpected result of the preliminary analyses was the finding that a 

considerable portion of the participants in the study in fact recorded a drop in their TOEFL 

scores over the two years. Although there was an overall average gain of 21 points for the 
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participants as a whole, 97 (22%) had lower scores on the final exam than on their initial 

sitting. Even more surprising was the steepness of the decline, with 54 (12%) having a drop 

of 15 points or more and 29 (7%) showing a reduction of more than 25 points. It is highly 

implausible that after two years of English language study within the ELP that so many 

learners would have actually decreased in English proficiency. Although the standard error 

of the TOEFL examination may account for some of the decreases, the proportion and 

intensity are not realistic. In terms of a relationship between the decrease in proficiency and 

program satisfaction, it would be expected that learners with substantial decreases on the 

proficiency exams would be less satisfied. While there is the possibility of learners not 

having made any gains but being content with the program because it was easy and 

enjoyable, meaning that learners were satisfied despite a lack of measurable learning, a 

more plausible explanation for the learners with notable decreases in exam scores is that 

those learners did not take the final TOEFL seriously because there was no incentive to do 

well on the exam after completing the program. Although there was also some initial 

suspicion that there was an adverse effect in the use of multiple imputation of missing 

scores for the post-program TOEFL, as mentioned in the preceding paragraph, follow-up 

analyses with the subset of only those learners who had taken the final TOEFL showed no 

significant difference with the scores that included the imputed scores. 

 

Factor Analysis of the Questionnaire Data 

Confirmatory factor analysis of the relevant Likert scale items was carried out on 

both the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire and ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire 
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to provide data-driven validation of the hypothesized constructs. Factor analysis is a 

statistical method used to reduce large sets of test or questionnaire item data into coherent 

subscales, or constructs. The constructs are statistically formed by grouping sets of items 

that are highly correlated. In confirmatory factor analysis, as was used in this study, the 

analysis is carried out to confirm that certain questions, often grouped together on a 

questionnaire, will in fact form the theoretical construct previously hypothesized. This 

means that when the questions were made, they were hypothesized to elicit responses that 

would form a particular construct. Values reflecting the learners’ placement on a scale of 

the response range for the sum of the questions grouped together, typically calculated as 

factor scores available as output from the factor analysis, or by other means using the raw 

scores that are then used as construct variables in subsequent analyses. 

 

ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire 

Following an initial principal components extraction used to estimate the number of 

factors, principle factors extraction with Varimax rotation was performed on the 36 

Likert-scale items of the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire. Thirteen items were 

deleted from the analysis due to having complex loadings onto two or more factors or the 

lack of a clear loading on any factor. Based on an inspection of the scree plot and adequate 

levels of variance in the Varimax rotation (above 10 percent), three factors were extracted. 

Item loadings, communalities, percents of variance, and reliability of the extracted factors 

from the ELP Program Evaluation Questionnaire are shown in Table 6. The variables are 

ordered and grouped by size of loading to facilitate interpretation. Loadings under .32 were 
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omitted from the results of the factor analysis because they represent less than 10% 

overlapping variance and are considered unnecessary for interpretation (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001, p. 625). 

 

Table 6. Factor Loadings for Varimax Orthogonal Three-Factor Solution Extracted from 
the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire (N = 440). 

   

Factors 

 

 1 2 3  

Item Ability Improvement Satisfaction h2 

38  Able to watch short documentaries  .77   .62 

40  Able to participate in academic group discussions  .77   .62 

36  Able to listen and comprehend academic lecture  .76   .62 

37  Able to listen to movies and TV programs  .74   .55 

41  Able to give presentations  .71   .55 

39  Able to talk about everyday topics  .70   .54 

42  Able to write multi-source summary   .70   .52 

35  Able to read magazines and newspapers    .69   .52 

43  Able to write academic essays  .67   .48 

34  Able to read textbooks in academic major  .66   .47 

23  Adequately improved speaking/discussion skills  .72  .58 

24  Adequately improved listening skills  .71  .58 

22  Adequately improved writing skills  .65 .37 .57 

21  Adequately improved reading skills  .63  .50 

46  More confident to speak with native speakers  .58  .40 

26  Adequately improved research of English sources  .54 .32 .50 

25  Adequately improved presentation skills  .50 .33 .45 

18  Satisfied with quality of ELP instructors   .71 .54 

11  Satisfied with quality of ELP  .34 .67 .54 

16  Content of courses was interesting  .35 .63 .52 

20  Instructors graded appropriately   .63 .46 

 

 
 

         (Table 6 continues) 
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(Table 6 continued)      

12  ELP courses similar to initial expectation   .62 .46 

19  Accessibility of Instructors   .50 .33 

Eigenvalue 5.59 3.65 3.36  

Percentage of total variance 24.07    14.58 13.24  

Reliability (Cronbach alpha)  .92      .87    .84  

Note. Factor loadings below .32 were omitted. 
 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value of the final set of 23 items was .91, exceeding the 

necessary value of .60 (Kaiser, 1974) and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) 

reached statistical significance, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. The 

result of the factor analysis was clear in that all items had at least a .50 loading coefficient 

on one of the three factors, with most being considered ‘very good’ (> .63) or ‘excellent’ 

(> .71) based on Comrey and Lee’s (1992) criteria for evaluating factor loadings. 

Additionally, at least six questions loaded on each factor. Another positive note of the 

results was that, with the minor exception of question 46, each factor was comprised of 

items from separate sections of the questionnaire that were hypothesized to have different 

focuses, providing reasonable evidence of questionnaire validity. In other words, the factors 

that formed from the data-driven factor analysis were the same as the sections developed to 

measure different constructs. 

The cumulative variance accounted for by the three factors was reasonably good at 

nearly 52%. The strongest factor, Ability, accounted for 24.07% of the variance. This first 

factor was formed by ten items pertaining to the ability to perform specific tasks through 

the use of English. All of the items for this factor were from section five of the 

questionnaire. The second factor, Improvement, was formed primarily of items from section 
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three on the questionnaire that relate to the perception of improvement of various English 

language skills. Item 46, a self-evaluation of gain in confidence was also found to load onto 

the second factor. It is understandable that item 46 would load onto the factor because it 

also deals with a form of improvement. This factor accounted for 14.58% of the variance. 

The third factor, Satisfaction, accounted for 13.24% of the variance and was comprised of 

six items found in section 2 of the questionnaire that were focused on elements of 

satisfaction with the program. Finally, each of the sets of items making up the factors was 

found to be highly reliable with Cronbach alpha coefficients of .92, .87, and .84, 

respectively. 

The only surprising result of the factor analysis was that none of the items from 

section four of the questionnaire loaded onto the Satisfaction factor. Some of these items, 

particularly items 29, 30 and 32, were initially hypothesized to be related to the items in 

section two. Although the analysis may have been affected in part by the reverse coding of 

items 29 and 32 which were recoded prior to the factor analysis, it is still not clear why 

item 30 did not load onto the Satisfaction factor, as it was hypothesized that if learners 

believed that they had learned a great deal of English, they would be more satisfied. A 

review of the factor analysis process showed that items 29, 30 and 32 were all eliminated 

due to their complex loadings on the Satisfaction and Improvement factors.  

 

 ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire 

An English goal orientation variable was formed from the result of a factor analysis 

of a subset of items on the ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire that was administered to the 
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same participants at the beginning of the English language program. The 54-item ELP 

Needs Analysis Questionnaire was developed to assess the learners’ English language 

needs, goals, and English language instruction preferences (See Balint, 2005). Two sections 

of the questionnaire were focused on the learners’ goals for using English. The first was 

included in part 2, Interest in English, and included items that were focused on more 

general goals such as getting a job that requires English, being able to take upper-division 

English-medium courses, and studying abroad while in the university. The other section, 

Your Future English Goals, was made up of 24 Likert scale response items designed to 

measure the participants’ goal intensity of acquiring English to use the language for an 

array of skills covering academic, vocational, and general/travel English goals. A factor 

analysis of the questions in the Your Future English Goals section of the questionnaire 

identified three factors, Future English Skills Goals, General/Travel Skills Goals, and 

Reading in English Goals. These results did not materialize as hypothesized because the 

academic and vocational goals combined into a single factor, and an unintended factor, 

Reading in English Goals, appeared (See Balint, 2005 for detailed statistical results of this 

analysis). A factor analysis of the relevant items from part 2 was also performed to check if 

distinct factors for different types of goals appeared. The results of this factor analysis are 

shown in Table 7. 
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Table 7. Factor Loadings for Varimax Orthogonal Two-Factor Solution Extracted from the 
ELP Needs Analysis Questionnaire Items 12–21. 

 Factor  

1 2  

Item Aca-Voc 

Goal 

Intrinsic 

Goal 
H2 

16  Goal to get a job requiring English  .77  .67 

13  Goal to take upper-division elective English-medium courses  .70  .56 

17  Goal to work in an English-speaking country  .69  .49 

14  Goal to take English-medium seminar course  .61  .42 

15  Interested in doing a study abroad program in an English-speaking 

    Country 
 .61  .42 

12  Chose the department for opportunity to take upper-division 

    English-medium courses 
 .48  .30 

20  I want to learn English to be more educated   .80 .43 

19  Learning English is a challenge that I enjoy  .40  .53 .43 

21  Learning English is important to get a good job   .42 .19 

    

Eigenvalue 2.74 1.43  

Percent of Variance 30.45  15.97  

Reliability (Cronbach Alpha) .83 .64  

Note. Factor loadings below .32 were omitted. Aca-Voc Goal = Academic-vocational 
English goal orientation; Intrinsic = learning English for intrinsic purposes orientation. 

 

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value for the small set of items was .84, which was above 

the necessary value of .60 (Kaiser, 1974) and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 

1954) reached statistical significance, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix. 

The results were similar to those found in the factor analysis of Part 4; although it was 

initially hypothesized that there would be two factors for academic and vocational 

orientations, the items formed only one factor. However, upon consideration of the results, 

it is plausible that students who eventually want to get a job requiring English would also 
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have a higher intensity of academic English interests because such academic coursework 

would potentially lead to greater chances of getting a job requiring the use of English. The 

Future English Skills Goal and the Aca-Voc Goal factors were moderately correlated with 

each other at .53, which was statistically significant at p = .05. While both factors were 

available for use in the present study, the Aca-Voc Goal factor extracted from the items in 

Section 2 was chosen because the items were more clearly focused on more specific 

academic and vocational goals as well as it having a higher correlation with the Satisfaction 

factor. 

The learners’ academic-vocational English goal orientation can be seen in different 

ways in terms of its relationship to English language program satisfaction. It can first be 

viewed in terms of relating to foreign language learning motivation, particularly what has 

been termed instrumental motivation (Gardner, 1988; Gardner & Lambert, 1972) because 

many of the items used to measure this construct concern future work goals or academic 

study goals in which English is necessary. Even though item 15, which refers to the 

learners’ interest in studying overseas in an English-medium country, has recently been 

found by some researchers of English language learning motivation in the Japanese context 

to be indicative of an integrative motivation (Kimura et al, 2001; Mori & Gobel, 2006), or 

the desire to interact with the foreign language community, it falls more in line with the 

concept of being able to have a special study experience in the current study. 

The other possible conceptual link is in the form of congruency between the 

learners’ English language goals and the type of curriculum received. The conceptual link 

that some foreign language program satisfaction would come from a match between the 
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learners’ language learning goals and the particular type of curriculum used in the program 

(e.g. academic or conversational) is based on a similarity to the learner-faculty congruency 

measure advocated by Morstain (1977), which was also shown to be important in 

subsequent studies of academic satisfaction by Bean and Bradley (1986) and Winteler 

(1983) as detailed in Chapter 2. Because the ELP is a challenging English for academic 

purposes program in which the curriculum is concentrated primarily on academic English 

language skills and themes related to their Japanese coursework in their academic 

departments and likely future work, it makes sense that satisfaction with the program would 

be affected by the learners’ level of academic-vocational goal orientation. 

 

Rasch Analysis of Questionnaire Factor Items 

A Rasch analysis (Rasch, 1960) of the groups of items forming the constructs 

(factors) extracted from the factor analysis was conducted to obtain Rasch logits of person 

ability (Andrich, 1978) to be used in subsequent multivariate analyses. This was carried out 

to overcome the possible drawback of using Likert scale questionnaire responses in which 

there is an assumption that the respondents use the provided scale equally, but there is no 

way of assuring that the respondents will in fact do so. Noting the problem of standard 

classical test theory methods for analyzing Likert scale responses, Bond and Fox (2001) 

emphasized that “…they disregard the subjective nature of the data by making unwarranted 

assumptions about their meaning” (p. 66). Advances in statistical analyses, such as Rasch 

analysis, make it possible to statistically adjust Likert scale response data so that the 

responses are calibrated into interval scales based on calculations of the actual responses to 
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the questionnaire items. The calibrated values of the responses are provided in the form of 

person logit (logarithm of odds unit) measures that enhance subsequent statistical analyses 

due to their interval nature. 

The use of Rasch model analyses have increasingly been used on quantitative data 

collected in evaluations of education (Andrich, 2002; Waugh, 2003). In fact, in second 

language evaluation contexts, Lynch (2003) has promoted the use of Rasch analysis and has 

provided an informative account of how such an analysis was carried out in an EFL 

program evaluation questionnaire study that he and McNamara conducted (p. 94). Thus, 

each of the perceptual scales measured by the Likert scale items was analyzed with the 

Rasch rating scale model using Winsteps 3.5 software (Linacre, 2005). The resulting logit 

measures were then used for the final set of multivariate analyses. 

 

Checking the Assumptions for Multivariate Analyses 

All of the variables were examined for normality of distribution and univariate 

outliers using the Explore function in SPSS. A small number of univariate outliers, those 

with a z-score greater than +/-3.29, were identified in some of the variables. Because an 

effort was made to retain as many participants as possible, the values of the outliers were 

changed to values to just within the +/- 3.29 range to reduce their impact as prescribed by 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001, p. 71). Normality was then checked by evaluating the values 

of both skewness, a measure of the degree of asymmetry of a distribution around its mean, 

and kurtosis, a measure of the peakedness of a distribution, noting that values of +/-2 

standard errors or more are considered to have excessive skewness or kurtosis (Brown, 
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1997). The descriptive statistics of the continuous variables are shown in Table 8. 

 

Table 8. Descriptive Statistics of Variables for Multivariate Analyses 

 M SE SD Skewness SES Kurtosis SEK 

Aca-Voc Goal     .43  -.05   1.22 - .07 .11  .00 .23 

Prof 1  434.12  1.84  38.62 - .15 .11 - .03 .23 

Prof Gain   21.22  1.45  30.50  .12 .11  .08 .23 

ELP Grades   78.26   .25   5.26 - .43 .11 - .25 .23 

Satisfaction    1.87  -.07   1.66 - .03 .11 - .23 .23 

Note. Aca-Voc Goal = English goal orientation; Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Prof 
Gain = proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses; Satisfaction 
= ELP program satisfaction. 

 

ELP Grades displayed a moderate level of negative skewness. While transformation 

of the ELP Grades variable was initially considered, the original variable was kept on the 

basis that interpretation of the path analysis results would become more difficult. The 

acceptability of non-normality was assessed through the use of the bootstrap technique (to 

be explained in more detail in Chapter 5) in the structural equation modeling analyses. 

     Multicollinearity was evaluated by checking for bivariate correlations above .70 

between the predictor variables, as that would indicate too much overlap between variables 

and thus adversely affect the multivariate analyses (Pallant, 2001). The correlation matrix 

for the variables is provided in Table 9. It was found that none of the correlations among 

the predictor variables reached a high enough level that would be of concern for the 

multivariate analyses.
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Table 9. Correlations among the Continuous Variables for Multivariate Analyses 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
1  Aca-Voc Goal     --     
2  ELP Grades .146**    --    
3  Prof 1 .342**  .328**    --   
4  Prof Gain .019  .146** - .320**    --  
5  Satisfaction .152**  .299**   .117*   .202**    -- 

Note. * = p < 0.05 level, ** = p < .01; Aca-Voc Goal = English goal orientation; Prof 1 = 
initial English proficiency; Prof Gain = proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average 
of all ELP courses; Satisfaction = ELP program satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 5 

ANALYSES 

 

To answer the research questions successively, a step-by-step statistical analysis 

procedure was carried out. This section provides an outline of the statistical analyses 

carried out as well as the reasoning for their use and how they were interpreted. Collation 

of the data was initially necessary because the data were gathered in multiple formats over 

a 3-year period beginning with the completion of the Needs Analysis Questionnaire by the 

first cohort in 2004 to the completion of the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire by the 

second cohort in 2007. The data were collated using a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The 

complete data set was then transferred into SPSS 8.0 (1998) for the remainder of the 

analyses. 

 

Research Question 1 

In order to answer research question 1 concerning the relationships of learner 

characteristics to the outcome variable of satisfaction with the program, a series of 

univariate t-tests and multivariate path analyses were carried out using the constructs 

derived from the questionnaires and the participants’ academic records. 

 

Path Analysis Using Structural Equation Modeling Software 

A structural equation modeling (SEM) program was used for the path analysis 

because SEM, a statistical technique that combines factor analysis and an extension of 
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multiple regression, not only tests for both direct and indirect interrelations among the 

predictor variables and the outcome, or dependent variable of program satisfaction, but also 

provides additional information regarding the overall fit of the model. According to Klem 

(2000) in a chapter dedicated to the use of SEM for path analysis, the advantage of having 

the model fit and the simplicity in running a path analysis with an SEM program makes it 

“the preferred method of doing such analyses” (p. 250). Within the field of second language 

research, Csizer and Dörnyei (2005) have also recently pointed out the benefits of structural 

equation modeling over factor analysis for complex models such as those found in 

investigating second language acquisition. Csizar and Dörnyei utilized SEM for their 

investigation of the complex interrelations associated with second language learning 

motivation and learning effort, but they also point out that SEM needs to be used more 

frequently for second language research in general (p. 19). 

While SEM statistical software was used to investigate the overall structure, or 

relationships, of the relevant learner variables, a true full model analysis was not performed 

because factor analytic measurement of the questionnaires had been previously performed 

externally through exploratory factor analysis. This was done because the values of these 

variables were in fact created from the subsequent Rasch analysis of the group of factor 

items. Thus, all of the variables were measured and what was performed using the SEM 

software represents what has been termed in this context a ‘structural model’ analysis 

(Klem, 2000, p. 247). 
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Exploratory Analyses within SEM 

An important issue relevant to the analysis concerns the use of SEM in an 

exploratory manner. Although SEM was initially developed for the purpose of strictly 

testing a hypothesized model with some researchers calling for no subsequent alterations of 

a model with inadequate fit to the data (Cliff, 1983; Cudeck & Browne, 1983), it has now 

become common practice to apply post-hoc respecifications in an attempt to identify a 

model that adequately fits the data when the fit of the hypothesized model is insufficient. 

Analyses of respecified models are carried out in light of the fact that Type I or Type II 

errors are possible because the new model may reflect acceptable model fit by chance and 

there is no way to adjust for the probability of the associated error. A respecification 

approach also diminishes the importance of hypothesis testing research and the standards 

traditionally applied to it. Despite these negative aspects, there is considerable support for 

the use of modifications to obtain a model that fits the data. In reference to performing 

post-hoc modifications, Byrne (2001) stated that “Clearly, in the interest of future research, 

it behooves the investigator to probe more deeply into the question of why the model is 

malfitting” (p. 248). Even more convincing of the acceptability of using post-hoc analyses 

within SEM, Joreskog (1993), a developer of the well-known SEM program Lisrel, has 

written that “If the model is rejected by the data, the problem is to determine what is wrong 

with the model and how the model should be modified to fit the data better” (p. 298). 

Furthermore, most SEM programs, including AMOS, have model misfit indexes built in for 

the purpose of carrying out such modifications and reanalysis. In terms of the SEM 

analyses within this study, because the hypothesized model included some variables not 
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incorporated in previous academic program evaluation research, the need to make 

modifications to the initial model was expected. 

 

Interpreting the SEM Results 

Following suggestions by Byrne (2001), evaluation of overall model fit was carried 

out by assessing both the chi-square (X2) to degrees of freedom (df ) ratio statistic that is 

sometimes referred to as the CMIN/df ratio, including its probability (p) value, and multiple 

fit indices that have been integrated into the statistical output due to the problematic nature 

of the p-value of the X2/df ratio being too sensitive to sample size. A number of fit indices 

have been developed to aid in assessing model fit, but the comparative fit index (CFI), a 

measure that compares the hypothesized model against a baseline model, and the root mean 

square error of approximation statistic (RMSEA), a measure of the error of approximation 

in the sample, have become the most commonly reported SEM fit statistics. (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2001, p. 702). Thus, CFI, RMSEA, and the p-value of the X2/df ratio were used to 

determine whether or not there was adequate model fit. 

 

Assessing the Adequacy of Multivariate Normality Using the Bootstrapping Technique 

One of the main assumptions of SEM is that the data display multivariate normality. 

Because Aca-Voc Goal displayed a degree of non-normality that could have affected 

overall multivariate normality, a procedure known as Bootstrapping was employed. 

Bootstrapping is a resampling procedure that creates multiple subsamples from the data 

base being analyzed and statistically compares parameter values with the repeated samples 
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to allow the researcher to check the stability of the model parameters. An additional 

modified form of the bootstrapping procedure, the Bollen-Stine Boostrap, allows an 

evaluation of the model being analyzed to test the null hypothesis that the specified model 

is correct. The output of the Bollen-Stine bootstrap procedure produces a Bollen-Stine 

corrected p value which indicates whether or not the model being analyzed needs to be 

rejected, with an acceptable p value being .05 or larger. The Bollen-Stine bootstrapping 

procedure was available in the AMOS program used for the study and was activated prior 

to the path analyses. The Bollen-Stine bootstrap p value was checked following each path 

analysis. 

 

Research Question 2 

Cross-validation of the Model by Cohort Groups 

To determine whether the overall relationships of the learner background variables 

toward Satisfaction with the ELP was similar over the two consecutive cohorts, it was 

necessary to check whether the path coefficients and squared multiple correlations (SMCs) 

were similar between both groups when run separately. It was hoped that the structural 

models display similar path coefficients for both cohorts, as this would indicate that the 

evaluation questionnaire was valid and provide an indication that the interrelationships of 

the learner variables with satisfaction were consistent over the two cohorts. While a simple 

comparison was first carried out by examining differences in the path coefficients between 

the groups, a differential Chi-squared test was used to determine whether or not the overall 

structure was statistically different. 
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CHAPTER 6 

RESULTS 

 

The results of the analyses will be presented as they pertain to each progression for each of 

the two research questions. 

 

Research Question 1 

Path Analysis 

Research Question 1 asked to what extent learner factors, including English 

language proficiency (initial and change), English language program grades, initial English 

language goal orientation, and type of university Admission method, impact the learners’ 

satisfaction of the English Language Program. This question is also focused on 

understanding the relationships among the various learner characteristics in terms of their 

possible mediated impact on satisfaction. 

 

Testing the Hypothesized Model 

A path analysis was run to assess the relationships between the five learner 

variables and ELP Satisfaction as well as the overall model fit of the proposed hypothesized 

path model (See Figure 3 on page 67) using AMOS 4.0 (Arbuckle,1999) structural equation 

modeling software. Because all of the variables had been measured prior to this structural 

analysis, unlike a full-structural model analysis in which confirmatory factor analysis is 

performed to create unobserved latent variables that would be represented as ovals, the 
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variables were observed and thus are represented as rectangles. Error terms, although not 

included in the path diagrams to follow, were necessarily added to each variable to account 

for error. The results of the hypothesized path analysis (Model 1) with the standardized 

weights of the paths are shown in Figure 5. 
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Figure 5. Model 1 (Hypothesized path model of ELP Satisfaction) with standardized 
regression weights. 
Note. * = Non-significant paths (p > .05), all other paths were significant at p < .05; Prof 1 
= initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English goal 
orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof Gain = 
English proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. Squared 
multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .11. 

 

The hypothesized direct relationships of the three learner variables, Prof Gain, ELP 

Grades, and Aca-Voc Goal, were confirmed with positive regression weights, with ELP 

Grades (.23) having more weight than Prof Gain (.13) and Aca-Voc Goal (.17). This 
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indicates that learners who had a higher grade point average, a larger English language 

proficiency gain, and a stronger initial goal of using English for either academic or 

vocational purposes were more satisfied with the program. Although there were a number 

of significant regression paths, the hypothesized model was rejected in terms of overall 

model fit, X2/df ratio (X2/df of 39.98 (159.92, N = 440), p = .000). In addition, the CFI (.55) 

and RMSEA (.30) fit indices were far from their minimally acceptable criteria. One 

important result of the hypothesized model is that it shows that the learners’ initial English 

proficiency did not have a statistically significant direct relationship to perceived 

satisfaction. 

This finding runs counter to the concerns of some program instructors and faculty 

members that lower English proficiency learners would not be as satisfied as higher English 

proficiency learners on the assumption that the curriculum was too difficult for them. A 

follow-up independent samples t-test with learners with the fifty highest initial TOEFL 

scores (M = 498.38, SD = 14.87) and fifty lowest initial TOEFL scores (M = 366.84, SD = 

16.67) as the independent variable and the Rasch person ability logits for the Satisfaction 

factor as the dependent variable, confirmed that there was no statistically significant 

difference between these groups, t(98) = -1.57, p = .119. The high TOEFL score group (M 

= 2.13, SD = 2.01) was only moderately more satisfied than the low TOEFL score group (M 

= 1.57, SD = 1.54). Another important result regarding the learners’ initial English 

proficiency is the fairly strong negative regression weight (-.36) from Prof 1 to Prof Gain, 

indicating that learners with initially lower English proficiency had larger proficiency gains 

than learners with initially higher English proficiency. 
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Exploratory Post-hoc Model Respecification Analyses 

As previously described, when a hypothesized model is found to lack adequate fit to 

the data, it is now common to explore ways to improve model fit by either adding or 

eliminating particular regression paths or variables. As the hypothesized model did not 

adequately fit the data, an exploratory approach to model modification described by Byrne 

(2001) was carried out by inspecting the parameter estimates (non-significant when less 

than +/-1.96), standardized residual covariances greater than +/-2.58 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 

1988), and the modification indexes (MI) that indicated the need to add parameters not 

already in the model. Importantly, modifications were only made if the relationship 

between variables was plausible. Although the MI indexes may indicate the benefit of an 

additional parameter based on statistical calculations, it is not appropriate to add the 

parameter if no plausible explanation of the relationship can be provided. 

Three non-significant paths in the initial hypothesized model, Admission to 

Satisfaction, Admission to Prof Gain, and Prof 1 to Satisfaction were removed. Beyond the 

previously noted lack of a relationship between Prof 1 and Satisfaction, Admission was 

found to not have a strong enough relationship to either Satisfaction or Prof Gain. Based on 

the modification index, additional paths were added from Prof 1 to ELP Grades, Prof 1 to 

Aca-Voc Goal, ELP Grades to Prof Gain, and Admission to Prof 1. While the participants’ 

initial English proficiency had an inverse relationship with their change in English 

proficiency (Prof Gain), it had a positive relationship with their grades from the ELP 

courses. The participants’ method of entering the university was also related to their level 

of English proficiency. The additional paths were justified since it was logical that the 
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learner’s initial English proficiency would have an effect on their English goal orientation 

and proficiency gain as well as a positive relationship between their grades in the ELP and 

proficiency gain. The respecified model, Model 2, was then run and the resulting regression 

weights are shown in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. Model 2 with standardized path coefficients. 
Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = English proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. 
Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .13. 

 

There was substantial improvement in the model as a result of the modifications. All 

of the paths in Model 2 were statistically significant and the X2/df ratio was reduced to 2.75, 

X2 (10.99, N = 440), df (4), p = .03. In addition, the model fit indices improved 

considerably (CFI = .98, RMSEA = .06). In terms of the X2/df ratio and the RMSEA, the 
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model was marginally supported. Although the model showed improved model fit, only 

13% of variance in Satisfaction was accounted for by the predictor variables. 

Because the results of Model 2 showed only moderately acceptable fit to the data 

and the cumulative variance accounted for in Satisfaction was low, other learner variables 

were added to improve the model. As reported earlier regarding the results of the analyses 

for research question 1, exploratory univariate t-tests with a variety of additional 

dichotomous variables within the data collected were carried out. Again, of the various 

learner characteristics, t-test results showed that there was a statistically significant 

difference in satisfaction by gender, t = -4.27 (438) p < .01. Gender was also found to be 

statistically different on a number of the other learner variables in the model, such as Prof 1, 

Aca-Voc Goal, and ELP Grades. The results of a standard multiple regression analysis with 

Gender, Aca-Voc Goal, ELP Grades and Prof Gain regressed on the outcome variable 

Satisfaction indicated that a direct path from gender to satisfaction was statistically 

non-significant (p = .08), but that it had considerable indirect effects through Aca-Voc Goal, 

ELP Grades, and Prof Gain. Therefore, the dichotomous variable Gender was added to the 

model with paths going toward Prof 1, Aca-Voc Goal, and ELP Grades. In terms of the 

paths from Gender to Prof1 and ELP Grades, positive paths for each of these would 

support what has historically been found in the program; female learners have both a higher 

initial proficiency level and also receive higher grade point averages than the male learners. 

Regarding the link between Gender and Aca-Voc Goal, while there is no previous statistical 

support of female learners having a higher level of Academic-vocational goal orientation, it 

is generally felt that female learners in the program show a greater propensity toward using 
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English for future work endeavors; a positive path coefficient would show this to be true. 

This new model, Model 3, is represented in Figure 7 with the resulting standardized 

regression path weights. 
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Figure 7. Model 3 with standardized path coefficients. 
Note, Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = English proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. 
Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .13. 

 

The results of Model 3 showed slight improvement in the model fit. The X2/df ratio 

was reduced to 2.81 with the increase in df to 7. Similar to the slight improvements in fit 

indices as well (CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05), the p value of the X2/df ratio was increased 

to .04, but this was still below the .05 criterion. The added paths from Gender to Prof 1, 

ELP Grades, and Aca-Voc Goal were all positive and thereby supported the previously 
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expected relationships with female learners having not only a higher initial English 

proficiency and grade point average for the English classes, but also having a higher level 

of academic/vocational English goal orientation compared to the male learners. 

Both the modification index and the standardized residual covariance index 

indicated that a path from Admission to Prof Gain should be added. Although this path was 

previously found to be non-significant in the analysis of the hypothesized model (Model 1), 

the subsequent modifications to the model made this path possible. Therefore, a path from 

Admission to Prof Gain was added and the model was tested once again as Model 4. The 

results of the analysis are shown in Figure 8. 
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Figure 8. Model 4 with standardized path coefficients. 
Note, Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. Squared 
multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .13. 
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The results of Model 4 are encouraging as both the X2/df ratio (.64) and the other 

selected model-fit indices (CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = .00) indicate exceptionally good fit 

between the model and the data. 

As explained in the Analyses chapter, the Bollen-Stine Bootstrapping procedure 

was included in the analysis to assess the normality of the overall path models. In all path 

analyses thus far, and in all of the remaining path analyses as well, the Bollen-Stine 

corrected p value was always higher than the p value of the model X2/df. This indicated that 

there was not enough multivariate non-normality to affect the results and that the regular 

ML results were trustworthy. A step-by-step account of the results for the four tested path 

models is shown in Table 10. 

 

Table 10. Results of Goodness-of-Fit Indices of Path Models for ELP Satisfaction 

Model df X2 X2/df (p) CFI RMSEA (pclose) SMC 

Hypothesized 4 159.92  39.98 (.00)   .55    .30 (.00)  .11 

     2 4  10.99   2.75 (.03)   .98    .06 (.27)  .13 

     3 7  14.49   2.07 (.04)   .98    .05 (.46)  .13 

     4 6   3.86    .64 (.69)  1.00    .00 (.95)  .13 

Note. CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation. 
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Because a number of modifications were made to the original hypothesized model, 

the addition of Gender as well as a number of paths between the indicator variables, it is 

necessary to explain the relationships of all the statistically significant paths in Model 4. 

While the added paths increase the overall complexity of the influences on Satisfaction, the 

relationships are sound. 

The three variables with direct paths to Satisfaction, ELP Grades, Aca-Voc Goal, 

and Prof Gain were all included in the original hypothesized model. The positive path 

coefficients of these three variables indicate that learners with higher overall grades, a 

stronger orientation toward learning English for future work or academic studies, and 

greater gains in English proficiency were more satisfied with the ELP. The higher 

regression weight of the path from ELP Grades to Satisfaction shows that learners’ grades 

in the English courses had the strongest effect of the three variables. 

In addition to the direct path from Aca-Voc Goal to Satisfaction, Aca-Voc Goal also 

had statistically significant paths to both ELP Grades and Prof Gain. The positive 

regression weight from Aca-Voc Goal to ELP Grades indicates that learners with a stronger 

initial academic-vocational English goal performed better in the ELP classes as reflected in 

higher grades. The positive, but relatively weak, path from Aca-Voc Goal to Prof Gain 

indicates that learners with a higher initial academic-vocational goal also had higher 

proficiency gains. The link between ELP Grades and Prof Gain, although not included in 

the hypothesized model, shows that learners with higher grades in the ELP classes also 

made the greatest gains on the TOEFL. 
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While initial English language proficiency (Prof 1) was not found to have a 

significant direct effect on Satisfaction, it did have a notable impact on many of the other 

learner variables that influenced Satisfaction, particularly Prof Gain. The negative 

regression weight towards Prof Gain indicates that learners with lower initial English 

proficiency made higher gains than learners with a higher initial English proficiency. On 

the other hand, the positive path coefficients from Prof 1 to both ELP Grades and Aca-Voc 

Goal signifies that learners with higher initial English proficiency received higher overall 

grades on average and they felt more positive about learning English for 

academic-vocational purposes. Thus, the influence of Prof 1 on Satisfaction, even though it 

is mediated by Aca-Voc Goal and ELP Grades, provides some evidence supporting the link 

between the learners’ initial English proficiency and program satisfaction. 

Finally, there are the various paths from each of the two dichotomous variables in 

the model, Admission and Gender. The combination of the negative path from Admission to 

Prof1 and positive paths from Admission to Prof Gain and ELP Grades show that while 

learners who entered the program by way of recommendation had lower initial English 

proficiency than learners who joined the program by passing the various competitive 

Admission exams, they made larger gains in their English proficiency and also received 

higher grades. The positive paths from Gender to Prof 1, Aca-Voc Goal, and ELP Grades, 

indicate that female learners had higher initial English proficiency, were initially more 

interested in learning English for academic-vocational purposes, and received better grades 

than the male learners. 
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It is also informative to look at the overall effects of each of the variables in the 

model toward the outcome variable of Satisfaction. The total indirect effects are calculated 

by multiplying the path coefficients for each path from the variable of interest to the 

dependent variable and then summing all of the incremental indirect effects. The 

calculations for the indirect effect of Prof 1 on Satisfaction are shown in Table 11. 

 

Table 11. Calculations of Indirect Effects of Prof 1 on Satisfaction. 

Paths Calculation 
Indirect 
Effect 

Prof 1 Prof Gain  Satisfaction   -.51*.11   =  -.06 

Prof 1  ELP Grades  Satisfaction .31*.22   =   .07 

Prof 1  ELP Grades  Prof Gain  Satisfaction .31*.29*.11   =  .01 

Prof 1  Aca-Voc Goal  Prof Gain  
Satisfaction 

.33*.09*.11   =  .00 

Prof 1  Aca-Voc Goal  Satisfaction .33*.17   =  .06   

Prof 1  Aca-Voc Goal  ELP Grades  
Satisfaction 

.33*.11*.22   =  .01 

Prof 1  Aca-Voc Goal  ELP Grades  Prof 
Gain  Satisfaction 

.33*.11*.29*.11   =  .00 

Total Indirect Effect of Prof 1    =  .09 

 

The direct, indirect, and total regression weights of the predictor variables on 

Satisfaction in Model 4 are shown in Table 12. 

 

 



 110 

Table 12. Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Regression Weights of 

 Indicator Variables on Satisfaction from Model 4. 
Indicator Variable Direct Indirect Total 
 Prof 1 .00 .09 .09 
 Aca-Voc Goal .17 .04 .21 
 Gender .00 .12 .12 
 Admission .00 .00 .00 
 ELP Grades .24 .03 .27 
 Prof Gain .11 .00 .11 

 

 The total regression weights of the paths in Model 4 indicate that ELP Grades had 

the strongest total effect on Satisfaction. The second most influential variable in the model 

was Aca-Voc Goal, with Prof Gain having considerably less overall effect. The total effects 

of Aca-Voc Goal and ELP Grades were increased by the indirect effects that they exerted 

through mediation from other variables that they were linked to before going on to 

Satisfaction. Also, while initial English proficiency level and the learners’ gender had 

indirect effects on Satisfaction through their influences on Prof Gain and ELP Grades, the 

effects that Admission had on those same two variables did not produce any overall effect 

on Satisfaction. 

The positive regression paths from Gender to Prof1, Aca-Voc Goal, and ELP 

Grades indicate that female participants had higher levels of initial English proficiency, 

higher academic-vocational English goal orientation, and higher grade point averages for 

the ELP courses. This is also shown by the results of the t-tests shown in Table 13. 

The results of the t-test clearly show the strength of the differences between the two 

gender groups. The differences between genders were statistically significant on all of the 
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variables in the model except for Prof Gain; however, the effect sizes as estimated using 

eta2 indicate that the effects of Gender on Satisfaction and Prof 1 are relatively small, 

Aca-Voc Goal had a small to moderate effect, and ELP Grades has a moderate to large 

effect if Cohen’s (1988) guidelines for interpreting eta2 values (.01 = small effect, .06 = 

moderate effect, .14 = large effect) are applied. 

 

Table 13. t-test Results for Gender on Continuous Variables in Model 4. 

Variable Gender N M SD 
Sig. 

(2-tailed) t-score eta2 
Satisfaction Male 206   1.51   1.67 .00 -4.27 .04 
 Female 234   2.18   1.60    
Aca-Voc Goal Male 206    .13   1.21 .00 -4.90 .05 
 Female 234    .69   1.18    
ELP Grades Male 206  76.37   5.63 .00 -7.39 .11 

 Female 234  79.93   4.28    
Prof1 Male 206  427.29  37.65 .00 -3.77 .03 

 Female 234  441.03  38.39    
Prof Gain Male 206   19.83  33.06 .37  -.89 .00 
 Female 234   22.44  28.07    

 

Testing Gender Effects with Separate Gender Group Models 

Because Gender is a dichotomous variable with statistically significant differences 

on Satisfaction as well as with many of the learner variables in the model, another way to 

analyze the effects of the differences between the gender groups is to run separate path 

analyses for only male learners or female learners using Model 2, which does not include 

Gender as an indicator variable. The path diagrams with the standardized path coefficients 

for male learners and female learners separately are shown in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. 
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Non-significant paths have been retained in the models and are described in the notes below 

each figure. 
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Figure 9. Model 5 [Only male participants (N = 206)] with standardized path coefficients. 
Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = English proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. * = 
non-significant path (p > .05). Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .17. 

 

Both of the path models for the separate gender groups were found to marginally fit 

the respective data sets; X2/df ratio, 1.84; X2 (7.36, N = 204), df (4), p = .12 for Model 5 for 

the male participants and X2/df ratio, 1.26, X2 (5.03, N = 234), df (4), p = .28 for Model 6 

for the female participants. The fit indices were similar with respect to CFI statistics of .98 

and .99, but the model for the male participants had an RMSEA of .06 whereas the model 

for the female participants had an RMSEA of .03. A comparison of the two path analyses 
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reveals striking differences between the male and female participants in terms of some of 

the path coefficients. The most important difference between the models is in the path from 

Prof Gain to Satisfaction, with the path coefficient for male participants of .21 and that for 

female participants of .02. 
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Figure 10. Model 6 [Only female participants (N = 234)] with standardized path 
coefficients. 
Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = English proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. * = 
non-significant paths (p > .05); Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .05. 
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The low path coefficient of Prof Gain on Satisfaction was statistically 

non-significant in the model with only female participants and would be eliminated if the 

model were to be respecified. While Prof Gain had a moderate impact on Satisfaction for 

the male participants, it had relatively no impact on Satisfaction for the female participants. 

Another important difference in the results of the separate path analyses was that the 

paths from Prof 1, Aca-Voc Goal, and Admission to ELP Grades were dramatically lower 

for the female participants than the male participants. The large effect size (eta2) of the 

differences between the gender groups in terms of ELP Grades in Table 13 indicates how 

much the difference in overall grades for the English courses between the groups affects the 

relationship of ELP Grades with the other variables. Finally, there is a considerable 

difference in the overall amount of variance in Satisfaction between the two models. While 

17% of the variance in Satisfaction is accounted for in the model for the male participants, 

only 5% of the variance in Satisfaction is accounted for in the model reflecting the female 

participants. 

Running the path analyses separately for male participants and female participants 

was indeed important for revealing the impact of gender differences. While Gender was an 

important variable in terms of discriminating different levels of satisfaction with the ELP, 

the differentiation was considerably weakened when placed within the path analysis with 

other learner variables. The results of these analyses will thus be incorporated accordingly 

into the overall interpretation provided in the discussion section. 



 115 

Effects of Self-Perceived Task Ability and Self-Perceived English Skill Improvement 

Another set of path analyses was conducted to examine differences between the use 

of the objective Prof Gain measure and subjective measures related to English language 

skill improvement. Recalling that some previous studies of academic satisfaction had 

utilized the learners’ perceived improvement rather than an actual objective test scores (e.g., 

Schonwetter, Clifton & Perry, 1994; Thomas & Galambos, 2004; Wright & Palmer, 2006), 

and given that perceptions of both ability to perform specific tasks using English (Ability) 

and improvement of English language skills (Improvement) were collected in the ELP 

Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire (See the factor analysis results in Table 4), it was 

possible to check for differences between these two subjective variables and the actual 

proficiency differences measured by the TOEFL in relation to Satisfaction. The comparison 

between using objective test scores and subjective perceptions is an important one because 

it is hoped that they will be similar. If there is a notable difference, it will be necessary to 

determine why learners make judgments that are not formed from the objective exam 

scores they received. Although three distinct factors, Ability, Improvement, and Satisfaction 

were identified in the factor analysis of the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire, there 

were statistically significant correlations between the three factors, with the correlation 

between Improvement and Satisfaction particularly high at .63. This high correlation does 

pose a problem in that the results may be biased due to their overlap. The Pearson 

correlation coefficients between the three factors are given in Table 14. 
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Table 14. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between ELP Evaluation 
Feedback Questionnaire Factors 
Factor 1 2 3 
1 Ability --   
2 Improvement .41 --  
3 Satisfaction .28 .63 -- 

Note. All correlations are significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

 

At the same time, the bivariate correlations between the Ability and Improvement factors 

and Prof Gain are non-significant as shown in Table 15. 

 

Table 15. Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Ability, 
Improvement, and Prof Gain 
Factor 1 2 3 
1 Ability --   
2 Improvement   .41** --  
3 Prof Gain  .06   .08 -- 

Note. ** = Correlations are significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). 

 

While there is a possible problem related to the fact that the self-assessments of 

Ability and Improvement were collected at the same time as the perceptions of Satisfaction, 

an issue that will be addressed at length in the Discussion chapter, it is reasonable to 

investigate the association between both perceived ability and perceived improvement with 

Satisfaction because these perceptions are hypothesized to influence the level of 

satisfaction that the learners have with the academic program. Similar to the Satisfaction 

variable, the values of the Ability and Improvement variables used in the models come from 

the Rasch logits of person ability derived from the original numerical responses to the items 
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comprising each of the factors. It is important to note that the correlation between Ability 

and the participants’ proficiency on the final TOEFL examination was significant at .32 (p 

< .00). This moderate correlation indicates that the self-assessed ability was to some extent 

associated with their measured proficiency. The resulting path diagrams of the models 

incorporating Ability and Improvement, rather than the proficiency gain variable, are 

designated as Model 7 and Model 8, respectively (See Figures 11 and 12).  
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Figure 11. Model 7 with Prof Gain replaced by Ability with standardized regression 
weights. 

Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 

goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Ability 

= self-perceived ability to perform tasks requiring English; ELP Grades = grade point 

average of all ELP courses. Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .14.
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The results of the model fit indices for Models 4, 7, and 8 are shown in Table 16 for 

comparative purposes. A comparison of the model fit indices between the three models 

shows that although Model 7 (with the self-assessed ability measure) did not fit the data as 

well as when Prof Gain was used, Model 8 (with perceived linguistic skill improvement) fit 

the data slightly better. The most notable difference is the substantial increase in the 

amount of variance in Satisfaction accounted for by the predictor variables in Model 8. 
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Figure 12. Model 8 with Prof Gain replaced by Improvement with standardized regression 
weights. 
Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 1, recommendation = 2]; 
Improvement = self-perceived improvement of English language skills; ELP Grades = 
grade point average of all ELP courses. Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .43. 
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One noteworthy difference between the model with the self-assessed Ability (Model 

7) and Models 4 and 8 is the substantial change in the effect of Admission on Ability, 

compared to Admission on Prof Gain and Improvement. While there is a moderate negative 

path coefficient for Admission on Prof Gain and a non-significant path for Admission on 

Improvement, there is a positive path coefficient in the model that used Ability. The positive 

path coefficient from Admission to Ability indicates that participants that entered the 

university through the recommendation method had much more positive perceptions of an 

ability to perform the tasks using English than those who had entered by examination. 

 

Table 16. Model Fit Indices for Models 4, 7, and 8. 

Model df X2 X2/df (p) CFI RMSEA (pclose) SMC 

4 (Prof Gain) 6 4.86 .64 (.69) 1.00 .00 (.95) .13 

7 (Ability) 8 11.56 1.45 (.17) .99 .03 (.75) .14 

8 (Improvement) 7 4.34 .62 (.74) 1.00 .00 (.98) .43 

 

The Squared Multiple Correlation of Satisfaction for Model 8 (Improvement) is .43 

compared to Model 4 (Prof Gain), which had a SMC of only .13, an increase of 30%. The 

increase in the amount of variance accounted for in Satisfaction clearly stems from the 

self-perceived improvement measure due to the high path coefficient from Improvement to 

Satisfaction. 
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Another important development of Model 8 (Improvement) was the addition of a 

direct path from Gender to Satisfaction. The use of Improvement rather than Prof Gain 

allowed the direct path from Gender to Satisfaction to reach a statistically significant level. 

This boosted the total standardized effect of Gender to .22, equal to that of ELP Grades. On 

the other hand, the direct impact of Aca-Voc Goal decreased considerably as a result of the 

use of the Improvement variable. A final difference between the two models concerns the 

differing size of the effect from ELP Grades to either Prof Gain or Improvement. Although 

Improvement has a much larger effect on Satisfaction than Prof Gain, the effect of ELP 

Grades on Prof Gain is notably larger than ELP Grades on Improvement. The standardized 

effects of all the learner variables on Satisfaction are presented in Table 17. 

 

Table 17. Standardized Effects on Satisfaction with Prof Gain Replaced by 
Improvement (Perceived Skill Improvement) 
Indicator Variables Direct Indirect Total 
Improvement .58 .00 .58 
ELP Grades .09 .13  .22 
Aca-Voc Goal .07 .11 .18 
Prof 1 .00 .13 .13 
Admission .00 .01 .01 
Gender .10 .11 .21 

 

In an attempt to validate the subjective Improvement variable, the correlation 

between Improvement and the learners’ change in grade point average for the English 

courses within the ELP were examined based on the notion that the participants’ 

perceptions of English skill improvement could have occurred because of improvements in 
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their grades over the duration of the program. Because the fourth semester grade point 

average would have included grades for the two content-based courses that were not taken 

by all of the participants, the difference in the grade point average between the third 

semester and the first semester were used. The correlation between the learners’ change in 

grades between the first and third semesters and self-perceived variable Improvement was 

-.03 (p > .05). Because the correlation was non-significant, the learners’ perceptions of 

English skill improvement could not be validated. 

 

Research Question 2 

Cross-Validation of Models 4 and 8 by Cohorts 

The final research question concerned how similar the results of the path analyses 

would be if analyses were conducted separately for each of the two cohorts that participated 

in the study. These cross-validation analyses were carried out with the models containing 

the Prof Gain variable (Model 4) and the Improvement variable (Model 8). Due to the 

structural differences of Models 4 and 8 and the differing interpretations resulting from the 

differences between using the objective measure of proficiency gain (Prof Gain) and the 

subjective measure of perceived English skill improvement (Improvement), it was deemed 

useful to run two separate cross-validation analyses rather than one as originally planned. 

Prior to reporting the results of the path analyses, it is informative to look at the differences 

between the two cohorts in terms of the learner characteristics used in the path models. The 

tallies and means of the relevant variables in the model for each cohort are shown in Table 

18 for comparison. 
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There is a proportional difference in the number of participants from the two 

cohorts, with 60% of the total participants coming from 2004 Cohort. Thus, if there are 

differences in the interactions of the learner variables between the two cohort groups, the 

results would be biased toward 2004 Cohort. While the proportional difference in gender is 

similar between the two cohorts, there is a moderate difference in the proportion of the 

learners’ Admission method; a proportionally larger number of participants entered the 

program by recommendation in the 2004 Cohort compared with the 2005 Cohort. 

 

Table 18. Tallies and Means of Learner Characteristics by Cohort 

Tallies & Means  
2004 Cohort 2005 Cohort Sig. 

N    266 (60%)   174 (40%)  
Male    120 (45%)    86 (49%)  
Female    146 (55%)    88 (51%)  
Admission 1 (Exam)    192 (72%)   107 (62%)  
Admission 2 (Recommendation)     74 (28%)    66 (38%)  
Prof 1    431.27   439.69    .03 
Prof Gain     23.68    17.45    .04  
Aca-Voc Goal       .40      .48    .47 (ns) 
ELP Grades     78.19    78.36    .74 (ns) 
Satisfaction      1.81     1.95    .38 (ns) 
Improvement      1.27     1.53    .08 (ns) 

Note. Admission 1 = Admission by exam; Admission 2 = Admission by recommendation; 
Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Prof Gain = English proficiency gain; Aca-Voc Goal = 
academic-vocational English goal orientation; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP 
courses; Improvement = self-perceived improvement of English language skills 
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Regarding the differences in the means of the learner variables, the only statistically 

significant difference is found in Prof 1, with the participants from the 2004 Cohort having 

an 8 point lower mean on the initial TOEFL exam. 

The two path diagrams replicating model 4 but analyzing each cohort separately are 

designated as Model 4-1 (2004 Cohort) and Model 4-2 (2005 Cohort) and are shown in 

Figures 13 and 14, respectively. The standardized path coefficients reflect the relationships 

of the learner variables within each model. There are a number of considerable differences 
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Figure 13. Model 4-1 (2004 Cohort, N = 266) with standardized path coefficients. 
 Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 

goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. * = 
non-significant paths (p > .05). Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .15. 
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in the path coefficients between the two cohorts, with the most striking differences being 

the paths from Prof Gain to Satisfaction, Aca-Voc Goal to Satisfaction, Prof 1 to Prof Gain, 

and Prof 1 to ELP Grades. The dramatically lower coefficient between Prof Gain and 

Satisfaction in Model 4-2, which is in fact non-significant, shows that the change in English 

proficiency of the learners’ in 2005 Cohort was clearly not as influential in terms of 

increasing program satisfaction as it was with the 2004 Cohort participants. 
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Figure 14. Model 4-2 (2005 Cohort, N = 174) with standardized path coefficients. 
Note. Prof 1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; Prof 
Gain = English proficiency gain; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP courses. * = 
non-significant paths (p > .05); Squared multiple correlation of Satisfaction = .12. 

 

Other notable declines in the path coefficients indicate that initial English proficiency was 

much less related to both a change in English proficiency and the learners’ grade point 
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average for the 2005 Cohort participants. There was also a sizeable decrease in female 

participants having a higher initial English proficiency in the 2005 Cohort than in the 2004 

Cohort. In contrast to the lower coefficients for many of the paths in the model for the 2005 

Cohort, there were moderate rises in the power of the learners’ academic-vocational goal 

orientation to predict both their grades and satisfaction of the program. The model fit 

indices for Models 4-1 and 4-2 are shown in Table 19. 

 

Table 19. Model Fit Indices for Models 4-1 and 4-2 

Model df X2 X2/df (p) CFI RMSEA (pclose) 
4-1 6 5.55 .93 (.48)  1.00 .00 (.79) 
4-2 6 1.64 .27 (.95)  1.00 .00 (.98) 

 

Although examining the difference in coefficient sizes of the paths in the two 

models provides an indication of how well the model is replicated between the two cohorts, 

the difference in the Chi-square statistic between the original well-fitting model of the 

combined cohorts with the model in which the structural parameters are constrained to be 

equal across both groups is necessary in order to determine whether the overall models are 

statistically different. The analysis requires using the model of one group (2004 Cohort) as 

the baseline model. The validity of the model is checked by comparing the statistical 

difference of an unrestricted model analysis that compares the models of each group 

analyzed separately with that of a restricted path model analysis with equality constraints 

on the second group (2005 Cohort), meaning that it evaluates how well the data of a second 
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group fits the baseline model. The model comparison statistics for the cross validation 

analysis of Model 4 are shown in Table 20. 

The model comparison statistics, including the Chi-square, degrees of freedom, and 

p-value of the Chi-square/df ratio of the model with all of the parameters constricted to be 

equal between the two cohorts, was found to be 24.32, 13, and .05, respectively. The model 

comparison results indicate that the two cohorts are significantly different and that the 

previous model fit for Model 4 must be viewed cautiously. The particularly sizeable 

differences in path coefficients from Prof 1 to Prof Gain and Prof Gain to Satisfaction were 

clearly enough to make a statistically significant difference between the models. 

 

Table 20. Comparative Results of Model 4 (Prof Gain) with Unrestricted 
and Restricted Path Models 

Model X2 df p 
Unrestricted 7.19 12 .60 
Restricted 31.51 25 .17 
Model Comparison; Restricted 
Equal Mode 

24.32 13 .05 

 

The results of the two analyses of the model that replaced Prof Gain with 

Improvement for each cohort, designated as Models 8-1 (2004 Cohort) and 8-2 (2005 

Cohort), are shown in Figures 15 and 16, respectively. Similar to the results of the separate 

analyses for each cohort with Model 4, there are notable differences in the path coefficients 

between Models 8-1 and 8-2. While there is little change in the main effect of Improvement 

toward Satisfaction, there are rather large differences in the other learner variables with 

direct effects on Satisfaction, Aca-Voc Goal, Gender, and ELP Grades. Both of the path 
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coefficients from Gender and ELP Grades to Satisfaction are non-significant in Model 8-2. 

This indicates that the small but real differences of both gender and learners’ English 

grades effects on Satisfaction that are found in 2004 Cohort are not applicable to 2005 

Cohort. The opposite result occurs with the path from Aca-Voc Goal to Satisfaction, with 

learners’ academic-vocational goal orientation being statistically significant in 2005 Cohort 

but not in 2004 Cohort. 
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Figure 15. Model 8-1 for 2004 Cohort (N = 266) with standardized path coefficients. 
  Note. Prof1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = English goal orientation; 

Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 2]; Improvement = 
self-perceived improvement of English skills; ELP Grades = grade point average of all ELP 
courses. * = non-significant paths (p > .05); Squared Multiple Correlation of Satisfaction 
= .47 
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The most dramatic differences in the path coefficients between the two cohorts are the 

much lower coefficient between Prof 1 to ELP Grades and the much higher coefficient 

from Aca-Voc Goal to ELP Grades in Model 8-2. The model fit statistics for Models 8-1 

and 8-2 are shown in Table 21. 
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Figure 16. Model 8-2 for 2005 Cohort (N = 174) with standardized path coefficients. 
Note. Prof1 = initial English proficiency; Aca-Voc Goal = academic-vocational English 
goal orientation; Admission = Admission method [exam = 0, recommendation = 1]; 
Improvement = self-perceived improvement of English skills; ELP Grades = grade point 
average of all ELP courses. * = non-significant path (p > .05). Squared Multiple Correlation 
of Satisfaction = .38. 

 

Table 21. Model Fit Indices for Models 8-1 and 8-2  

Model df X2 X2/df (p) CFI RMSEA (pclose) 
8-1 7 3.61 .52 (.82) 1.00 .00 (.96) 
8-2 7 10.39 1.48 (.17) .98 .05 (.41) 
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Again, a statistical model comparison is needed to determine whether or not the overall 

structure of the models differs enough to consider them statistically different. The model 

comparison statistics for the cross validation analysis of Model 8 are shown in Table 22.  

 

Table 22. Comparative Results of Model 8 (Improvement) with 
Unrestricted and Restricted Path Models 

Model X2 df P 
Unrestricted  14.01 14 .44 
Restricted  32.72 26  .17 
Model Comparison; Restricted 
Equal Mode 

 18.71 12   .10 

 

The model comparison statistics, including the Chi-squared, degrees of freedom, 

and p-value of the Chi-squared/df ratio of the model using the Improvement measure with 

all of the parameters constrained to be equal between the two cohorts, was found to be 

18.71, 12, and .10, respectively. Unlike the statistically significant difference between 

Models 4-1 and 4-2, the difference between Models 8-1 and 8-2 is not statistically 

significant. Therefore, Model 8 is more favorable than Model 4 in terms of its consistency 

between the two cohorts. 

Because of the possibility that the makeup of the cohorts in terms of the different 

Admission methods affected the differences found between the cohorts, a breakdown of the 

Admission methods and the means of initial TOEFL scores for all groups were examined. 

There were eight methods of admission into the academic departments. The six different 

exam-based Admission methods were; a academic department specific exam (Department 

Exam), a standardized national university Admission exam (Center Exam), a 
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university-wide norm-referenced exam in which each department had an allocated quota 

(First Admissions Exam), a special English-only exam (Special English Skills Exam), an 

exam for non-Japanese applicants (Overseas Students), and an exam for Japanese students 

just returning to Japan from extended overseas living experience (Returnee Students). The 

two Admission methods based on recommendations were; those recommended from two 

high schools affiliated with the university (Recommendation - related schools) and those 

recommended from high schools not affiliated with the university but having a special 

provision to recommend one student (Recommendation–other schools). The percentages of 

the participants in each Admission group by cohort are shown in Figures 17 and 18. 

 

 

Figure 17. Percentage of participants by Admission method for 2004 Cohort. 
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The comparison of the makeup of the cohorts in terms of Admission methods shows 

that three groups differed markedly in size. The first is that of the First Admissions Exam, 

which accounted for 21% of the participants in the 2004 Cohort, but only for five percent in 

the 2005 Cohort. The second sizeable difference is in Recommendation–Other schools, 

with 21% of the 2004 Cohort and 29% of the 2005 Cohort entering the university this way. 

The final notable proportional difference is that in the 2004 Cohort only five percent of the 

participants entered via the Special English Skills, whereas 14% of the members in the 

2005 Cohort entered through the Special English Skills Exam Admission method. 

 

 

Figure 18. Percentage of participants by Admission method for 2005 Cohort. 

 

The means of the TOEFL 1 for each Admission type by cohort are shown in Table 23. The 

comparison of the means of the TOEFL 1 of the two cohorts by Admission type shows that 

the 2005 Cohort was higher in all cases except the Special English Skills Exam. 
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Importantly, there are substantial differences in the TOEFL 1 means between the 2004 

Cohort and the 2005 Cohort for the Center Exam and Recommendation-other schools. The 

combination of the differences in proportions of Admission methods and the TOEFL 1 

means between the two cohorts provides support that the Admission method has an effect 

on the models for the two cohorts. 

 

Table 23. Comparative Mean TOEFL 1 Scores by Admission Type by Cohort 

Admission Type 2004 Cohort 2005 Cohort 
Department Exam  438.41 445.16 
Center Exam 435.00 456.00 
First Admissions Exam 434.61 444.00 
Recommendation-related schools 424.06 426.56 
Recommendation-other schools 400.84 421.50 
Special English Skills Exam 474.69 462.16 
Overseas Students N/A 418.00 
Returnees  475.14 484.25 
Grand Total (Overall Mean) 431.27 439.69 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter provides a thorough discussion of the extensive results of the multiple 

path analyses used to determine the impact of the learner variables on program satisfaction 

and the subsequent cross validation analyses. 

 

Makeup of the Satisfaction Factor 

The six items from the ELP Program Evaluation Questionnaire that loaded together 

to form the Satisfaction factor through the data-driven factor analysis, appropriately 

represent aspects of the program’s quality. It is encouraging that the factor included not 

only the item directly pertaining to satisfaction with the quality of the program in general 

(11), but also items concerning the instructors (18 and 19), appropriate grading (20), and 

content in the program being both interesting (16) and similar to the learners’ initial 

expectations (12). This set of items is generally consistent with the results of previous 

research in which an academic satisfaction factor was utilized (Diseth et al., 2006; Knox et 

al., 1992; Morstain, 1977). In particular, the fact that the instructors play such an integral 

part in overall academic satisfaction is consistent with previous related research of general 

academic satisfaction (Diseth et al., 2006, Douglas et al., 2006; Gruber, 1980, Knox et al., 

1992; Morstain, 1977). The quality of instructors has usually been found to have one of the 

highest response means in many of these studies. The Douglas et al. (2006) findings are 

especially pertinent in this regard because they also directly asked their participants about 
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the importance of various criteria thought to relate to academic satisfaction. Among the 

criteria considered most important by the participants of the Douglas et al. study were both 

the teaching ability and the approachability of the instructors. 

 

Research Question 1 

Research Question 1 concerned the relationship among learner factors, 

including English language proficiency (initial and change), English language program 

grades, initial academic-vocational English language goal orientation, and type of 

university Admission method, with the learners’ perceptions of satisfaction with the 

program. In particular, a focus was on determining which learner factors had the 

greatest impact on perceived satisfaction of the English Language Program. 

Using structural equation modeling software to conduct path analyses was helpful in 

not only identifying how much each learner characteristic impacted on the learners’ 

satisfaction with the program, but also how well the combination of learner characteristics 

and their interrelations (in the form of a path model) adequately fit the data collected. 

Follow-up modifications to the initial non-fitting hypothesized model were invaluable in 

fully understanding the overall relationships of the variables. However, the results of the 

multiple path models made the overall interpretation more complex. Therefore, 

interpretations of the results of each of the three main successive path analyses conducted 

(i.e., Model 4, Models 5 and 6, and Models 7 and 8) will be provided. 

Before interpreting the relationships of the variables in the path models with 

acceptable fit, it is constructive to highlight two particularly important modifications to the 
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initially hypothesized model. These two modifications were critical in eventually producing 

a model that fit the data adequately. The first modification was the removal of the 

non-significant path from Prof1 to Satisfaction. The learners’ initial English language 

proficiency level did not make a statistically significant direct difference in overall 

satisfaction with the program. The general belief among many of the instructors that the 

lower English proficiency learners were frustrated with their English language studies in 

the ELP, which was inferred as dissatisfaction with the program, was not entirely supported 

by the statistical results. The second vital modification was the addition of a path from ELP 

Grades to Prof Gain. In hindsight, it was an oversight that this path was not included in the 

hypothesized model (Model 1) given that it is logical that learners with higher grades in the 

ELP would also make the greatest improvement on the TOEFL. An additional benefit to 

recognizing the logical relationship between the learners’ achievement in the ELP courses 

with growth in overall proficiency is that it supports the belief that the assessment 

procedures within the ELP are accurately assessing the learners. This essentially means that 

there is evidence of achievement validity, which is defined as the match between grades 

given to learners based on assessment criteria and the level of improvement in English 

language proficiency. 

 

Interpretation of Model 4 

The path coefficients in Model 4 are consistent with the findings of previous studies 

of academic satisfaction. It is not surprising that Prof Gain, Aca-Voc Goal, and ELP Grades 

all had positive relationships with Satisfaction as originally hypothesized because it is 
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reasonable that learners with larger proficiency gains, more motivation in learning English 

for academic-vocational purposes, and higher grade point averages in the English courses 

would be more satisfied with the program. While the path coefficients of these three 

predictor variables are moderate, they are strong enough to be useful in making overall 

judgments about the role of learner characteristics in terms of academic program 

satisfaction. 

 

The Influence of Grades on Program Satisfaction 

The finding that learners’ who had higher grade point averages, which were likely 

an indicator of their greater effort, were also more satisfied with the program is consistent 

with the results of a number of previous investigations of academic satisfaction (Aitken, 

1982; Gruber, 1980; Knox et al., 1992; Thomas & Galambos, 2004; Wright & Palmer, 

2006), in which it was reported that grades have the strongest impact of any predictor 

variable. The relationship between grades and satisfaction is not completely straightforward 

though because grades were influenced by both initial English language proficiency and the 

learners’ gender in this study, with learners starting the program with higher English 

proficiency and female learners generally receiving higher grades. Importantly, there is a 

clear similarity between the influence of Prof 1 on ELP Grades in the current study and 

equivalent variables of Ability and ELP Grades in Wright and Palmer’s (2006) study (See 

Fig. 3 on p. 57). This indicates that higher initial ability or greater knowledge of the subject 

matter has a positive affect on the learners’ achievement in future similar coursework. 
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Regarding the relationship between grades and academic satisfaction, it is useful to 

point out that because the learners had a number of different instructors over the course of 

the program, the possibility that individual instructors inflated grades in order to receive 

higher student evaluations is diminished. Thus, the positive influence of the learners’ 

grades on program satisfaction lends support to the argument that learners who are more 

academically satisfied are so because they deservedly receive higher grades as a result of 

their better performance, as indicated by the relatively strong relationship between ELP 

Grades and Prof Gain. 

 

The Influence of Academic-vocational English Goals on ELP Satisfaction 

While the learners’ level of academic-vocational English goal orientation was found 

to influence their satisfaction with the program, the influence was weaker than expected. 

This makes an interpretation of the relationship between an academic-vocational English 

goal and program satisfaction less fruitful than initially hoped. The lower than expected 

effect of Aca-Voc Goal may be attributed to the lack of variance in satisfaction with the 

program among the participants, possibly as an effect of the participants’ social desirability 

to give responses that they believed would be favorable to the researcher. In other words, 

even learners with low academic-vocational Instrumental Motivation goals were satisfied 

with the program. Most likely, they had other kinds of Instrumental Motivation goals, such 

as intrinsic goals, not clearly measured in the study that the program also catered to. 

Despite this drawback, the positive link between the learners’ academic-vocational English 
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goal orientation and program satisfaction does support both the instrumental motivation and 

future English goal–program curriculum congruency aspects previously proposed. 

As reported in Chapter 4, the Aca-Voc Goal factor (See Table 7, p. 86) to some extent 

resembles the instrumental motivation construct in Gardner and Lamberts’ (1972) seminal 

work on motivation in foreign language learning as well as in Gardner’s (1988) later 

socio-linguistic model of foreign language learning. While integrative motivation has often 

been shown to be a more powerful indicator of success in foreign language learning, some 

researchers have advocated that instrumental motivation is more important in EFL contexts 

(Dörnyei, 1994; Oxford, 1996). These researchers point out that the difference in direct 

exposure or frequent interaction with the target-language community between second 

language acquisition (SLA) and foreign language acquisition (FLA) distorts the original 

construct of integrative motivation as it was constructed in an SLA environment. More 

importantly, as Irie (2003) has pointed out in her review of motivational studies with 

Japanese learners of English, instrumental motivation has been shown to be highly 

correlated with overall strength of motivation, with reference to the findings of 

investigations by Yashima (2000) and Johnson (1996). 

Yashima’s (2000) findings are particularly relevant because two orientations found 

to be common among the 389 Japanese university learner participants in her study, 

Intercultural friendship and Instrumental, were found to be only indirectly related to 

achievement through a more general motivation construct. Although they were statistically 

significant, the low path coefficients from Aca-Voc Goal to both Prof Gain and ELP 

Grades in Model 4 appear to be similar to the low correlations in Yashima’s findings. This 
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suggests that English language goal orientations have less impact on achievement than a 

more general motivation construct. 

Because no attempt was made to compare the effects of different types of English 

language learning motivation in the present study, especially the lack of an independent 

integrative motivation scale, it cannot be determined that the motivation measured pertains 

exclusively to an instrumental motivation construct. The results of Yashima’s (2000) study 

of the English language learning motivation of Japanese learners again have relevance to 

this issue because she found that Intercultural friendship orientation, an integrative 

disposition, was highly correlated at .59 with Instrumental orientation. In addition, there 

may be a strong interest in traveling overseas or communicating with English speakers; 

however, these were not measured. Therefore, it can only tentatively be posited that the 

learners with a higher academic-vocational English goal orientation were in fact 

instrumentally motivated. 

It was also suggested in Chapter 4 that a positive relationship between Aca-Voc Goal 

and Satisfaction can be interpreted as pointing toward a congruency between learners with 

a higher academic-vocational goal orientation and the program’s demanding English for 

academic purposes curriculum. Therefore, the positive relationship, albeit small, lends 

support to Morstain’s (1977) argument that a measure of learner-academic program 

congruency should be included in evaluations of academic satisfaction. The congruency 

issue also reflects the relationship between needs analyses that include learners’ perceptions 

of their needs and wants and the evaluation of foreign language programs described in 

Chapter 2. It is believed that English as a foreign language learners’ evaluation of a 
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university-level academic program should consider how well the program met their initial 

perceived English language needs and wants. In the context of this study, it was 

hypothesized that due to the program’s challenging academic curriculum focus, learners 

who started the program with a lower academic English goal orientation would have been 

more disappointed. Unfortunately, like instrumental motivation, the learner-Eng. language 

instruction congruency aspect is not as persuasive as hoped due to the less than expected 

influence of Aca-Voc Goal on Satisfaction. 

 

The Influence of English Proficiency Gain on Satisfaction 

As with the impact of Aca-Voc Goal on Satisfaction, the impact of Prof Gain on 

Satisfaction was also weaker than had been expected. Although foreign language learners 

with higher gains in proficiency exam scores should be more satisfied with the instruction 

that they received, the low path coefficient only provides limited support for this belief. 

Regrettably, there is no prior literature found to directly compare the finding with. The fact 

that most of the participants were satisfied with the program, due to other reasons not 

related to a change in English proficiency, would lead to the results found. It is also 

possible that the learners did not take into account changes in their English proficiency 

when considering the evaluative statements on the evaluation questionnaire. 

 

Indirect Effects of Initial English Proficiency, Admission, and Gender 

The results of Model 4 are a good example of how a recursive path analysis can 

reveal the effects of earlier predictor variables on intermediary predictor variables that then 
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go on to have a direct influence on the main outcome variable. This is highlighted by the 

fact that many of the large effects between the variables in the path model are those 

involving the earliest measured variables, particularly initial English proficiency and the 

learners’ gender. Although it is surprising that there was no direct influence of initial 

English proficiency on satisfaction with the program, it makes sense that there were 

considerable mediated effects of initial English proficiency. However, the effects of initial 

English proficiency are complicated by its relationship with proficiency gain and the 

learners’ grades in the ELP. On the one hand, the strong inverse relationship of initial 

proficiency and proficiency gain indicates a greater potential in proficiency gains for 

learners with lower initial proficiency. This probably happened not only because it is 

common that proficiency gains accelerate more from a lower starting level, but also 

because the high proficiency learners were either not challenged enough to make further 

gains or they did not make as strong an effort to learn because they may have believed they 

had an adequate level of English and did not need to make an effort to continue to improve. 

Because the level of proficiency gain differs by initial English proficiency, it is likely that 

there was a regression to the mean in TOEFL scores over the course of the program. This 

could have happened, for example, if the initially lower English proficiency learners made 

substantial gains whereas initially higher English proficient learners made minimal gains 

and in some cases even regressed, possibly because of a belief that they did not need further 

improvement in English and because they therefore did not put forth any effort. In addition, 

those participants near the mean on the initial TOEFL exam made only slight gains. In 

contrast to the inverse relationship of proficiency gain to initial proficiency, learners with a 
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higher initial proficiency did get better grades. The confusion comes from the fact that 

learners who got better grades also had a higher proficiency gain. It is probable that the 

lower than expected influence of Prof Gain toward Satisfaction is a result of this 

complexity. 

Unlike the complex relationship between Prof 1 and Prof Gain and the subsequent 

path from Prof Gain to Satisfaction, the other indirect paths of Prof 1 to Satisfaction 

through Aca-Voc Goal and ELP Grades are clear because initially more proficient learners 

had higher levels of academic-vocational goal orientation and received higher grades that 

logically would positively influence their satisfaction with the program. When considering 

the path model as a whole then, with the mediated relationships of initial English 

proficiency and gender toward satisfaction with the ELP, the results clearly indicate that 

satisfaction was higher among initially higher English proficiency learners and female 

learners who were able to get better grades. It is equally important though to realize that the 

flip side of the positive relationships indicates that male learners with low initial English 

proficiency receive lower grades that then negatively affect their feelings about the 

program. 

While it was speculated that the learners’ method of admission into the academic 

departments may play a direct role in their level of satisfaction, this was not the case. In the 

end, although including Admission in the path model provides more specific details about 

how the learners’ admission method is related to ELP Grades and Prof Gain, it is surprising 

that it did not have any effect on satisfaction. It is clear that the other learner variables, such 
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as ELP Grades and Aca-Voc Goal, were strong enough to reduce the influence of admission 

method. 

 

Interpretation of Path Models 5 and 6 

Although the overall results of Model 4 are encouraging in the sense that there is 

exceptionally good model fit and all the paths describe reasonable relationships, the 

dramatic differences in the relationships of the variables when analyzed separately for male 

and female learners (shown in Models 5 and 6) add more complexity to the previous 

interpretations. The much lower path coefficient from Prof Gain to Satisfaction for the 

female learners indicates that change in English proficiency has much less of a relationship 

with Satisfaction for the female participants compared to the male participants. It is 

possible that the female learners in the study did not let negligible improvement or even 

decreases in their TOEFL scores influence them when considering the different qualities of 

the program. Although ELP Grades had the strongest impact on Satisfaction for both 

gender groups, it is clear that grades from the ELP courses were more of a determining 

factor of satisfaction for the female learners than for the male learners. While receiving 

higher grades in the ELP had a positive influence on program satisfaction for the male 

learners, and in fact the relationship is stronger than that for the female learners, the change 

in English proficiency was nearly as important in differentiating them. 

Gender differences have indeed been found in investigations of academic 

satisfaction within general education (Bean & Bradley, 1986; Santhanam & Hicks, 2002; 

Tontodonato, 2006). In their investigation of the relationship of academic performance and 
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academic satisfaction, Bean and Bradley (1986) found significant differences between the 

male and female university participants in terms of the relationship between performance 

and satisfaction. The results for the gender groups showed that while there was a strong 

relationship between grades and satisfaction for the female learners, there was no 

statistically significant relationship for the male learners. More importantly, the results of 

the analyses with the entire sample were clearly influenced by the fact that there were 

proportionally over forty percent more female than male learners in the study. 

Another study with findings of gender differences related to academic satisfaction is 

that of Santhanam and Hicks (2002). Santhanam and Hicks found that female university 

students gave higher ratings to instructors than the male students when analyzing aggregate 

responses over three years, but the results differed considerably when each cohort was 

analyzed separately, with male students sometimes having a slightly higher response mean. 

This finding was important because it showed that previous results of small-scale studies 

could have shown particular differences that may have disappeared with more participants. 

Another point raised by Santhanam and Hicks was that although the gender differences 

were statistically significant, they were often not very different. The researchers, therefore, 

cautioned about the reporting of results that show statistical differences but lack real 

meaningful differences. The effect sizes of the differences in the present study are similarly 

small and need to be considered cautiously. 

Although differences in foreign language program satisfaction between male and 

female learners have received very little attention in published research, relevant gender 

effects have been found in other aspects of foreign language learning, particularly in 
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regards to both general foreign language achievement (Boyle, 1987; Onwuegbuzie et al, 

2001; Wen & Johnson, 1997) and language learning motivation (Bacon & Finnemann, 

1992; Dörnyei & Clement, 2001, Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Johnson, 1996; Mori & Gobel, 

2006). Because both achievement and motivation were found to have a direct impact on 

satisfaction with the program, it is important to recognize that any gender differences of 

these variables would likely reflect a subsequent influence in program satisfaction. 

The fact that the female learners were found to be more instrumentally motivated is 

congruent with prior research showing female learners of foreign languages having higher 

levels of instrumental motivation (Bacon & Finnemann, 1992; Dörnyei & Clement, 2001; 

Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Lukmani, 1972). Because English skills are increasingly 

considered an important criterion when obtaining jobs in Japan, the female learners 

probably regarded acquiring English more highly because they viewed it as a means of 

improving their chances of getting work. This is also compatible with Ellis’ (1994) 

conclusion after reviewing prior research of gender differences in foreign language 

learning; Ellis stated that “One obvious explanation for females’ greater success in L2 

learning in classroom settings is that they generally have more positive attitudes. This in 

turn, may reflect their employment expectations. Girls may perceive a foreign language as 

having significant vocational value for them, whereas boys do not” (p. 204). Ellis’ proposed 

link between instrumental motivation and achievement is not clearly supported in the 

current study because the path coefficient between Aca-Voc Goal and ELP Grades in 

Model 4 is only .11. Therefore, when specifically focusing on the results related to Aca-Voc 

Goal in the present study, it is only possible to tentatively substantiate Ellis’ claim. 
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ELP Grades as a Proxy for Motivation and Effort 

Regarding the effects of ELP Grades toward Satisfaction, if the learners’ grades are 

viewed as a proxy for the learners’ general motivation and thus the amount of effort that 

they made in the classes, the difference in motivation between the male learners and female 

learners is further accentuated. Because the motivation being inferred from the grades is 

more general than the instrumental focus of Aca-Voc Goal, this would include both the 

integrative motivation of Gardner’s (1988) socio-linguistic model and the Intercultural 

friendship orientation found in Yashima’s (2000) study. So what is the difference in 

motivation between the male and female learners in this study? It is likely that the female 

participants had generally more positive attitudes toward English language learning than 

the male participants. Therefore, a view regarding gender differences in foreign language 

learning by Onwuegbuzie et al. (2001) may in fact be more applicable than Ellis’ 

suggestion in terms of effects on foreign language learning program satisfaction in this 

study. Noting gender differences in foreign language achievement in their study, 

Onwuegbuzie et al. claimed that male learners might perceive that the foreign language 

learning domain is more female based, a perception that causes them to act in ways that 

limit their ability to learn. This makes sense in terms of the previously stated idea that there 

was a group of males with low motivation that negatively affected their English language 

performance, in terms of both grades and TOEFL scores. 

The additional difference in the relationship between initial English proficiency and 

the learners’ grades between the male and female participants was evident in that male 

learners that started with lower initial English proficiency received lower grades, which 
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then affected the subsequent difference in program satisfaction both through their ELP 

grades directly or indirectly via proficiency gain. Although only anecdotal, it is plausible 

that there was a group of male learners with both low English proficiency and low overall 

motivation that do poorly in the English courses and subsequently have lower overall 

satisfaction with the program. These male learners likely felt that it was not necessary to 

have English language skills and did not want to have to take the English courses. It is 

important then to once again point out that there is some truth to the notion that learners 

with lower English proficiency are less satisfied, except that it applies much more to the 

male learners than the female learners. 

 

Discrepancy in the Amount of Satisfaction Accounted for by the Learner Variables 

The large difference in the amount of overall variance (SMC) in Satisfaction 

between the two gender groups, comparing Models 5 and 6, is striking and is crucial in 

understanding the real difference between the male and female learners. Whereas many of 

the learner variables were important in making distinctions among the male learners, these 

variables did not distinguish the female participants to nearly the same degree. For example, 

initial differences among the female learners, such as English proficiency and 

academic-vocational goal orientation, did not have nearly the effect on their achievement 

within the program as it did for the male learners. This consequently affected the 

relationship between ELP Grades and Prof Gain, which ultimately had a prominent impact 

on the relationship between Prof Gain and Satisfaction. The larger path coefficients in the 

other direct paths from both Aca-Voc Goal and ELP Grades to Satisfaction provide further 
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evidence of this. In sum, female learners were generally satisfied despite their initial 

differences whereas satisfaction with the program among the male learners was affected by 

both initial and intermediary differences. 

It is important to stress again that had there not been further analyses of the separate 

gender groups, such important differences would not have been found. Thus, running 

various possible statistical analyses that investigate more than a comparison of means is 

vital for thoroughly understanding and interpreting the results. Interestingly, the importance 

of analysis is emphasized in another recent investigation of academic satisfaction by 

Thomas and Galambos (2004). In their survey-based study of learner satisfaction of nearly 

1700 students at a public university in America, Thomas and Galambos used both multiple 

regression and decision tree analysis, a data mining technique, to assess the perceptions 

gathered. The researchers credit the dual analysis techniques with providing a more 

thorough analysis of the data, particularly noting some of the comparative results gained by 

following up the regression analysis with the decision tree analysis. 

 

Effects of Differing Multiple Imputation on Path Models 5 and 6 

     It is worth noting that the results of Models 5 and 6 were affected by the data used 

within the multiple imputation of the missing TOEFL scores. While the missing scores on 

the final TOEFL were eventually imputed using both the previous TOEFL scores and the 

learners’ grades within the ELP courses as described in Chapter 4 (p. 80), an earlier 

multiple imputation analysis was conducted using only the previously recorded TOEFL 
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scores and not the grades. The imputed TOEFL scores, and the subsequent Prof Gain 

values, were initially used for the path analyses. 

     Although the difference in Prof Gain due to the increase in data used for the imputed 

scores had negligible effect on the results of path models with Gender included as an 

indicator variable within the models, it did have an effect on the results of the path models 

for each gender group separately. In particular, the path coefficient from Prof Gain to 

Satisfaction for the male participants (Model 5) decreased from .26 to .20 while the path 

coefficient from Eng Grades to Satisfaction increased from .19 to .23. The differences in 

the two path coefficients are important because it effectively changed the order of the 

variables with the most impact on Satisfaction.  

 

Interpretation of Model 8: Impact of Self-Perceived English Skill Improvement 

The difference in the amount of variance accounted for in Satisfaction between 

Models 4 and 8 with either the gain in English proficiency (Prof Gain) or the self-perceived 

English language skill improvement (Improvement) raises important questions regarding 

the use of an objective measure of proficiency versus that of self-perceptions of 

improvement when considering their roles in academic program evaluation. Although the 

impact of Improvement on Satisfaction was much bigger than in previous studies, such as 

those reported by Thomas and Galambos (2004) and Wright and Palmer (2006), the finding 

does substantiate the similar positive relationship found in Wright and Palmer’s (2006) 

model (See Fig. 4 on p. 57) as well as Thomas and Galambos’ (2004) results. The 

Intellectual Growth variable in Thomas and Galambos’ study is particularly relevant 
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because it was strongly related to the outcome variable Satisfied with the Quality of 

Education, which closely reflects the Satisfaction variable in this study. 

Researchers that have found a positive link between perceived improvement in 

academic skills and academic satisfaction have proposed that the importance of perceived 

improvement is a vital part of a good educational experience and can serve to increase the 

prospects of the learners furthering their studies. In response to the results of their study in 

which learner attitudes and perceptions of educational experiences, such as expressiveness 

and clarity of instruction, correlated positively with the learners’ perceptions of how much 

they learned at .24, .28 and .17 respectively, Schonwetter, Clifton and Perry (1994) stated 

that “…by increasing students’ perception of success in their university classroom, one may 

increase the various components making up the students’ learning experience” (p. 11). 

Within a foreign language learning context, Rivera and Matsuzawa (2007) similarly 

claimed that “Affective factors such as a sense of accomplishment play a crucial role in 

successful language learning, motivating students to continue studying languages and their 

cultures, leading to a respectable degree of proficiency over time” (p. 580). Finally, Tse’s 

(2000) qualitative study into the foreign language learning experiences of 51 learners also 

points to the importance of perceived achievement. Tse’s analysis of the open-ended 

comments regarding how successful their foreign language studies had been showed that 

learners who perceived themselves as having achieved general L2 proficiency either 

attained the ability to communicate in the foreign language or gained a better understanding 

of the culture of the foreign language speakers. 
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What makes the path analysis Model 8 with Improvement even more compelling is 

the fact that Gender was found to have a statistically significant direct effect on Satisfaction 

in that model. Not only did Gender have a direct effect, its effect was greater than both ELP 

Grades and Aca-Voc Goal. This would be more consistent with the significant differences 

found in Models 5 and 6 for each gender group. 

 

Research Question 2 

The results of the final set of path analyses that were carried out to check if path 

models 8 and 9 for the two cohorts who participated in the study were similar when run 

separately indicated that different conclusions would have been found if the study had only 

used data from one of the cohorts. This finding is damaging in terms of being able to show 

consistency in the program’s quality. Similar to the difference found between the gender 

groups, it is surprising that there was such a large difference in the impact of Prof Gain 

because it is hard to imagine that the make up of the cohorts would create such a difference. 

At the same time, the slightly stronger paths from Aca-Voc Goal to both ELP Grades and 

Satisfaction in the 2005 cohort appear to be important. 

The differences could have occurred due to differences in the representative 

samples collected. As mentioned previously, although all instructors of the second-year 

classes were asked to direct their students to the on-line questionnaire, some were unable to 

do so because of time constraints with the final coursework of the class. Another possible 

cause of the differences is in the actual difference in the make-up of the cohorts. There 

were proportional differences in the number of participants for each Admission method for 
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the two cohorts (See Figures 17 and 18). Although an effort was made to collect a 

representative sample, a sampling difference between the cohorts may also have happened 

by chance if a particular group of students decided not to complete the questionnaire in one 

of the cohorts, recalling that answering the questionnaires were voluntary. There is also the 

slight chance that there was a motivational shift between the two cohorts with one of the 

two cohorts having an overall lower level of English language learning motivation. 

 

Theoretical Implications 

The study was carried out with the intent of advancing EFL curriculum 

development models by showing the need to recognize the effect of various learner 

variables on satisfaction when measured as part of program evaluation. Because formative 

evaluation methods have received considerable attention in recent years, program 

evaluations that utilize quantitative analyses need to further consider the influences of 

learner variables on the outcome variables, whether they are objective exam scores or 

subjective perceptions. Determining the influence of the learner variables on satisfaction 

will provide more precise explanation upon which to make important curriculum decisions. 

While subjective learner satisfaction plays a prominent part within the study, it is 

important to emphasize again that a combination of objective and subjective measures 

should be used in ultimately determining the overall success of a foreign language program. 

A critical judgment will need to be made in terms of the weight of the subjective feedback 

of the learners in proportion to any objective examination-based measures available as well 

as any input by the faculty and administrators, a decision no doubt dictated by the stakes 
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involved and the requirements of stakeholders funding the program. It is proposed that 

subjective learner satisfaction be given up to 40 percent of the overall evaluation 

framework in low stakes evaluations, whereas in high stakes evaluations, such as those 

pertaining to immigration requirements, learner satisfaction be limited to about 20 percent 

of proportional weight of the overall program evaluation. Ideally, the subjective feedback 

should corroborate the objective measures, with a program producing both high amounts of 

learning and high satisfaction being ideal. Any considerable discrepancy between the 

objective and subjective measures would provide the impetus to investigate the reasons for 

the difference. 

Although the present study was carried out in a Japanese university context, the 

general methods of the study can easily be carried out in other English as a foreign 

language contexts as well as in English as a second language contexts. At the same time, 

advances in statistical analyses have made such complex analyses possible. Administrators 

of foreign language departments using learner-based feedback as part of program 

evaluation need to be aware of the developments being employed in general education 

because many innovative advances that have been utilized can be used to beneficially 

improve evaluation of foreign language learning. 
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Pedagogical Implications 

At the pedagogical level, determining the extent to which the various factors affect 

the learners’ perceptions has a clear impact on the English language program in two ways. 

First, it is important for instructors teaching in the program to understand the dynamic 

composition of the learners, such as their previous Instrumental Motivation experiences, 

Instrumental Motivation goals, and pedagogic preferences, as well as how certain learner 

differences have more of an impact on both objective exam-based and subjective 

perception-based measured outcomes. With this knowledge, instructors may be able to 

make effective changes at the classroom level, including the types of content, activities, or 

assessment. For example, instructors of courses with learners who have specific preferences 

of instruction can tailor the courses to maximize the more beneficial type of instruction, 

possibly having more interaction between the learners with pair- and group-work or being 

more teacher fronted with predominately instructor-learner exchanges. Therefore, 

instructors need to be at least provided the results of the analyses if not directly involved in 

the evaluation process. 

Second, if learners of a certain proficiency level or English language goal 

orientation have a negative evaluation of the program then it may be necessary to change 

the current uniform structure of the program, such as streaming learners into either an 

academic English track or a general English track. As noted above, some faculty members 

of the program in this study have questioned whether or not the current uniform curriculum 

should continue or if a two-tiered structure based on English proficiency with different 
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curricula for each tier should be used. One tier could have a clear academic or vocational 

curriculum, while the other could be more geared toward daily communication in English. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSION 

 

The value of foreign language learner evaluative feedback, including satisfaction, 

has increasingly been recognized over the past few decades. Foreign language learner 

satisfaction has become an integral part of program evaluations that provide quality 

assurance to the program’s stakeholders. While analyzing collective responses is beneficial 

in terms of recognizing the overall learner perceptions, there can be important differences 

between subgroups in the program that have an impact on the results of the evaluation. 

Therefore, it is just as important to investigate learner differences in order to adequately 

make pedagogical changes that concern the learners in the program. 

 

Improving Foreign Language Program Evaluation 

Evaluations of foreign language programs are improved not only by incorporating 

learner feedback into the overall evaluation process, but also by thoroughly analyzing the 

feedback in conjunction with other learner factors in order to understand the underlying 

reasons for the feedback given as well as identifying differences in learner subgroups. The 

findings of the study provide ample evidence that detailed analyses are necessary to achieve 

a thorough understanding of the dynamics of multiple learner factors and their satisfaction 

with the program. Furthermore, statistically significant differences between male and 

female learners within the program provide evidence that identifying differences in 
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subgroups is useful. These findings then allow the program administrators to better 

consider the learner feedback and what it can mean in terms of possible changes. 

 

Using Up-to-date Statistical Procedures 

The finding that there were very different interrelations of the learner variables 

within the path analysis models when analyzed separately by gender groups or cohorts 

attests to the importance of conducting analyses that go beyond simple descriptive statistics 

that do not detect vital differences, especially when pedagogical decisions are at stake. This 

study has provided a guide to statistical analyses of learner characteristics and evaluative 

measures, particularly through the use of path analysis utilizing a structural equation 

modeling program, which other researchers and foreign language program administrators 

can use to improve decision making. It is hoped that continued research in this direction 

will provide a better understanding of learner satisfaction in foreign language programs. 

 

Trade-offs Between Subjective and Objective Measures of Evaluation 

The increasing inclusion of subjective measures into the overall evaluative process, 

including learner satisfaction, can make evaluations more complex in terms of the 

relationship between the objective test measures and subjective measures. When subjective 

measures are incorporated, there will be necessary trade-offs in terms of the reliance given 

to the two differing types of information, especially if the objective and subjective 

measures are found to contradict each other. It is harmful to depend entirely on either 

objective test-based information or subjective questionnaire-based information because 
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there can be validity problems with the exams or inflated questionnaire responses. It is 

possible for students to be very satisfied with their program without having learned very 

much, a situation that may reflect a difference between what the students want and what 

they actually need. Furthermore, it is reasonable to expect stakeholders funding a program 

to demand that a certain level of learning is clearly observed based on objective measures. 

With these aspects in mind, program evaluators using both objective and subjective 

measures will ultimately need to decide the proportional weighting of the results based on 

the circumstances of the evaluation. 

The comparative results of the models that include either the change in the objective 

measure of pre- to post-program exam scores to the subjective self-perceived English 

language skill improvement clearly point to the complexity that can occur when both are 

used. While this complicates the overall evaluation, it is important that all possible aspects 

are thoroughly considered. The advantages of this approach are that it will allow program 

administrators to possibly detect information not available when using only one of the 

approaches. Using both measures will also either substantiate other findings or show 

evidence that contradicts the results from one of the measures. 

 

Potential Limitations 

While this study contributes to the field of EFL program evaluation, there are a 

number of limitations that need to be acknowledged. Many of the following limitations are 

similar to those highlighted by Brown (1995b) as being commonly problematic in program 

evaluation research. 
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Lack of Population Representation 

It was disappointing that there were not a larger number of participants in the study. 

Two problems occurred that caused the N-size to be smaller than expected. The first was 

the large mismatch between the learners who had completed either the ELP Needs Analysis 

Questionnaire or the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire but not the other. The second 

problem was the low number of learners that completed the ELP Evaluation Feedback 

Questionnaire in the second cohort. This problem occurred as a result of some instructors 

not informing their classes of the questionnaire because the learners had to finish 

coursework. Although all instructors were requested to ask the learners to complete the 

questionnaire, some instructors who had cancelled an earlier class in the semester due to an 

illness or other reasons had to hold a full class of instruction. Although there were still a 

sufficient number of participants to generally represent the overall learner population in the 

program, the loss of a larger portion of learners in Cohort 2 negatively affected the internal 

validity of the study. 

 

The Subjective Nature of Self-Reported Perceptions 

One of the main limitations of the study comes from the use of self-reported 

questionnaire data, which are subjective judgments. Although the responses were accepted 

as being accurate, it cannot be assured that the learners did not give favorable responses to 

certain questions or sections of the questionnaire in order to appease the program faculty to 

whom the learners expected the results would be provided. Realizing that the ELP 

Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire largely targeted satisfaction perceptions, a number of 
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learners may have wanted to appear more satisfied than they actually were, a form of social 

desirability, especially because the learners were identifiable from their student numbers 

they provided at the beginning of each questionnaire. The possible influence of the social 

desirability condition due to the learners having to include their student identification was 

checked through a separate small-scale study later conducted by the researcher in which a 

questionnaire with 12 six-point Likert scale items related to satisfaction of an English as a 

second language course was administered to 40 learners in the same class, but with only 

half of the questionnaires asking learners to provide their student number at the beginning 

of the questionnaire. While a comparison of response means indicated that the group of 

learners that were asked to include their student identification provided higher responses on 

eight of the twelve items, a one-way between-groups multivariate analysis of variance 

showed that there was no statistically significant difference between the groups on the 

combined variables: F(11, 28) = 1.70, p = .13; Hotelling’s Trace = .67. Therefore, this 

additional small-scale study provided statistical evidence of learners not being affected by 

revealing their student identification. 

The question of whether or not learners responded without any concern for 

appeasement or self-flattery is also relevant to the possibility that the learners’ perceived 

improvement of English language skills as not valid; there was no objective measure to 

substantiate the responses. One counterpoint to this though is the fact that most participants 

did not perceive that they were actually able to perform the tasks that required English as 

measured in the Ability factor. Again, the difference between the subjective perceptions of 

the ability to perform tasks requiring English (Ability) and English skill improvement 
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(Improvement) is not readily understood. Despite the lack of agreement between the 

learners’ perceptions of improvement and their prior change in grade point averages, the 

subjective elements should not be dismissed because much of the basis for the use of 

Satisfaction is subjective perceptions. 

Additionally, an important issue raised in the literature on foreign language learner 

beliefs concerns the reliability and validity of questionnaires. Questionnaires are typically 

used to collect data in this type of research, so establishing their reliability and validity is a 

crucial issue. An often cited study regarding the reliability of questionnaires is Block 

(1998). In his study, Block set up discussions with learners following their completion of a 

course evaluation questionnaire in order to investigate the reasoning behind the choices that 

they had made. Analyzing just three of the items on the survey, it was evident that the 

learners had quite different interpretations of the same questions. In some cases, the 

learners had slightly different perspectives of the wording of the questions, leading to 

differences in their responses. Another aspect of variance was in the perception of the scale 

used to answer the questions. The value that one respondent assigned to an ‘Agree’ 

response was sometimes different to that of another respondent. The inconsistencies that 

were found certainly indicate how problematic survey data can be. Block went on to 

emphasize the need to pilot questionnaires and adjust the items to ensure that they are 

tailored for the mindset of the specific respondents. 

Sakui and Gaies (1999) also concluded that questionnaire responses should be 

interpreted with caution in their study of Japanese language learners’ English language 

learning beliefs. Using a test-retest method with multiple versions of a questionnaire and an 
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alternate-forms method as well as follow-up interviews with Japanese university students, 

Sakui and Gaies found statistically significant differences in how the learners responded to 

the same or similar items after four weeks. Based on the follow-up interviews, it could be 

seen that some learner’s beliefs had in fact changed during the time between the two 

administrations of the questionnaires and that situational context differences also affected 

the responses. The conclusion that Sakui and Gaies reached was similar to a previous 

investigation by Alderson (1992), who found that follow-up introspective discussions with 

learners provided additional information not addressed directly on the questionnaire that 

they had just completed. While a Rasch analysis of the questionnaire data was used in the 

present study in order to statistically adjust the measurement problems associated with 

Likert scale responses by calibrating the learners’ responses using a mathematical formula 

derived from the actual responses given, it is still possible that the original responses by 

some learners were influenced by their particular interpretation of the wording of the item 

or responses available. 

 

Ambiguous Causal Directionality 

This study was an attempt to establish causal links based on correlation analyses, 

but it is impossible to definitively determine the directionality of influence. For example, it 

cannot be shown for certain whether satisfaction was influenced by the students’ 

performance or whether their satisfaction in fact caused them to perform better. Even 

though the interrelationships of the variables within the path analyses in the present study 
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were developed with consideration to the most plausible causal directions, the relationships 

could be in the opposite direction. 

 

Ambiguity of Perceived Improvement and Program Satisfaction Causation 

Although a self-assessed measure of academic improvement by the learners has 

been incorporated into previous investigations of academic satisfaction (e.g., Schonwetter, 

Clifton, & Perry, 1994; Thomas & Galambos, 2004; Wright & Palmer, 2006), it is 

important to point out the problematic nature of having both perceived improvement and 

academic satisfaction collected at the same time for use within a recursive path analysis. 

Because a recursive path analysis is predicated on the flow of temporal antecedents, 

independent variables (e.g., skill improvement) that are measured concurrently with the 

dependent variable (e.g., academic satisfaction) allow for ambiguity of reciprocal causation 

(Stage, Carter, & Nora, 2004). In the present study, because perceptions of improvement 

were collected using the same questionnaire to gather the perceptions of satisfaction, there 

is no way to verify whether improvement of English skills is influencing the learners’ 

satisfaction of the program or that satisfaction with the program is not leading learners’ to 

believe that they are further improving their English skills. Therefore, while the path model 

with Improvement is appealing because of the increase in variance accounted for in 

Satisfaction, the results must be considered in light of the drawback it has in terms of 

ambiguity of reciprocal causation. 
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High Correlation between Improvement and Satisfaction 

As was noted in the Analyses section, the use of Improvement and Satisfaction 

together in a path analysis is problematic due to both of the variables being self-assessed 

measurements gathered concurrently from the ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire. 

The combination of self-assessed measures is problematic in that this typically inflates the 

correlation coefficient between the variables and therefore may have had a biasing effect on 

their relationship in subsequent analyses. Although the factor analysis clearly delineated 

separate factors, the fact that the correlation between them was .63, makes it susceptible to 

being questioned regarding collinearity when used in the path analysis. Furthermore, 

because both are self-perceived measures, there can be some argument that integrating two 

self-perceived measures confounds the analysis because there is no objective measure to 

substantiate the subjective measures. 

 

High Attrition Rate of Post-Program TOEFL Exam 

Another important limitation in the study derives from the fact that a large number 

of learners in the ELP did not take the post-program TOEFL exam (See p. 78). The large 

attrition rate likely occurred because the learners perceived the post-program TOEFL as 

having little importance, as their score would no longer be used for streaming purposes. 

Furthermore, the institutional TOEFL is not an official version in which the score could be 

used by the learners when applying for future employment. The fact that there was little 

incentive to take the exam no doubt also likely affected how much effort the learners who 

took the final TOEFL exam actually put into it. The lack of motivation to take the final 
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TOEFL exam earnestly had a considerable impact on the path analyses with the Prof Gain 

variable that was formed from the post-program TOEFL scores. 

 

Reliability and Validity of the Institutional TOEFL 

The English language proficiency of the participants was based on institutional 

TOEFL scores. The institutional TOEFL was officially scored and analyzed by ETS at a 

different location than where the exam was administered. Although a request for reliability 

and validity of the examinations was made via the administrative office of the university, it 

was not possible to obtain these statistics. It is possible though to determine the internal 

consistency reliability based on Armor’s reliability theta (Armor, 1974), calculated as Theta 

= [p/p-1]*[1-(1/λ)] where p = the number of items in the scale (number of TOEFL exams) 

and λ = the largest eigenvalue of a principle components analysis of the scores from the 

three TOEFL exams. The reliability theta was found to be moderately good at .83. 

 

Possible Validity Problem with TOEFL Scores 

There are reasons to suspect that using the pre- and post-program TOEFL scores 

was not an appropriate measure of change in English proficiency for the participants in the 

study. To begin with, the TOEFL did not measure many of the specific speaking, writing, 

and presentation skills focused on in the ELP. The pencil and paper format of the TOEFL 

did not include a speaking component and while it did measure grammar and sentence 

structure knowledge, skills that receive almost no explicit attention in the curriculum, it did 

not include an essay writing section assessing the students’ summarizing and organization 
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skills related to the academic essay writing instruction in the ELP. Another skill that was 

included in the Improvement factor but not assessed in the TOEFL was that of presentation 

skills. With the lack of specific skills learned in the program not being tested on the TOEFL 

in mind, the validity of using the TOEFL change scores for the purpose of measuring 

overall proficiency gains is suspect. While the TOEFL performed well in spreading out the 

learners by English proficiency so that they could be streamed into classes for instructional 

purposes, it does not mean that it functioned appropriately as a gauge of the linguistic 

growth that the participants experienced in the English language program. 

The issue of the validity of using the learners’ change in TOEFL scores is clearly 

relevant to Beretta’s (1986) seminal argument for program-fair language teaching 

evaluation. Although Beretta’s primary argument concerned the need to recognize the 

problematic nature of utilizing an examination that causes bias toward one of the two types 

of instruction in comparative method studies, one section of the article was focused on the 

unsuitable use of standardized tests for such comparisons. Beretta supported his claim by 

citing a number of statements regarding the concern of using standardized examinations for 

evaluative purposes made by researchers in general education (p. 435), such as Rice and 

Higgins’ (1982, p. 19) complaint that they are “unrelated to the curriculum.” Even though 

no comparison of instructional methods is being made in the current study, the degree to 

which the Institutional TOEFL accurately measured the full range of English language 

skills learned in the ELP, particularly those not related to reading or listening skills, can be 

questioned. 
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It is also relevant to point out that the highest loading item of the Improvement 

factor was perceived improvement of speaking skills for academic discussions (See Table 4 

on pages 74-75). Furthermore, following the second highest loading item concerning 

listening skills, the third highest loading item concerned writing skills which focused on 

argumentative essay structure and developing cohesion of information from different 

sources that was taught in the ELP. Because half of the ELP courses were speaking and 

writing courses, it is understandable that these skills were important parts of the learners’ 

overall sense of improvement. 

To summarize, although the measure of proficiency gain calculated from the 

difference in pre- and post-program TOEFL scores was found to have some influence on 

Satisfaction in Model 4, its replacement by the learners’ own subjective measure of how 

well they improved on a group of English language skills more specific to the instruction 

within the program indicated a much larger overall effect on Satisfaction. Thus, it is 

reasonable to believe that the participants made a stronger mental connection between 

program satisfaction and their self-assessed English skill improvement than the change in 

the pre- and post-TOEFL scores. In terms of foreign language program satisfaction then, it 

may be plausible that learners consider their own personal measure of improvement of 

linguistic skills more than differences in proficiency based on a standardized exam that 

does not assess the specific language skills learned and has little meaningful purpose in 

their minds. 
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Instructor Differences 

Although the participants all took part in the same overall curriculum, they were 

placed in classes with various instructors with differing teaching styles that may have 

affected their impressions of the courses. The fact that the participants had multiple 

instructors throughout the two-year program limits any particular instructor effects, an issue 

often raised in research involving individual course evaluations. An instructor effect cannot 

be entirely eliminated though because there is the possibility of learners having a 

combination of instructors that had a particular effect on them or they may have even had a 

single instructor that made a particularly strong impression when they considered the 

program as a whole. Thus, although it is unlikely, it is still possible that the learners’ 

satisfaction with the program came from a chance set of instructors. 

 

Future Research 

While the findings of the study highlight some potentially important aspects of the 

complexity of foreign language program evaluations, it is important that the study be 

replicated with learners in similar programs as well as in foreign language programs in 

other contexts to confirm if similar results can be found. Foreign language program 

evaluation research like this would be further improved by incorporating more learner 

measures, such as foreign language learning anxiety, learning styles, personality types, and 

personal effort. In the case of foreign language anxiety, some researchers have stated that 

any investigation of achievement in foreign language learning needs to include a measure 

of the learners’ anxiety. Another possible type of learner difference not utilized in the study 
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was that of achievement goals associated with learning, such as performance and mastery 

goals. These types of goals have been found to be useful in some investigations of 

academic achievement within general education (Ames & Archer, 1988; Valle et al., 2003). 

There should also be an effort to improve the aspects regarding learner-curriculum 

congruency, especially the specific type of coursework or teaching styles the learners prefer. 

More specific survey measures of the types of interaction and foreign language learning 

activities the learners prefer would possibly improve the interpretations. Also, because 

influences of English language learning motivation and achievement toward satisfaction 

were found, there should be further research in this area to better understand how these 

factors contribute over time by obtaining multiple measures of motivation. Noting the 

conclusion by Berwick and Ross (1989) of a change in the type of Instrumental Motivation 

motivation Japanese students experience within their first year of university, it would be 

useful to measure the learners’ motivation, using the same measures at the beginning, 

middle, and end of the program to investigate how changes in motivation affect their 

learning and satisfaction. 

It would also be beneficial to follow-up quantitative analyses like those carried out 

in this study with qualitative data-gathering methods to explore more in-depth reasons 

behind the general answers collected and processed through a questionnaire-based 

investigation. The recent qualitative studies conducted by Gan, Humphreys and 

Hamp-Lyons (2004) and Tse (2000) are good models of what can be done following 

quantitative research in order to improve an understanding of the qualitative results. 
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An Improved Foreign Language Program Evaluation Model 

To meet the demand for quality assurance in foreign language programs, there have 

been significant developments of program evaluation models, including measuring learner 

satisfaction. Because learners are the direct recipients of educational processes, it is 

invaluable to include their input into an evaluation of the curriculum they receive. To 

further build on such a program evaluation model, it is necessary to understand the 

relationships among the factors that influence learner satisfaction and subsequently have an 

impact on the evaluative measures. 

This study provides foreign language program administrators that incorporate 

learner satisfaction into the evaluation process an overview of the methodology and 

statistical tools to carry out such beneficial evaluations. Turning to previous research of 

learner satisfaction in general education was crucial in further developing existing foreign 

language program models. Despite the complexities that can develop, these analyses are 

necessary in order to accurately understand the important interrelationships between learner 

factors and their satisfaction in the foreign language learning context. 

In sum, future foreign language program evaluations will surely benefit by 

following similar undertakings. This study contributes to foreign language program 

evaluation by demonstrating how foreign language program administrators who strive for 

quality evaluative details can execute this. Well-organized evaluations of foreign language 

programs utilizing the methodology described will not only provide evidence of quality 

assurance, but will enable both program administrators and instructors to use the wealth of 
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information to make constructive decisions that will lead to developing a curriculum that 

best serves the learning potential of the learners. 
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                          APPENDIX A 
ELP CURRICULUM SUMMARY 

 

EC4 Writing 
Problem/Solution 

Research Paper 

Social policy topics 

Internet/library research 

More sources required 

Portfolio assessment 

EC4 & EC5 Special Topics 
Electives/Topic Choices 

                Content-based courses 

                Integrated skills 

                Collaborative projects 

                Discussions 

                Presentations  

EC4 Seminar 
Issues Discussions 

Theme-based 

Social-policy topics 

Extended discussions 

Group discussion mgt. 

Internet research 

EC3 Writing 
Opinion Paper 

 with Sources 
Social policy topics  

Outside sources 

Paraphrasing 

Citing and referencing 

EC3 Listening 
Variety of Text Types 
Extensive listening  

Sub-skills focus 

Active & Passive vocab. 

Discussions 

Contemporary Topics 

EC3 Presentation 
Group Presentation 

Global issues – Japan 

Poster session 

Group presentation 

EC3 Seminar 
Issues Discussions 

Theme-based 

Social-policy topics  

Extended discussions 

Discussion strategies 

Internet research 

EC2 Writing 
Opinion Essay 

 & Summary 
Experiential/ Opinion 

topics 

Essay structure 

Thesis development 

EC2 Listening 
Film/ Documentary 

Listening Skills 
Environmental/ 

social themes 

Listening strategies 

Transactional listening 

EC2 Presentation 
Skill Presentation 
 

Speaking confidence 

Delivery skills 

Audio-visual aids 

 

EC2 Seminar 
Reading-Based 

 Discussions 
Personal/social topics 

Survey project 

Comm. strategies 

Jigsaw reading/Discuss 

EC1 Writing 
Academic Paragraph 

Writing 
Descriptive/Opinion 

writing 

Paragraph construction  

and analysis 

Idea generation 

Process approach 

EC1 Listening 
Academic Lectures 

Environmental/ 

social topics 

Listening strategies 

Note-taking skills 

Transactional listening 

EC1 Reading 
Reading Skills 
 & Strategies 

Social topics 

Vocabulary strategies & 

Dictionary use 

Opinion discussions 

Extensive reading 

Speed Reading 

EC1 Seminar 
Discussion Gambits 

Personal/social topics 

Group discussion skills 

Discussing opinions 
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APPENDIX B 
ELP EVALUATION FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION) 

 
 
EC4受講生の皆さん、英語教育プログラム(ELP)ではみなさんが履修されて来たECコースで

の英語学習経験についての感想をまとめたいと考えています。プログラムを将来より良い

物にしていく為にこのアンケートに時間を割いていただきありがとうございます。アンケ

ートではみなさんの率直な感想を聞かせて下さい。 

最後にあるコメント欄を除いて、アンケートの答えは全て別紙のアンサーシート 

(マークシート)に記入して下さい。 

 

このアンケートは任意の物です。アンケートに協力したくない方は白紙のまま提出して下

さい。 

 

セクション１．予備知識  

1.    学生番号‐ アンサーシートの左側にある四角の欄にあなたの学生番号を記 

     入して該当する各数字を塗りつぶして下さい。 

 

2.    あなたが所属する学科はどちらですか？ 

   総合政策学科＝１   メディア情報学科＝２ 

 

3.    あなたの性別を教えて下さい。 

    男性＝１   女性＝２ 

 

4.    総合政策学部への進学を決める際に、英語で履修できる教科(ELPを除く)が 

     あという事は重要な要因でしたか？ 

    いいえ＝１  はい＝２ 

 

5.    現在までにジオスやノヴァなどの英会話学校やESSなど通常の学校の課程 

      以外で英語のレッスンを受けたことがありますか？ 

       いいえ＝１  はい＝２ 
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6.   ４番ではいと答えた方、そういった英語のレッスンをどのくらいの 

         期間受けられましたか？ 

  (１)６ヶ月以下   (２)６-１２ヶ月   (３)１２-１８ヶ月  

      (４)１８-２４ヶ月   (５)２４ヶ月以上 

 

7． あなたは英語で講義される選択科目の演習を受講したことがありますか？ 

       いいえ＝１  はい＝２ 

 

8.   あなたは外国人の先生が担当し英語で授業が行なわれる研究演習（ゼミ） 

     の履修を選択しましたか？ 

       いいえ＝１  はい＝２ 

 

9.    あなたは大学を卒業した後大学院に進学する事を考えていますか？ 

     いいえ＝１  はい＝２ 

 

10.   あなたは将来英語圏の国(米国、英国、オーストラリア等)にある大学に留学 

      する事を考えていますか？ 

     いいえ＝１  はい＝２ 

 

 
 
セクション２．ELPについて  

 

１1．ELPの授業の質にまんぞくしている。 

１2．ECの授業はプログラムを履修し始めた時に期待していた通りの物だったと思う。 

セクション２からセクション５までの質問には以下のスケールを使ってあなたの考え

と一致する数字を選んでアンサーシートに記入して下さい。 

 

スケール 
 全く思わない ほとんど思わない あまり思わない 少し思う  かなり思う  

強く思う  

  １        ２       ３      ４      ５      

６  
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１3．ECの各分野の授業はお互いにうまく関連付けられていた。 

１4．授業で行なわれた自己評価(Self-evaluation)は成績の評価の為に役立ったと思う。 

１5．授業で行なわれた相互評価(Peer-evaluation)は成績の評価の為に役立ったと思う。 

１6．全体的にECコースの内容は面白い物だった。 

１7．ECのクラスで学習したスキルのいくつかは日本語で履修している他 

   のクラスでも役に立った。 

１8．ELPの先生の質に満足している。 

１9．必要な場合には授業外でも先生に簡単に質問することができた。(オフィスへ 

   行ったりE-メールを通して等) 

２0． 全体として先生達は成績を適切に評価してくれたと思う。 

 

 

 

セクション３．専門分野の英語と技能の学習について  

（以下に挙げる各スキルに対するあなた自身の進歩の度合いを評価してください） 

 

２1．英文を読む能力が十分に向上したと思う。 

２2．英語で文章を書く能力が十分に向上したと思う。 

２3．英語での会話力や討論の技能が十分に向上したと思う。 

２4．英語の聞き取り能力が十分に向上したと思う。 

２5．英語での発表(プレゼンテーション)の技能が十分に向上したと思う。 

２6．英語の資料を使って研究・調査する能力が十分に向上したと思う。 

２7．英語で批評する力が十分に向上したと思う。 

 

   

セクション3からセクション５までの質問には以下のスケールを使ってあなたの
考えと一致する数字を選んでアンサーシートに記入して下さい。 
 
スケール 
 全く思わない ほとんど思わない あまり思わない 少し思う  かなり思う  

強く思う  

  １        ２       ３      ４      ５      

６  
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セクション４ 英語学習の進歩と将来の英語学習の可能性  

 

２8．私はECのクラスでで自分自身満足できる程努力した。 

２9．努力はしたがECのクラスは役に立たなかったと思う。 

 3 0．ELPでは多くの英語を学んだと思う。 

３1．私が学んだ英語は将来役に立つと思う。 

３2．ECコースで勉強した期間を通して私の英語はあまり上達しなかった。 

３3．将来も自分で英語の勉強を続けようと考えている。 

 

セクション５．特定の英語スキルの達成  

（次に挙げる各スキルに対するあなたの現在の能力を評価して下さい）  

 

３4．私は自分の専門科目ならば英語で書にかれた教科書を読むことができる。 

３5．私は英字の雑誌や新聞記事を読むことができる。 

３6．私は英語で講義が行なわれる授業が聞き取れ、理解できる。 

３7．私は英語の映画やテレビ番組を聞き取ることができる。 

３8．私は社会問題にいての短いドキュメンタリーを英語で見ることができる。 

３9．私は英語話者と英語で日常的な話題について話をすることができる。 

４0．私は英語で自分の専門科目に関する話題でのグループ討論に参加することができる。 

４1．私は英語で公式的な(フォーマルな)プレゼンテーションを行なうことができる。 

４2．私は複数の英語の資料から情報の要約を書くことができる。 

４3．私は英語で授業のレポートを書くことができる。 

 

セクション６．ECコースの課程について。（各質問に用意された特定のスケールを

使って回答してください。) 

 

４4．ECのクラスの課程は…   (１)非常に簡単だった … (６)とても難しかった。 

 

４5．ECコースでは英会話の授業を     するべきだ。 

(１)非常に少なく …（６）非常に多く 
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４6．私はECのクラスを受講し始めた時よりネイティヴの英語話者と英語で話をする 

   自信が     。  

(１)全くついていない … (６)非常についた 

 

 

セクション７．ELPでの英語のスキル学習の適切な配分について  

 
 

４7．リーディングのスキル学習の量は… 

４8．リスニングのスキル学習の量は… 

４9．小グループでの討論のスキル学習の量は… 

 5 0．ライティングのスキル学習の量は… 

５1．プレゼンテーションのスキル学習の量は… 

５2．文法学習の量は… 

５3．インターネットを基にした調査のスキル学習の量は… 

５4．総合政策学部での英語学習の強調は… 

 

５5. ECコースについて何かコメントや感想などがありましたら記入してください。 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to answer this questionnaire! 

質問４６からは下記のスケールを使って回答してください。 

(*今までのスケールとの違いに注意してください。) 

 

  全く十分でなかった  … ちょうど良かった  … 非常に多すぎた  

      １           ４          ７  
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APPENDIX C 
ELP EVALUATION FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION) 

 
 

Dear EC4 student, the ELP would like to collect your feedback on your overall English 

learning experience of the EC courses you have taken. We would appreciate your time and 

honesty in answering this questionnaire to help us improve our program for the future.  

** Except for any final written comments, please mark your answers on the mark-sheet 

provided. 

 

 * Answering this survey is voluntary. If you do not want to participate, please leave the 
questionnaire blank.  

 

Section 1 – Background Information 
 

1. Student Number  –  Please write your student number in the box on the left side of the 

answer form and fill in the corresponding circles. 

 

2.  Which academic department are you in? 

 Department of Policy Studies = 1  Department of Applied Informatics = 2 

 

3. What is your gender?  

     Male = 1     Female = 2 

 

4. Was English language instruction an important reason for choosing the School of Policy 

  Studies?    
   No = 1      Yes = 2 

 

5. Have you ever taken or presently take English lessons at a private language school or English 

club such as GEOS, NOVA or ESS Club outside of your regular schooling? 

  No = 1     Yes = 2 
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6.  If your answer to question #5 is ‘Yes’, how long did you regularly take English lessons outside    

    of your typical schooling? 

 (1) less than 6 months   (2) 6 - 12 months (3) 12 - 18 months 

   (4) 18 -24 months         (5) over 24 months 

 

7.  Have you taken any elective (non-required) seminar courses taught in English in your first two 

    years of study? 

    No = 1     Yes = 2 

 

8.  Will you take your upper division research seminar (‘Zemi’) course taught in English by an 

    international, English-speaking professor?  

   No = 1      Yes = 2 

 

9.  Are you considering going to graduate school after finishing your undergraduate studies? 

 No = 1      Yes = 2 

 

10. Are you considering studying at an overseas university in an English-speaking country, such as 

   the United States, the U.K, or Australia, in the future?   

   No = 1      Yes = 2 

 

 

 

Section 2 – About the overall English Language Program 
 

11.  I am satisfied with the quality of the courses in the ELP. 

12.  The EC classes were similar to what I had expected at the start of the program. 

13.  The EC classes were well connected to other EC courses. 

For sections 2 through 5, please use the 1-6 scale below that matches your opinion. 
  
 strongly    moderately    slightly     slightly    moderately    strongly 

  disagree    disagree      disagree     agree       agree        agree 
    1          2          3        4         5          6 
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14.  In the courses it was used, self-evaluation was useful for grading purposes. 

15.  In the courses it was used, peer-evaluation was useful for grading purposes. 

16.  In general, the content themes of the EC courses were interesting. 

17.  Some skills I learned in the EC classes are helpful for my courses taught in Japanese. 

18.  I am satisfied with the quality of the teachers in the ELP. 

19.  I could easily ask my teachers for help outside class (in the office/by e-mail) when necessary. 

20.  Overall, teachers graded my performance appropriately. 

 

 

Section 3 – About the learning of specific English language and academic skills  
           (Please assess your improvement of each of the following skills) 
 

21.  I have adequately improved my Reading of English texts. 

22.  I have adequately improved my Writing skills in English. 

23.  I have adequately improved my Speaking / Discussion skills in English. 

24.  I have adequately improved my Listening skills of English. 

25.  I have adequately improved my Presentation skills in English. 

26.  I have adequately improved my ability to do Research using English sources. 

27.  I have adequately improved my Critical thinking. 

 

 

Section 4 – Your English learning progress and possible future English study 
 

28.  I am satisfied with my overall effort in the EC classes. 

29.  I tried hard but the EC classes didn’t help me much. 

30.  I have learned a lot of English in the EC classes. 

31.  I expect the English I have learned in the EC classes will be useful in my future. 

32.  My English has not improved much from the EC courses.  

33.  I plan to continue to study English on my own in the future. 
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Section 5 – Specific English language skills attainment  
(Please assess the statement regarding your current ability in the following skills.) 
 

34.  I am able to read textbooks in my academic major written in English. 

35.  I am able to read English language magazine and newspaper articles. 

36.  I am able to listen to and comprehend a class lecture given in English. 

37.  I am able to listen to movies and TV programs in English. 

38.  I am able to watch short documentaries on social issues given in English. 

39.  I am able to talk about everyday topics in English with English speaking foreigners. 

40.  I am able to participate in group discussions of topics related to my academic field in English. 

41.  I am able to give formal presentations in English. 

42.  I am able to write a summary of information from multiple sources in English. 

43.  I am able to write academic essays in English. 

 

Section 6 – EC coursework  (Use the specific scale provided for each question) 

 

44.  The ELP course work was …    (1) Extremely easy   -----   (6) Much too difficult 

 

45.  There should be …            (1) Much less     -----    (6) Much more 

conversational English instruction in the ELP. 

       

46.  I am ________________ confident about  (1) Much less     -----    (6) Much more 

 speaking English with native English speakers 

  than when I started taking EC classes. 
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Section 7 – Adequate allocation of skill instruction in the English Language Program 
 

For questions 47-54, please use the following scale (*Please note the different scale being used); 

 

 

 

 

 

47.  The amount of reading skills instruction is … 

48.  The amount of listening skills instruction is … 

49.  The amount of small group discussion skills instruction is … 

50.  The amount of writing skills instruction is … 

51.  The amount of presentation skills instruction is … 

52.  The amount of grammar instruction is … 

53.  The amount of Internet-based research skill instruction is … 

54.  The emphasis on learning English in the School of Policy Studies is ... 

 

 

Written Comments: Please write any comments or suggestions you have about the 
EC courses below. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for taking the time to answer this questionnaire! 

   

  Really not enough   -----   Just Right   -----   Really too much 

 1           4                    7 
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APPENDIX D 
ELP NEEDS ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE (JAPANESE VERSION) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

このアンケートの回答にはコンピューター・マークシートを使用してください。ＨＢの鉛筆を

使用して適切な円を塗りつぶして下さい。もしも何か特にコメントがあれば、アンケート用紙

の最後に記入して下さい。 

 

パート1 個人履歴 

● 学生番号： あなたの学生番号を左端の四角の中にある学生番号欄に記入し、数字をマー

クして下さい。 

 

１．性別： (1) 男性   (2) 女性 

２．専攻： (1) 総合政策 (2) メディア情報 

３．国籍： (1) 日本   (2) 中国   (3) 韓国   (4) その他 

４．あなたは今までに全ての授業が英語で教えられている学校で学んだことがありますか？       

            (1) ある   (2) ない 

 

ＥＬＰの生徒の皆さんへ 

The English Language Program (ELP) では今後のコースプランに役立てる為、新入生の皆さ

んに答えて頂きたい質問があります。皆さんが回答のために時間を割いて下さることに感謝し

ます。皆さんの回答は、皆さんのために一番役立つ英語のクラスを作る為に重要な物になりま

す。          

このアンケートに対する皆さんの回答は研究/調査の目的の為にＥＬＰによってのみ使用され

る物であり、他の目的で利用されたり他者が使用することはありません。また、このアンケー

トへの回答は任意の物ですので、アンケートに参加したくない方は白紙のままにしておいて下

さい。 
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５．4番で“ある”と回答された方、全ての授業が英語で教えられている学校で学んだことがあ

る期間はどのくらいですか？ 

    (1) 1年間  (2) 2年間  (3) 3年間  (4) 4年間  (5) 5年以上 

 

６．4番で“ある”と回答された方、全ての授業が英語で教えられている学校で学んでいたのは

いつのことですか？（回答が複数になる場合は、最後に学んだ学年に当てはまるものを選

んで下さい。） 

    (1) 幼稚園から小学校６年生の間 (2) 中学生の時 (3) 高校生の時 

 

７．あなたは今までに外国で生活したことがありますか？  (1) ある   (2) ない 

 

８．７番で“ある”と回答された方、関西学院大学に入学する以前にどのくらいの期間外国に

住んでいましたか？   

    (1) 6ヶ月未満 (2) 6ヶ月～1年 (3) 1年～18ヶ月 (4) 18ヶ月～2年 

      (5) 2年～3年 (6) ３年以上 

 

９．７番で“ある”と回答された方、それはどのようなタイプの国でしたか？ 

    (1) 英語圏の国（オーストラリア、カナダ、英国、ニュージーランド、アメリカなど） 

    (2) 英語が広く用いられている国（シンガポール、インドなど） 

    (3) 英語を用いない国 

 

10．あなたが入学願書を提出した際、関西学院大学は何番目の志望校でしたか？ 

    (1)第一志望  (2)第二志望  (3)第三志望  (4)第四志望  (5)第五志望以降 

 

11．あなたは関西学院大学では2年間の英語のコースが必修だと入学前から 

     知っていましたか？ 

      (1) 知っていた (2) 知らなかった 

 

パート２ 英語に関する目標 

 

12．英語で講義(ELPを除く)を受ける機会があるから関西学院大学への入学を選んだ。 

            (1)全く関係ない       (2)関係ない     (3)あまり関係ない  

            (4)ある程度そうだ     (5)そうだ       (6)全くその通りだ 
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13. 三回生、四回生になった時、英語で行われる選択科目を履修することを目指している。 

(1) 全く目指していない  (2) 目指していない (3) あまり目指していない  

(4) ある程度目指している (5) 目指している  (6) 強く目指している 

 

14. 三回生、四回生になった時、英語で行われるゼミを履修することを目指している。 

(1) 全く目指していない  (2) 目指していない (3) あまり目指していない  

(4) ある程度目指している (5) 目指している  (6) 強く目指している 

 

15. 大学在学中に英語圏の国へ留学する事にどの程度興味をもっていますか？ 

(1) 全く興味がない   (2) ほとんど興味がない (3) あまり興味がない 

(4) ある程度興味がある (5) 興味がある     (6) 非常に興味がある 

 

16. 大学を卒業したら、英語を必要とする仕事に就くことを目指している。 

(1) 全く目指していない  (2) 目指していない (3) あまり目指していない  

(4) ある程度目指している (5) 目指している  (6) 強く目指している 

 

17. 大学を卒業したら、英語圏の外国で仕事に就くことを目指している。 

(1) 全く目指していない  (2) 目指していない (3) あまり目指していない  

(4) ある程度目指している (5) 目指している  (6) 強く目指している 

 

18. あなたが自分自身について感じている現時点での総合的な英語力は… 

   (1)非常に低い (2)かなり低い (3)低い (4)まあまあ (5)かなり高い (6)非常に高い 

 

19. 英語を学習することはやりがいのある課題だと思う。 

    (1) 全くそうは思わない (2) ほとんど思わない (3) わずかにしか思わない  

    (4) 少しそう思う    (5) ある程度そう思う (6) 非常にそう思う 

 

20. より高い教養をつけるために英語を学習したいと思う。 

    (1) 全くそうは思わない (2) ほとんど思わない (3) わずかにしか思わない  

    (4) 少しそう思う    (5) ある程度そう思う (6) 非常にそう思う 
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21. 英語を学ぶことは大学卒業後よい仕事に就く為に重要だと思う。 

    (1) 全くそうは思わない (2) ほとんど思わない (3) わずかにしか思わない  

    (4) 少しそう思う    (5) ある程度そう思う (6) 非常にそう思う 

 

22. もし2年間のELPコースが選択科目なら、あなたは… 

(1) 履修する   (2) 履修しない 

 

 

パート３  将来必要な英語力 

 

23. 学究的な英語（英語で行われる大学レベルの講義で用いられる英語）の教育はあなたが将

来必要とする英語にどのくらい役立つと思いますか？ 

(1) 全く役に立たない (2) あまり役に立たない (3) わずかにしか役に立たない 

(4) 少し役に立つ   (5) ある程度役に立つ  (6) 非常に役に立つ 

  

24. ビジネス関連の英語（仕事上で用いられる特定の英語）の教育はあなたが将来に必要とす

る英語にどのくらい役立つと思いますか？ 

(1) 全く役に立たない (2) あまり役に立たない (3) わずかにしか役に立たない 

(4) 少し役に立つ   (5) ある程度役に立つ  (6) 非常に役に立つ 

 

25. 一般英語（日常会話英語、旅行英語など）の教育はあなたが将来に必要とする英語にどの

くらい役立つと思いますか？ 

(1) 全く役に立たない (2) あまり役に立たない (3) わずかにしか役に立たない 

(4) 少し役に立つ   (5) ある程度役に立つ  (6) 非常に役に立つ 

 

26. もしあなたが以下に挙げる英語のクラスの内ひとつだけしか選択できないとしたらどれを

選びますか？ 

(1) 学究的な英語（英語で行われる大学レベルの講義で用いられる英語） 

   (2)  ビジネス／職業英語 

  (3) 一般英語（日常会話、旅行英語など） 
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パート４ 重要な英語のスキル 

 

27. あなたの全般的な英語力を高めるためには下に挙げたどのスキルを学習することが最も役

立つと思いますか？ 

(1) リーディング  (2) リスニング  (3) スピーキング  (4) ライティング  

 

28. 英語の授業で語彙の練習に焦点を絞ることはどの程度重要だとおもいますか？ 

(1) 全く重要だと思わない (2) 重要だと思わない   (3) あまり重要だと思わない  

(4) ある程度重要だと思う (5) かなり重要だと思う (6) 非常に重要だと思う 

 

29. 英語の授業で文法の練習に焦点を絞ることはどの程度重要だとおもいますか？ 

(1) 全く重要だと思わない (2) 重要だと思わない   (3) あまり重要だと思わない  

(4) ある程度重要だと思う (5) かなり重要だと思う (6) 非常に重要だと思う 

  

 

30番から54番までの回答には以下の尺度を使って、将来英語を使用するに当たってあ

なたが目標とする度合を各スキル毎に記してください。 

 

(1) 全く目標としていない (2)あまり目標としていない (3)わずかにしか目標としていない 

(4) 少し目標としている   (5)ある程度目標としている (6)強く目標にしている 

 

30. ビジネス関連の書類やＥ‐メールを                １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

英語で読むこと          

31. インターネットで英語の記事を読むこと        １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

32. 趣味で小説を英語で読むこと            １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

33. 英語で新聞や雑誌を読むこと             １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

34. 外国人の友人からのE‐メールを              １   ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

英語で読むこと           

35. 英語の教科書を読むこと               １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 
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36. 仕事での会議や少人数グループでの          １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

ディスカッションを英語で聞き取ること 

37. 英語の講義を聞き取ってノートを取ること       １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

38. 国際会議で英語のスピーチを聞き取ること       １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

39. 映画やテレビ番組を英語で聞き取ること        １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

40. 英語の音楽を聞き取ること              １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

41. 日本を観光中の外国人と英語で話をすること       １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

42. 国際会議において英語で公式的な            １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

スピーチやプレゼンテーションを行うこと  

43. 職場で少人数のグループに対して英語で         １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

スピーチやプレゼンテーションを行うこと〔使用尺度〕 

44. 授業中に少人数のグループに対して英語で        １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

スピーチやプレゼンテーションを行うこと 

45. クラスメートと一般的な話題や時事問題について     １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

英語でディスカッションを行うこと 

46. 外国人と一般的な話題や時事問題について        １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

英語でディスカッションを行うこと 

47. 海外旅行中にホテルやレストランのスタッフに      １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

英語で話をすること  

48. 大学の講義でレポートを英語で書くこと        １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

49. ビジネス書類を英語で書くこと             １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

50. 複数の英語で書かれた出典から情報を              １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

統合すること         

51. 外国人の友人にＥ‐メールで英語の手紙を       １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

書くこと   

52.  外国人にＥ‐メールでビジネスレターを        １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

書くこと 

53. 英語で研究する能力を得ること            １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

54.  外国人を含むクラスメートや同僚と英語で       １  ２  ３  ４   ５  ６ 

グループ研究を行うこと 

 

 

ご協力ありがとうございました。 
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APPENDIX E 
ELP NEEDS ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION) 

 
 

Dear ELP Student, 

The English Language Program (ELP) would like to know some information about our new 

students to help plan future courses. It would be appreciated if you would take some time to 

answer the following questions on this questionnaire. Your answers will be important to 

create the type of English classes most useful for you. Your answers to this questionnaire 

will be confidential and only used by the ELP for this research - it will not be available to any 

other person. Answering this questionnaire is voluntary. If you do not want to take part in 

this questionnaire research, leave the questionnaire blank. 

 

Please use the computer mark sheet to answer this questionnaire. Mark the appropriate 

circle using an HB pencil.  

 

Part 1. Background Information 
 Student number: Write your student number in the box on the left side of the answer 

sheet and mark the circles for those numbers. 

 

1.  Gender:      (1) Male       (2) Female 

 

2.  Major:       (1) Policy Studies     (2) Media – Information 

 

3.  Nationality:       (1) Japanese      (2) Chinese      (3) Korean      (4) Other 

 

4.  Have you ever studied in an English-medium school?      (1) Yes     (2) No  

 

5.  If your answer to question #4 is ‘yes’, how many years did you study in an  

    English- medium school? 

    (1) 1 year    (2) 2 years    (3) 3 years    (4) 4 years    (5) 5 years or more 
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6.  If your answer to question #4 is ‘yes’, which level of school was it? (If 2 or more 

answers apply, chose the one which includes the last year of your study in the 

English-medium school) 

    (1) Kindergarten – 6th grade     (2) Junior high school     (3) high school 

 

7.  Have you ever lived in a foreign country?       (1) Yes      (2) No 

 

8.  If your answer to question #7 is ‘Yes’, how long did you live in a foreign country before 

 starting at KSC? 

      (1)  less than 6 months     (2)  6 months – 1 year     (3)  1 year – 18 months    

  (4)  18 months - 2 years    (5)  2 years - 3 years      (6)  3 years or more 

 

9.  If your answer to question #7 is ‘Yes’, what type of country was it? (If there are multiple  

     answers, choose the one you lived in the longest.) 

    (1) An English speaking country ( eg. Australia, Canada, Great Britain, New Zealand, 

       or the U. S. A.) 

    (2) A country where English is widely used ( eg. Singapore, India, ) 

    (3) A non - English speaking country 

 

10.  What choice was Kwansei Gakuin University when you were applying for universities 

     to attend? 

    (1) 1st choice  (2) 2nd choice  (3) 3rd choice  (4) 4th choice  (5) 5th choice or lower 

 

11.  Did you know that 2 years of English courses were required here at KSC before you  

       enrolled? 

       (1) Yes, I knew     (2) No, I did not know 
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Part 2.  Interest in English 
12.  I chose to attend KSC because of the opportunity to take upper-division  

     English-medium courses (not including English Language Program classes). 

      strongly    somewhat    slightly     slightly     somewhat     strongly    

      disagree    disagree    disagree     agree       agree        agree 

         1          2           3          4            5            6 

 

13.  I have a goal to take elective courses taught in English in my 3rd and 4th years of 

     university. 

      strongly    somewhat    slightly     slightly     somewhat     strongly    

      disagree    disagree    disagree     agree       agree        agree 

         1           2          3          4           5             6 

 

14.  I have a goal to take my ‘zemi’ course taught in English in my 3rd and 4th years of 

     university. 

      strongly    somewhat    slightly     slightly     somewhat     strongly    

      disagree    disagree    disagree     agree       agree        agree 

         1          2           3           4          5             6 

 

15.  I am interested in doing a study abroad program in an English-speaking country while  

     I am a university student. 

      not at all    somewhat not   slightly not     slightly     somewhat     very    

     interested     interested      interested    interested    interested   interested 

         1            2              3            4           5           6 

 

16.  I have a goal to get a job which requires English after graduating from university. 

      strongly    somewhat     slightly       slightly      somewhat      strongly    

      disagree    disagree     disagree       agree        agree         agree 

        1           2            3            4            5              6 
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17.  I have a goal to work in an English-speaking country after graduating from university. 

      strongly     somewhat     slightly      slightly     somewhat      strongly    

      disagree     disagree     disagree      agree       agree         agree 

        1            2            3           4           5              6 

 

18.  I feel my current overall level of English ability is … 

     (1) very poor   (2) quite poor    (3) poor    (4) OK    (5) good    (6) very good 

 

19. Learning English is a challenge that I enjoy. 

      strongly     somewhat     slightly     slightly     somewhat      strongly    

      disagree     disagree     disagree     agree       agree         agree 

        1            2            3           4           5             6 

 

20.  I want to learn English to be more educated. 

      strongly     somewhat     slightly      slightly     somewhat     strongly    

      disagree     disagree     disagree      agree       agree        agree 

        1            2            3           4           5             6 

 

 

20. I believe learning English is important to get a good job after graduating from 

     university. 

      strongly    somewhat     slightly      slightly    somewhat      strongly    

      disagree    disagree     disagree      agree      agree         agree 

         1          2            3           4          5              6 

 

22.  If taking English courses in the ELP (EC classes) were optional, I would choose… 

      (1) to take them         (2) to not take them 
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Part 3.  Necessary English skills for your future 
 

23.  How useful do you feel academic English instruction (English needed for 

     English-medium university courses) is for your future English language needs? 

     not at all    not so     slightly not     a little       somewhat      very 

      useful     useful       useful        useful        useful        useful 

  1          2           3            4            5            6 

 

24.  How useful do you feel vocational English instruction is for your future English 

     language needs? 

     not at all    not so     slightly not     a little       somewhat      very 

      useful     useful       useful        useful        useful        useful 

  1          2           3            4            5            6 

 

25.  How useful do you feel general English instruction (Everyday conversational English  

and travel English) is for your future English language needs? 

     not at all     not so    slightly not      a little      somewhat      very 

      useful      useful      useful         useful       useful        useful 

  1          2           3             4           5            6 

 

26.  If you could only choose one of the following types of English instruction, which would 

 you want to take? 

 (1)  Academic English ( English used in English-medium university courses ) 

 (2)  Work-related/ Vocational English  

 (3)  General English ( Everyday conversational English and travel English ) 

 

 

PART 4. Your future English goals. 

 

27.  Which of the following skills do you feel would be most useful to learn and practice  

 for improving your overall English ability? 

 (1) Reading         (2) Listening          (3) Speaking           (4) Writing   
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28.  How important is it to have vocabulary practice in English classes? 

     not at all    somewhat not   slightly not     slightly     somewhat     very 

     important     important      important     important   important    important 

        1            2              3            4           5           6 

 

29.  How important is it to have grammar practice in English classes? 

     not at all    somewhat not   slightly not     slightly     somewhat     very 

     important     important      important     important    important   important 

         1            2             3            4           5          6 

 

 

For questions 30 through 54, how much do you feel each of the skills is a goal toward using 

English in your future. Use the following scale for your answers. 

 

     not at all     somewhat not    slightly not     slightly    somewhat      very 

     important       important      important    important    important    important 

         1             2              3           4           5           6 

 

30.  Reading English business documents/business e-mail      1  2  3  4  5  6 

31.  Reading English articles on the Internet        1  2  3  4  5  6 

32.  Reading English novels for pleasure            1  2  3  4  5  6 

33.  Reading English newspapers          1  2  3  4  5  6 

34.  Reading e-mails from foreign friends written in English      1  2  3  4  5  6 

35.  Reading English Textbooks          1  2  3  4  5  6 

36.  Listening in meetings or small-group discussions      1  2  3  4  5  6 

        at work 

37.  Listening to take notes of a class lecture in English      1  2  3  4  5  6 

38.  Listening to a speech in a conference given in English  1  2  3  4  5  6 

39.  Watching movies or TV programs in English       1  2  3  4  5  6 

40.  Listening to English language music        1  2  3  4  5  6 

41.  Speaking informally in English with foreign tourists        1  2  3  4  5  6 

42.  Giving formal speeches / presentations in English      1  2  3  4  5  6 

     at international conferences 
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43.  Giving small speeches / presentations in English      1  2  3  4  5  6 

     at work 

44.  Giving small speeches / presentation in English      1  2  3  4  5  6 

     in your university classes 

45.  Having discussions about general topics and        1  2  3  4  5  6 

     current events in English with classmates 

46. Having discussions about general topics and       1  2  3  4  5  6 

current events in English with foreign people 

47.  Speaking to hotel and restaurant staff          1  2  3  4  5  6 

in English while traveling overseas 

48.  Writing in English for university course papers     1  2  3  4  5  6 

49.  Writing business documents in English        1  2  3  4  5  6 

50.  Synthesizing information from more than one source      1  2  3  4  5  6 

51.  Writing e-mail letters in English to foreign friends      1  2  3  4  5  6 

52.  Writing e-mail business letters in English to foreigners  1  2  3  4  5  6 

53.  Getting the ability to research information in English        1  2  3  4  5  6 

54.  Doing group research with classmates or co-workers       1  2  3  4  5  6 

     in English. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for answering this questionnaire! 
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APPENDIX F 
ADMINISTERING THE ELP EVALUATION FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Dear EC4 Writing Instructors, 

As you have been previously notified, there is an ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire 

for EC4 students to complete to give feedback about our overall program. Again, this 

questionnaire is designed to get general feedback about their experiences for the program 

as a whole, not for an individual course or even just the past year.  

 

Please use the following guidelines to have students complete the questionnaire. 
 

1.  Tell students that there is an ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire  

 

 Inform students that completing the questionnaire is voluntary and that if they don’t 

want to answer the questionnaire, they do not have to (This is clearly noted at the 

beginning of the questionnaire).  

 At the same time, it is important to let students know that they are asked to give their 

student ID so that other information, such as their TOEFL scores and ELP grades, can 

be used with the responses of the questionnaire for research purposes.  

 Also let them know that the information they provide will be kept confidential and will 

have no effect toward their grades.  

 

2.  Put the attached instruction memo (On reverse side of this page) on the OHC/OHP to 

direct students to the on-line questionnaire (A link is found on a word document in the 

main ‘English Classes’ page on the M-drive). 

 

 The online questionnaire will automatically open when redirected to Link 

 

** Back-up paper-based questionnaires are provided in the envelope if any problems arise 

regarding use of the online format. Please inform me as soon as possible if there is a 

problem. 

 

Again, thank you very much for your help! 
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Dear EC4 Students, 
 
Congratulations on completing the English Language Program (ELP)! 
 
The ELP management would like to get your feedback about the entire 
program. We would really appreciate your time in completing a 
questionnaire about the program (Only takes about 15 minutes).  
 
 
Instructions to be able to complete the ELP Evaluation Feedback 
Questionnaire. 
 
 
 

Turn on a computer and go to the M-drive 
 

   ENGLISH CLASSES (folder) 

 

   PROGRAM EVALUATION (folder) 

 

   Open the word document :   

2006 ELP Evaluation Feedback Questionnaire 

 

   Click on the link    (while holding down the ‘Ctrl’ key) 

 
 
 


